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/.   yudicial  Notice y  138. 
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10.  Interlocutory  Decree^  139. 

a.  In  General y  im 

h.   Validity  and  Infringenuni  Proved  or  Admitted^  139. 

c.  On  One  or  More  Claims  or  Patents ^  139. 

d.  Granting y  Withholdings  or  Suspending  I njunctiony\^o. 

e.  Decree  for  Accountings  141. 
/.  Profits  and  Damages^  142. 

11.  Reference  to  Master s  144. 

a.  In  Generaly  144. 

b.  Findir^  Extent  of  Monopoly  and  Infringements  144. 

c.  Period  for  Which  Account  Taken^  145. 

d.  Alloivance  of  Nominal  Profits  and  Damages^  145. 

e.  Exceptions  to  Master* s  Report ^  145. 

/.  Questions  Foreclosed  iy  Interlocutory  Decree ^  145. 

g.  Recommitment  to  Mastery  146. 

h.  Accepting  or  Rejecting  Master^ s  Report^  146. 

12.  Final  Decree y  147. 

a.  Dismissed  of  Billy  147. 

b.  After  Master* s  Report y  148. 

13.  Rehearingy  149. 

a.  In  General y  149. 

^.  Neiv  EvidencCy  149. 

r.  Subsequent  Decisions  of  Supreme  Courty  150. 

d.  Disclaimers  y  151. 

14.  Opening  or  VcucUing  DecreCy  151. 

fl,  /«  Generaly  151. 
^.  iWa/  Evidence y  152. 

15.  C(^j/x,  153. 

a.  -4/  What  Stage  of  Cause  Giveny  153. 

b.  When  and  to  Whom  Given  in  Generaly  153. 

c.  Where  Plaintiff  Succeeds  in  Part  and  rails  in  Party 

154- 

d.  Costs  of  Reference  to  Mastery  154. 

XIY.  AoTioirs  OB  SmtB  OBOwiiro  OvT  or  Pateitt  Oohteacts,  155. 

1.  In  Generaly  155. 

2.  For  Money  Due  under  Contract y  155. 

3.  For  Breach  of  Contracty  156. 

4.  For  Fraud  in  Contract  or  SalCy  156. 

XV.  QvzBTnre  Titlb  to  Patbitt  abb  CoxPBLLnre  Assxobxbbt, 

157. 

XTI.  APPBAL  abb  SBBOB  IB  SBITS  OB  OB  COBCBBBDrO  PATBBTB, 

158. 

1.  When  ZieSy  and  jurisdiction  of  Courts  in  Generaly  158 

2.  Writ  of  Error  to  State  Courty  159. 

3.  Character  of  Decree  Authorizing y  160. 

4.  Proceedings y  Evidence y  and  Determinationy  161. 

a.  In  Generaly  161. 

b.  Evidence  to  Be  Usedy  i6i. 

c.  Objections  and  ErrorSy  161. 
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d.  Effect  of  Prior  AdjudicaHonSy  162. 
5-   judgment,  163. 

a.  In  General^  163. 

b.  Expiration  or  Surrender  of  Patent  Pending  Appeal^ 

163. 
r.  Appeal  from  Costs  Oniy^  163. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Creditors'  Bills  to  reach  Patent  Eights,  see  article  CREDITORS* 
BILLSy  vol.  5,  p.  443;  and  as  to  other  particular  matters  con- 
cerning Patents,  consult  the  General  Index  to  this  work. 
LAND  PATENTS,  see  article  LAND  PATENTS,  vol.  12, 
P-  936. 

L  Scope  of  Axticie.  —  This  article  is  designed  to  treat  all 
questions  of  pleading  and  practice  relating  peculiarly  to  suits  on 
or  concerning  patents,  and  to  proceedings  on  patents  which  are 
had  in  the  courts.  The  practice  and  procedure  of  the  Patent 
Office  are  not  here  considered,  for  such  matters  are  not  within  the 
domain  of  this  work.  Questions  of  general  applicability,  not 
being  peculiar  to  suits  on  or  connected  with  patents,  will  be 
found  under  other  and  more  appropriate  titles. 

U  Appeal  feok  Decisioit  op  Coioiissioeee  of  Patsets  —  1.  To 
What  Tribimal  Appeal  Taken  —  Early  Aots  of  CongrMs.  —  By  an  Act 
of  Congress  passed  in  1836  appeals  from  decisions  of  the  com- 
missioner of  patents  were  to  a  board  of  examiners  composed  of 
three  disinterested  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  State,* 
but  for  this  tribunal  the  Act  of  1839  substituted  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Columbia.* 

Th«  Aet  ef  iSftS  provided  that  an  appeal  might  also  be  taken  to 
either  of  the  assistant  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  imposed  and  conferred  upon  each  of  them  the 
powers  and  duties  given  by  the  previous  act  to  the  aforesaid 
chief  justice.* 

Aet  of  iMl.  —  This  right  of  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  judges 
was  not  taken  away  by  the  Act  of  1861,  though  under  that  stat- 
ute an  appeal  could  be  entertained  only  from  the  decisions  of 
the  commissioner  of  patents,  and  could  not  be  taken  from  the 

1.  Act  1836,  g§  7>  8;  5  Sut.  at  L.  119,  S.  Act  1853,  §§  i,  2;  10  Stat,  at  L.  75. 

121.  See  also  Hopkins  v,  Barnum,  12  Fed. 

S.  Act  1839,  gg  II,  13;  5  Stat,  at  L.  Cas.  No.  6.685:  Jones  v,  Wetherill,  13 

354«   355*      See  also  In  re  Seely,   21  Fed.   Cas.   No.    7,508;    Greenouffh  v. 

Fed.   Cas.   No.   12,633;    In  re   Fultz,  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,784;  King  v, 

9Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,156;  Arnold  V.  Bishop,  Gedney,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,795;  Jus- 

T  Fed.  Cas.  No.  553;  In  re  Janney,  13  tice  v.  Tones,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,588; 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,209;  Pomeroy  v.  Con-  Babcock  v,  Degener,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

nison.  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,259;  Potter  698;  Beach  v.  Tucker.  2  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

t/.  Dixon,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  160, 19  Fed.  1,153;    In  r^  Chambers,   5  Fed.  Cas. 

Cas.  No.  11,325;  Bain  V.  Morse,  2  Fed.  No.  2,581;  Ex  p,  Selden,  21  Fed.  Cas. 

Cas.  No.  754.  No.  12,638. 
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of  Patent.  —  The  decision  of  the  commissioner  from  which 
an  appeal  may  be  taken  is  one  which  refuses  to  grant  the  appli« 
cation  for  a  patent.^ 

SlMtion  to  Withdraw  AppUoatioa  or  to  District    of    Columbia  only    in    cases 

Appeal.  —  UnderActz836,  c.  357,  §7,an  where  an  appeal    was    by    Act    1836 

unsuccessful  applicant  for  a  patent  has  allowed  from  the  decision  of  the  com- 

an  election  either  to  give  notice  to  the  missioner  to  a  board  of  examiners,  and 

commissioner  of  his  desire  to  appeal,  then  only  when  a  patent  had  been  re- 

or  to  withdraw  his  application  and  re-  fused.    In  re  Janney,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

ceive  back  $20  relinquishing  his  claim  7,209. 

to  the  model  and  patent;  and  if  he  suf-  Bd^naal  of  Ooauniialoiior  to  BotIso  De- 
fers the  decision  of  the  commissioner  olsios  of  FredooMsor.  —  Under  Act  1839 
thus  to  become  final,  he  cannot  after-  the  refusal  of  the  commissioner  to  re- 
wards appeal  from  such  decision.  Exp,  vise  and  revoke  the  decision  of  his 
O'Hara,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,464.  predecessor  in  office  who  rejected  the 

Contradietory  Fraotice  of  Patent  Ofloe  application  is  in  no  sense  a  refusal  of  a 

at  QrouBd  for  Belief.  —  The  fact  that  the  patent,  but  merely  a  decision  that  he 

earlier  decisions  and   practice  of  the  will   not  examine   the   merits    of  the 

Patent  Office  have  been  contradictory  claim  which  had  been  rejected  after 

to  the  later  ones  and  the  applicant  has  full  examination  by  said  predecessor. 

been  misled  by  the  course  of  the  office  There  being  no  time  put  as  a  limit  of 

as  regards  the  time  allowed  him  for  re-  appeal  in  this  case,  the  party  could  ap- 

newing  his  application    for  a   patent  peal  directly  from  the  decision  of  said 

which  had  been  erroneously  rejected  predecessor  and  thus  have  the  merits 

affords  no  ground  upon  which  the  court  of  his  claim  decided.     In  re  Janney,  13 

on  appeal  from  the  commissioner  can  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,209. 

^rant  relief.    Ex  /.  Simpson,  22  Fed.  Order  Berersing  Deeliioa  of  Fredeoei- 

Cas.  No.  12,878.  ior.  —  Under  the   statute  empowering 

Appeal  Where  Patent  Divided  on  Be-  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of 

iHoe.  —  Under  Act  March  3,    1837,  5  Columbia  *' to  revise  such  action  of  the 

Stat,  at  L.  19Z,  where  an  application  is  commissioner  affecting  the   merits  of 

made  for  the  reissue  and  division  of  a  the  invention   in    controversy   as  the 

patent,  the  divisions  for  the  purposes  of  court    shall    deem   necessary   upon  a 

an  appeal  from  the  commissioner's  de-  proper  hearing,"  the  court  has  juris- 

cision  are  to  be  considered  as  a  whole  diction  on  appeal  to  review  an  order 

and  not  as  separate  cases.    The  law  of  the  commissioner  reversing  without 

does  not  contemplate  that  each  case  authority  a  decision  of  his  predecessor 

presented  to  the  commissioner  for  his  that  an  invention  was  patentable  and 

consideration    must    be  treated  as  a  meritorious.     Matter  of  Hoeveler,  2Z 

substantive  application,  or  that  each  D.  C.  107. 

case  appealed  to  one  of  the  judges  of  Where  the  Coauniiiiener  Withholds  a 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of  Patent,  merely  by  virtue  of  his  super- 
Columbia  must  be  presented  as  a  sub-  visory  authority,  and  makes  no  decision 
stantive  appeal.  Ex  p,  Selden,  21  Fed.  in  the  case,  an  appeal  will  not  lie.  Nor 
Cas.  No.  12,638.  is  mandamus  proper,  but  the  remedy  is 

Ifandamni  to  Conuniiiioner.  —  Where  by  bill  in  equity.     Hull  v,   Commis- 

the  commissioner  wrongfully  refuses  to  sioner  of  Patents,  2  MacArthur  (D.  C.) 

allow  an  appeal  mandamus  may  issue  90,  125. 

to  compel  him.     But  where    he    has  Katten  Hot  Paned  Upon  by  the  Commie- 

thoroughiy  examined  the  case  and  de-  iioner,  but  reserved  for  future  determin- 

cided  Uiat  a  party  is  not  entitled  to  a  atlon,  are  not  properly  determinable  on 

reissue,  mandamus  will  not  lie  com-  appeal.     Colhoun  v,  Hodgson,  5  App. 

mandinghimto  refer  the  application  to  Cas.  (D.  C.)  21. 

"  the  proper  examiner  or  otherwise  ex-  Extent  of  Dediion  for  Appeal.  —  If  the 

amine  or  cause  the  same  to  be  exam-  commissioner  should  hold  that  an  orig- 

ined  according  to  law."    Commissioner  inal  applicant  for  a  patent  '*  was  not 

of  Patents  v.  Whiteley,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  the  original  and   first  inventor,"  and 

522.     See  infra^  IV.  Mandamus  to  Com^  should  reject  the  application  on   this 

missioner,  ground,  an  appeal  could  undoubtedly 

1.  Act  1839  gave  the  right  of  appeal  be  taken.    The  commissioner  need  not 

to  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  go    further    and    examine    any  other 
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ground  for  reversal,  for  they  may  be  wrong  and  the  conclusion 
entirely  correct.* 

b.  Interference  Cases  —  (i)  Whether  Appeal  Allowed— 
Sight  Formnly  eivan.  —  Under  the  Acts  of  Congress  of  1836  and 
1839,  and,  in  fact,  until  1870,  an  appeal  could  be  taken,  where 
the  proper  conditions  existed,  from  the  decision  of  the  commis- 
sioner in  an  interference  case  to  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of 
appeals  from  the  commissioner's  decisions.* 

By  th«  Aet  of  1870  no  appeal  was  allowed  in  any  case  of  interfer- 
ence, the  remedy  being  by  bill  in  equity  for  adjudication  that 
the  applicant  who  was  refused  a  patent  by  the  commissioner  was 
entitled  to  receive  one.* 

Aot  of  1898.  —  The  remedy  by  appeal  in  interference  cases  was 
restored,  however,  by  the  Act  of  1893,  and  appellate  jurisdiction 
was  vested  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
created  by  that  act.* 

(2)  When  Appeal  Lies  —  (a)  In  Gonoral.  —  Tho  Aot  of  1886,  which 
governed  appeals  in  interference  cases  under  that  and  subsequent 
acts,  provided  that,  whenever  an  application  was  made  for  a 
patent  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  commissioner,  would  conflict 
with  any  other  patent  for  which  an  application  might  be  pend- 
ing, or  with  any  unexpired  patent  which  had  been  granted,  the 
commissioner  should  give  notice  to  such  applicants,  or  patentees, 
and  have  a  hearing ;  and,  if  either  party  should  be  dissatisfied 
with  the  decision  of  the  commissioner  on  the  question  of  priority 

1.  In  re  Crooker,  6    Fed.  Cas.  No.  Matthews  v.  Wade,  16   Fed.   Cas.  No.  ' 

3,414; /»r^  Aiken,  I  Fed.  Cas.  No.  107;  9,292;  Drake  v.   Cunningham,  7  Fed. 

£x   p,    Spence,    22     Fed.    Cas.     No.  Cas.  No.  4.060;  Yearsley  v,  Brookfield, 

13,228.  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,131;  Carter  v.  Car- 

Tbo  Abfonoo  of  BTidonooHot  HeeeMory  ter,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,475;  Lovering  v. 

to  sustain  the  commissioner's  decision  Dutcher,  2  Hayw.  &  H.  (C.  C.)  367,  15 

will  not  call  for  a  reversal,  since  the  Fed.  Cas.   No.   8,553;    Exp,  Allen,   i 

commissioner  might  have  had  other  Fed.  Cas.  No.   207^;   Potter  v.  Dixon, 

grounds  for  rejecting  the  application.  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  160,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Jh  re  Crooker,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,414*  ii»325;  In  re  Henry,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

S.  Acts  1836,  §  8,  5  Stat,  at  L.  121;  6,371;  Ex  p,  Linton,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

1839.  §  II,  5  Stat,  at  L.  354;  1852,  §  I,  8,378;  Blackinton  r.  Douglass,  3  Fed. 

10  Stat,  at  L.  75;  1861,  §1  2,  3,  12  Stat.  Cas.    No.    1,470;   Justice  9.  Jones,  14 

at  L.  246,  247.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,588;  Collins  v.  White, 

See  the  following  cases  decided  under  6  Fed.   Cas.    No.    3,019;    Chandler  v 

and  construing  the  above  statutes,  on  Ladd,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,593;  O'Reilly 

appeals  from  the  commissioner's   de-  v.  Smith,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,566;  Hop- 

cision  in  interference  cases:    King  v,  kins  v,  Lewis,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,688; 

Gedney,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,795;  Hop-  Wellman  v.  Blood,   29  Fed.  Cas.    No. 

kins  V.  Barnum.  12  Fed.  Cas.  hfo.  6,685 ;  I7.385- 

Whipple  V.  Renton,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.        8.  Act  1870;  16  Stat,  at  L.  204,  205; 

17,521:  Pomeroy  v,  Connison,  19  Fed.  Rev,     Stat.,    §§    409-415;     Butler    v. 

Cas.  No.   11,259;    Bowen  v.  Herriet,  3  Shaw,  21  Fed.   Rep.   321.     See  for  bill 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,722;  Bain  v.  Morse,  2  in  equity  in  interference  cases,  infra^ 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  754;  Beach  v.  Tucker,  IIL  i.  When  Proceeding  Applicable, 
2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,153;  Babcock  v.  Deg-        4.  Act  Feb.  9,  1893;  Smith  v.  MuUer, 

ener,  2    Fed.  Cas.   No.  698;   Jones  v.  75  Fed.  Rep.  612;  Hernardln  v.  North- 

Wetherili,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,508:  fn  all,  77  Fed.  Rep.  849;  Westinghouse  v, 

re    Rouse.   20  Fed.   Cas.   No.   12,086;  Duncan,  2  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  131. 
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of  right  or  invention,  he  might  appeal  from  such  decision  on  cer- 
tain terms  and  conditions,  and  proceedings  be  had  to  determine 
which  or  whether  either  of  the  applicants  was  entitled  to  receive 
a  patent  as  prayed  for.* 

(b)  Beoliloiii  and  Xatton  Appeftlablo.  —  Under  the  Act  of  1 836  and 
subsequent  statutes  the  courts  have  decided  that  the  only 
decision  of  the  commissioner  from  which  an  appeal  could  be  taken 
was  one  which  refused  to  grant  a  patent  to  a  party  as  applied 
for.» 

1.  Acts  1836,  §  8;  5  Slat,  at  L.  121.  jurisdiction  to  review  on  appeal.     King 
Appeal  from  Beoond  Interference  After  v,    Gedney,   14    Fed.  Cas.  No.  7t795* 

Deciiion    on   First.  —  Act    1839,    which  distinguuhing  Pomeroy  v,  Connison,  19 

is  additional  to  Act  1836,  does  not  limit  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11.259. 

the  power  of    the  commissioner  to  a  Denial  of  Patent  to  Either  of  the  Partief, 

declaration  of  but  one  interference,  and  but  Ko  Award  of  Priority.  —  Where,  in 

if  before  the  patent,  adjudged  valid  oh  an  interference  case,  the  commissioner 

appeal,  issues,  another  case  of  interfer-  denies  a  patent  to  either  of  the  parties, 

ence  should  appear,  the  commissioner  but  does  not  decide  which  of  the  appli- 

may    again    declare  an    interference,  cants  is  the  prior  inventor,  the  decision 

Therefore,   where  on   appeal   from   a  is  appealable  since  it  is  not  from  a  de- 

second  interference  in  such  case  the  cision  as  to  who  is  the  prior  inventor, 

judge  decided  that  such  interference  but  from  one  refusing  to  grant  a  patent 

was  wrongfully  declared,  and  refused  to  to  a  party  as  applied  for,  that  an  appeal 

examine  the  case  on  its  merits,  and  per-  is  allowed.     Carter   v.  Carter,  5  Fed. 

emptorily  ordered  the  commissioner  to  Cas.  No.  2,475. 

issue  a  patent  in  pursuance  of  his  order  Xatten  Preliminary  to  Final  Deoiiioii 

on  the  first  appeal,  it  was  held  that  the  —  BnUngt    and    Ordert  — Discretion.  — 

judge  cried  in  refusing  to  entertain  Nothing  preliminary  to  the  issuiD^  of 

the  last  appeal,  and  that  his  order  to  a  patent  in  an  interference  case  is  a 

the  commissioner  dissolving  the  inter-  valid  ground  of  appeal,  unless  made 

ference  and  directing  his  first  order  to  so  by  law.     Under  Act  1839  the  prac- 

be  executed  was  a  nullity,  and  that  a  ticability  and  usefulness  of  the  inven- 

patentissaedinconformity  to  the  order  tion,  and  the  reducing  it  to  practice, 

was   void  and    should    be    enjoined,  were  matters  for  the  consideration  and 

Potter  V,  Dixon,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  160,  within  the  discretion  of  the  commis- 

19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,325.  sioner  until  the  patent  should  be  finally 

The  Addition  of  Another  Party  in  an  issued,  and  were  not  the  subject  of  ap 

interference  case  does  not  so  change  its  peal.     Matthews  v.  Wade,  16  Fed.  Cas. 

nature  as  to  make  it  entirely  a  new  No.  9,292. 

case;  and  where  the  subsequent  pro-  Begnlating  the  Taking  of  Testimony  in 

ceedings  show  it  to  be  a  rehearing  or  contested  cases  was  a  power,  by  Act 

new  trial  as  to  the  original  parties,  as  1839,  conferred  on  the  commissioner, 

well  as  to  the  issues  to  which  the  new  not  subject  to  the  control  or  revision  of 

applicant  is  to  be  considered  a  party,  the  appellate  judge.     Spear  c.  Abbott, 

the  case  may  be  considered  on  appeal.  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,222. 

Carter  v.  Carter.  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,475.  Interlocutory  Orders  ITot  Appealable nn- 

2.  King  V.  Gedney,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  dor  Act  1898.  —  Though  Act  1893  con- 
7.795:  Carter  v.  Carter,  5  Fed.  Cas.  ferred  in  general  terms  on  the  Court  of 
No.  2,475.  Appeals   of  the   District  of  Columbia 

Patent  Granted  to  Each  Party,  hat  Claim  jurisdiction  to  hear  appeals  in  interfer- 
of  One  Limited.  —  Where  the  commis-  ence  cases,  yet  it  was  not  the  inten- 
sioner  of  patents  in  an  interference  tion  to  grant  appeals  from  mere  inter- 
case  decides  to  grant  a  patent  to  each  locutory  or  preliminary  orders  or  rul- 
party  for  just  what  he  bad  claimed  in  ings.  By  such  rulings  no  definite 
his  application,  but  to  limit  the  claim  determination  of  the  merits  of  the  case 
of  one  party  to  a  part  of  what  was  set  is  made.  The  ultimate  determination 
forth  in  the  specification,  it  is  such  a  by  the  commissioner  is  the  question  of 
decision  as  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  priority  of  invention,  and  that  is  the 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  has  only  decision  from   which   an  appeal 
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(c)  AFpeal  by  Pat«&tM  from  AdTtrM  DMiiioiL  —  Upon  the  question  as 
to  whether  on  an  interference  declared  between  an  applicant  for 
a  patent,  and  a  patentee,  the  patentee  could  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  the  commissioner,  not  refusing  or  rejecting,  but  grant- 
ing the  application  for  letters  patent,  and  awarding  priority  of 
invention  to  the  applicant  and  against  the  patentee,  the  majority 
of  cases  have  strongly  held  in  the  negative.  *  Other  cases,  how- 
ever, have  not  adopted  this  construction,  and  have  as  positively 
decided  that  under  the  statute  a  patentee  has  the  same  right  of 
appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  commissioner  in  favor  of  an  appli- 
cant as  an  applicant  for  a  patent  has  under  the  statute  from  an 
adverse  decision  in  favor  of  a  prior  patentee.* 

(3)  Questions  for  Consideration  and  Decision,  —  The  question 
for  the  court  to  decide  on  an  appeal  from  the  commissioner  in  an 
interference  case  is  which  one  or  whether  either  one  of  the  appli- 
cants is  entitled  to  a  patent  as  prayed  for' 

QiiMtloii  ef  PatenUMlity.  —  Therefore  the  court  is  not  tied  down  to 
the  mere  question  of  priority  of  invention,  but  may  examine  the 
question  of  patentability  or  of  interference  if  it  properly  arise  in 
the  case.* 

3.  Proceedings  Beqnisite  to  Appeal  —  a.  Notifying  ^Commis- 
SIONER  AND  FILING  REASONS  OF  APPEAL,  —  When  an  appeal 
is  taken  to  the  courts,  the  appellant  must  give  notice  thereof  to 
the  commissioner,  and  must  rile  in  the  Patent  Office,  within  such 
time  as  the  commissioner  shall  appoint,  his  reasons  of  appeal 
specifically  set  forth  in  writing.* 

BaqvisitM  and  SoAoiency  of  Beaioni,  —  The  reasons  of  appeal  must  be 
specific,  not  vague  or  indefinite,  and  must  involve  a  point  or  points 

will  lie.    Westinghouse  v.  Duncan,  2  decision  of  the  commissioner  of  patents 

App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  131.  in  an  interference  case  that  a  certain 

1.  Pomeroy  v,  Connison,  19  Fed.  article  is  not  patentable  will  not  be  re- 
Cas.  No.  11,259;  Bowen  v,  Herriet,  3  viewed  on  appeal  where  the  evidence 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,722;  Whipple  v.  Ren*  introduced  does  not  bear  directly  upon 
ton,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,521;  Hopkins  the  point  in  issue.  Arnold  v,  Pettee, 
V.    Barnum,  12  Fed.    Cas.  No.  6,685;  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  561^. 

Drake  v,  Cunningham,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6.  Act  1839,  g  ii;  5  Stat,  at  L.  354; 

4,060.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4912. 

2.  Babcock  v,  Degener,  2  Fed.  Cas.  Ko  Kow  Oath  is  necessary  under  Act 
No.  698;  Beach  v.  Tucker,  2  Fed.  Cas.  1836  to  enable  a  party  to  appeal  when 
No.  1,153.  his  claim  has  been  finally  rejected.     In 

S.  Act  1836,  g§  6,  8;  Act  1839,  §  ii;  re  Crooker,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,414. 

Lovering   v,   Dutcher,  2  Hayw.  ^  H.  Control  of  Court  Orer  Beasoni  of  Appeal. 

(C.  C.)  367,   15  Fed.  Cas.   No.    8,553;  — The  filing  of  the  reasons  of  appeal  is 

Yearsley  v.  Brookfield,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  a  proceeding  over  which  the  appellate 

18,131;  Bain  v,  Morse,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  judge  has  no  control.     If  the  commis- 

754.  sioner  has  received  and  filed  the  reasons, 

4.  Bain  r.  Morse,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  the  judge  cannot  order  him  to  strike 
754:  Yearsley  v.  Brookfield,  30  Fed.  them  out.  They  wait  to  be  heard  and 
Cas.  No.  18,131;  Burrows  z/.  Wetherill,  decided;  and  when  brought  before  the 
4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,208;  Jones  v.  Wether-  judge,  if  they  are  not  valid  he  will  over- 
ill,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,508.  rule  them.     Matthews  ».  Wade,  16  Fed. 

XTidonoe  Hot  Directly  upon  Point.  —  A  Cas.  No.  9,292. 
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material  to  and  affecting  the  decision  of  the  commissioner.^ 

b.  Time  for  Appeal  and  for  Filing  Reasons  —  Fiziiig  the 

Time.  —  By  the  Act  of  1839  ^^^  ^^^  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  on  receiving  notice  from  a  party  of  his  intention  to 
appeal,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  to  fix  a  reason- 
able time  for  filing  the  reasons  of  appeal  and  taking  the  appeal, 
and  to  the  commissioner  that  duty  is  exclusively  intrusted.' 

Aoting  Within  Time  Limited.  —  Within  this  time  all  further  action  of 
the  commissioner  as  to  granting  a  patent  is  to  be  suspended;  and 
within  this  time  also  the  reasons  of  appeal  must  be  filed.' 

SnfpeniioB  or  Xnlftrgement  of  Limit.  —  For  good  cause  shown,  the  com- 
missioner may  suspend  the  limit  of  appeal  or  direct  the  time  to 
be  enlarged.* 

c.  Commissioner  Filing  Grounds  of  Decision  and  Reply 
TO  Reasons.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  under  the 
statute  to  furnish  the  court  in  writing  the  grounds  of  his  decision, 
touching  all  the  points  involved  by  the  reason  of  the  appeal.* 

1.  In  re  Aiken,  z  Fed.  Cas.  No.  107;  hearing  is  no  excuse  for  not  filing  the 

In    re   Winslow,    30    Fed.    Cas.    No.  reasons  in  time,  and  if  the  time  is  not 

17,879;  Blackinion  v,  Douglass,  3  Fed.  enlarged     by    the    commissioner    the 

Cas.  No.  1,470.  appeal    cannot   afterwards   be    taken. 

Ho  Aasignmont  Ii  Soffleiontly  Speoiile  Greenough  v.  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

which  does  not  with  that  reasonable  5,784. 

certainty  which  would  satisfy  an  Intel-  4«  Greenough  v,  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cas. 

ligent  mind  point  out  the  precise  mat-  No.  5784. 

ter  of  alleged  error;  and  if  for  no  other  Biserotion  to  Enlargo  —  Adoption  of  8eo- 

object,   manifestly  in  order  that  the  rotary   of    ^torior'i    Snggettion.  —  An 

office  in  response  to  the  assignments  of  extension  of  the  limit  of  appeal   is  a 

error  may  present  definite  suggestions  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  com- 

thereon   for  the  consideration   of  the  missioner  which  he  may  at  any  time 

judge  on  appeal,  and  if  need  be,  upon  a  exercise,  and  in  complying  with  the  sug- 

clear  error  being  pointed  out,  itself  cor-  geslion  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

rect  that  error  without  the  vexation  of  Interior  that  the  time  be  enlarged,  he 

an  appeal.     Blackinton    v.    Douglass,  acts  within  his  discretion,  and  no  ques- 

3  Fed.  .Cas.  No.  1,470.  tion  is  presented  as  to  whether  the  sec- 

8.  Act  1839,  §  II :   5  Stat,  at  L.  354;  retary  lias  power  so  to  enlarge.    Justice 

Rev.  Stat.  §  4912;  Greenough  ».  Clark,  v.  Jones,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7i588, 

10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,784.  By  Entertidning  a  Motion  to  Boooniider 

Whero  the  ConunlMloner  Doof  Hot  Limit  a  Deoition  in  an  interference  case  filed 

the  Time  within  which  an  appeal  is  to  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited 

be  taken,  the  party  will  not  be  limited  for  appealing  therefrom,  the  commis- 

to  any  particular  time.     Carter  v.  Car-  sioner   does  not  suspend  or  abandon 

ter,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,475.     See /fi  r^  the  limit  of  appeal  previously  assigned, 

Janney,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,209.  whatever    effect    the  entertaining  of 

The  Powor  to  Hake  Boles  Limiting  the  such  a  motion  during  the  period  lim- 

Time  for  taking  appeals  to  the  Court  of  iied  may  have.     Ex p,  Linton,  15  Fed. 

Appeals  of  the   District  of  Columbia  Cas.  No.  8,378. 

from  the  decisions  of  the  commissioner  Enlargement  May  Be  Preenmed  by  the 

of  patents  was  given  to  that  court  by  Oonrt  where  the  appeal  in  an  interfer- 

Act  1893,  g  6,  as  amended  by  Act  July  ence  case  is  regular,  but  the  reasons 

30,   1894,  3  6.     In  re  Hien,  166  U.S.  of  appeal  are  not  filed  until  a  short  time 

432.  after  the  time  limited.     Blackinton  v, 

8.  Greenough  t/.  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cas.  Pouglass,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,470. 

No.  5.784:  In  re  Rouse,  20  Fed.  Cas,  6.  Act  1839,  §   ii;  5  Stat,  at  L.  354; 

No.  12,086.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4913;  Chandler  v.  Ladd, 

The  Contlnnanoe  of  ft  Motion  for  a  Be-  5   Fed.    Cas.    No.    2,593;    Burlew    v. 
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4.  Hearing  and  Determination  —  ^.  Duty  of  Court  on  Peti- 
tion— Appointment  of  Time  and  Place.  —  On  petition 
therefor  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  or  judge  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  appeal.  The  court  appoints  the  time  and  place  for  the 
hearing,  and  gives  notice  thereof  to  the  commissioner,  who  in  turn 
transmits  such  notice  to  all  parties  appearing  to  be  interested 
therein.^ 

b.  General  Rules  Regulating.  —  The  rules  regulating  the 
practice  on  the  hearing  of  appeals  in  general  are,  in  the  main, 
applicable  to  appeals  from  the  commissioner  of  patents,  with,  of 
course,  such  modifications  and  variations  as  the  patent  laws  pro- 
vide or  the  nature  of  the  case  requires.* 

O'Nei!,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2»i67;  In  re        Failure  to  Claim  Novelty  and  Utility. 

Fulcz,  g  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,156.  — Where  no   claim  was  made  before 

In  ttagls  ApplloAtioiiB  m  in  Zntorfcrsikee  the  commissioner  by  the  specifications 

€m6S,  it  is  necessary  for  the  commis-  as  to  the  patentable  noveity  and  utility 

stoner  to  answer  the  reasons  of  appeal  of  a  certain   element,  its  utility  can 

which  are  filed.    In  re  Henry,  11  Fed.  have  little  influence  in  determining  the 

Cas.  No.  6,371,  in  which  case  the  court  question  of  novelty  of  those  forms  and 

said:  "  It  would  appear  that  in  cases  effects  on  which  the  applicant  relies  on 

of  appeal  in  single  applications  rather  appeal    from    the  commissioner's  de- 

than  in  cases  of  interfering  claims  it  is  cision.     In  re  Bishop,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

expedient  that  the  judge  who  tries  the  1,439. 

appeal  should  be  furnished  with  a  re-        Objection  to  Competency  of  Witness,  — 

sponse  from  the  commissioner  to  the  Where  an  objection  to  the  competency 

reasons  of  appeal  filed  by  the  applicant,  of  a  witness  was  not  regularly  made, 

and  for  the  obvious  reason  that  in  cases  and  both  parties  had  examined  him,  the 

of  conflicting    claims    the    respective  objection  will  be  considered  as  waived, 

parties  in  agitating  their  several  rights  Allen  v.  Alter,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  212. 
must  incidentally  guard  the  rights  of        Information  and  B<f«reneot  Vot  Given 

the  public;  whereas,  in  an  appeal  from  by  Comminionflr  Prior  to  Appeal.  —  It  is 

the  rejection  of  a  single   application,  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  to  briefly 

there  is  no  .one  to  represent  the  United  give    the  applicant  buch   information 

States  before  the  appellate  judge,  un-  and   references  as  may  be  useful  in 

less  we  construe  the  law  to  mean  that  judging  of  the  propriety  of  renewing 

the  commissioner  shall,  on  behalf  of  the  application  or  of  altering  the  specifi- 

the  United  States,  lend  his  aid  to  the  cations  to  embrace  only  that  part  of  the 

judge  in  appeal,  in  reaching  a  correct  invention  or  discovery  which  is  new; 

conclusion  in  the  premises,  by  filing  a  and,  on  appeal  from  the  commissioner, 

response  to  the  appellant's  exceptions."  in  the  case  of  a  single  application  re- 

Vo  Boply  to  the  Grounds  of  the  Com-  jected  on  the  ground  of  want  of  nov- 

aiisioner's  Deeiiion  is  contemplated  by  elty,  the  commissioner  cannot  rely  on 

the  statutes.    A  reply  to  such  grounds  references  made  for  the  first  time  at  the 

can  neither  be  laid  before  the  judge  on  trial  of  the  appeal.    In  re  Jewett,  13 

appeal,  nor  be  permitted  to  be  filed  in  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7«3oB. 
the  office  to  be  recorded  with  the  pro-        The  Strength  of  the  Appellant's  Case  is 

ceedtngs.     In  re  Aiken,   i  Fed.  Cas.  to  be  relied  on  by  him  rather  than  the 

No.  108.  weakness  of  his  opponent's  where  the 

1.  Act  18 jg,  §  11;  5  Stot.  at  L.  354;  appeal  is  taken  in  an  interference  case. 

Rev.  Stat.,  §§  4913,  4914.  Appleton  v.  Chambers,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

8.  OljeetionB  and  Clidiiis  Hot  Hade  Be-  497a. 
fixre  Comndiiioner.  —  If  an  objection  to  An  OAoer  of  the  Patent  OAoe  Kay  At- 
the  notice  of  uking  depositions  be  not  tend  the  Hearing,  not  as  counsel  for 
made  before  the  commissioner,  it  can-  the  commissioner  or  as^  advocate  for 
not  be  taken  before  the  judge  on  ap-  either  party,  but  to  explain  the  com  mis- 
peal.  Smith  r.  Flickenger,  22  Fed.  sioner's  decision.  Perry  v.  Cornell,  19 
Cas.  No.  13,047*  Fed-  Cas.  No.  11,001. 

16  Encyc  PI.  &  Pr.  —2  17  Volume  XVI. 


Appeal  from  JMUtm,  PA  TENTS,  of  ComslMioBor  of  Patonti. 

c.  Summary    Hearing   on    Evidence    Before   Commis- 

SIONER.  —  The  appeal  is  to  be  heard  and  determined  in  a  sum- 
mary way  on  the  evidence  produced  before  the  commissioner.* 

d.  Hearing  and  Revision  on  Reasons  of  Appeal.  —  The 

hearing  and  revision  are  confined  to  the  points  involved  by  the 
reasons  of  appeal.* 

e.  Decision  or  Judgment.  — The  court  on  an  appeal  from 
the  commissioner  of  patents  decides  whether  the  commissioner  was 
right  or  wrong  in  refusing  to  grant  a  patent  to  the  applicant,  or, 
in  a  case  of  interference,  which  one  or  whether  either  of  the 
applicants  was  entitled  to  a  patent  as  prayed  for.' 

6.  Setum  of  Prooeedings  and  Action  of  Commisiioner  Thereon.  — 
After  hearing  the  case  the  court  is  required  to  return  to  the  com- 
missioner a  certificate  of  its  proceedings  and  decision,  and  the 
further  proceedings  in  the  case  are  governed  thereby.* 

1.  Act  1839,  §  I';  5  Stat,  at  L.  354;  Sut.,  §4913:  ^»  r/ Seely,  21  Fed.  Cas. 

Rev.  Sut.,  §  4914;  £x  /.  Sanders,  21  No.  12,632. 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,292;  In  n  Boughton,  8.  Act  1839,  g  ii;  5  Stat,  at  L.  354; 

3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,696.  Rev.  Sut.,  §  49U;  ^«  '*<•  Winslow,  30 

Fomisliiiig  Covxt  with  PiMn  and  Evi-  Fed.  Cas.   No.  17,879;    Sturtevant   v, 

desM.  —  Under  Act  1839,  §  i^*  i^  ^^^  Greenough.  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,579; 

the  duty  of  the  commissioner   to  lay  Arnold  v.  Bishop,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  553; 

before  the  judge  all  the  original  papers  In    re  Aiken,    i   Fed.   Cas.    No.    108; 

and  evidence  in  the  case.     U.  S.  Rev.  Chandler  v,   Ladd,   5   Fed.   Cas.    No. 

Stat.,g  4913,  places  this  duty  upon  the  2,593;    Burlew  v,  O'Neil,  4  Fed.  Cas. 

party  appealing.  No.  2,167;  •^^  ^^  Conklin,  I  MacArthur 

Semand  of  Gate  for  Proof.  —  Since  the  (D.  C.)  375;   Smith  v.  Flickenger,  '22 

judge  on  appeal  is  limited  by  law  to  the  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,047. 

papers  and  evidence  which  were  before  8.  Whore  tho  Court  If  in  Doubt  in  a 

the  commissioner,  he  has  no  power  to  case  of  interference,  it  should  yield  10 

send  the  case  back  to  the  office  to  prove  the  commissioner's  decision  and  affirm 

by  competent  experts  the  alleged  utility  it.    Ex  p.  Allen,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  207^. 

of  the  invention  or  to  receive  or  hear  Indgment  or  Award  ao  to  Govts.  —  The 

such  proofs  on  appeal.     Exp.  Sanders,  appellate  court  has  no  power  or  juris- 

21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,292.  diction  to  award  costs  or  to  execute 

Afidaviti  Hot  Authorised  or  Used  by  any  judgment  therefor  that  might  be 

CommiiiloAor.  —  The    appellate     court  entered  in  cases  of  appeals  from  the 

cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  affidavits  commissioner  of  patents.  Wells  v,  Rey- 

sent  up  from  the  Patent  Office  with  the  nolds,  5  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  20. 

other  papers  in  the  case,  where  those  4.  Acts  March  3,  1839,  §  11;  5  Stat, 

affidavits    were   not    taken    \iith    the  at  L.  354;  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4914. 

authority    of    the    commissioner,    or  Bffeet  of  Booiiion  on  Commiisloner  — 

acted  upon  by  him  in  forming  his  de-  Declaration  of  Another  Interference.  — 

cision.    In  re  Jackson,   13  Fed.  Cas.  The  law  does  not  provide  that  the  com- 

No.  7,126.  missioner  shall  issue  a  patent  to  the 

Examination  of  Commiisioner  and  Ex-  applicant  if  the  decision  of  the  Court 
aminers.  —  At  the  request  of  any  party  of  Appeals  in  an  interference  case  is 
interested  or  at  the  instance  of  the  not  in  his  favor,  but  simply  declares 
court  the  commissioner  and  the  exam-  that  such  decision  '*  shall  govern  the 
iners  may  be  examined  under  oath  in  further  proceedings  of  the  commis- 
explanation  of  the  principles  of  the  sioner  in  such  case."  There  is  noth- 
thing  for  which  a  patent  is  demanded,  ing  in  that  act  limiting  the  power  of  the 
or  on  the  subject  of  the  peculiar  nature  commissioner  to  a  declaration  of  but 
and  features  of  the  invention  which  it  one  interference;  and  if  before  the  pat- 
is  thought  were  not  sufficiently  set  forth  ent,  adjudged  valid  on  appeal,  issues, 
in  the  commissioner's  report.  Act  another  case  of  interference  is  pre- 
1839,  g  II;    5  Stat,  at   L.   354;    Rev.  sented,  the    commissioner  may  again 
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HL  Bill  nr  EauiiY  Whev  Patekt  Bbtvsed  —  1.  When  Pro- 
ceeding Applicable — a.  In  General.  —  The  Aet  of  lese  provided 
that  whenever  a  patent  on  application  was  refused  on  the  ground 
that  the  patent  applied  for  would  interfere  with  an  unexpired 
patent  previously  granted,  any  person  interested  in  such  a  patent 
might  have  a  remedy  by  bill  in  equity.* 

By  the  Act  of  1889  the  above  provisions  were  extended  to  all  cases 
where  patents  were  refused  for  any  reason  whatever,  either  by 
the  commissioner  of  patents  or  by  the  chief  justice  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  upon  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  commis- 
sioner as  well  as  where  the  same  was  refused  by  reason  of 
interference  with  a  previously  existing  patent.* 

The  Act  of  1870,  though  it  repealed  the  foregoing  acts,  contained 
substantially  the  same  provisions,  and  allowed  the  remedy  by  bill 
in  equity  whenever  a  patent  on  application  was  refused  for  any 
reason  whatever,  either  by  the  commissioner  or  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  upon  appeal  from  the  com- 
missioner, and  authorized  the  court  having  cognizance  thereof, 
on  notice  to  adverse  parties  and  other  due  proceedings  had,  to 
adjudge  that  the  applicant  was  entitled  according  to  law  to 
receive  a  patent  for  his  invention  or  for  any  part  thereof.' 

declare  an  interference,  from  the  hear-  1.  Act  July  4,  1836,  §  16;  5  Stat,  at 

ing  of  which  an  appeal  may  also  be  L.  123. 

taken.       Potter  v,  Dixon,  5  Blatchf.  8.  Act  March  3,  1839.  §  10;  5  Stat,  at 

(U.  S.)  160,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,325.  L.  354. 

Reversal  Not  on  Merits^  but  on  Im-  8.  Act  July  8, 1870;  16  Stat,  at  L.  205; 
proper  Ruling.  —  Where  the  decision  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4915*  See  also  Ex  p, 
of  the  commissioner  of  patents  is  re-  Greeley,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  284,  10  Fed. 
versed  and  the  case  is  remanded  for  Cas.  No.  5,745;  In  re  Squire,  22  Fed« 
farther  proceeding,  and  without  any  Cas.  No.  13,269;  New  York  Belting, 
decision  on  the  merits  of  the  question,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Sibley,  15  Fed.  Rep.  386. 
but  because  of  an  error  in  the  omission  Semedy  When  Application  Bijeotad  oa 
of  testimony  before  the  commissioner,  Xeriti.  —  The  remedy  applies  only 
the  latter  is  not  under  obligation  to  when  the  commissioner  decides  to  re- 
grant  appellant  a  patent,  but  may  pro-  ject  an  application  for  a  patent  on  the 
ceed  to  grant  a  rehearing,  order  the  ground  that  the  applicant  is  not,  on  the 
testimony  to  be  taken  anew,  and  found  merits,  entitled  to  it.  Butterworth  v. 
his  decision  on  such  rehearing.  Nich-  U.  S.,  112  U.  S.  50. 
ols  V,  Harris,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,244.  Vo  Semedy  Before  CommiBtioner  Xakei 

Decision  Only  on  Points  Involved  in  Decision.  —  The  remedy  by  bill  in  equity 

Reasons  of  Appeal, — The  provision  that  is  not  intended  to  justify  an  anticipa- 

the  judge's  decision  **  shall  govern  the  tion  of  the  commissioner's  decision  or 

further    proceedings    of    the   commis-  an  intermeddling  in  any  way  with  his 

sioner  in  such  case  "  must  apply  only  action  before  it  has  been  consummated 

to  so  much  of  the  case  as  is  involved  by  the  issuance  or  refusal  of  the  patent, 

in  the  reasons  of  the  appeal.     If,  there-  Rein  v.  Clayton,  57  .Fed.  Rep.  354. 

fore,  after  the  judge  shall  have  decided  When   the   Plaintiff* s  Application  Is 

in  favor  of  the  applicant  upon  the  point  Still  Pending  in    the   Patent  Office,  a 

involved  in  his  reason  of  appeal,  there  court  of  equity  will  not,  in  advance  of 

is  sufficient  reason  remaining  for  ref  us-  the  commissioner's  decision,  decide  that 

ing  the  claim  for  patent,  untouched  by  the  defendant  had  procured  by  fraud  a 

the  decision   of  the  judge,   it  would  patent  of  which  the  complainant  was 

seem    that    the    commissioner    might  the   first  and  original   inventor.     The 

properly    still    reject    it.      Arnold    v.  validity  of  the  defendant's  patent  will 

Bishop,  I  Fed.  Cas.  No.  553.  not  be  decided  in  such  a  collateral  pro- 
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b.  Necessity  to  First  Exhaust  Remedy  by  Appeal.  —  It 

will  be  observed  that  a  bill  in  equity,  under  the  Acts  of  1836  and 
1839,  could  be  filed  when  a  patent  had  been  refused  by  the  com- 
missioner or  by  the  court  on  appeal  from  him,  either  in  case  of  a 
single  application  or  on  an  interference  declared.^  But  the 
remedy  by  appeal  had  first  to  be  exhausted  before  a  bill  in  equity 
could  be  brought.* 

Undtr  tlie  Aot  of  1870,  when  a  single  application  was  refused  by  the 
commissioner  an  appeal  was  necessary  before  bringing  a  bill  in 
equity ;  but,  by  this  act,  appeals  from  the  commissioner's  decision 
in  interference  were  not  allowed,  and  the  remedy  in  treatment 
was  the  only  possible  one  in  such  case.' 

The  Aet  of  1898  restored  the  appellate  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
interfering  applications,  leaving  the  remedy  by  a  bill  in  equity 
to  be  resorted  to  after  taking  an  appeal  from  the  commissioner's 
decision.'* 

2.  Jnriidiction  —  a.  WHETriER  Exclusive  in  Courts  of 
District  of  Columbia.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  courts  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
a  bill  in  equity  upon  the  refusal  of  a  patent;*  but,  opposed  to 
this  view,  it  has  been  held  that  the  clear  implication  of  the  law 
is  that  jurisdiction  is  not  exclusive  in  the  courts  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  that  the  remedy  may  be  elsewhere.* 

ceeding.     If  the  complainant  succeeded  4.  Act  Feb.  9,  1893.    See  supra^  II. 

in  his  application  for   the   patent,  he  2.  b.  Interference  Cases, 

would  then  be  in  a  position  to  test  the  Bill  in  Equity  after  Appeal  in  Interfere 

validity  of  the  defendant's  patent  by  a  enoe  Cases.  —  The   restoration   by   Act 

suit  for  infringement,  which  would  be  1893  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction   in 

the  legal  and  orderly  method  of  pre-  interference  cases  does  not  take  away 

senting  the  question.     Hoeltzec.  Hoel-  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  to  enter- 

ler,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  386,  12  Fed.  Cas.  tain  a  bill  under  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4915,  to 

No.  6,574.  determine  if  the  applicant  is  entitled 

Unexplidned  Laehee  and  Delay  in  filing  to  a  patent;  and  this  bill  may  be 
a  bill  in  equity  to  have  declared  void  brought  after  the  court  has  made  its 
letters  patent  granted  on  interference  decision  on  the  appeal  and  the  corn- 
proceedings  are  grounds  for  dismissal  missioner  has  followed  its  direction, 
of  the  bill.  Sawyer  v.  Massey,  25  Fed.  Bernardin  v,  Northall,  77  Fed.  Rep. 
Rep.  144.  849. 

Semedy  by  Xandamns.  —  As  there  is  a  Appeal  Before  Filing  Bill  in  Interferenee 

specific  remedy  by  bill  in  equity  where  Cases.  —  Under   Act    1893.    which    re- 

a  patent  is   refused,   the   remedy  by  stored  the  appellate  jurisdiction  in  in- 

mandamus  to  the  commissioner  is  not  terference  cases,  suits  in  equity  under 

proper.     Hull  v.  Commissioner  of  Pat-  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4915,  to  revise  the  com- 

ents,  2  MacArthur  (D.  C.)  90.  missioner's    decision    in   interference 

1.  Act  July  4,    1836;   Act  March  3,  cases,  cannot  be  maintained  until  an 

1839.  appeal  has  been  taken  to  the  Court  of 

8.  Kirk  v.  Commissioner  of  Patents,  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

37  Pat.  Oflf.  Gaz.  451.  Smith  v,  Muller,  75  Fed.  Rep.  612. 

8.  Act  1870,  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4915;  But-  5.  Prentiss  v.  Elsworth,  19  Fed.  Cas. 

ler  t/.  Shaw,  21  Fed.  Rep.  321;   Ex  p.  No.  11,386. 

Greeley,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  284,  to  Fed.  6.  Vermont  Farm  Mach.  Co.  v.  Mar- 

Cas.   No.  5,745;  In  re  Squire,  22  Fed.  ble,  20  Fed.  Rep.  117,  wherein  it  was 

Cas.  No.  13,269.    See  supra^  II.  2.  b,  declared  that  this  jurisdiction  has  been 

Interference  Cases,  exercised  without  challenge  except  ia 
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i.  Necessity  to  Serve  Commissioner  with  Process.  —  It 

is  settled  that  a  suit  in  equity  to  have  an  unsuccessful  applicant 
in  interference  declared  to  be  entitled  to  letters  patent  cannot  be 
maintained  in  a  Circuit  Court  sitting  outside  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  where  no  service  of  process  has  been  made  on  the  com- 
missioner, whose  official  home  is  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
no  appearance  has  been  entered  for  him.* 

c.  Commissioner  Accepting  Service  Outside  of  Dis- 
trict. —  But  it  appears  to  be  equally  well  settled  that,  when 
the  commissioner  accepts  service  of  process  in  another  district, 
he  consents  to  be  found  in  that  district  and  the  Circuit  Court 
thereof  has  full  jurisdiction  in  the  case.* 

3.  Parties  —  AU  KeooMary  Partiei  Unit  Be  Brought  In.  — :-  The  bill 
should  be  brought  by  the  proper  party  and  should  include  as 
parties  all  those  necessary  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants.' 

4.  RequiBites  of  BilL  —  The  Bm  Should  Be  Definite  and  Certein,  as  in 
other  cases,  and  contain  all  the  averments  requisite  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  suit."* 

Prentiss  v.  Ellsworth,  Mir.  Pat.  Off.  of  the  assignor's  application  for  a  pat- 
35,  Laws  Dig.  103,  2  Whart.  Dig.  365,  ent  and  after  an  appeal  to  the  chief 
iQFed.Cas.  No.  11,386.  CfV/ff^  Whipple  jastice  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
V,  Miner,  15  Fed.  Rep.  117.  See  also  may  file  a  bill  in  his  own  name  against 
Ellithorpe  v.  Robertson,  2  Fisher  Pat.  the  party  to  whom  the  patent  was 
Gas.  83.  issued  when  the  assignor's  application 
The  Cltiienflhip  of  the  Partiei  Keed  Hot  was  rejected,  in  order  to  have  the  pat- 
Be  DiTerse  in  order  to  enable  circuit  ent  issue  to  the  defendant  declared 
courts  of  the  United  States  to  entertain  void  and  to  have  one  granted  to  him  as 
such  bills,  Bemardin  v,  Northall,  77  assignee.  Gay  v.  Cornell,  i  Blatchf. 
Fed.  Rep.  849.  (U.  S.)  506,  10  Fed.  Cas,  No.  5,280. 

1.  Illingworth  v.  Atha.  42  Fed.  Rep.  As  Defendants,  —  In  a  bill  in  equity, 
141;  Butterworth «/.  Hill,  114  U.  S.  128.  filed  by  the  complainant  for  the  pur- 

2.  Vermont  Farm  Mach.  Co.  v.  Mar-  pose  of  having  bis  invention  declared 
ble.  20  Fed.  Rep.  117.  valid,  his  application  having  been  re- 

3.  Gommieiioner  of  Patents  —  When  jected  by  the  commissioner  of  patents 
There  Is  No  Opposing  Party,  —  In  all  in  an  interference  proceeding,  there 
cases  where  there  is  no  opposing  party  must  be  joined,  as  a  party  defendant, 
a  copy  of  the  bill  should  be  served  a  corporation  to  whom  the  interest  of 
upon  the  commissioner  of  patents,  the  patent  had  been  assigned.  The 
Act  March  3,  1839;  Act  July  8,  1870;  complainant  may  be  granted  leave  to 
Rev.  Stat.,  ^  49x5.  amend     his     bill     ty     adding    such 

When  There  Is  Opposing  Party.  —  A  assignee.     Graham  v,  Teter,  25  Fed. 

bill  to  have  letters  patent  granted  to  an  Rep.  555. 

inventor  whose  application  for  a  patent  4.  Avermenti  if  to  Priority  of  InTon- 

has  been  rejected  by  the  commissioner  tion.  —  To  constitute  such  a  prior  in- 

in  interference  proceedings,  need  not  vention  as  will  avoid  a  patent  that  has 

make  the  commissioner  a  party  to  the  been  granted,  it  must  be  made  to  ap- 

bill  so   long  as  there  is  an  opposing  pear  that  some  one  before  the  patentee 

party.    Graham  t/.  Teter,  25  Fed.  Rep.  not  only  conceived  the  idea  of  doing 

555.  what  the  patentee  has  done,  but  also 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  reduced  his  idea  to  practice  and  em- 

not   be  a  party  to  the  bill.     Kirk  v.  bodied  it  in  some  practical  and  useful 

Commissioner  of  Patents,  37  Pat.  Off.  form.    Therefore,  a  bill  praying  for  a 

Gaz.  451.  decree  declaring  that  a  patent  is  void, 

Afsigneee  —  As    Complainants,  —  An  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 

assignee,  under  an  assignment  made  patent  for  his  invention,  should  aver 

after  the  lejection  by  the  commissioner  that  the  plaintiff  had  so  reduced  his 
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It  ha»  been  said  that  this  proceeding  is  rirtually  an  appeal  {rom 
adverse  dedsicns^^  bat  by  this  no  more  was  m^ant  than  that  the 
object  of  the  bill  was  to  secure  2  different  result  from  that  which 
the  Patent  Office  or  the  court  on  appeal  therefrom  had  allowed.* 
jrijlMl  fcH  te  Xi^iy.  —  In  all  other  senses,  the  proceeding  is  an 
orijpnal  one  governed  by  the  usual  rules  of  the  court  of  equity. 
The  hearing  takes  place  upon  independent  testimony;  and, 
although  the  evidence  before  the  commissioner  or  the  court  may 
be  used,  yet  the  hearing  is  not  restricted  to  this,  either  party 
being  at  liberty  to  introduce  new  and  additional  testimony.' 


inw^ntion  to  practice  or  carried  his  idea        Thm  ftrigt—l  laifBMt  Ii  V«t 

lnu>  practica]  operation;   aiid  the  bill  Miad  bj  this  pfocccdin^.  as  it  is  br  an 

caAoot  be  sostaified  npoo  an  avennent  appeaL      Whipple  r.  Miner,  15   Fed. 

that  the    plaintiff  had  laTented  what  Rep,  117. 

had  been  preirionsljr  patented  to  the  de-        dgMttai  Vet  SaiHiinPMaBi  OAn.  — 

lendaot,  and  had  made  drairsngs  of  the  The  objection  that  the  inrendoo  of  one 

Inirention,      Ellithorp  7.  Robertson,  4  of  the  parties  did  not  include  the  issue 

Blatcbf*  (U,  S.)  307*  8  Fed.  Gas.    Ko.  declared  in  the  interference  maj  be 

4,4i>9.  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court  in 


AwmmmtM  m  t*  Trnfmrf  aaA  TnmL  —  this  independent  proceeding  bf  bill. 

In  a  salt  in  equity  under  Rer.  Stat.,  though  it  was  not  raised  in  the  Patent 

%  401$;   to  haire  the  court  of  equity  Office.     Christie  r.   SejboSd,   55   Fed. 

authorize  the  commissioner  of  patents  Rep.  69 


to  issue  a  patent  to  an  unsuccessful  ap-       ADmwmmm  if  Tarthw  Tn&t  aad  Argm- 
plicanton  interference  proceedings  and    mmA  wt  Ous.  —  In  an  action  brought  to 


to  enjoin  the  successful  applicant  from  establish   the  validity  of  a  patent  re- 

receiring  or  using  letters  patent  for  the  issued  to  the  assignee  of  the  patentee, 

inreniion,  upon  the  ground  that  the  after  the  case  had  been  argued  and  was 

commissioner  was  induced  by  defend-  before  the  court  for  its  decision  upon 

ant  to  decide  priority  of  in  mention  in  the  menu,  the  defendant  applied  for 

his  favor  by  means  of  false  testimony  permission  to  take  further  proofs  and 

and   m  if  leading   statements,   the    bill  reargue  the  case.    Although  the  appli- 

matt  particularize  or  specify  the  per-  cation  was  made  by  the  defendant  it 

Jury  or  falsity  relied  upon.    To  allege  was  apparent  that  he  was  the  appli- 

generally  that  there  were  false  swear-  cant  not  because  of  his  interest  in  the 

Fng.  false  representations,  and  mislead-  result,  but  because  of  the  effect  upon 

Ing  statements,  is  not  sufficient.    lUing-  the  interest  of  a  third  party  in  certain 

worth  V.  Atha,  43  Fed,  Rep.  141.  other  patents  which  such  party  believed 

AvMnmtf  at  to  Zzenss  in  Abaadm-  might  be  produced  by  the  determina- 
Msnt  —  Where  a  bill  in  equity  is  tion  of  the  cause  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
brought  for  the  grant  of  a  patent  which  tiff.  The  court  held  that  this  circum- 
had  been  abandoned  by  failure  to  stance  would  be  no  reason  for  refusing 
prr>4ecate  the  application  within  the  the  application  if  it  were  a  matter  of 
timr  limited,  it  must  be  alleged  that  right.  But  since  it  was  an  application 
the  delay  was  unavoidable.  Gandy  v,  for  favor  and  was  strongly  opposed  by 
Marble.  I33  U.  $.433.  the  plaintiff,  the  court  did  not,  in  view 

1.  /Cx  p.  Greeley,  i   Holmes  (U.  S.)  of  all  the  circumstances,  grant  the  ap- 

4B4,   10  Fed.  Cas.   No.   Si745;  Rein  v.  plicaiion,   because   granting  it  would 

Clayton,  37  Fed.  Rep.  354.  have  been  to  compel  the  plaintiff,  after 

9.  /n  re  Squire,  33   Fed.   Cas.   No.  he  had  brought  his  case  to  final  hear- 

r3>3^9*  ing,  and  it  had  been  submitted  by  both 

8.  Atkinson   v,    Boardman,    s   Fed.  sides  for  decision,  to  renew  the  contest 

Ca*.   No.  607:    In  re  Squire,  32  Fed.  upon  additional  testimony  and  in  sub- 

Cas.  No.  13.369:  Whipple  t/.  Miner.  15  stance  with  another  party  in  order  to 

Fed.  Rep.  117;  Butler  v.  Shaw,  21  Fed.  avoid  that  detriment  to  the  interest  of 

Rep.  337;  Hutterwortti  v,  U.  S.,  II3  U.  such  third  party  which  it  was  antici- 

S.  50;  Gandy  v.  Marble,  133  U.  S.  432.  pated  might  follow  a  decision  in  favor 
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6.  duoBtions  for  Conuderation  and  Deoifion  —  a.  Priority  of 
Invention.  —  In  a  suit  brought  by  an  unsuccessful  party  in  an 
interference  proceeding,  the  question  for  the  court  to  consider 
and  decide  is  whether  the  applicant  was  entitled  to  a  patent  as 
prayed  for,  which  generally  depends  on  the  question  of  priority 
of  invention.* 

d.  Patentability.  —  The  question  of  patentability  is  often  a 
necessary  element  in  the  case.* 

c.  Effect  and  Weight  of  Commissioner's  Decision. — 

The  decision  of  the  commissioner  on  the  question  of  the  priority 
of  invention  is  not  final  even  between  those  who  were  fully  heard 
on  the  interference,  but  the  decision  is  of  great  weight  and  is 
presumptively  correct  and  will  be  followed  in  a  case  of  doubt.' 

7.  The  Decree.  —  The  adjudication  of  the  court  is  that  an 
unsuccessful  applicant  is  or  is  not  entitled  to  letters  patent  for 
his  invention;  and  an  affirmative  adjudication  authorizes  the 
commissioner  to  issue  such  a  patent  on  the  applicant  filing,  in 
the  Patent  Office,  a  copy  of  the  adjudication  and  otherwise  com- 
plying with  the  requirements  of  the  law."* 

of  the  plaintiff.     Schneider  v.  Thill,  3  adjudication  can  be  made  in  favor  of 

Fed.  Rep.  95.  the  applicant  unless  the  alleged  inven- 

1.  Where  tiie  Cmnmiitionflr  Hat  Left  tion  is  a  patentable  one,  and  the  litiga- 

Priority  to  Be  Determined  this  question  tion    cannot  be  concluded   by  solely 

is  the  material  one  in  a  suit  in  equity  determining  an  issue  as  to  which  of  the 

brought  by  the  complainant  to  have  parties  to  the  interference  was  the  prior 

his  adversary's  patent  declared  void,  inventor.      Neither  the  Circuit  Court 

Sawyer  v,  Massey,  25  Fed.   Rep.   144,  nor  the  Supreme  Court  on  appeal  can 

n'tin^  Pentlarge  v.  Pentlarge,  19  Fed.  overlook  the  question  of  patentability. 

Rep.  818.  Hill    V.  Wooster,    132    U.   S.  693,  re- 

Whether  the  Beepoadent  or   a    Third  versing  Wooster  t/.  Hill,  22  Fed.   Rep. 

Party  was  entitled  to  priority  of  inven-  830. 

tion  does  not  enter  into  the  inquiry,  the  8.  Illingworth  v.  Atha,  42  Fed.  Rep. 

court    being    limited   to    the  inquiry  141;    Union  Paper-Bag  Mach.  Co.  v. 

whether  the  complainant  was  the  first  Crane,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  429;  Whipple 

inventor.     Christie  v.  Seybold,  55  Fed.  v.  Miner.  15  Fed.  Rep.  117;  Standard 

Rep.  69.  Cartridge  Co.  r.  Peters  Cartridge  Co., 

Insufieieney  in  the  Bpeeifioatioii  in  the  69  Fed.   Rep.  408,  affirming  77   Fed. 

patent  issued  is  not  involved  in  the  Rep.  630;  Morgan  v,  Daniels,  153  U. 

case    and    cannot    be    inquired    into.  S.  120. 

Standard  Cartridge  Co.  v.  Peters  Cart-  Upon  the  Mere  Snggeition  that  the  Corn- 
ridge  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  408.  miisioiier  Wae   Mistaken  it   would    be 

Abandonment  of  AppUoation  by  Failure  highly  improper  to  enjoin  the  success- 

toFroseente. — Although  a  suit  in  equity  ful  applicant  in  an  interference  case 

is  not  technically  an  appeal,  yet  it  is  from  receiving  his  patent.     Whipple  v, 

in  fact  and  necessarily  a  part  of  the  Miner,  15  Fed.  Rep.  1x7;  Illingworth 

application   for  a   patent,  and  if  the  v.  Atha,  42  Fed.   Rep.  141,  following 

applicant  has  abandoned  his  right  by  Union  Paper-Bag  Mach.  Co.  t/.  Crane, 

failure  to    prosecute    his  application  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  429. 

within   the  time  limited  by  law,  the  4.  Acts  July  4,  1836,  g  16;  March  3, 

court  will  pass  upon  the  question,  and  1839,  §  10;    July  8,  1870,  g   52;    Rev. 

if  the  delay  is  not  shown  to  have  been  Stat.,  §  49i5* 

unavoidable,  will  not  adjudge  that  the  Limit  of  Adjndieation  —  I^jnnetion.— 

applicant  is  by  law  entitled  to  receive  a  The  power  of  the  court,  under  Rev. 

patent.     Gandy  v.  Marble,   122  U.S.  Stat.,  g  4915,  is  limited  to  an  ad  judica- 

432.  tion  that  the  unsuccessful  applicant  on 

d.  InTontion  Must  Be  Patentable.  —  No  interference  proceedings  is  entitled  to 
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lY.  ILUIDAXVS  TO  COXXISSIOHEX — To  Control  Dooliioii  m  to  'BX^YiX  of 
Appliouit.  —  The  commissioner  of  patents,  in  deciding  upon  the 
right  of  an  applicant  to  a  patent,  acts  within  his  discretion,  and 
cannot  be  interfered  with  by  mandamus.^ 

To  Compol  Imiuuioo  of  Patont  After  I^Torablo  Dooliion  by  Commiirioner.  — 
When  the  commissioner  has  finally  decided  that  the  applicant  is 
entitled  to  a  patent,  there  remains  but  the  ministerial  duty  to 
issue  it,  and  mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel  the  per- 
formance of  this  act.* 

y.  AoTiov  AeAivsT    ComassioHEB   FOB  BBTTJsnrG  Copies  of 

PATEVT&  —  Where    the    commissioner    of    patents    improperly 
refuses  to  furnish   copies  of  letters  patent  an  action  at  law  for 

letters  patent  for  his  invention,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  that  the 

court  has  no  jurisdiction,  either  under  applicant  was  entitled  to  a  decree  for 

this  section  or  under  section  4921,  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent  on  bill  brought 

enjoin  the  commissioner  of  patents  from  therefor.     Such  a  judgment  involves 

issuing  a  patent  to  the  opponent  of  such  neither  the  requisite  money  value  nor 

unsuccessful    applicant.       lUingworth  the  validity  of  the  patent.     Durham  v. 

V,  Atha,  42  Fed.  Rep.  141.  Seymour,  161  U.  S.  235.     Distinguish^ 

Gofti.  —  The  last  clause  of  Rev.  Stat. ,  ing  Gandy  v.  Marble,   122  U.  S.  432; 

g  4QI5.  requiring  the  applicant  to  pay  Hill   v.  Wooster,    132  U.  S.  693,  and 

all   the  expenses    of    the    proceeding  Morgan   z/.    Daniels,    153    U.    S.    120, 

whether    the  final  decision   is  in  his  which   were  decided   under  prior  and 

favor  or  not,  is,  in  manifest  intention,  different  acts. 

if  not  by  unavoidable  construction.  1.  U.  S.  t/.  Butterworth,  3Mackey(D. 
limited  to  cases  in  which  there  is  no  C.)  229;  Hull  f.  Commissioner  of  Pat- 
opposing  party  other  than  the  com-  ents.  2  MacArthur  (D.  C.)  90,  125. 
missioner  of  patents,  and  in  which,  Adveno  Deoiiion  iftoBight  to  Boksuo. 
therefore,  the  costs,  if  not  paid  by  the  —  Where  the  commissioner  of  patents, 
applicant,  would  fall  upon  the  commis-  has  examined  the  question  whether  a. 
sioner,  and  upon  the  government  whose  party  applying  for  a  roissue  of  a  patent 
officer  he  is.  Whenever  there  are  op-  is  an  assignee  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a 
posing  parties,  as  in  a  contested  case  reissue  under  the  patent  laws,  and  has 
of  interference,  the  ordinary  rule  should  decided  in  the  negative,  mandamus 
be  followed  and  costs  be  awarded  to  will  not  lie  to  compel  the  commissioner 
the  party  prevailing.  Butler  v.  Shaw,  to  refer  the  application  to  '*  the  proper 
21  Fed.  Rep.  321.  examiner,   or    otherwise    examine  or 

Appeals  and  Appellato  Procedure — Ques-  cause  the  same  to  be  examined  accord- 
tions  for  Consideration  and  Action  of  ing  to  law."  The  preliminary  ques- 
Court.  —  Where  under  Rev.  Stat.,  lion  decided  is  within  the  scope  of  the 
%  4915,  the  Circuit  Court  decreed  that  commissioner's  authority,  and  having 
the  plaintifiF  was  entitled  to  a  patent  for  resolved  it  in  the  negative,  there  is  no 
certain  claims,  the  decision  resting  necessity  for  him  to  look  further  into 
solely  on  the  fact  of  his  being  the  prior  the  case.  But  in  such  a  case  a  man- 
inventor,  it  was  held  that  the  appellate  damns  may  be  granted  ordering  the 
court  must  consider  the  question  of  commissioner  to  allow  an  appeal  from 
patentability,  and  if  it  finds  there  was  his  decision.  Commissioner  of  Patents 
no  patentability  in  the  claims  as  to  v.  Whiteley,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  522. 
which  the  plaintiff  was  declared  to  be  Bemedy  by  Appeal  or  Bill  in  Equity. — 
entitled  to  a  patent,  the  decree  will  be  The  remedy  where  a  patent  is  refused 
reversed  and  the  bill  dismissed.  Hill  is  not  by  mandamus  but  by  appeal  or 
z\  Wooster,  132  U.  S.  693.  bill  in  equity  as  the  case  may  be.     See 

Appeal     to      United     States    Supreme  cases  cited  above.     See  also  supra^  II. 

Court,  —  Under   Act  Feb.  9,   1893,   no  Appeals  from  Decision  of  Commissioner 

appeal    lies   to   the   United  States  Su-  of  Patents.     III.  Bill  in  Equity  Whem 

pre  me  Court  from  a  judgment  of  the  Patent  Refused, 

Court  of  Appeals  for    the  District  of  2.  Butter  worth  v,  U.  S.,  112  U.  S.  50 

Columbia  aflSrming  a  decision  of  the  affirming  3  Mackey  (D.  C.)  229. 
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damages  may  be  brought  against  him ;  but  if  no  special  damage 
is  alleged  in  the  declaration  evidence  tending  to  prove  it  will  not 
be  received,  and  the  recovery  in  such  case  will  be  for  nominal 
damages  only.* 

VI  Bill  nr  EauiTY  Whsk  Patbvts  Ivtebtebe  —  l.  When  Llei» 
and  Proviiionfl  Conceming.  —  Tbe  Aet  of  1870  made  provision  for  a 
suit  in  equity  whenever  there  were  two  interfering  patents,  to  be 
brought  by  any  person  interested,  against  the  owners  of  the 
interfering  patent ;  and  authorized  the  court  having  cognizance 
thereof,  on  notice  to  adverse  parties,  and  other  due  proceedings 
had  according  to  the  course  of  equity,  to  adjudge  and  declare 
either  of  the  patents  void  in  whole  or  in  part.* 

1.  Boyden  v,  Burke,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  ventor.    The  validity  of  the  defendant's 

575*  patent  will  not  be  decided  in  such  a 

%,  Act  July  8,  1870,  §  58;  Rev.  Stat.,  collateral  proceedin>p.  If  the  plaintiff 
^  4918.  See  also  Appleton  v.  Bacon,  2  succeeds  in  his  application  for  the  pat- 
Black  (U.  S.)  699;  Inre  Squire,  22  Fed.  ent  he  will  then  be  in  the  position  to 
Cas.  No.  I3t269.  test    the   validity  of    the  defendant's 

Prior  Statntas.  —  Acts  July  4,    1836,  patent  by  a  suit  for  infringement,  which 

§  16,  and  March  3, 1839,  §10,  contained  ^s   the  legal  and    orderly   method  of 

substantially  the  same  provisions.  presenting  the   question.     Hoeltge  r. 

The  Gireiiit  Court  Hat  Power  in  a  suit  Hoeller,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  386,    12  Fed. 

in  equity  to  decide  upon  the  interfer-  Cas.  No.  6,^74. 

ing  patents  without  any  exceptions  or  The  Sorrender  of  a  Patent  for  the  pur- 
limitations.  Union  Paper-Bag  Mach.  pose  of  obtaining  a  reissue  does  not 
Co.  V,  Crane,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  429,  24  affect,  the  right  of  a  party  to  maintain 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,388.  a  suit  for  relief  against  an  interfering 

The  DeeiiioAof  the  CommiMioner  Is  Vet  patent.     Palmer  Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v. 

OonehisiTe  if  the  defeated  party  chooses  Lozier,  69  Fed.  Rep.  346. 

to  contest  his  decision  by  a  direct  at-  Bolt  for  CanoeUation  Veed  Vot  Precede 

tack  upon  the  interfering  patent  in  a  Bolt  for  Infringement.  —  The  holder  of 

suit  in  equity.     But  it  may  well  be  held  the  patent  last  issued  need  not  obtain 

that  where  the  statutory  mode  is  not  the  cancellation  of  the  earlier  patent  by 

adopted,    the    decision   of   the   patent  a  decree  under  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4918,  in 

should      be     considered      conclusive,  order  to  sue  the  owner  of  the  first  pat- 

Hubel  V,  Tucker,  24  Fed.  Rep.  702.  ent  for  infringement.    Western  Electric 

A  Bait  for  Infringement  which  pro-  Co.  z'.  Sperry  Electric  Co.,  59  Fed.  Rep. 
ceeds  plainly  upon  the  theory  that  the  295,  disapproinng  American  Roll-Paper 
defendants  are  trespassers,  although  Co.  v.  Knopp,  44  Fed.  Rep.  609. 
acting  strictly  within  the  terms  of  a  Servioe  of  Votioe  on  Parties  Onteide  the 
prior  grant,  and  that  the v  are  liable  to  Distaiot  that  a  suit  under  Rev.  Stat., 
the  subsequent  patentee  for  profits  and  §  4918,  for  the  cancellation  of  an  inter- 
damages,  even  before  the  invalidity  of  fering  patent  has  been  brought  is  with* 
the  prior  grant  has  been  judicially  as-  out  authority,  and  the  practice  cannot 
cenained,  would  not  seem  to  be  a  proper  be  sustained.  Liggett,  etc.,  Tobacco 
remedy  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  more  Co.  v.  Miller,  i  Fed.  Rep.  203. 
appropriate  remedy  has  been  provided  Pendenoy  of  Bait  hy  Plahitiff  in  Another 
by  statute.  American  Roll- Paper  Co.  Oovrt. —  Whereon  an  interference  de- 
V.  Knopp,  44  Fed.  Rep.  611.  clared  the  examiners, the  commissioner. 

Where  the  PlaintiiPs  Applieation  for  a  and  the  District  Court  each  give  a  differ- 

Patent  Is  Still  Pending  in   the  Patent  ent  decision  on  the  questions  of  prior 

Office,   and   the  result  thereof  is  not  use  and  anticipation,  and  a  bill  is  filed 

known   and  may  be  regarded  as  un-  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  repeal  of  one 

certain,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  in  of  the  conflicting  patents,  and  while 

advance  of  the  commissioner's  decision  this  suit  is  pending  the  same  plaintiff 

decide  that  the  defendant  had  procured  files  a  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  an- 

a  patent  by  fraud  of  which  the  com-  other  district,  against  another  defend- 

plainant  was  the  first  and  original  in-  ant,  the  latter  court  will  not  decide  the 
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InterfaraiiM  and  Priority  of  laTtntioa.  —  By  the  great  controlling 
weight  of  authority,  the  only  questions  which  can  be  considered 
by  the  court  in  a  suit  to  avoid  a  conflicting  patent,  are  those  of 
interference  and  priority  of  invention.*  Therefore  no  other 
issues  can  be  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  if  it  is  attempted  to 
raise  others  they  may  be  stricken  out  or  overruled.* 

questions  involved,  but  will  retain  the  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  601.     Ste  contra^  Fos- 

bill  until  the  court  in  the  former  suit  ter  v,   Lindsay,  3   Dill.  (U.  S.)  126,  9 

has  made  a  final  decision  between  the  Fed.  Cas.  Nos.  4,975  and  4,976. 

conflicting  patents.     Lockwood  v.  Cut-  Questions  of  tht  Duration  of  Either 

ter  Tower  Co.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  724.     See  Patent^  by  reason  of  the  existence  of  a 

also  in  general  article  Anothbh  Suit  foreign  patent,  which  would  involve  in- 

Pbnding,  vol.  I,  p.  750.  cidentally  the  question  of  the  identity 

1.  Pentlarge  v,   Pentlarge,    19   Fed.  of  the   two,   are  equally  beyond    the 

Rep.  817;  Lockwood  v.  Cleveland,  20  power  of  the  court.    Electrical  Accumu- 

Fed.  Rep.  164;  Sawyer  v,  Massey,  25  lator  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed. 

Fed.  Rep.  144:  American  Clay-Bird  Co.  Rep.  602. 

V,  Ligowski  Clay- Pigeon  Co.,  31  Fed.  BiU  for  TnfHiigmnant  in  Addition  to 

Rep.  466;  Electrical  Accumulator  Co.  ATOidmnoe.  —  A    distinction    has   been 

V.  Brush  Elect. ic  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  602;  made  between  a  case  brought  solely  to 

Stonemetz  Printers*  Machinery  Co.  v,  declare  an  interfering  patent  void  and 

Brown  Folding  Mach.  Co.,  46  Fed.  R«p.  one  in  which  in  addition  to  this  the  bill 

72;  Nathan  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Craig,  47  Fed.  is  brought  for  infringement;  and  it  is 

Rep.  522,49  Fed.  Rep.  370.     See  also  said  or  intimated  that  in  the  latter  case 

Mowryv.  Whitney,  14  Wail.  (U.  S.)  434.  every  question  which  might  properly 

Avoiding  Patent  on  Any  Oronnd  Adimii-  be  put  in  issue  in  an  ordinary  suit  for 
lible  in  Infiringement  Sidt.  —  In  Foster  r.  infringement  might  be  raised.  Electric 
Lindsay,  3  Dill.  (U.  S.)  126, 9  Fed.  Cas.  Accumulator  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co., 
Nos.  4,975  and  4,976,  it  was  held  that  44  Fed.  Rep.  602;  Holliday  v.  Pickhardt, 
the  court  might  declare  either  of  the  29  Fed.  Rep.  853:  Stonemetz  Printers' 
patents  void  on  any  ground  which  Machinery  Co.  r.  Brown  Folding  Mach. 
could  be  used  to  invalidate  it  in  an  in-  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  72. 
fringementsuit.  The  cases  above  cited  But  where  a  bill  prays  that  the  de- 
disapprove  this  decision  and  show  that  fendant's  patent  be  adjudged  void  by 
it  is  not  the  law.  As  was  said  in  Pent-  reason  of  its  interference  with  the  plain- 
large  V.  Pentlarge,  19  Fed.  Rep.  8x7,  *'  if  tiff's  patent,  and  the  answer  prays  that 
the  defendant  in  such  an  action  may  the  plaintiff  s  patent  may  be  declared 
attack  the  plaintiff's  invention  upon  void  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  restrained 
any  ground  which  the  statute  permits  from  disposing  of  it,  or  making  use  of 
to  be  set  up  by  answer  in  an  action  for  it  directly  or  indirectly,  the  court  is  not 
infringement,  it  would  often  result  that  justified  in  treating  either  pleading  as 
the  proceeding  would  fail  to  secure  an  a  bill  for  infringement,  in  order  to  allow 
adjudicationof  the  question  of  interfere  questions  outside  of  interference  or 
ence  and  so  the  proceeding  be  rendered  priority  to  be  raised.  Electrical  Ac- 
futile  for  the  purpose  which  the  stat-  cumulator  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co., 
ute  intended  should  be  accomplished."  44  Fed.  Rep.  602. 

The  Invalidity  of  a  Patent  for  other  8.  Pentlarge    v.   Pentlarge,   19  Fed. 

reasons  than  priority  of  invention  is  Rep.  8x7,  disapproving  Foster  %f.  Lind- 

not  in  issue  in  this  proceeding.     Stone-  say,  3  Dill.  (U.  S.)  126.     And  see  the 

metz  Printers'  Machinery  Co.  v.  Brown  cases  cited  in  the  preceding  note. 

Folding  Mach.  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  72.  VoooMity  of  EzpreMly  Denying  Interfor- 

Want  of  Novelty^  Prior  Use  or  ICnowl-  enoe.  —  Where  a  bill  is  brought  for  the 

^//^^,    is  not   material   and  cannot    be  avoidance  of  an  interfering  patent,  and 

litigated.     Lockwood  v,  Cleveland,  20  defendant  wishes  to  show  that  there  is 

Fed.  Rep.  164;  Electrical  Accumulator  no  interference,  he   should   expressly 

Co.  V,  Brush  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  deny  it  in  his  answer  and  not  impliedly 

602;    Pentlarge  v,   Pentlarge,  19  Fed.  admit  it.   Gold,  etc..  Ore  Separating  Co. 

Rep.  817;  Nathan  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Craig,  v.    U.    S.    Disintegrating    Ore  Co.,    6 

47  Fed.  Rep.   522:  Stonemetz  Printers'  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  307. 

Machinery  Co.  v.  Brown  Folding  Mach.  And  it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire 
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.  Vatiire  of  and  Bnlei  GoTarsing  Prooeadiag.  —  This  proceeding  against 
an  interfering  patent  is  an  independent  proceeding  upon  inde- 
pendent testimony  and  governed  by  the  usual  rules  applicable  to 
suit  in  equity.* 

2.  The  Bill  —  a.  Necessary  and  Proper  Allegations.  — 

The  bill  as  in  other  suits  in  equity  should  contain  all  the  allega- 
tions proper  and  necessary  to  sustain  the  suit.* 

b.  Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action  —  Interference  and 
Infringement.  —  A  bill  which  prays  an  adjudication  concern- 
ing conflicting  patents,  and  also  alleges  an  infringement  of  the 
plaintiff's  patent  and  prays  an  accounting  and  damages  is  not 
demurrable  for  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action;  and  there  is,  it 
would  seem,  no  objection  to  so  framing  the  bill.' 

c.  Supplemental  Bill.  —  A  supplemental  bill  or  an  original 
one  in  the  nature  thereof  may,  as  in  other  suits  in  equity,  at 
times  be  allowed.* 

whether    there   was  an    interference,  Owncnhip  of  Intesteing  Patent  hj  De- 

where  the  answer  does  not  deny  but  ftndant.  —  The  bill  must  show  that  the 

rather  impliedly  admits  it.     Garratt  v,  interfering  patent  is  owned  by  the  de- 

Seibert.  98  U.  S.  75.  fendant  in  order  to  be  good  as  against 

Where  the  answer  denies  the  inter-  a  special  demurrer.     Nathan  Mfg.  Co. 

ference  and  it  is  apparent  there  is  none,  v.  f^raig,  47  Fed.  Rep.  522. 

the  bill   will  be  dismissed.      Nathan  Bill  Xvst  V«gatiTe  Prior  Xnowlodgo 

Mfg.  Co.  V.  Craig,  49  Fed.  Rep.  370.  and  Use.  —  A  bill  to  declare  an  interfer- 

XaiuiAr  of  Baidag  or Detarmiiiliig  Qnei-  ing  patent  void  must  show  that  the 

tkms.  —  In  a  suit  under  section  4918,  plaintiff's  patent  was  not  known,  used, 

the  question  whether  an    interference  sold,   etc.,   for  more   than   two  years 

exists  or  not  is  one  which  must  be  de-  prior  to  his  application,  else  it  will  be 

terxDined  from   an   inspection    of  the  bad  on  demurrer.     Nathan  Mfg.  Co.  v. 

pleadings  and  proofs,  and  is  no  more  Craig,  47  Fed.  Rep.  522. 

to  be  raised  upon  a  petition  by  the  XzooptioiiB  to  Impertinent  Allegationi. 

plaintiff  for  leave  to  dismiss  its  till  —  If  an  allegation  in  a  bill  for  relief 

than  is  the  question  of  the  priority  of  against  a  conflicting  patent  is  not  ma- 

the  respective  patents.     Electrical  Ac«  terial    and    pertinent,    the    objection 

cumulator  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  should  be  made  by  exception  and  not 

44  Fed.  Rep.  602.  by    demurrer.      Stonemetz     Printers' 

1.  Ecaubert  v.  Appleton,  67  Fed.  Machinery  Co.  v.  Brown  Folding  Mach. 
Rep.  917;  In  re  Squire,  22  Fed.  Cas.  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep;  72. 

No.  13,269.  8.  Leach  v.  Chandler,  18  Fed.  Rep. 

The  Dediion  of  the  Patent  OAee  upon  262;  Swift  v.  Jenks,  19  Fed.  Rep.  642; 

the  question  of  priority  of  invention  is  Holliday  v,   Pickhardt,  29  Fed.   Rep. 

entitled  to  great  weight  and  must  be  853;     American     Roll-Paper    Co.     v, 

overcome  by   testimony    sufficient    in  Knopp,  44  Fed.  Rep.  611;   Stonemetz 

character  and  amount  to  carry  thorough  Printers'    Machinery    Co.    v.    Brown 

conviction.     Ecaubert  v,  Appleton,  67  Folding  Mach.  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  72; 

Fed.  Rep.  917.  Ayling  v.  Hull,  2  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  494,  2 

Istnes  to  the  Jvry  may  be  ordered  in  Fed.  Cas.  No.  686.     See  Electrical  Ac- 

a  suit  for  the  repeal  of  interfering  pat-  cumulator  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co., 

ents   for    infringement,   if    the    court  44  Fed.  Rep.  602. 

deems  it  necessary  to  do  so;  otherwise,  4.  Setting  Up   DtseUimen    in    Patent 

where  it  is  not  necessary  or  proper  so  OAoe.  —  In   a  suit   under   Rev.    Stat., 

to  do.     Ayling  v.  Hull,  2  Cliff.  (IT.  S.)  §  4918,  to  set  aside  an  interfering  pat- 

494,  2  Fed.  Cas.   No.  686.     See  also  ent,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental 

generally  article  Issues  to  the  Jury,  bill,  alleging  that  since  filing  certain 

vol.  II,  p.  599.  disclaimers  in  the  Patent  Office,  his  pat- 

2.  See  generally  article  Bills  in  ent  did  not  interfere  with  the  defend- 
Equity,  vol.  3,  p.  335.  ant's,  and  praying  that  his  original  bill 
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d.  Dismissal  of  Bill.  —  One  of  the  main  objects  of  thb  pro- 
ceeding being  to  finally  determine  the  question  of  priority  of 
invention,  the  court  will  not  ordinarily  allow  the  litigation  to  be 
terminated  by  dismissing  the  bill.^ 

3.  AAnnatiTe  Sdief  under  Aniwer  or  CroH-lnll — jmiMity  to  me 
CroM-un.  —  Since  the  court  has  power  under  the  statute  to  declare 
either  of  the  patents  void,  the  defendant  under  his  answer  to 
the  bill  can  have  any  affirmative  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  file  a  cross-bill  praying  that  the 
complainant's  patent  be  declared  void.*  But  it  is  believed  the 
weight  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  allowing  such  cross-bill  to  be 
filed  if  the  defendant  so  desires.' 

4.  The  Decree.  —  The  court  may  declare  either  patent,  but  not 
both  patents,  void.* 

be  dismissed.  The  court  held  that  was  not  permissible;  that  the  defend- 
since,  in  the  absence  of  a  cross-bill,  ant*s  rights  to  affirmative  relief  under 
there  was  no  other  way  bj  which  the  his  cross-bill  could  not  be  injuriously 
farts  could  be  made  to  appear,  the  sup-  affected  by  the  plaintiff's  assignment; 
plemental  bill  would  be  allowed  to  and  that  if  the  court  should  decree  ad- 
stand,  the  defendant  praying  for  affirm-  versely  to  the  validity  of  the  assigned 
ative  relief.  Electrical  Accumulator  Co.  patent,  the  assignee  would  be  bound  by 
V.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  the  result.  Ecaubert  v.  Appleton,  67 
602.  Fed.  Rep.  917. 

Briagiag  In  Airigii—  Pendtnto  lito.  —  The  Assignte  May   File  an  OrigiutU 

The  assignee  of  a  patent  pendente  lite  Bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental 

maybe  made  a  party  to  the  proceed-  bill,  and  if  successful  have  a  decree  en- 

ings  by  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  tercd  in  his  favor.     Ecaubert  v.  Apple- 

a  supplemental  bill.     Ecaubert  v.  Ap-  ton,  67  Fed.  Rep.  917. 

pleton,  67  Fed.  Rep.  9x7.  8.  Lock  wood  v.  Cleaveland,  6  Fed. 

1.  VeitliarBUl  nor  GroM-bUl  Should  B«  Rep.  721;  Gold,  etc..  Ore  Separating 

SitmisMd.  —  As  the  very  object  of  the  Co.  v.  U.S.  Disintegrating  Ore  Co.,  6 

statute  is  to  save  the  necessity  of  two  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  307;  Union  Paper-Bag 

suits,  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  Mach.  Co.  v.  Crane,  6  Pat.  Off.  Gaz. 

permit  cither  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  801,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,388;  Foster  v, 

to  put  an  end  to  the  litigation  by  dis-  Lindsay,  3  Dill.  (U.  S.)  126;  Mowry  v^ 

missing  the  bill  or  cross-bill.     Where  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U.  S.) 440.     See  also 

the  litigation  has  been  pending  for  a  Lock  wood  v.  Cleaveland,  18  Fed.  Rep. 

longtime,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  37,  20  Fed.  Rep.  164;  Electrical  Accu- 

under  his  answer  to  an  affirmative  de-  mulator  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  44 

cree  declaring  the   invalidity    of    the  Fed.  Rep.  602. 

plaintiff's  patent,  in  case  he  succeeds  in  8.  American  Clay-Bird  Co.  v.  Ligow- 

establishing  the  priority   of  his  own,  ski  Clay-Pigeon  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  466; 

and  relying  on  this  has  neglected  to  in-  Electric  Accumulator    Co.   v.    Brush 

stitute  a  cross  cause,  the  plaintiff  will  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  602.     See 

not  be    allowed    to  dismiss  his  bill,  also  Ecaubert    v.  Appleton,    67  Fed. 

Electrical  Accumulator  Co.   v.  Brush  Rep.  917,  in  which  case  the  defendant 

Electric  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  602.  sought  affirmative  relief  by  cross-bill. 

Assignment  by  Plaintiir  Pendente  Lite  no  objection  was  made  thereto,  and  the 

Hot  Chronnd  to  Dismiieal.  —  In  a  suit  court  evidently  considered  it  the  proper 

under  Rev.  Stat.,  § 4918,  the  defendant  practice.     But  see  Lockwood  v.  Cleave- 

moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  6  Fed    Rep.  721,  holding  that  a 

bill,  because  the  plaintiff  pendente  lite  cross-bill  should  be  dismissed  as  im- 

had  assigned  his  patent  and  all  rights  providently  filed, 

thereundei,   but  without  prejudice  to  4.  American  Clay- Bird  Co.  v.  Ligow. 

the  assignee's  right  to  apply  for  leave  ski  Clay-Pigeon  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  466. 

to  file  an  original  bill  in   the   nature  But  see  contra^  Foster  v.  Lindsav,  3 

of  a  5upplcmcnul  bill.    The  court  held  Dill.  (U.  S.)  126,  9  Fed.  Cas.  Nos.  4,975, 

thai  a  peremptory  dismissal  of  the  bill  4,976. 
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Pow«r  to  Chruit  Full  Seliot  —  The  power  conferred  on  the  court  not 
only  enables  it  to  decree  a  final  remedy  but  to  protect  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  decree,  and  it  has  the  power  to  grant  relief  by 
injunction,  or  otherwise  protect  either  party  in  any  rights  to 
which  he  is  by  law  entitled.* 

TIL  Bbpsal  OB  Cahcxllatiov  of  Lettebs  Patevt  —  1.  By 
Prooew  in  Hatiure  of  Scire  Facias.  —  By  the  Aeti  of  1790  and  1798  provi- 
sion was  made  for  the  issuance  of  process  in  the  nature  of  a  scire 
facias  to  repeal  a  patent  obtained  surreptitiously  or  upon  false 
suggestions;^  but  these  statutes  were  repealed  by  a  subsequent 
act  which  made  no  provision  for  such  a  proceeding,  and  at  the 
present  time  it  does  not  exist.' 

S.  By  Suit  in  Equity  by  ITnited  States  —  a.  Whether  and 
When  Maintained.  —  Before  the  question  came  directly  before 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  there  was  considerable  con- 
flict as  to  whether,  in  the  absence  of  express  statutory  provision, 
the  United  States  can  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  repeal 
or  cancellation  of  letters  patent.  Some  of  the  cases  strongly 
asserted  that  such  a  proceeding  cannot  be  had,  at  least  upon  any 
ground  which  is  allowed  as  a  defense  in  an  infringement  suit.* 

1.  Potter  V,  Dixon,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  L.  322,  was  a  substantial  re-enactment 
160,  iq  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,325;  Palmer  of  Act  April  10,  1790,  §  5,  which  act. 
Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v.  Lozier,  69  Fed.     however,  Act  1793  repealed. 

Rep.  346.  The  Coni tmetion  of  the  Statute  and  the 

Deoree    of  Annulment   Where   Patent  nature  of  the  proceedings  thereon  will 

Yoid. —  If  the  court  holds  that  either  of  be    found     in    the     following    cases: 

the  patents  is  void,  it  should  enter  a  Thompson  t/.  Haight,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

decree  annulling  the  patent  and  should  13,956;  Wood  v,  Williams,  Gilp.  (U.  S.) 

not  merely  dismiss  the  bill  or  enter  a  517,  30  Fed.  Cas.   No.  17,968;    Ex  p, 

judgment  against  the  defendant.     Fos-  Wood,  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)6o3;  Stearns  v. 

ter  V,  Lindsay,  3  Dill.  (U.  S.)  126,  9  Barrett,  i  Mason  (U.  S.)  153,  22  Fed. 

Fed.  Cas.  No. 4,976.  Cas.    No.    13,337;    Union    Paper- Bag 

For  the  Form  of  a  Deoree  declaring  a  Mach.  Co.  v.  Crane,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.) 

patent  void,  see  Sturgesz/.  Van  Hagen,  429,24  Fed.  Cas.   No.  14,388;  Delano 

6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  572,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  v.  Scott,  Gilp.  (U.  S.)  489,  7  Fed.  Cas. 

13,570.  No.  3,753;  McGaw  v.   Bryan,  i6  Fed. 

Ii^nnction  to  Seetrain  Action  at  Law.  Cas.  No.  8,793. 

—  In  a  suit  in  equity  under  Rev.  Stat.,  8.  Act  July  4,  1836,  5  Stat,  at  L.  123, 

§  4918,  the  court  will  not  grant  an  in-  124. 

junction  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  4.  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Rum  ford  Chemical 

an  action  at  law  for  infringement,  where  Works,   32   Fed.   Rep.   609;    U.   S.  v. 

the  equity  suit  can  be  brought  to  trial  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  32  Fed. 

as  soon  as  the  action  at  law.     Palmer  Rep.  591,  which  latter  case  was  reversed 

Pneumatic  Tire  Co.  v.  Lozier,  69  Fed.  in  U.  S.  z/.  American  Bell  Telephone 

Rep.  346.  Co.,  128  U.  S.  3x5.     And  see  contra,  U. 

Opening  Beeree.  —  Adecreeenteied  in  S.  v.  Gunning,  18  Fed.  Rep.  511,22 
a  suit  under  Rev.  Stat.,  §4918,  will  not  Fed.  Rep.  653,  23  Fed.  Rep.  668. 
be  opened  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  The  Argument  and  Beaion  adduced 
a  defense,  such  as  want  of  novelty,  against  the  jurisdiction  were  that  Con- 
which  cannot  be  litigated  in  such  a  gress  had  not  authorized  any  such  pro- 
proceeding.  Lockwood  V.  Cleveland,  ceeding,  had  repealed  Act  1793,  which 
to  Fed.  Rep.  164.  See  also  generally  allowed  a  scire  facias  to  issue  for  the 
article  Opening,  Amending  and  Va-  repeal  of  a  patent  and  had  considered 
GATING  Judgments,  anfe,  p.  202.  that  the  public  as  well  as  the  patentee 

2.  Act  Feb.  21,  1793,  §  10,  1  Stat,  at  was  sufficiently  protected  by  the  pro- 
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Fnud,  KiitalM,  or  Aooidont.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  decided  that  the  United  States  has  a  standing  in  court, 
either  in  the  discharge  of  its  obligation  to  protect  the  public 
against  a  monopoly  it  has  wrongfully  created,  or  simply  because 
it  owes  a  duty  to  other  patentees  to  secure  to  them  the  full 
enjoyment  of  the  rights  which  it  has  conferred  by  its  patents 
upon  them.  And  it  is  held  that  where  a  patent  has  been 
obtained  by  fraud,  by  mistake,  or  by  accident,  a  suit  in  equity 
by  the  United  States  against  the  patentee  for  the  repeal  of  the 
patent  is  the  proper  remedy,  although  there  is  no  act  of  Congress 
expressly  authorizing  such  procedure,  and  although  the  Act  of 
1793,  which  authorized  a  scire  facias  to  issue,  to  declare  a  patent 

visions  of  Acts   1836,  i839«  and   1870,  is  the  proper  remedy  on  behalf  of  the 

whereby  an  appeal  was  allowed  from  United  States  when  a  patent  for  an  in- 

the  commissioner's  decision,  a  proceed-  vention  has  been  obtained  by  fraud, 

ing  by  bill  in  equity  was  authorized  U.  S.  v.  Gunning,  18  Fed.  Rep.  511,  22 

where  an  application  for  a  patent  was  Fed.  Rep.  653,  23  Fed.  Rep.  668. 
wrongfully  refused,  or  where  two  in-        In  other  cases  it  has  been  held  that 

terfering  patents  had  been  granted,  and  where  fraud  can  be  set  up  as  a  defense 

almost  any  defense  was  permitted  in  a  to  an  infringement  suit,  it  is  better  to 

suit  for  infringement.     Atty.-Gen.   v,  adjudicate  the  question  in  such  mode 

Rumford    Chemical    Works,   32   Fed.  rather  than  allow  the  maintenance  of  a 

Rep.  609;  U.  S.  V,  American  Bell  Tele-  suit  in  equity  by  the  government  for 

phone  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  591.  the  repeal  of  the  patent.     U.  S.  v.  Fra- 

Oronndi  Admiisible  if  a  Bafonse.  —  It  zer,  22  Fed.  Rep.  106;  U.  S.  v.  Colgate, 

was  held  that  it  was  better  to  leave  the  21  Fed.  Rep.  318,  32  Fed.  Rep.  624. 
litigation  of   questions  constituting  a        In  three  cases  in  the  Supreme  Court 

defense  in  infringement  cases  to  the  it  is  strongly  intimated  that  where  a 

parties  directly  interested  rather  than  patent  has  been  improvidently  issued 

that  the   government  should  lend  its  or  fraudulently  obtained,    the  proper 

name  to  a  suit  to  cancel  a  patent  which  remedy  is  a  bill  in  equity  by  the  United 

was  really  in  the  interest  of  private  par-  States    for  the   repeal  of  the  patent, 

ties.     U.    S.   z/.   Frazer,   22  F'ed.   Rep.  Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Goodyear,  9 

106;  U.S.  V.  Colgate,  21  Fed.  Rep.  318.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788;  Mowry  v,  Whitney, 

But  a  suit  by  the  government  to  cancel  14  Wall.  (U.  S.)434;  Mahn  v,  Harwood, 

a  patent  will  not   be   sustained   upon  112  U.  S.  354. 

grounds  which  had  already  been  set        But  it  has  been  said  that  the  lan- 

up  in  an  infringement  suit  in  which  the  guage  of  the  above  cases  is  mere  dicta, 

patent  was  sustained.     U.  S.  v.  Col-  and  that  the  court  did  not  intend  to  and 

gate,  32  Fed.  Rep.  624.  did  not  decide  that  such  a  bill  is  main- 

Groondt  ITot  Admissible  if  a  Defeaie.  tainable.     It  was  explained  that  these 

—  If  the  patent  is  invalid  upon  grounds  were  actions  for  the  repeal  of  an  exten- 
not  admissible  as  a  defense  to  an  in-  sion  or  reissue  of  a  patent  obtained  by 
fringement  suit,  it  is  said  that  its  valid-  fraudulent  means,  which,  at  that  time, 
ity  is  to  be  determined  in  a  direct  was  not  a  defense  to  a  suit  for  an  in- 
proceeding  to  set  aside  the  patent  by  fringement.  And  it  was  held  that 
scire  facias  or  by  bill  or  information,  since  the  defense  of  fraud  or  false 
Doughty  V,  West,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  suggestion  was  afterwards  allowed  in 
429,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,028;  Hoe  v.  Cot-  an  infringement  suit,  the  government 
trell,  I  Fed.  Rep.  597;  Seymour  v.  Os-  could  not  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to 
borne,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  516;  Jackson  v.  repeal  a  patent  on  this  ground.  U.  S. 
Lawton,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  23.  See  also  v.  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  32 
Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Goodyear,  Fed.  Rep.  591 ;  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Rumford 
9  Wall.  (U.S.)  788;  Mowry  V.  Whitney,  Chemical  Works,  32  Fed.  Rep.  609. 
14  Wall.  (U.  S.)  434;  Mahn  v.  Har-  These  cases  were  overruled  by  the  Su- 
wood,  112  U.  S.  354.  preme  Court  in  U.  S.  v.  American  Bell 

Fraud,  False  Suggfstioii,  Xiitake,  etc.    Telephone  Co.,  128  U.  S.  315, 159  U.  S. 

—  It  has  been  held  that  a  bill  in  equity    548.     See  text  and  note  following. 
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void,  had  been  repealed,  and  though  the  United  States  Revised 
statutes  allows  a  defendant,  in  a  suit  for  infringement,  to  set  up 
as  a  defense  that  the  patent  was  procured  by  fraud  or  deceit.^ 

Xmr  «f  Judgment  of  Patent  OAee.  —  But  it  is  declared  that  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  sitting  as  courts  of  equity,  cannot 
entertain  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  the  United  States  to  set  aside 
a  patent  for  an  invention  on  the  mere  ground  of  error  of  judg- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  Patent  Office.* 

1.  U.  S.  V.  American  Bell  Telephone  one  charged  with  infringement  either 
Co.,  128  U.  S.  315,  reversing  3a  Fed.  at  law  or  in  equity,  the  government,  if 
Rep.  591.  See  also  U.  S.  v,  American  seeking  simply  to  protect  the  right  of 
Bell  Telephone  Co.,  159  U.  S.  548,  167  an  individual,  ought  not  to  be  permit- 
U.  S.  224.  ted  to  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  can- 
Bight  of  CtoTOTBBient  and  PriTata  la-  eel  a  patent  on  the  above  ground, 
dhridnal  to  Bring  Bolt.  —  The  principle  because  it  constitutes  a  perfect  defense 
is  established  that  the  right  to  bring  a  in  any  action  brought  bjr  a  patentee; 
suit  in  chancery  to  cancel  or  annul  a  and  it  seems  the  result  is  the  same  if 
patent  issued  by  the  United  States  lies  the  government  is  only  seeking  to  pro- 
with  the  government;  and  this  is  the  tect  the  public  at  large,  for  the  public 
reason  a  private  citizen  cannot,  for  is  but  the  aggregation  of  all  the  indi- 
himself,  bring  such  a  suit.  U.  S.  v,  viduals.  U.  S.  v,  American  Bell  Tele* 
American  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  128  U.  phone  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224. 
S.  315,  reversing  32  Fed.  Rep.  591,  and  Bestrmialiig  Proioetitloii  of  Buili  Ibr  !&• 
affroving  Mowry  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall,  friiifoiiiont.  —  In  a  suit  brought  by  di- 
(U.  S.)  434,  wherein  it  was  held  that  all  rection  of  the  attorney-general  to  repeal 
suits  to  set  aside,  annul,  or  declare  void  letters  patent  a  modon  for  a  prelim- 
a  patent  must  be  brought  by  or  on  be-  inary  injunction  to  restrain  the  com- 
hsdf  of  the  government,  except  in  the  mencement  or  prosecution  of  suits  for 
two  cases  provided  by  statute,  viz.,  infringement  will  not  be  granted.  The 
where  there  are  conflicting  claims  to  a  infringement  of  a  patent  is  a  trespass 
patent  or  where  there  are  two  interfer-  upon  the  exclusive  rights  granted,  but 
iog  patents.  See  also  Meserole  v,  the  United  States,  as  an  owner  or  pro- 
Union  Paper  Collar  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  prietor,  has  no  interest  in  promoting 
S)356,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,488.  And  such  trespasses;  and  their  prevention, 
see  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Goodyear  or  the  prosecution  of  suits  for  their 
Dental  Vulcanite  Co.,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  commission,  cannot  be  an  injury  to  the 
S-)  375*  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,543,  holding  United  States,  as  a  proprietor.  If  the 
that  a  suit  in  substance  to  limit  the  patent  is  repealed  the  suit  may  fall  or 
e£fect  of  a  patent,  to  declare  that  it  may  not;  but  at  any  rate  the  matter  is 
does  not  extend  to  a  certain  class  of  entirely  between  the  parties  to  the  suit, 
cases,  and  pro  tanto  to  have  it  ad-  and  not  at  all  between  the  Unil^ 
jadged  void  and  of  no  force,  can  only  States  and  either  of  the  parties.  U.  S. 
be  sustained  by  the  attorney-general,  v.  Colgate,  21  Fed.  Rep.  318. 
in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  2.  U.  S.  v.  American  Bell  Telephone 
United  States.  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224,  wherein  the  court 
Yaoatioa  of  Expirod  Bight.  —  A  bill  in  said:  *' While  [in  U.  S.  r.  American 
equity  to  vacate  the  extension  of  a  pat-  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  128  U.  S.  315,  and 
ent,  which  extension  expired  before  U.  S.  v,  American  Bell  Telephone  Co., 
the  proceeding  was  begun,  has  *  no  159  U.  S.  548]  there  was  rightfully 
equity  to  support  it  and  cannot  be  sus-  affirmed  the  power  of  the  government 
tained  on  demurrer.  Bourne  v.  Good-  to  proceed,  by  suit  in  equity,  against 
year,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  811.  See  also  one  who  had  wrongfully  obtained  a 
Mowry  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U.  S.)  patent  for  land  or  for  an  invention,  there 
436;  U.  S.  V.  Colgate,  21  Fed.  Rep.  318.  was  no  attempt  to  define  the  character 
Bofenio  of  Prior  Patent  Open  in  In-  of  the  fraud  or  deceit  or  mistake,  or  the 
firiagomont  Suit.  —  It  is  held  that,  since  extent  of  the  error  as  to  power,  which 
the  defense  that  a  patent  issued  was  must  be  established  before  a  decree 
already  covered  by  a  prior  patent  is,  could  be  entered  canceling  the  patent, 
by  Rev.  Stat.,  %  4920,  open  to  every  It  was  not  affirmed  that  proof  of  any 
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b.  By  Whom  and  ix  yn  hat  Nasie  Brought.  —  A  bill  to 
obtain  the  cancellation  of  a  patent  must  be  brought  in  the  nam^ 
and  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  by  the  Attoraey-General  or 
the  proper  district  attorney.' 

c.  Requisites  of  Bill.  —  The  bill  most  not  be  multifarious,^ 

and,  if  brought  to  obtain  the  repeal  of  the  patent  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  should  all^e  the  fraud  with  sufficient  exactness.^ 

d.  The,  Decree.  —  The  decree  if  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  declares  the  patent  void  and  directs  the  letters  patent  to 
be  set  aside  or  canceled,  giving  costs  according  to  the  general 
rules.^ 


f raad  or  deceit  or  the  existence  of  ao j  S.  Hn  iwifll^^  Tv»  Pktate.  —  A  bill 
error  oo  the  part  of  the  oflicers  as  to  the  for  the  repeal  of  patenu  because  of 
extent  of  their  power,  or  that  any  mis-  f nod  in  their  procazement  is  not  ob- 
take  in  the  instrament  was  snlBcient  to  jectiooable  for  moltifarioasness  be- 
jastifr  a  decree  of  cancellation.  Least  canse  it  assails  two  patents,  issued 
of  all  was  it  intended  to  be  affirmed  nearlj  a  jear  apart,  where  the  patents 
that  the  conrts  of  the  United  States,  were  issued  to  the  same  parties,  re- 
sitting as  conrts  of  eqnitj,  conld  enter-  lated  to  the  same  subject,  and  were 
tain  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  the  United  used  in  the  same  operation,  the  later 
States  to  set  aside  a  patent  for  an  in-  patent  being  for  an  improvement  upon 
vention  on  the  mere  ground  of  error  of  the  invention  of  the  earlier  ons.  U.  S. 
judgment  on  the  part  of  the  patent  offi-  r.  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  128 
cials.    That  would  be  an  attempt  on  the  U.  S.  315. 

part  of  the  courts  in  collateral  attack  to  S.  ADsgatimi  of  Fmd. —  In  a  bill  to 
exercise  an  appellate  jurisdiction  over  procure  the  repeal  of  a  patent  for  fraud 
the  decisions  of  the  Patent  Office,  aU  in  obtaining  it,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege 
though  no  appellate  jurisdiction  has  that  the  patentee  knew  that  he  was  not 
been  by  the  statutes  conferred."  the  first  inventor  and  that  his  e£Forts  to 
1.  It  Must  Appear  on  ths  VkMS  of  ths  procure  the  patent  were  fraudulent,  be- 
BUl  that  the  suit  was  brought  on  be-  cause  he  was  aware  that  he  was  obtain- 
half  of  the  United  States  by  the  proper  ing  a  patent  to  which  he  was  not 
district  attorney  or  it  will  be  held  bad  entitled  in  law  or  in  equity.  AU  the 
on  demurrer  as  not  stating  a  case  evidence  which  may  be  adduced  to 
which  entitles  the  United  States  to  the  prove  fraud  need  not  be  recited  in  the 
relief  sought.  U.  S.  v.  Doughty,  7  bill.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  main  facts 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  424,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  or  incidents  which  constitute  the  fraud 
14,986.  be  fairly  stated.     U.  S.   r.   American 

Aa  lafonnatiaB  in  ths  Vams  of  as  la-  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  128  U.  S.  315. 
dlTidofll,  **  as  he  is  Attorney-General  4.  Vhiiid  Glssrly  Established.  —  Before 
of  the  United  States,"  and  not  in  the  the  government  is  entitled  to  a  decree 
name  of  and  on  behalf  of  the  United  canceling  a  patent  for  an  invention  on 
States,  is  not  authorized  by  any  stat-  the  ground  that  it  had  been  fraud- 
ute.  sanctioned  by  any  precedent,  or  ulenUy  and  wrongfully  obtained,  it 
supported  by  the  authority  of  any  judi-  must,  as  in  the  case  of  a  like  suit  to 
cial  decision;  and  a  demurrer  thereto  set  aside  a  patent  for  land,  establish 
will  be  sustained  and  the  information  the  fraud  and  the  wrong  by  testimony 
dismissed.  Atty.-Gen.  v,  Rumford  which  is  clear,  convincing,  and  satisfac- 
Chemical  Works,  32  Fed.  Rep.  608.  tory.  U.  S.  v.  American  Bell  Tele- 
There  Ii  Vo  Absolute  Duty  Imposed  upon  phone  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224. 
the  Attorney-General  or  any  United  Gosts.  —  Where  in  a  bill  in  equity  to 
States  attorney,  either  by  the  common  set  aside  a  patent  because  of  fraud  in 
law  or  by  any  statute,  to  institute  a  pro-  its  procurement,  one  of  the  defendants 
ceeding  to  annul  a  patent  for  an  inven-  is  not  connected  with  the  fraud,  and  is 
tion  when  applied  to  by  any  party  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  the 
asserting  its  invalidity  for  want  of  nov-  court  will  not  on  setting  aside  the  pat- 
elty.  New  York,  etc..  Coffee  Polishing  cnt  decree  costs  against  him.  U.  S.  r. 
Co.  V.  New  York  Coffee  Polishing  Co.,  Gunning,  22  Fed.  Rep.  653. 
9  Fed.  Rep.  578.  Appeal  to  SuproBie  Court.  —  The  Su- 
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Tm  AOTIOV  TO  fiBOOTBB  PiVALTT  —  1.  Wll«&  liet.  —  ProririoA  b 
iDuU  \fj  sututa  for  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  from  any  person 
who  shall  mark  upon  any  article  made  or  used  by  him,  but  patented 
by  another,  the  name  of  such  patentee  or  the  word  "  patent/' 
etc.,  without  the  patentee's  consent,  or  who  shall  mark  upon  any 
unpatented  article  the  word  **  patent,"  or  the  like,  with  intent  to 
deceive  the  public ;  one-half  the  penalty  to  go  to  the  informer 
and  the  other  half  to  the  United  States.* 

2.  JniiidiotioiL  —  Under  the  Act  of  1870  this  action  is  to  be 
brought  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  *  for  the  dis- 
trict wherein  the  offense  is  committed,  /.  «'.,  in  which  the  stamp- 
ing or  marking  was  actually  done.' 

3.  Parties — a.  Plaintiff  —  in  o^nsraL  —  This  qui  tarn  action 
may  be  brought  by  any  person  who  pleases  to  sue,  and  the 
plaintiff  need  have  no  special  interest  in  the  subject  and  need  not 
have  sustained  any  actual  injury.^ 

Aotion  in  Vum  of  Informer.  —  The  action  must  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  informer  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  United  States.* 
But  it  is  not  error  to  bring  the  action  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff 
suing  for  himself  as  well  as  the  United  States.* 

b.  Defejidant.  —  The  defendant  should  be  the  person  who 

preme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  vided  for  by  the  latter  provision  con- 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  appeal  trols  and  limits  the  general  provisions, 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  a  Pentlarge  v.  Kirby,  19  Fed.  Rep.  501. 
suit  brought  by  the  Circuit  Court  for  The  Citiienship  <tf  tho  Parties  is  imma- 
the  repeal  or  cancellation  of  a  patent,  terial.  The  action  must  be  brought  in 
U.  S.  V.  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  the  district  where  the  offense  is  com- 
159  U.  S.  548.  mitted.     Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.  Rep. 

1.  Act  July  8,  1870,  §  39;  Rev.  Stat.,  507. 

§  4901.     See  also  Act  Aug.  29,  1842,  g  5.  4.  Pentlarge  v.  Kirby,  19  Fed.  Rep. 

This  Is  a  Qni  Tam  Aetion.  —  Winne  v.  501;  Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.  Rep.  507. 

Snow,  19  Fed.  Rep.  507;    Pentlarge  v.  See  also  Tompkins  r.   Butterfield,  25 

Kirby,  19  Fed.  Rep.  501.  Fed.  Rep.  556. 

S.  Act  July  8,  1870,  §  39;  Rev.  Stat.,  Any  Vatnral  Person  is  here  meant,  in 

§  4901.  accordance  with  the  general  rule  that 

ITnder  Aet  Angnit  89, 184S,  g  6,  the  ac-  qui  tam  actions  of  this  sort  cannot  be 

tion  was  to  be  brought  in  any  of  the  brought  by  a  corporation.    See  U.  S. 

circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  or  v.  Morris,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  27. 

in  any  of   the  district   courts  of  the  6.  U.  S.  v.  Morris,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  27. 

United  States  having  the  powers  and  6.  Winne  r.  Snow,  19  Fed.  Rep.  507, 

jurisdiction  of  a  circuit  court.     See  U.  in   which   case  it  was  held   that  the 

S.  V.  Morris,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  27.  United   States   is    not   regarded  as    a 

S.  Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.  Rep   507;  party  to  the  action,  as  the  form  of  the 

Pentlarge  v,  Kirby,  19  Fed.  Rep.  501.  title  indicates  onlv  that  it  is  a  qui  tam 

See  also  Hotchkiss  v.  Samuel  Cupples  action  prosecuted  by  the  informer  to 

Wooden-ware  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  1018.  recover  a  statutory  penalty;    and  that 

In  a  IHetriot  te  Whidh  HaTe  Been  Car-  an  objection  of  misjoinder,  in  suing  in 

Tied  the  articles   falsely  marked,  this  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  the 

action  cannot  be  brought.     Rev.  Stat.,  United  States,  is  not  well  taken.     See 

^  732,  providing  that  a  suit  for  penal-  also  Oliphant  v.  Salem  Flouring  Mills 

ties  may  be  brought  in  any  one  of  all  Co.,  5  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  128,  in  which  the 

the  districts  in  the  country  where  the  action   was  brought   by  the  plaintiff, 

defendant  at  the  time  may  be  found,  is  who  sued  for  himself  as  well  as  the 

inapplicable  to  a  suit  brought  under  United  States   and  no  objection   was 

section  490X.     The  particular  case  pro-  made. 
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committed  the  offense,  though  it  has  been  held  that  a  coqjora- 
tion  may  be  sued  as  a  defendant.*  Yet  this  is  against  the  gen- 
eral rule  governing  qui  tarn  actions.* 

4.  Declaration  or  Complamt — a.  Rules  of  Civil  Pleading 
Apply.  —  The  sufficiency  of  the  declaration  or  complaint  in  the 
action  under  treatment  is  to  be  determined  according  to  the 
rules  applicable  to  civil  actions,  and  according  to  the  state  prac- 
tice in  similar  or  analogous  actions  at  common  law,  and  not 
according  to  the  analogies  of  criminal  procedure.' 

b.  Averment  of  Requisites  and  Essential  Facts.  —  The 

declaration  or  complaint  must  be  full  and  contain  all  requisite 
averments,  and  every  fact  essential  to  constitute  the  offense  must 
be  distinctly  alleged.* 

c.  Allegations  Not  Necessary  or  Pertinent. —  But  those 
allegations  which  are  neither  necessary,  pertinent,  nor  relevant 
should  not  be  made  part  of  the  complaint.^ 

1.  Tompkins  v.  Butterfield,  25  Fed.  dauseof  Rev.  Stat.,  §4901.     Russell  v. 

Rep.  556.  Newark  Mach.  Co.,  55  Fed.  Rep.  297. 

S.  See  article  Penalties  and  Penal  Vagativiag  Szoaptioiii.  —  Those  condi- 

Actions.  tions  or  qualifications  which  the  statute 

S.  Fish   V.  Manning,   31   Fed.   Rep.  itself  makes  exceptions  in  constituting 

340.     And  see  generally  article  Penal-  the  offense  should  be  negatived  in  the 

TIES  AND  Penal  Actions.  complaint.    Fish  w  Manning,  31  Fed. 

4.  Fish  p.   Manning,   31   Fed.    Rep.  Rep.  340. 

340,  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  in  6.  AU«gatioA  of  Baoeption  wh«re  Pat- 

an  action   for  a   penalty   under  Rev.  anted  Aittolt  Stamped.  —  An  averment 

Stat.,  §  4901,  the  statute  imposing  it  in  a  complaint  that  sales  were  made 

and  the  section  thereof  must  be  pleaded  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  public 

with  certainty,  and  that  it  is  improper  is   not  pertinent  to  a  cause   founded 

to  refer  to  different  statutes  without  upon  the  stamping  of  patented  articles, 

specifying  which  is  relied  on.  but  is  pertinent  only  where  the  stamp- 

Oomplaint  Showing  Laok  of  Xark  on  ing  is  upon  unpatented  articles.    This 

Ordinal  Artielo. — A  complaint  in   an  objection,   however,   is  not   available 

action   under   Rev.   Stat.,  §  4901,  for  upon  demurrer.     Fish  v.  Manning,  31 

stamping  the  word  *'  patented  "  on  a  Fed.  Rep.  340. 

patented  article  without  authority,  is  ATormonts  of  Special  Bamago.  —  In  an 
demurrable  where  it  shows  that  the  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  falsely 
original  articles  manufactured  by  the  marking  an  unpatented  article  with  the 
plaintiff  were  not  so  marked  as  re-  word  '*  patented,"  under  Rev.  Stat., 
quired  by  section  4900;  and  under  this  §  4901,  any  informer  is  entitled  to  the 
section,  where  the  character  of  the  arti-  same  recovery  as  any  other  person  spe- 
cie permits  it  to  be  stamped,  it  is  im-  cially  injured.  Therefore  matter  set 
material  that  the  cost  of  stamping  it  is  up  in  the  complaint  as  special  damage 
so  great  as  to  render  its  manufacture  to  the  plaintiff  is  unnecessary  and 
and  sale  unprofitable.  Smith  r.  Wal-  irrelevant;  but  where  this  special  mat- 
ton,  56  Fed.  Rep.  499.  ter  is  not  plainly  stated  as  a  separate 

Spedfio  and    WrtAXJA    Allegation  that  cause  of  action,  and  no  relief  is  prayed 

Artiolas  Unpatented.  —  An  allegation  in  for  in  reference  to  it  as  irrelevant  mat- 

a  complaint  that   the  articles  marked  ter,  it  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion 

patented  were  not  covered  by  a  patent  under  the  New  York  Code  of  Proced- 

granted  on  a  certain  date,  or  any  other  ure,  but  it  cannot  be  objected  to  by  a 

patent  of  that  date,  is  a  specific  and  demurrer.      Winne  v.  Snow,   19   Fed. 

limited  allegation,  and  cannot  be  ex-  Rep.  507. 

panded  by  construction  into  a  general  Time  of  Stamping.  —  In  an  action  to 

allegation  that  they  were  unpatented,  recover  a  penalty  for  marking  patented 

so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  third  articles  made  by  the  defendant  without 
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d.  Averment  of  Patentability.  —  The  complaint  in  an 
action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  marking  the  word  "  patent "  on 
an  unpatented  article  need  not  allege  that  the  article  was 
capable  of  being  patented ;  the  statutory  penalty  applies  though 
the  article  was  not  a  patentable  one.' 

e.  Averment  of  Act  Contra  Formam  Statuti.  —  Since 
the  suit  for  the  penalty  is  founded  only  on  statute,  the  declara- 
tion or  complaint  must  aver  the  act  to  be  contra  formam  statuti,^ 

/.  Allegata  et  Probata.  —  The  allegata  and  probata  must 
correspond.' 

IX.  OEVZBAL  JUBISDICTIOV  07  SlHTfl  OV  OB  CovosBimr0  Patsvti 

—  1.  At  Law  or  in  Equity  — tf.  Suits  for  Infringement  — 
{i)  In  General,  —  Where  a  patent  has  been  infringed,  the  party 
entitled  to  sue  may  maintain  an  action  for  dama|res  therefor  in  a 
court  of  law,  or  if  in  addition  to  damages  an  injunction  against 
further  infringement  is  sought  the  party  may  have  recourse  to  a 
court  of  equity.* 

(2)  Action  for  Damages.  —  If  the  only  thing  sought  or  neces- 
sary is  damages  in  compensation  for  the  injury,  the  remedy  at 
law  is  adequate  and  must  be  pursued.' 

the  patentee's    consent,   the    time  of  Hamsdy  GoTfmed  bj  0«nen^  Prlndplii 

stamping  need  not  be  stated   in  the  of  Law.  —  The  patentee  in  resorting  to 

complaint  as  upon  a  precise  and  defi-  his  remedy,  whether  in  a  court  of  law 

nite  day,  under  N.  Y.  Code  Pro.     Fish  dr  equity,  is  bound  by  the  same  princi- 

V,  Manning,  31  Fed.  Rep.  340.  pies  affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

1.  Oliphant  v,  Salem  Flouring  Mills  two    tribunals    as    prevail    in    other 

Co.,  5  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  128,  18  Fed.  Cas.  branches  of  law.     If  the  remedy  at  law 

No.   10,486;    Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.  is  ample  he   is  bound   to  pursue  it. 

Rep.    507.      See,    contra     and    disap-  otherwise  he  may  resort  to  a  court  of 

proved^  U.  S.  v,  Morris,  2  Bond  (U,  S.)  equity.     Brooks  v.  Miller,  28  Fed.  Rep. 

23,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,814.  617.     See  Sullivan  c.  Redfield,  i  Paine 

%,  Parker  v.  Haworth,  4  McLean  (U.  (U.  S.)  441,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,597. 

S.)  370,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,738.  Scmiady  for  Infringement  Aftir  Inttr- 

S.  Hawley  v,  Bagley,  xi  Fed.  Cas.  looutory  Deoroe.  —  Where  the  defendant 

No.  6,248.  infringes  the  complainant's  patent  after 

4.  Goodyear  v.  Hullihen,  2  Hughes  an  interlocutory  decree  rendered  in  a 
(U.  S.)  492,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,573;  suit  in  equity  in  favor  of  the  complain. 
Avery  v,  Wilson,  20  Fed.  Rep.  856;  ant,  a  new  cause  of  action  is  created 
Burdell  v,  Comstock,  15  Fed.  Rep.  395;  in  favor  of  the  latter,  and  he  can  pro- 
Wise  V.  Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.,  33  Fed.  ceed  at  law  or  in  equity  to  enforce  it. 
Rep.  277;  Bragg  v.  Stockton,  27  Fed.  His  right  to  do  this  is  not  impaired  bv 
Rep.  509.  the  circumstances  that  he  can  also  if 

Election  to  Boo  at  Law  or  in  Sqnity.  —  he  chooses  proceed  against  the  defend- 
Where  a  company  sold  machines  em-  ant  for  contempt  in  violating  the  in- 
bodying  the  plaintiff's  inventions  to  junction  awarded  by  the  decree  in  the 
another  for  use,  it  was  guilty  of  a  tort  former  suit.  Roemer  v.  Neumann,  23 
for  which  an  actioq  would  lie.     But  as  Fed.  Rep.  447. 

that  company  received  money  for  the  5.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S. 

plaintiff's    property,   the  latter    could  252;    Hay  ward  v.  Andrews,  106  U.  S. 

waive  the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit  for  672;    Belknap  v.  Schild,  161   U.  S.  10; 

the   money,  or,  what  Is  the  same   in  Sanders  v.  Logan,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas. 

effect,  proceed  in  equity  for  an  account  167,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,295;  Vaughan 

of  the  money  received.     Steam  Stone  v.  Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  4  Sawy.  (U.  S.) 

Cutter  Co.  v,  Sheldons,  15  Fed.  Rep.  280,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,897;  Jenkins 

608.  V,  Green wald,  i  Bond  (U.  S.)  126,  13 
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^3)  iMJunditm  —  Adequacy  of  Rrwudj  ai  Laze — &  !■ 
By  the  sereral  patent  acts  cooits  of  equity  are  given  power  to 
grant  injonctioos  according  to  the  coarse  and  principles  of  comts 
of  eqoitjr,  to  prevent  the  isolation  of  any  right  sccorcd  by  a 
patent*^ 

Bifiir  la  Bf^  BipndtBt  mt/m  Bfgkt  t»  l^jwrtlM.  —  The  power  to 
t99ue  injunctions  gives  to  courts  of  equity  jurisdiction  in  patent 
cases,  and  the  ni'>st  general  ground  for  equitable  interposition  in 
such  cases  is  the  necessity  of  the  exercise  of  this  power.* 


Fed.  Cdw.    Mo.    7,270;    Eofs   9.   Fon  Branrtt,   1   Fisber  P^x.  Cas.  642.   i? 

Waf  oe.  $B  Fed.  Rep.  404:  Edi%on  Eiec-  Fed.  Cas.  So.  9.S&4:    Brick  7.  Scatco 

(r:c  Lillet  Co.  v,  C  S.  Electric  Li^iio;  Island  R.  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  553:  Bn^ 

0>.,  35  fed.  Rep,  134:  Brooks  v.  Miller,  r.  Stocki^o,  27  Fed.  Rep.  509:  Spaoid- 

24  Fed,  Rep.  617:  Ulmaor.Cbickerios.  in^    v.   Page,    i  Savj.    (U.    S.)    703: 

33   Fed.   Rep.  5^2;   Sew   York  Grape  Brooks  r.   Miller,  23   Fed.   Rep.  617; 

Sai^ar  Co,  V,  B-^Jlaio  Grape  Sa^r  Co.,  Henzel  r.  Calif cwnia  Drrtrifal  Works, 

f  9  Fed.  Rep.  647.  51  Fed.  Rep.  754,  mJtranMg  4S  Fed.  Rep. 

1.  Acts  Feb,  5. 1819;  Jaly4, 1936,  g  17;  375 :  Jonathan  Mius  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Whiie- 

]ttlf  S«  1S70,  jS  5$:  Rev.  Stat.,  $  4921;  borst.  56  Fed.  Rep.  589. 

SullifM  V,  Redfield.   I  Paine  (U.  S.)  If  XbM  iMiiy  at  Uv  la  Adafuta, 

441 «  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,597;  A  very  v,  equitable  inierpositioo  is  not  necessary 

Wilson,  20  Fed.  Rep.  S$6.  or  proper.    Smith  r.  Sands,  24  Fed. 

If  BaiCniat  iC  TiftliSMit  la  Saaght  Rep.  470:  New  York  Belting,  etc..  Co. 

a  cojrt  of  eqaity  is  the  only  tribunal  r.  Sew  Jersey  Car  Spring,  etc,  Co.,  47 

whi;ti  can  afford  the  relief,  and  a  party  Fed.   Rep.   504:    Sanders  r.   Logan.  2 

msif  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  167;    Wise  r.  Grand 

f'^r   this  purpose,  though  he  has  the  Ave.     R.    Co..    33     Fed.     Rep.     277; 

r'Kbt  to  an  action  at  law  for  damages.  Vaughan  v.   East  Teunessee.  etc.,  R. 

Motce  V.  Bennett.  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  Co.,  i   Flipp.  {U.  S.)  621,  28  Fed.  Cas. 

643,  17  Fed,  Cas.  So.  9,884;  M'Millin  No.  16,898. 

V,  Barclay,  5   F:sher  Pat.  Cats.  189.  16  8.  Root  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.. 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,902;    Burdell  v.  Com-  105  U.  S.  189;    Asbestine  Tiling,  etc., 

stock,    15   Fed.    Rep.   395;     Bragg    v.  Co.  v.  Hepp,  39  Fed.  Rep.  324. 

Stockton,  27  Fed.  Rep.  509;  Goodyear  S^taUa   JaxJadistioB    Pspwidwt   an 

V,  Hulliben.  2  Hughes  (U.  S.)  492,  10  IiguiietioA.  —  It    is    now    settled    that 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,573:  Sherman  v.  Nutt,  equitable  jurisdiction  in  patent  cases 

35  Fed.  Rep.  149:  Brooks  v.  Miller,  28  is  usually  dependent  on  relief  by  in- 

Fed.  Rep.  617;  Wise  v.  Grand  Ave.  R.  junction,  and   that  a  court  of  equity 

Co«,  33  red.  Rep.  277.  will  not  take  cognizance  of  such  suits 

A  Ml  to  Bflttnda  Astkipatad  lafriaga-  except  where  it  involves  injunctive  re- 

ataU  gives  a  court  of  equity  jurisdic-  lief.     Root  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc..  R.  Co., 

tion    though    no  infringements    have  105  U.  S.  189;  Woodmanse,  etc.,  Mfg. 

been  committed  and  possibly  may  not  Co.   v.  Williams,   68   Fed.   Rep.  489; 

be.    Canton  Steel  Roofing  Co.  v.  Kan-  Hewitt  v.  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  24 

neberg,  51  Fed.  Rep.  599:   Winchester  Fed.  Rep.  369;    Sayles  r.  Richmond, 

Repeating    Arms    Co.     v.     American  etc.,  R.  Co..  3  Hughes  (U.  S.)  t.72,  21 

Buckle,  etc.,  Co.,   54  Fed.   Rep.   703:  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,424. 

Woodworth  V.  Stone,  3  Story  (U.  S.)  Contra.  —  But     see     the    following 

749,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,021;  Henzel  v.  cases  which  are  contra  or  decide  that 

California    Electrical  Works,  51   Fed.  under  some    of    the  former  acts  the 

I^cp.  754,  affirming  48  Fed.  Rep.  375.  jurisdiction    of    equity   in    suits    for 

See  Smith  v.  Sands,  24  Fed.  Rep.  470.  infringement   is   not   dependent  upon 

If  th«  Ramady  at  Law  li  Vot  Adaqvata  injunction.       Nevins    v.    Johnson,    3 

the   party  whose   patent  has  been  in-  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  80.  18  Fed.  Cas.   No. 

fringed  may  resort  to  equity  for  relief  10,136;    Perry  v.  Corning,  7  Blatchf. 

by  mjunction.     M'Millin  v.  Barclay.  5  (U.  S.)  195,  19  Fed.  Cas.   No.   11,004; 

Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  189,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Imlay    v.   Norwich,   etc..    R.    Co.,    4 

8,902:  Bicknell  v.  Todd,  5  .McLean  (U.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  227,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

S.)  336,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,389;  Motte  V.  7,012;    Vaughan    v.    East    Tennessee. 
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(b)  ErtaUiihrnont  of  Sight  at  Law.  —  Where  the  right  to  a  patent 
or  its  validity  has  not  been  settled  by  a  suit  at  law  it  seems  the 
court  will  not  generally  grant  an  injunction,  unless  the  patent  has 
been  established  by  long  use  or  acquiescence,  or  the  court  can  see 
that  the  plaintiff's  right  is  clear.  ^ 

Judgment  at  Law  Vot  Always  Boqvired.  —  But  a  patentee  is  not  com- 
pelled to  sue  at  law  and  establish  the  validity  or  title  of  his  pat- 
ent in  that  forum  as  a  condition  precedent  to  obtaining  equitable 
relief,  and  if  the  presumptions  arising  in  the  case  are  sufficient  to 
show  the  plaintiff's  right,  or  the  court  of  equity  itself  decides  the 
question,  a  preliminary  or  final  injunction,  as  the  case  may  be, 
may  issue  without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  law.' 

etc.,   R.  Co.,  I  Flipp.  (U.  S.)  621,  28  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  61.  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  i6,8g8;  Atwood  v.  Port-  12,671;    Mitchell  v.  Barclay,    17   Fed. 

land  Co.,  10  Fed.  Rep.  285.  Cas.    No.   0,659;    Earth  Closet  Co.  v. 

Equitable  Belief  Other  than  Through  Fenner,  5   Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  15,  8  Fed. 

IiqimctioiL  —  In  patent  suits  grounds  Cas.  No.  4,249;   Sullivan  v.  Red  field,  i 

of    equitable   relief    may  arise    other  Paine  (U.  S.)  441,   23   Fed.   Cas.  No. 

than  by  way  of  injunction,  as  where  13,597;    Brooks  v,  Bicknell,  4  McLean 

the  title  of  the  complainant  is  equitable  (U.   S.)  70,  4    Fed.    Cas.    No.    1,946; 

merely,  or  equitable   interposition   is  Washburn   v.  Gould,   3  Story  (U.  S.) 

necessary  on  account  of  the  impedi-  122,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,214;  Brown  v. 

ments  which  prevent  a  resort  to  reme-  Hinkley,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  370,  4  Fed. 

dies  purely  legal;  such  an  equity  may  Cas.  No.  2,012;  Hurl  hurt  v.  Carter,  39 

arise  out  of  and  inhere  in  the  nature  Fed.   Rep.  802;    Foster  v.  Crossin,  23 

of  the  account  itself,  springing  from  Fed.    Rep.    400;     Bryan    v.    Stevens, 

special    and    peculiar    circumstances  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,066a;  Bowers  Dredg- 

which  disable  the  patentee  from  a  re-  ing  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging  Co.,  77 

covery  at  law  altogether,  or  render  his  Fed.  Rep.  980;   Williams  v.  Breitling 

remedy  in  a  legal  tribunal  difficult,  in-  Metal- Ware   Mfg.   Co,    77    Fed.    Rep. 

adequate,  and  incomplete;  such  cases  285;    Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Phila^ 

cannot  be  defined  more  exactly,  and  delphia,   etc.,   R.    Co.,   75   Fed.   Rep. 

each  case  must  rest  upon  its  own  par-  1004;    Hockholzer  v.  Eager,  2  Sawy. 

ticular  circumstances,  as  furnishing  a  (U.  S.)  361,   12  Fed.  Cas.  No.   6,556; 

clear  and  satisfactory  ground  of  excep-  Stahl  v.   Williams,  52  Fed.   Rep.  648; 

tion  from   the  general  rule.     Root  v.  Bradley,   etc.,    Mfg.    Co.    v,    Charles 

Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  105  U.  S.  189.  Parker  Co.,  17  Fed.  Rep.  240. 

Alto  Equitable  Belief  hy  Bill  of  DiieoT-        S.  McCoy  v.  Nelson,  121   U.  S.  484; 

ery  in  Patent  Suits,  see  Sayles  v.  Du-  Cochrane    v,    Deener,    94  U.   S.   780; 

buque,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  5  Dill.  (U.  S.)  561,  Motte  v,  Bennett,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas. 

21    Fed.   Cas.   No.   12,417;    Sickles   r/.  642,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,884;  Weston  v, 

Gloucester  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  White,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  447.  29  Fed. 

229,    note,   22   Fed.   Cas.    No.    12,841;  Cas.  No.  17,459;   Buck  v.  Cobb,  Brun- 

Vaughan  v.  East  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  ners   Col.   Cas.  550,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Co.,  I  Flipp.  (U.  S.)  621,  28  Fed.  Cas.  2,079;    M'Millin   v.  Barclay,  5  Fisher 

No.     16,898;     Perry     v.    Corning,    6  Pal.  Cas.   189,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,902; 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  134,  19  Fed.  Cas.   No.  Sullivan  v.   Redfield,   i   Paine  (U.  S.) 

11,003;    Nevins  v.  Johnson,  3  Blatchf.  441,  23  Fed.   Cas.  No.  I3»597;    Wash- 

(U.  S.)  80,   18  Fed.  Cas.   No.   10,136;  burn  v.  Gould,  3  Story  (U.  S.)  122,  29 

Pope   Mfg.   Co.   V.   Owsley,    27    Fed.  Fed.   Cas.   No.    I7i2i4;    Buchanan   v. 

Rep.    100;     Lord   z\   Whitehead,   etc.,  Howland,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  151,  4  Fed. 

Mach.  Co.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  801;  Consoli-  Cas.  No.  2,074;    Brooks  v,  Norcross,  2 

dated  Safety  Valve  Co.  v,  Ashton  Valve  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  661,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  319.  1.957;  Goodyear  «/.  Hullihen,  2  Hughes 

1.  Crowell  V,   Harlow,  6  Fed.  Cas.  (U.  S.)  492,   10  Fed.  Cas.   No.   5,573; 

No.  3,444;  National  Cash  Register  Co.  Blanchard  v.   Reeves,    i    Fisher   Pat. 

p.  Boston  Cash  Indicator,  etc.,  Co.,  41  Cas.  103.  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,515;  Sickles 

Fed.   Rep.   144;    Serrell   v,   Collins,  4  v.  Gloucester  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Blatchf.  (U. 
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Vmm  to  tho  Jvrj.  —  A  court  of  equity  may  not  be  satisfied  to 

proceed  without  an  adjudication  at  law,  and  may  in  its  discretion 
require  a  trial  of  an  action  at  law,  or  the  submission  of  issues  to 
a  jury;  but  generally  this  is  not  regarded  as  a  requisite  to  the 
exercise  of  its  jurisdiction.* 

S.)  22q,  note,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,841;  is  verified  by  affidavit,  and   where  a 

Doughty  V,  West,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  plaintifif  has  been  in  possession  of  it  by 

553*  7  ^^^'  Cas.  No.  4,029;    Goodyear  having  sold  or  used  it  in  part  or  in  the 

V.  Day,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  283.  10  red.  whole,  the  court  will  grant  an  injunc- 

Cas.  No.  5,569;    Stclcels  v.  Mitchell,  3  tion  and  continue  it  until  the  further 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  548,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  hearing  or  further  order,  without  send- 

12,835;  Goodyear  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  2  ing  the  plaintiff  to  law  to  try  his  right. 

Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  356,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  And  the  rule  applies  as  well  to  a  bill 

5f563;  Foster  v.  Crossin,  23  Fed.  Rep.  brought  by  an  assignee  as  by  the  origi- 

400;  Blount  v.Societe,  etc.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  nal    inventor.    Motte    v,    Bennett,    2 

98;  Wise  V.  Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.,  33  Fed.  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  642,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Kep.  277;  Cary  Mfg.  Co.  v.  De  Haven,  9,884. 
58  Fed.  Rep.  786.  1.  Wise  v.   Grand  Ave.    R.  Co.,  33 

Conflietiiig  Evidmioe.  —  On  a  motion  Fed.  Rep.  277;  Howe  v.  Williams,  2 
for  final  injunction  to  restrain  the  in-  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  245,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
fringement  of  patent  rights,  the  court  6,778;  Bryan  v,  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas. 
need  not  always  have  a  verdict  at  law  No.  2,066a;  Allen  v,  Sprague,  z 
before  granting  the  injunction.  Where  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  567,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
scientific  experts  give  conflicting  testi-  238;  Booth  v.  Garelly,  i  Blatchf.  (U. 
mony,  the  testimony  ought  to  be  atten-  S.)  247,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,646.  See 
tively  examined  and  the  testimony  of  also  generally  article  Issues  to  the 
each  witness  carefully  compared  with  Jury,  vol.  11,  p.  599. 
that  of  every  other  and  the  general  OenanJ  Statement  of  Bnle.  —  The  rule 
facts  of  the  case;  and  the  whole  evi-  appears  to  be  in  cases  of  injunctions 
dence  ought  then  to  be  made  the  sub-  in  patent  cases,  that  where  the  bill 
ject  of  deliberate  consideration.  This  states  a  clear  right  to  the  thing  pat- 
can  be  better  done  by  a  judge  in  vaca-  ented,  which,  together  with  the  alleged 
tion  than  by  a  jury  at  term;  and  as  a  infringement,  is  verified  by  affidavit; 
general  rule  a  judge  is  better  qualified  if  he  has  been  in  possession  of  it  by 
than  an  ordinary  jury  to  investigate  having  used  or  sold  it  in  part,  or  in  the 
and  determine  disputed  questions  de-  whole,  the  court  will  grant  an  injunc- 
pending  in  part  on  the  principles  tion,  and  continue  it  till  the  hearing  or 
and  facts  of  chemistry  and  natural  phi-  further  order,  without  sending  the 
losophy.  Buchanan  v,  Howland,  5  plaintiff  to  law  to  try  his  right.  But  if 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  £51,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  there  appear  to  be  a  reasonable  doubt 
2,074.  as  to  the  plaintiff's  right,  or  to  the  va- 

IMscretion  of  Court. —  In  suits  in  lidity  of  the  patent,  the  court  will  re- 
equity  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  quire  the  plaintiff  to  try  his  |title  at 
patents,  a  jury  trial  is  not  a  prerequi-  law;  sometimes  accompanied  with  an 
site  for  the  court's  action,  by  constitu-  order  to  expedite  the  trial;  and  will 
tional  or  statutory  provisions  or  by  the  permit  him  to  return  for  an  account  in 
rules  of  practice.  The  question  is  one  case  the  trial  at  law  should  be  in  his 
depending  upon  the  sound  discretion  favor.  Ogle  v,  Ege,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.) 
of  the  court,  regulated  by  the  consider-  584,  x8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,462.  See  also 
ation  of  whether  the  case  is  so  clear  Hovey  v.  Stevens,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  (U. 
and  so  free  from  objection  upon  the  S.)  290,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,745. 
grounds  of  equitable  consideration  that  Question  Depending  on  GonitniotioA  of 
the  court  ought  to  interfere  by  injunc-  Patent  by  Oout. —  Where  on  a  motion 
tion,  without  a  previous  trial  at  law,  or  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  in- 
whether  it  ought  to  wait  until  the  legal  fringement,  the  fact  is  involved  in  con- 
title  has  been  established.  Where  the  siderable  doubt,  it  may  be  sent  to  a 
case  is  clear  and  without  reasonable  jury  to  be  determined.  But  where  it 
doubt,  where  the  bill  states  a  clear  is  intimately  connected  with  inferences 
right  to  the  thing  patented,  which,  to-  to  be  drawn  from  the  changes  in  the 
gether  with  the  alleged  infringement,  specification  and  claim  as  presented  in 
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WlMTt  Thoro  Hm  Boob  aa  A4JvdioatioB  at  Law  on  the  patent  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  a  good  foundation  is  laid  for  the  issuance  of  an 
injunction.^ 

(4)  Bill  for  Naked  Account  of  Profits  and  Damages.  —  A  bill  in 
equity  for  a  naked  account  of  profits  and  damages  against  an 
infringer  of  a  patent  cannot  be  sustained.  The  right  to  such  an 
account  ordinarily  is  incidental  to  some  other  equity,  the  right  to 
enforce  which  secures  to  the  patentee  his  standing  in  court ;  and 
therefore  an  account  of  profits  and  damages  cannot  usually  be 
sought  in  equity,  except  as  an  incident  to  injunctive  relief.* 

the   reissued    patent  when    compared  conclusive  on  an  application  for  an  in- 

with  the  original,  and  the  significance  junction,  Day  v.   Hartshorn,  3  Fisher 

of  these  inferences  must  depend  more  Pat.   Cas.   32,  7   Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,683; 

or  less  on  the  construction  to  be  given  still  it  is  entitled  to  great  weight.  Burr 

to  the  instrument  by  the  court,  there  is  v.  Prentiss,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,194. 
no  occasion  for  the  intervention  of  a        Pendsnoy  of  Motion  for  Vow  Trial,  Writ 

jury  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  of  Error,  oto.  —  Where  in  an  action  at 

fact  of  the  identity  of  these  inventions  law  in  a  patent  case,  a  verdict  has  been 

described  in  the  old  and  new  patents,  rendered  for  the  plaintifif,  and  a  motion 

Poppenhusen  v.  Falke,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  for  a  new  trial  made,  it  is  the  practice 

S.)  493,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,279.  of  a  court  of  equity  to  refuse  a  motion 

fUfiMtiiiMit  niidniing  liy  kA^wefu^  Tttu, —  of  the  plain ti£f  for  an  injunction  until 

Where  defendant  has  been  in  posses-  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  at  law  has 

sion  of  the  patent  for  a  considerable  been  determined;  and  the  pendency  of 

time  and  claims  by  adverse  title,  it  is  a  bill  of  exceptions  and  writ  of  error 

held   that  an   injunction  will   not  be  should  have  the  same  efiect  so  far  as 

granted  until  the  right  is  first  settled  the  grant  of  an  injunction  is  concerned, 

at  law.     Cooper  v.  Mattheys,  6  Fed.  Either  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  or  the 

Cas.  No.  3,200.  writ  of  error  may  be  disregarded  by 

1.  Wells  V,  Gill,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  the  judge,  if  his  conscience  is  satisfied, 

89,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,394,  wherein  it  but  ordinarily  neither  should  be.     Day 

is  said  that  ordinarily  a  verdict  and  v.  Hartshorn,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  32,  7 

judgment  sustaining  a  patent  are,  in  a  Fed.   Cas.    No.    3,683.     See   Many   v. 

suit  for  an  injunction,  controlling  over  Sizer,  i   Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  17,   16  Fed. 

the  discretion  of  the  judge.  Cas.  No.  9,056. 

AUegatioiis  in  Bill.  —  A  party  who  re-  S.  Root  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
lies  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury  and  the  105  U.  S.  189,  11  Fed.  Rep.  349;  Mer- 
judgment  of  a  court  of  law  for  the  riam  v.  Smith,  1 1  Fed.  Rep.  589 ;  Spring 
establishment  of  his  title  to  a  patent,  v.  Domestic  Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  13  Fed. 
must  allege  in  his  bill  in  equity  for  an  Rep.  446;  Lord  v.  Whitehead,  etc., 
injunction  to  prevent  infringement  Mach.  Co.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  801;  Germain 
that  such  proceedings  at  law  have  v,  Wilgus,  67  Fed.  Rep.  597;  Wood- 
taken  place.  Parker  v.  Brant,  i  Fisher  manse,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Williams,  68 
Pat.  Cas.  58,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,727.  Fed.  Rep.  489.     But  see  the  following 

Trial  at  Law  Must  Bo  Bona  Fido  and  cases  which  are  either  contrary  to  the 

Completo.  —  In  a  bill  in  equity  to  re-  above  doctrine  or  were  decided  under 

strain  an  infringement  an  allegation  in  early  acts:   Stevens  v,  Kansas  Pac.  R. 

relation  to  an  action  at  law  should  not  Co..   5  Dill.  (U.  S.)  486,  23  Fed.  Cas. 

be  made  the  foundation  of  the  proceed-  No.    13,401;    Gordon   v.   Anthony,    16 

Ing  in  equity  unless  the  action  at  law  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  234,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

was  tried  thoroughly,  and  unless  it  was  5,605;  Atwood  v.  Portland  Co.,  10  Fed. 

not  only  bona  fide^  but  the  whole  steps  Rep.  283;  Nevins  v.  Johnson,  3  Blatchf. 

taken  show  so  far  as  a  record  can  show  (U.  S.)  80,  18   Fed.  Cas.   No.   10,136; 

a  bona  fide  trial  and  complete  judg-  Sickles     z\    Gloucester    Mfg.    Co.,    4 

ment.     Doughty  v.  West,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  229,  note,  22  Fed.  Cas. 

Cas.  553,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,029.  No.  12.841;  Imlay  v,  Norwich,  etc.,  R. 

Weight  Aooordod  to  Verdiet  of  Jury.  —  Co.,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  227, 13  Fed.  Cas. 

Although  the  verdict  of  a  jury  is  not  No.  7,012;  Smith  v.  Baker,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
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(5)  Decree  far  Complete  Relief —  Profits  and  Damages.  —  Where 
equity  has  obtained  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  for  an  injunction,  it  may 
make  a  complete  disposition  of  the  case ;  it  may  take  an  account 
of  the  profits  derived,  or  award  damages,  or  do  both.  * 

(6)  Suit  in  Equity  After  Expiration  of  Patent  —  In  GeneraL  — 
A  suit  in  equity  after  the  expiration  of  the  patent,  where  the  only 

No.  13,010;   Jordan  v.  Dobson,  3  Abb.  Decrees,  vol.  5,  p.  958;    Injunctions, 

(U.   S.)  398,   13    Fed.  Cas.  No.  7.519;  vol.  13,  p.  1097. 

Howes  V,  Nute,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  173,  12  Bight  to  Iignnetion  Loet  Pending  Bait. 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,790.  — Where  a   court  of  equity  acquires 

Where  an  Aoeonnt  of  Proiits  Ii  Vet  jurisdiction     by    injuaction.    but    the 

Veoeesary  but  compensation   is   to   be  plaintiff  loses  his  right  to  the  injunc- 

afforded  by  fixed  damages  the  jurisdic-  tion  to  restrain  the  infringement,    as 

tion    of    equity    cannot     be    invoked,  by  the  death  of  the  defendant  before 

Sanders  v.  Logan,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  decree,  the  court  has  the  power  to  de- 

167,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,295;  Vaughan  cree  an  account  of  profits  and  damages. 

V,  Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  4  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  Kirk  v,  Du  Bois,   28   Fed.    Rep.  460; 

280,    28    Fed.    Cas.    16,897,    criticising  Hohorst  v.  Howard,  37  Fed.   Rep.  97. 

Vaughan  v.  East  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  See  Draper  t/.  Hudson,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.) 

Co.,  I  Flipp.  (U.  S.)  621,  28  Fed.  Cas.  208,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,069. 

No.  16,898.  AMignment  by  Plaintiff  Pending  Snit. 

The  Kere  Intrioacy  of  an  Aeoonnt  aris-  — A  bill  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
ing  from  the  infringement  of  patents  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  and  for 
will  not  furnish  ground  for  equitable  an  account  of  profits,  will  not  be  dis- 
interference  in  the  absence  of  jurisdic-  missed  because  the  complainant  has 
tion  of  the  principal  causes  of  which  assigned  his  interest  in  the  patent 
the  account  is  only  an  incident*  after  the  institution  of  the  suit,  where 
Creamer  v.  Bowers,  30  Fed.  Rep.  185;  such  assignment  is  not  made  until 
Adams  v.  Bridgewater  Iron  Co.,  26  after  the  time  up  to  which  the  profits 
Fed.  Rep.  324,  following  Hipp  t/.  are  computed.  Dean  v.  Mason,  20 
Babin,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  271;  Root  v.  How.  (U.  S.)  198;  New  York  Belting, 
Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  105  U.  S.  189;  etc.,  Co.  v.  New  Jersey  Car-Spring, 
Campbell  f.  Ward,  I2  Fed.  Rep.  150;  etc.,  Co..  47  Fed.  Rep.  504.  And 
Lord  V,  Whitehead,  etc.,  Mach.  Co.,  where  the  plaintiff  by  assigning  his 
24  Fed.  Rep.  801;  Consolidated  Safety  i^kXaiM  pendente  lite  has  lost  his  right 
Valve  Co.  z/.  Ashton  Valve  Co.,  26  Fed.  to  an  injunction  the  suit  may  be  re- 
Rep.  319.  tained  for  the  purpose  of  awarding  an 

1.  McMillin     v,     St.      Louis,     etc.,  account  of  damages.     New  York  Belt- 

Transp.  Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep.  260;  Canton  ing,  etc.,  Co.  v.  New  Jersey  Car-Spring, 

Steel   Roofing  Co.   v.   Kanneberg,    51  etc.,  Co.,  48  Fed.  Rep.  560. 

Fed.   Rep.   599;    Brooks   v.   Miller,  28  SecoTory  of  Damages  in  Equity  For- 

Fed.  Rep.  617;  Untermeyer  ».  Freund.  merly   and    at  Present. —  Prior  to  Act 

58  Fed.  Rep.  205;  Avery  v.  Wilson,  20  1870,  damages  were  not  recoverable  in 

Fed.  Rep.  856;  Consolidated  Oil  Well  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of 

Packer  Co.  v.  Eaton,  etc.,  Co.,  12  Fed.  a  patent,  but  it  was  necessary  to  resort 

Rep.    865;     Burdell    v.   Comstock,    15  to  an  action  at  law;  but  by  Act  1870 

Fed.  Rep.  395;  Pirkl  v.  Smith,  42  Fed.  (Rev.  Stat.,  §4921),  it  is  provided  that 

Rep.  4T0;    Wise  z/.  Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.,  equity  shall  have  power  to  grant  in- 

33  Fed.  Rep.  277;    Bragg  v,  Stockton,  junctions'*  to  prevent  the  violation  cf 

27  Fed.   Rep.   509;    Asbestine  Tiling,  any  right  secured  by  patent,  and  upon  a 

etc.,  Co.   V.   Hepp,  39  Fed.   Rep.  324;  decree  being  rendered  in  any  such  case 

Adams  v.  Howard,  22  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  for  an  infringement,  the  complainant 

47;    Motte   v.  Bennett,  2   Fisher  Pat.  shall  be  entitled  10  recover,  in  addition 

Cas.  642, 17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,884;  Good-  to  the  profits  to  be  accounted  for  by  the 

year  v.  Hullihen,  2  Hughes  (U.  S.)  492,  defendant,  the  damages  the  complain- 

10  Fed.  Cas.  No.   5,573;    Emerson  v.  ant  has  sustained  thereby."    Asbestine 

Simm,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  281,  8  Fed.  Tiling,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Hepp,  39  Fed.  Rep. 

Cas.  No.  4,443.     See  Reay  v,  Raynor,  324;   Willimantic  Thread. Co.  v.  Clark 

ig   Fed.    Rep.   308.     See  also  articles  Thread  Co.,  27  Fed.  Rep.  865;  Covert 
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relief  sought  is  a  recovery  of  damages  or  a  naked  account  of 
profits,  cannot  be  sustained,  as  an  injunction  cannot  be  obtained 
-when  the  patent  is  no  longer  in  force.* 

Ptttont  E^iring  Bvrlag  flvit.  —  Where  at  the  time  suit  is  brought, 
the  patent  is  in  force,  its  subsequent  expiration  during  the  suit 
will  not  defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  equity ;  and  although  an  injunc- 
tion will  be  denied  as  useless,  yet  since  it  is  the  basis  of  equity 
jurisdiction,  the  court  will  retain  the  suit  and  administer  any 
relief  necessary.' 

V.  Sargent,  42  Fed.  Rep.  298.     See  also  283;  Stevens  v.  Kansas  Pac.  R.  Co.,  s 

Elizabeth  v,  American  Nicholson  Pave-  Dill.   (U.   S.)  486,   23   Fed.   Cas.    No. 

ment  Co.,  97  U.S.  138:    Washington,  13,401;  Gordon  v.  Anthony,  16  Blatchf. 

etc..  Steam  Packet  Co.  v.  Sickles,  19  (U.  S.)  234,   10  Fed.  Cas.  No.   5,605; 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  611;  Burden  v,  Denig,  92  Howes  v.  Nutc,  4  Cliflf.  (U.  S.)  173.  la 

U.  S.  716.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,790. 

Suit  in  Sqvitj  and  at  Law  for  BaaM  Bill  for  IMMOvery  and  Aooonnt. —  It  has 
Tnfringgmant.  —  An  action  at  law  for  been  held  that  though  a  patent  expired 
damages  and  a  suit  inequity  for  an  in-  before  the  suit  was  brought,  yet  the 
junction  and  account  of  the  profits  can-  bill  could  be  maintained  in  e(}uity  on 
not  be  prosecuted  for  the  same  acts  of  the  ground  that  it  sought  a  discovery 
infringement.  If  a  suit  in  equity  is  and  accounting  for  profits  made  by  the 
first  begun  the  court  can  issue  the  in-  defendant's  ase  of  the  plaintiff's  profits^ 
junction  and  award  an  account  of  which  profits,  if  not  strictly  trust 
profits,  and  also  give  damages  for  the  moneys,  are  of  that  nature,  and  re- 
injury. For  a  single  wrong  the  dam-  quire  an  investigation  which  a  court  of 
ages  of  which  are  capable  of  ascertain-  law  is  not  so  competent  to  make  as  a 
ment,  and  which  is  not  in  the  nature  of  court  of  equity.  Sayles  v,  Dubuque, 
a  continuing  trespass,  only  one  action  etc.,  R.  Co.,  5  Dill.  (U.  S.)  561,  21  Fed. 
will  lie  and  the  damages  must  be  as-  Cas.  No.  12,417;  Sickles  v.  Gloucester 
sessed  once  for  all.  Child  v,  Boston,  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  229,  note, 
etc..  Iron  Works,  19  Fed.  Rep.  258.  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,841;    Vaughan  v, 

1.  Root  V,  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  East  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  i   Flipp. 

105  U.  S.  189,  II  Fed.  Rep.  349;  Sayles  (U.  S.)  621,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,898; 

V.  Richmond,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  3  Hughes  Perry  v.  Coming,  6  Blatchf.  (U.   S.) 

(U.  S.)  172,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,424;  134,   19  Fed.  Cas.  No.   11,003;    Nevins 

Vaughan   v.    Central    Pac.   R.    Co,   4  v.  Johnson,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  80,  18 

Sawy.  (U.  S.)  280,  28  Fed.  Cas.   No.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,136. 

16,897;    Vaughan  v.  East  Tennessee,  But    it  has    been    held    that    since 

etc.,  R.  Co.,   I  Flipp.  (U.  S.)  621,  28  the  law  authorizing   the  examination 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  16.898;  Hay  ward  v.  An-  of    parties    as    witnesses,    the    more 

drews,  12  Fed.  Rep.  786;  Campbell  v,  general  and  bettei  rule  is  that  equi- 

Ward,    12    Fed.    Rep.    150;     Lord    v,  table  jurisdiction  will  not  attach   for 

Whitehead,  etc.,  Mach.  Co.,  24  Fed.  discovery    simply,   except    in    aid   of 

Rep.   801;    Brick  v.  Staten  Island  R.  a  suit  at  law,  but  the  party  must  in- 

Co..    25    Fed.    Rep.    554;    Adams    v.  voke    some    other    distinct    equitable 

Bridgewater  Iron  Co.,  26   Fed.    Rep.  ground.     Lord    v.     Whitehead,    etc., 

324;  Consolidated  Safety  Valve  Co.  v.  Mach.  Co.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  801;  and  that 

Ashton  Valve  Co.,  26  Fed.   Rep.  319;  a  bill  in  equity  upon  an  expired  patent 

Brooks  V,   Miller,   28  Fed.   Rep.  617;  which  is  not  a  bill  for  discovery  in  aid 

Creamer  v.  Bowers,  30  Fed.  Rep.  185;  of  a  suit  at  law,  but  is  one  for  discov- 

Edison   Electric    Light  Co.   v,   U.    S.  ery  and  relief,  will  not  be  sustained, 

Electric  Lighting  Co.,   35   Fed.   Rep.  Consolidated  Safety  Valve  Co.  v.  Ash* 

134;  Montgomery  Palace  Stock-Car  Co.  ton  Valve  Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  319. 

V.  Street  Stable-Car  Line,  43  Fed.  Rep.  S.  Beedle  v.  Bennett,  122  U.   S.  71; 

329;  American  Cable  R.  Co.  tr«  Citizen's  Clark  v.  Wooster,  119  U.  S.  322;  Cour 

R.  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  484;    Ross  v.  Ft.  solidated  Safety  Valve  Co.  v,  Crosby 

Wayne,  58  Fed.  Rep.  404;   Russell  v.  Steam  Gauge,  etc.,  Co.,  113  U.  S.  157; 

Kern,  69  Fed.  Rep.  94.     See  also  At-  American  Cotton-Tie  Co.  v,  Simmons^ 

wood  V,  Portland  Co.,   10  Fed.  Rep.  106  U.  S.  89;    Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co, 
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PfttMt  Voor  XzpixatioB  Whon  tnit  Brooglit.  —  But  if  a  bill  in  equity  is 
filed  so  nearly  before  the  expiration  of  the  patent,  that  according 
to  the  usual  practice  of  the  court  an  injunction  cannot  be 
obtained  in  time  to  be  of  any  service,  the  bill  will  not  be  sus- 
tained, for  the  remedy  is  at  law.* 

b.  Suits   on    Contract  or   License — (i)  In  General.— 

Where  the  object  of  a  suit  founded  upon  a  contract  relating  to  a 
patent  right  is  merely  to  recover  damages  or  compensation  the 
jurisdiction  is  at  law  and  not  in  equity.' 

(2)  By  Licensor  —  (a)  la  OoaoraL  —  Where  a  party  is  using  a 
patent  under  and  within  the  terms  of  a  license  which  is  not  for- 
feited nor  revoked,  the  remedy  of  the  licensor  for  a  violation  of 
the  license  is  by  an  action  at  law  on  the  license  and  not  by  a  suit 
in  equity  to  restrain  the  continued  use  of  the  patent.' 

Whoro  tho  Liooaioo  Hai  Bopodiatod  or  Fortsitod  Hli  BighU  under  the 
license,  or  is  using  the  patent  in  a  manner  contrary  thereto,  it  is 
believed  he  may  be  treated  as  an  infringer  and  sued  as  such  in  a 
court  of  equity.* 

V.  National  Car-Brake  Shoe  Co.,  no  Rep.  404;    Russell  r.   Kern,  69  Fed. 

U.  S.  229;   Jordan  v.  Dobson,  2  Abb.  Rep.  94.. 

(U.  S.)  398,   13  Fed.  Cas.  No.   7,519;  S.  flnit  tn  CoouniMioai  nador  Coatraot 

Imlay  v,    Norwich,    etc.,    R.    Co.,  4  — A  suit  In  equity  for  a  discovery  and 

BlaLchf.  (U.  S.)  227,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  account  upon  an  alleged  oral  agree- 

7,012:  Bloomer  v,  Gilpin,  4  Fisher  Pat.  inent  of  defendant  to  pay  complainant 

Cas.  50;  Gottfried  v.  Moerlein,  14  Fed.  certain  commissions  for  his  services  in 

Rep.  170;   Adams  v.  Howard,  19  Fed.  connection  with  the  purchase  and  sale 

Rep.  317;  New  Vork  Grape  Sugar  Co.  of  patents  cannot   be   sustained,   the 

V.  Peoria  Grape   Sugar  Co.,   21   Fed.  complainant  having  a  plain,  adequate, 

Rep.  879;    Toledo  Niower,  etc.,  Co.  v.  and  complete  remedy  at  law.     Babbott 

Johnston  Harvester  Co.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  v.  Tewksbury,  46  Fed.  Rep.  86. 

739;   Dick  V,  Struthers,  25  Fed.  Rep.  Goaipliacy  to  Defraud  Pateatee  aad«r 

103;   Adams  v.  Bridgewater  Iron  Co.,  Partaenhip  Agrsomeat.  —  Where  the  ob- 

26  Fed.  Rep.  324;    Kirk  v.    Du  Bois,  ject  of  a  suit  is  to  recover  damages  for 

28  Fed.  Rep.  460;    Brooks  v.  Miller,  28  an  unlawful  and  fraudulent  conspiracy 

Fed.  Rep.  615 ;    Kittle  v,  De  Graaf,  30  to  cheat  the  patentee,  who  had  entered 

Fed.  Rep.  689;  Kittle  v.  Rogers,  33  Fed.  into  a  partnership  agreement  relating 

Rep.  49;    Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Wilson  to  the  patent,  out  of  his  interest  in  the 

Sewing-Mach.     Co.,      38     Fed.    Rep.  invention,  the  remedy  is  at  law  and 

586;    Keyes  v.  Eureka  Con.  Mfg.  Co.,  not  in   equity.     Ambler    v.   Choteau, 

45  Fed.  Rep.  199;    Ross  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  107  U.  S.  586. 

63  Fed.  Rep.  466,  24  U.  S.  App.  113;  8.  Consolidated  Middlings  Purifier 
Western  Electric  Co.  v.  Reedy,  66  Fed.  Co.  v.  Wolf,  28  Fed.  Rep.  814;  Wash- 
Rep.  163,  140  U.  S.  704.  See  Reay  v.  burn,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati 
Ray  nor,  19  Fed.  Rep.  308.  Barbed  Wire  Fence  Co.,  42  Fed.  Rep. 
1.  Burdell  v.  Comstock,  15  Fed.  Rep.  675:  Washburn,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Free- 
395;  Davis  v.  Smith,  19  Fed.  Rep.  823;  man  Wire  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  410;  Chase 
Hewitt  V.  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  24  r.  Cox,  41  Fed.  Rep.  475;  Keyes  v.  Eu- 
Fed.  Rep.  367;  Mershon  v.  J.  F.  Pease  reka  Con*  Mfg.  Co.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  199. 
Furnace  Co.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  743;  Racine  See  Adams  v,  Meyrose,  2  McCrary  (U. 
Seeder  Co.  v,  Joliet  Wire  Check  Rower  S.)  360;  Hartell  v.  Tilghman,  99  U.  S. 
Co.,  27  Fed.  Rep.  367;  American  Cable  547. 

R.  Co.  V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.,  41  Fed.  4.  Cohn  v.  National  Rubber  Co.,  6 

Rep.   522;    American  Cable  R.  Co.  v.  Fed.   Cas.    No.   2,968;    Wood  worth  r. 

Citizens'    R.    Co..  44  Fed.   Rep.   484;  Weed,  i   Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  165,  30  Fed. 

Bragg  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hartford.  56  Fed.  Cas.  No.   18,022;  Starling  v.  St.  Paul 

Rep.  292;    Ross  V,  Ft.  Wayne,  58  Fed.  Plow- Works,  32   Fed.   Rep.  290.,   See 
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(b)  Adoqnftoy  of  Bomody  at  Law.  —  Where  royalties  are  due  under  a 
license  contract  and  an  action  at  law  for  their  recovery  will  afford 
an  adequate  remedy,  the  party  injured  must  pursue  this  remedy, 
and  cannot  resort  to  equity  for  relief.* 

A  Snit  in  Sqnity  Moroly  for  an  Aeoovnt  of  gains,  profits,  and  savings, 
on  a  license  concerning  a  patent  right  cannot  be  maintained. 
There  must  be  some  equitable  ground  of  relief  in  addition  to  the 
mere  demand  for  an  account  of  that  kind.' 

Aetion  for  Xoyaltloi  Vot  Adoquato  Bomody.  —  But  there  are  many  cases 
in  which  it  is  held  that  an  action  at  law  for  royalties  will  not 
afford  an  adequate  remedy,  and  that  it  is  competent  and  proper 
for  a  court  of  equity  to  restrain  a  continuance  of  the  violation  of 
the  license,  and  to  decree  an  account  of  the  royalties  due  or  the 
profits  derived.' 

(3)  By  Licensee.  —  Where  the  licensor  or  grantor  is  violating 
his  contract,  a  court  of  equity  will  often  protect  by  injunction  the 
rights  of  the  licensee  or  grantee.* 

(4)  Enforcing  or  Setting  Aside  Contract,  —  A  court  of  equity 
has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  or  set  aside  a  contract  relating  to  a 
patent,  according  to  the  general  rules  governing  these  heads  of 
equity  jurisdiction.*     And  the  court  has  power  to  afford  relief  to 

also  Havana  Press  DriU  Co.  t/.  Ashurst,  Fed.  Rep.  745;   BaU  Glove   Fastening 

14S  111.  115,  affirming  ^^  111.  App.  454.  Co.  v.  Ball,  etc.,  Fastener  Co.,  36  Fed. 

1.  Drainage  Constr.  Co.  v.  Chelsea,  Rep.  309;    McKay  v.  Smith,  29  Fed. 

41    Fed.  Rep.  47;    Crandall  v.   Piano  Rep.  295;  Brush-Swan  Electric  Light 

Mfg.  Co.,  24  Fed.   Rep.  738;    Consoli-  Co.  v.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep. 

dated  Middlings  Purifier  Co.  v.  Wolf,  163;    Goodyear  v.    Congress    Rubber 

28  Fed.  Rep.  814;  Densmore  v.  Tanite  Co.,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  449;  Woodworth 

Co.,  33  Fed.  Rep.  544;  Chase  v.  Cox,  v.  Weed,  i  Blatchf.  (U.S.)  165;  Eureka 

41  Fed.  Rep.  475;  Washburn,  etc.,  Mfg.  Clothes  Wringing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Bailey 

Co.  V.  Freeman  Wire  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  Washing,  etc.,  Mach.  Co.,  11  Wall.  (\J. 

410;  Washburn,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Cin-  S.)488;  Wilson  r.  Sherman,  i  Blatchf. 

cinnati  Barbed  Wire  Fence  Co.,  42  Fed.  (U.  S.)  536;  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Owsley, 

Rep.  675.  27  Fed.  Rep.  100;  Seibert  Cylinder  Oil 

8.  Consolidated    Middlings    Purifier  Cup  Co.  v.  Manning,  32  Fed.  Rep.  625. 

Co.   V.  Wolf,  28  Fed.  Rep.  814.     And  4«  Singer  Sewing-Mach.  Co.  v.  Union 

see  cases  cited  in  the  notes  to  the  text  Button-hole,  etc.,  Co.,  i  Holmes(U.  S.) 

preceding  and  following.  253;  Hill  v.  Whitcomb,  i  Holmes  (U. 

Whflthar  Bill  fbr  JMseovery  and  Aoooont  S.)  317;  Brush-Swan  Electric  Light  Co. 
can  be  maintained,  see  Magic  Ruffle  r.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep. 
Co.  V.  Elm  City  Co.,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  163;  Goddard  v.  Wilde,  17  Fed.  Rep. 
151,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,949;  McKay  v.  845.  See  also  Adams,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co. 
Mace,  23  Fed.  Rep.  79;  McKay  v,  v.  Westlake,  53  Fed.  Rep.  588. 
Smith,  39  Fed.  Rep.  295;  Washburn,  Aetion  hy  lioenaee  for  Infringement. — 
etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  V,  Freeman  Wire  Co.,  41  A  mere  licensee  of  a  patent  right  can- 
Fed.  Rep.  410;  Perkins  v.  Hendryx,  23  not  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  against 
Fed.  Rep.  418.  the  owner  of  the  patent  or  his  assignees. 

Bait    for    Aooonnting    hy   Partner. —  for    infringement,   though    he    has  a 

Where  rights  in  a  patent  and  its  pro-  cause  of  action  against  the  owner  for 

ceeds  accrue  to  one  by  force  of  his  in-  violation  of  the  contract.     Hill  v.  Whit- 

terest  as  a  partner,  it  is  held  that  he  comb,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  317. 

has  an  independent  equitable  right  to  5.  Pope  Mfg.  Co.   v.   GormuUy,   34 

an  account  of  the  royalties.     Rogers  v.  Fed.  Rep.  877,  144  U.  S.  224;  Dalzell  v, 

Riessner,  30  Fed.  Rep.  525.  Dueber  Watch  Case  Mfg.  Co.,  149  U. 

S.  Hat  Sweat  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Porter,  34  S.  315;  Hapgoodz/.  Rosenstock,  23  Fed. 
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the  parties  by  awarding  an  injunction  and  account.^ 

2.  Of  Federal  and  State  Courts  —  a.  Suits  under  Patent 
Laws  —  (i)  Federal  Courts  —  (a)  in  Gtntral.  —  By  the  provi- 
sions of  the  United  States  statutes*  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States  have  original  jurisdiction,  as  well  in  equity  as  at 
law,  of  all  actions,  suits,  controversies,  and  cases  arising  under 
the  patent  laws  of  the  United  States.' 

(b)  ExolnaiTe  JvriidiotioiL  —  The  jurisdiction  granted  the  federal 
courts  is  exclusive  of  the  courts  of  the  several  states.* 

(o)  Effoot  of  dtUaaflhip  or  Amoiuit  InTolTod.  —  The  circuit  courts  of 
the  United  States  have  jurisdiction  of  suits  arising  under  the 
patent  laws,  because  of  the  subject  matter  and  irrespective  of  par- 
ties or  amount.  The  parties  may  be  citizens  of  the  same  state, 
and  the  amount  may  be  large  or  small.^ 

Rep.  87;    Brewster  v,   TuthiU  Spring  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts. 

Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  769;  Washburn,  etc. »  Campbell  v.  James,  2  Fed.   Rep.   338; 

Mfg.  Co.  V,  Freeman  Wire  Co.,  41  Fed.  Vermont  Farm  Mach.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  50 

Rep.  410;  Densmore  v,  Tanite  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  423;  Adriance  :*.  McCormick 

Fed.   Rep.   544;    Goddard  v.  Wilde,  17  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.,   55  Fed.  Rep. 

Fed.  Rep.   845;  Singer  Sewing- Mach.  287;  Cochrane  v,  Deener,  94  U.  S.  780. 

Co.  V,  Union  Button-hole,  etc.,   Co.,  i  And  this  applies  to  a  suit  to  prevent  aa 

Holmes  (U.  S.)253;  Brush-Swan  Elec-  anticipated  infringement,  no  infringe- 

trie  Light  Co.  2'.  Brush  Electric  Co.,  41  ment  having  actually  occurred.     Sher- 

Fed.  Rep.  163;  Electric  Secret  Service  roan  v,  Nutt,  35  Fed.  Rep.  149. 

Co.  V.  Gilt-Alexander  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  tuitt  Arliing  upon  fh«  Title  to  a  Ptttant 

125    Mo.    140;    American  Box    Mach.  are  cognizable  by  United  States  Circuit 

Co.  V,  Crosman,  21  U.   S.    App.   383;  Courts.     Campbell   v,  James,   2   Fed. 

Corbin  v.  Tracy,  34  Conn.  325;  Binney  Rep.  338. 

V.  Annan,  107  Mass.  94.    See  also  the  OontroTcrsias  Arliing  upon  CanJHotiny 

articles  Rescission  and  Cancellation  Claima  to  or  under  patents  issued  under 

and  Specific  Performance.  the  laws  of  the  United  States  are  cases 

1.  Goddard  v,  Wilde,  17  Fed.  Rep.  of  which  the  federal  courts  have  juris- 
845;  American  Box  Mach.  Co.  v,  Cros-  diction.  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  r.  Good- 
man, 21  U.  S.  App.  383.  year  Dental  Vulcanite  Co.,  13  Blatchf. 

Though  the  Bill  Cannot  Bo  Kaintainod  (U.  S.)  375,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,543. 
for  Spodiio  Porformanoo,  the  court  may  A  Bait  to  Boitndn  the  Taxation  of  Pat- 
retain  it  for  injunction  and  account,  ont  Bights,  under  a  state  law,  between 
Singer  Sewing-Mach.  Co.  v.  Union  citizens  of  the  same  state,  on  the 
Button-hole,  etc.,  Co.,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  ground  of  the  repugnance  of  the  law  to 
253;  Brush-Swan  Electric  Light  Co.  v,  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
Brush  Electric  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  163.  is  not  a  suit  arising  under  the  patent 

2.  Federal  Statnteo  OoTom.  — The  ex-  laws.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
elusive  right  to  a  patented  invention  is  court  in  such  case  can  rest  only  upon 
not  of  common-law  origin,  but  is  the  ground  that  the  constitutional 
created  under  Congressional  legislation  rights  of  the  complainant  were  in- 
and  the  proprietors  are  confined  in  case  fringed  by  a  state  law  which  was  re- 
of  its  actual  or  threatened  invasion  to  pugnant  to  and  in  contravention  of  the 
the  remedies  prescribed  and  the  tri-  federal  Constitution.  Holt  v,  Indiana 
bunals  designated  by  the  federal  stat-  Mfg.  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  i. 

utes.     Dudley  v.  Mayhew,  3  N.  Y.  9.  4.  Rev.  Stat.,  §711,  subd.  5;  Gordon 

8.  Acts  July  4,  1836,  §  17;    July  8,  v,  St.  Paul  Harvester  Works,  23  Fed. 

1870,  §  55;    Rev.  Stat.,  §§  629.  4921;  Rep.  147.     See  infra,  IX.  2.  a.  (2)  StaU 

Vermont  Farm  Mach.  Co.  v.  Marble,  20  Courts, 

Fed.  Rep.  X17;  Adriance  v.  McCormick  6.  Allen  v.  Blunt,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

Harvesting  Mach.  Co.,  55   Fed.   Rep.  480,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  215;  Miller-Magee 

287;  Cochrane  v.  Deener,  94  U.  S.  780.  Co.   v.   Carpenter,   34  Fed.  Rep.   434; 

Soitsforlnfiringomont  arise,  of  course,  Sherman  v,  Nutt,  35  Fed.  Rep.    149; 

under  the  patent  laws  and  are  within  Vermont  Farm  Mach.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  50 
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(d)  Soiti  inTolviag  Ooatnuiti.  —  The  Supreme  Court  has  announced 
the  rule  that  the  federal  courts  have  not  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
between  citizens  of  the  same  state  when  the  defendant  admits 
the  validity  and  his  use  of  the  plaintiff's  patent,  and  a  subsisting 
contract  is  shown  governing  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  use 
of  the  invention.* 

Jiizlidietion  Vot  Boteted  by  PIm  of  Contraet.  —  The  cases  generally  are 
not  in  favor  of  extending  the  doctrine  just  stated  further  than  is 
absolutely  necessary,  and  they  hold  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts  in  an  ordinary  infringement  suit  is  not  defeated  merely  by 
a  plea  or  answer  admitting  the  validity  and  use  of  the  patent,  but 
defending  under  a  contract  or  license.*  And  this  though  the 
bill  also  has  allegations  relating  to  the  contract.' 

Wluro  tht  Bait  Ii  Primarily  for  Infringomtnt,  the  federal  courts  have 
jurisdiction,  though  questions  of  contract  or  license  may  be 
involved;  and  having  thus  acquired  jurisdiction  they  may  adjudi- 
cate questions  relating  to  the  contract.* 

Fed.  Rep.  423;    Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Manning,   32    Ked.    Rep.   625;    Elgin 

Goodyear    Dental    Vulcanite   Co.,    13  Wind   Power,   etc.,   Co.  v.  Nichols,  65 

Blaichf.  (U.  S.)  375,   5   Fed.  Cas.   No.  Fed.  Rep.  215:  Everett  v.  Haulenbeek, 

'.543;  Cochrane  v.   Deener,  94  U.   S.  68  Fed.  Rep,  911;    Young  Reversible 

7?o.  Lock-Nut  Co.  v.  Young  Lock-Nut  Co., 

Equity  JnrUdietioii.  —  Prior   to  1819,  72  Fed.   Rep.  62;  Pacific  Contracting 

the  circuit  courts  had  cognizance  of  ac-  Co.  v.  Union  Paving,  etc.,  Co.,  80  Fed. 

tionsat  law  brought  to  recover  dam-  Rep.  737. 

ages  for  the  infringement  of  patents,  Jnriidictioii  Vot  Ousted  by  UnproTad 

but  not  of  suits  in  equity  in  relation  Plea.  —  Where  the  court,  by  the  sworn 

thereto,  unless  the  parties   were  citi-  allegations  of  the  bill,  is  fully  vested 

zens  of  different  states.     But  by  subse-  with  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  ousted  of 

qaent  patent  acts  jurisdiction  is  given,  jurisdiction  by  the  unproved  plea  of 

regardless  of    citizenship,  in   suits   in  the  respondent  that  he  has  rights  under 

equity  as   well   as   in  actions  at  law.  contract    in    the    use  of    the    patent. 

Root  r.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  105  Lilienthal   v,  Washburn,  8   Fed.  Rep. 

U.  S.  189;  Cochrane  v.  Deener,  94  U.  709. 

S.    780;     Livingston    v.    Vanlngen,    i  8.  Hammacher    v.  Wilson,  26  Fed. 

Paine  (U.  S.)45;  Sullivan  v,  Redfield,  Rep.  240;    Pacific  Contracting  Co.  v, 

I  Paine  (U.  S.)447;  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  Union  Paving,  etc.,  Co..  80  Fed.  Rep. 

V.  Goodyear  Dental  Vulcanite  Co.,  13  737. 

Blatchf.  (U.   S.)  375,  5   Fed.   Cas.  No.  4.  Smith   v.  Standard  Laundry  Ma- 

*.543;  Sherman  v.  Nutt,  35  Fed.  Rep.  chinery  Co.,  19  Fed.  Rep.  825;    Ham- 

140.  macher  v,  Wilson,  26  Fed.  Rep.  240; 

Fatant  Imad  in  Pvmuuioe  of  flpeoial  Seibert  Cylinder  Oil  Cup  Co.  v.  Man- 

and  Ooneral  Law. —  Where  an  act  for  ning,  32  Fed.  Rep.  625;  Puetzv.  Brans- 

ihe  relief  of  a  patentee  is  so  engrafted  ford,  32  Fed.  Rep.  3x8;  Rapp  c/. Celling, 

on  the  general  patent  law  that  the  pat-  41  Fed.  Rep.  792;  Adriance  v,  McCor- 

cnt  is  issued  in  pursuance  of  both,  still  mick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.,  55  Fed. 

the     Circuit    Court     has    jurisdiction  Rep.  287;  Everett  v.  Haulenbeek,  68 

although  both  parties  are  citizens  of  Fed.  Rep.  911 ;  Pacific  Contracting  Co. 

the    same   state.     Evans  v.   Eaton,   3  t^.  Union  Paving,  etc.,  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep. 

Wheat.  (U.  S.)  454.  737;  Bloomer  v.  Gilpin,  4  Fisher  Pal. 

1.  Hartell  v,  Tilghman,  99  U.  S.  547.  Cas.  50;    Brooks  v.  Stolley,  3  McLean 

Sec  infra,  IX.  2.  b.  (i)  Federal  Courts,  (U.  S.)  523,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,962;  Little- 

S.  White  V.  Rankin,  144  U.   S.  628;  field  v.  Perry,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.)  205.     See 

Hammacher  v,  Wilson,  26  Fed.   Rep.  also  Nesmith  v,  Calvert,  i  Woodb.  &  M. 

240:    Rapp  V,   Kelling,  41  Fed.  Rep.  (U.  S.)  34,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,123. 

792;   Seibert  Cylinder  Oil  Cup  Co.  v.  AisigneM  of  a  Patent  or  Those  Claiming 
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JSwb  BfyoBd  or  Ooatnry  to  Gruit.  —  ^here  a  grantee  or  licensee  uses 

the  patented  invention  beyond  the  limits  of  the  grant  or  license 
or  in  a  way  not  authorized  thereby,  there  is  a  violation  of  the 
patentee's  rights,  for  which  he  may  bring  suit  in  the  United 
States  courts.* 

undor  Thorn  may  sue  the  assignor  or  Bait  for  XnMnipoiiifliit  Whoro  Coatnot 

third  persons  in  the  United  Stales  Cir-  Temiliiatod  orForfaltod.  —  The  owner  of 

cuit  Courts  to  prevent  an  infringement  a  patent  granted  an  exclusive  license 

of  their  rights.    A  suit  which  raises  a  to  a  corporation  to  manufacture  and 

question  of  infringement  is  a  suit  aris-  sell  the  patent  to  the  end  of  its  term, 

ing  under  the  patent  laws,  and  one  who  the     corporation      to     make     returns 

has  the  right  to  sue  for  the  infringe-  monthly  of  all   the   sales  during  the 

ment  may  sue   in  the  circuit  courts,  month  and  to  pay  a  certain  sum  as  a 

Such  a  suit  may  involve  the  construe-  license  fee.     There  was  a  clause  in  the 

tion  of  a  contract  as  well  as  the  patent,  agreement  providing  that  the  plaintiff 

but  that  will  not  oust  the  court  of  its  might  terminate  the  license  by  serving 

jurisdiction.     If  the  patent  is  involved  a  written  notice  upon  the  company  on 

it  carries  with  it  the  whole  case.     Lit-  failure  for  three  consecutive  months, 

tlefield  V.  Perry,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.)  305.  Accordingly,  the  plaintiff  served   no- 

Soit  Involviag  Proporty  Sights  in  PM-  tice  of  the  termination  of  the  license, 
out.  —  Where  an  agreement  is  entered  but  the  defendants  continued  to  use 
into  between  the  patentee  and  an  in-  the  patent,  and  the  plaintiff  brought 
ventor  of  an  improvement  on  the  patent  suit  in  equity  for  infringement.  The 
by  which  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  defendants  did  not  rest  their  case  upon 
patentee  should  surrender  his  indi-  the  question  whether  the  contract  was 
vidual  right  to  the  patent  and  that  a  terminated  or  not,  but  while  they  in- 
new  patent  should  be  applied  for,  for  sisted  that  it  was  not  lawfully  ter- 
the  same  invention,  with  the  improve-  minated,  thev  answered  that  they  had 
ment  of  the  other  inventor,  the  patent  not  been  and  were  not  manufacturing 
to  be  issued  in  their  joint  names,  and  and  selling  the  patented  invention  as 
a  suit  is  brought  in  the  District  Court  of  alleged  in  the  complaint.  The  court 
the  United  States  seeking  to  set  aside  held  that  this  raised  a  question  of  in- 
the  rights  conferred  upon  the  defend-  fringement  arising  solely  under  the 
ant  as  one  of  the  partners,  and  to  vest  patent  laws  of  the  United  States,  of 
the  entire  right  in  the  complainant,  the  which  the  United  States  courts  alone 
question  involves  the  property  rights  have  jurisdiction,  without  reference  to 
of  the  defendant  in  the  letters  patent  citizenship,  and  that  the  case  was  dif- 
themselves,  and  the  federal  courts  have  ferent  from  those  where  there  was  but 
jurisdiction  to  determine  the  rights  of  one  question  made  between  the  parties 
the  parties  and  enforce  them  by  proper  to  be  decided  at  all,  and  that  was  a 
decree.  Such  a  controversy  is  essen-  question  of  contract.  Smith  v.  Stand- 
tially  different  from  rights  growing  out  ard  Laundry  Machinery  Co.,  19  Fed. 
of  contracts  between  the  patentee  and  Rep.  825.  See  also  Adams  v.  Meyrose, 
third  parties.  Duke  v.  Graham,  19  2  McCrary  (U.  S.)36o. 
Fed.  Rep.  647.  In  Wilson  v.  Sherman,  i  Blatchf.  (U. 

Bait  on  Patents  Vot  Covered  by  Contraots  S.)  536,  the  United  Sutes  Circuit  Court 

Set  Oat.  —  A  suit  for  infringement  of  a  took  jurisdiction  of   an   infringement 

patent    is    one   of  which  the    federal  suit  brought  by  a  licensor  against  the 

courts  have    jurisdiction   though    the  licensee,   where  under  the  terms  and 

parties  are  citizens  of  the  same  state  conditions  of  the  license  the  defendant 

and      though     license    contracts    are  had  forfeited  his  right  to  it. 

alleged  in  the  bill  to  show  that  the  de-  Optional    Somodios    of  Lioonsor.  —  In 

fendant  is  estopped  to  contest  the  valid-  Woodworth  v.  Weed,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

ity  of  the  patents,  where  the  suit  is  not  165,  suit  was  brought  by  the  licensor 

brought  upon  such  contracts,  but  for  against  the  licensee  for  infringement, 

infringement  of  the  patents  not  covered  No  question  against  federal  jurisdiction 

by  such  contracts.     Dunham  v.  Bene,  was  raised.     The  license  provided  that 

72  Fed.  Rep.  60.  if  any  of  the  notes  given  should  become 

1.  Magic  RufSe  Co.  v.  Elm  City  Co.,  due  and  unpaid  the  license  should  be 

13  Blatchf.   (U.  S.)   151,  16  Fed.  Cas.  void  and  should  revert  to  the  licensor. 

No.  8,949.  The  court  held  that  the  license  was  for- 
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(2)  State  Courts  —  la  GtB«nl.  —  As  seen,  the  federal  courts  are 
granted  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  cases  arising  under  the  patent 
laws,  and  it  follows,  therefore,  that  the  state  courts  can  have  no 
cognizance  of  suits  for  infringement,  to  declare  patents  void,  and 
the  like.* 

feited  the  moment  one  of  the  notes  be-  Pennsylvania,  —  Slemmer's  Appeal, 

came  due  and  was  unpaid,  and  that  il  58  Pa.  St.  155. 

was  optional  with  the  licensor  to  resort  Texas.  —  Stone  v,  Edwards,  35  Tex. 

to  his  remedy  at  common  law  to  en-  556. 

force  the  collection  of  the  unpaid  note,  United  States.  —  Gordon  r.  St.  Paul 

or  treat  the  rights  of  the  licensee  as  for-  Harvester   Works,   23   Fed.  Rep.  147; 

feited,  and  apply  for  an  injunction  to  Merserole  v.  Union  Paper  Collar  Co.,  6 

restrain  further  infringemenu  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  356,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Fsttnt  ITsed  ii]id«r  Umiim  Kot  Aiti^-  9,488. 
able  to  Detadaat.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity  Suit  to  Doolaro  latorforing  Patont  Told, 
charging  defendant  with  infringement,  —  The  state  courts  have  no  jurisdiction 
the  defendant  claimed  he  was  operat-  of  a  suit  to  declare  an  interfering 
ing  under  a  license  assigned  to  him  by  patent  void  or  inoperative,  exclusive 
the  original  licensee,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  thereof  being  vested  in  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  had  no  federal  courts.  Gibson  v,  Woodworth, 
jurisdiction  of  the  suit.  The  plaintiff  8  Paige  (N.Y.)  132;  Merserole  v.  Union 
insisted  that  the  original  license  was  Paper  Collar  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  356, 
nnassignable,  that  the  defendant  could  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,488. 
therefore  acquire  no  rights  thereunder,  Booovtry  for  InMBgomont  by  Way  of 
and  being  an  infringer  was  liable  to  8et-oiF.  —  In  Smith  v,  McClelland,  11 
suit  in  the  federal  court.  The  court  Bush  (Ky.)  524,  the  plaintiff  sued  on  a 
held  that  the  relief  sought  was  not  to  note,  and  the  defendant,  by  way  of  set- 
enforce  or  set  aside  a  license  contract,  off,  sought  to  recover  damages  sus- 
but  that  the  bill  charged  that  the  de-  .tained  by  the  infringement  of  letters 
fendant  had  no  right  to  manufacture  patent  belonging  to  him.  The  court 
under  the  above  license  and  was  there-  held  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
fore  infringing,  that  if  the  license  was  set-off  and  dismissed  it. 
personal  to  the  licensees  therein  named.  Waving  Tort  and  Suing  on  Utuatum 
the  manufacture  was  unlawful;  and  Xemit.  —  '*  The  action  thus  stated  is 
the  existence  of  the  right  to  manu-  simply  an  action  for  an  infringement 
facture  being  directly  involved,  the  of  the  patent  and  for  damages,  the 
controversy  grew  out  of  the  patent  plaintiff  waiving  the  tort  and  seeking 
laws,  and  the  United  States  Circuit  for  an  accounting  and  to  recover  as 
Court  had  jurisdiction.  Walter  A.  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  Whatever 
Wood  Harvester  Co.  v.  Minneapolis-  may  be  his  legal  rights,  they  are  not 
Esterly  Harvester  Co.,  61  Fed.  Rep.  varied  by  a  change  in  the  form  of  ac- 
256.  tion,  and  do  not  depend  upon  contract, 

1.  See  supra,  IX.  2.  a.  (i)  (b)  Exclusive  but  arise  under  the  patent-right  laws 

Jurisdiction.  of  the    United   States,    of   which   the 

Kentucky.  —  Smith  v.  McClelland,  II  United    States  courts   have   exclusive 

Bush  (Ky.)  523.  jurisdiction."  DeWitt  v.  Elmira Nobles 

Massachusetts.  —  Kempton    v.  Bray,  Mfg.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  459, 

99  Mass.  350.  Suit  After  Lioonse  Deelared  Forfeited.  — 

New  Jersey, — Parkhurst  v.  Kinsman,  After  a  decree  directing  a  forfeiture  and 

6  N.  J.  £q.  600.  cancellation  of  a  license,    the   former 

New   York.  —  Dudley    v.    Mayhew,  licensees  can  only  be  proceeded  against 

3N.  Y.9;  Gibson  z/. Woodworth,  8  Paige  as  infringers  —  not  in  the  state  but  in 

(N.  Y.)  132;  Snow  V.  Judson,  38  Barb,  the  federal  courts.     Hyatt  v.  Ingalls, 

(N.  Y.)  210;     Middlebrook    v.  Broad-  49  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  375. 

bent,  47  N.  Y.  443;  Continental  Store  Suit  to  Prevent  Use  of  ITame  Applied  to 

Service  Co.  v.  Clark,   100  N.   Y.  365;  Patent.  —  A  suit  for  injunction  to  pre- 

Burrall  v.  Jewett,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  145;  vent   the    use   of  a   certain    name  on 

DeWitt  V.  Elmira  Nobles  Mfg.  Co.,  66  articles,    and   for  damages,    to   which 

N.    Y.    459;    Parsons    v,   Barnard,    7  name  the  plaintiff  claims  an  exclusive 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  144.  right  by  virtue  of  its  application  by  him 
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Betormiiiiiig  and  Eootraining  laMngomoiit  —  Doerooing  AMlgnwont.  — 
Where  a  question  of  infringement  is  directly  involved,  state 
courts  are  without  power  to  determine  it,  nor  can  they  grant 
relief  by  restraining  the  manufacture  or  infringement  of  articles, 
or  by  decreeing  an  assignment  of  a  patent.^ 

Whero  tho  Validity  of  a  Patent  or  Its  Originality  Ii  IMrootly  InvolTod,  or  lies 
at  the  foundation  of  the  suit,  and  must  be  shown  to  make  out  a 
cause  of  action,  the  state  court  is  without  jurisdiction,  though  the 
necessity  of  determining  such  facts  will  not  oust  the  state  court 
of  jurisdiction  where  they  arise  collaterally.* 

6.  Suits   under    General    Laws  —  (\)  Federal   Courts  — 

BiTene  dtiaenihip  or  Othor  Oroondi.  —  The  federal  courts  have  jurisdic- 
tion of  patent  cases  because  of  their  subject  matter,  only  when 

to  a  patent  of  which  he  is  the  owner,  there  appeared  to  be  a  contract  or  trust 
cannot  be  brought  in  a  state  court,  resulting  from  the  understanding  of 
The  case  arises  under  the  patent  laws  the  parties  or  the  relation  of  the  ong- 
as  truly  as  if  it  had  been  brought  for  a  inal  inventor  to  others,  a  court  of  equity 
direct  violation  of  the  patent,  for  it  is  cannot  decree  an  assignment  of  a  pai- 
brought  for  the  violation  of  an  exclu-  ent  on  the  ground  that  the  patentee  Is 
sive  right,  which  if  it  exists  at  all  exists  not,  but  the  plaintiff  is,  the  true  orig- 
only  as  a  consequence  of  the  provisions  inal  inventor,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
of  the  patent  laws.  Tomlinson  v.  Bat-  Slemmer's  Appeal,  58  Pa.  St.  155. 
lel.  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  8.  Tomlinson  v.  Battel,  4  Abb.  Pr. 
266.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  266;  Hovey  v,  Rub- 
Consent  Cannot  Confer  Jnrisdlotion  on  a  ber  Tip  Pencil  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  119;  Hyatt 
state  court  to  entertain  a  suit  for  the  -v.  Ingalls,  49  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  375; 
infringement  of  a  patent.  Dudley  z/.  Slemmer's  Appeal,  58  Pa.  St.  155.  See 
Mayhew,  3  N.  Y.  9.  also  Maitland  v.  Central  Gas,  etc., 
1.  Jorisdietion  Whore  Salt  Brought  on  Fixture  Co.,  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City 
Contract.  —  State  courts  have  jurisdic-  Ct.)  245;  Cowan  v.  Mitchell,  11  Heisk. 
tion  tocompel  the  specific  performance  (Tenn.)87;  Percival  f .  Harger,  40  Iowa 
of  a  contract  made  in  relation  to  a  pat-  286:  Rawson  r.  Harger,  48  Iowa  269. 
ent  right,  and  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  Where  Bait  Ii  Brought  to  Baotrain  tiie 
the  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  property  Lwnanco  of  Cironlan  injurious  to  the 
manufactured  by  virtue  of  such  agree-  plaintiff's  business,  and  the  defendant 
ment;  but  it  is  held  to  have  no  juris-  in  his  answer  sets  up  affirmatively  sev- 
diction  in  such  suit  to  determine  a  eral  patents  owned  by  him,  insisting 
question  of  infringement  and  restrain  that  they  are  infringed  by  plaintiff's 
the  violation  by  injunction.  Continen-  articles,  and  putting  in  issue  the  valid- 
tal  Store  Service  Co.  v,  Clark,  100  N.  ity  of  the  plaintiff's  patent,  a  state 
Y.  365.  court  is  without  jurisdiction.  It  is  not 
So,  where  the  plaintiff  sought  to  pre-  a  case  of  collateral  inquiry  into  the  pat- 
vent  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  pat-  ent,  but  is  one  in  which  the  validity  or 
ented  articles  by  the  patentee,  under  invalidity  of  the  respective  patents 
an  agreement  by  which  he  claimed  must  be  first  determined  in  order  to  de> 
title  from  him,  the  state  court  was  held  cide  whether  the  issuance  of  the  circu- 
to  be  without  power  to  grant  the  relief  lars  was  right  or  wrong.  To  dispose  of 
sought.  Kayser  v.  Arnold,  41  Hun  the  question  requires  the  direct  dect- 
(N.  Y.)  275.  sion  of  the  court  upon  the  rights  of  the 
In  an  Aotion  on  a  Contract  for  tho  Pay-  plaintiff  and  defendant,  with  a  view  to 
ment  of  Boyaltioo  the  state  court  was  ascertain  whether  there  has  occurred  a 
held  to  have  no  jurisdiction  to  restrain  violation  of  the  right  of  an  Inventor  as 
the  manufacture  or  sale  of  the  pat-  secured  to  him  by  the  laws  of  the 
ented  article.  Hat  Sweat  Mfg.  Co.  v.  United  States.  State  courts  have  no 
Reinoehl,  103  N.  Y.  167.  jurisdiction  of  su:h  suits.  Hovey  v. 
Boorooing  Aadgnment  of  Patont. —  Rubber  Tip  Pencil  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  119, 
Whatever    might   be   the  case   where  15  Am.  Rep.  470. 
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they  arise  under  the  patent  laws ;  and  when  a  case  is  governed  by 
the  general  principles  of  law  or  equity,  it  is  not  sufficient  for 
their  jurisdiction  that  a  patent  is  concerned  in  the  suit,  but  there 
must  be  diversity  of  citizenship,  or  some  other  ground  of  federal 
jurisdiction.* 

Suit!  on  Contracts.  — An  action  to  recover  moRey  due  on  a  con- 
tract or  license  concerning  a  patent  or  a  suit  to  enforce  or  set 
aside  the  same,  arises  out  of  the  contract  and  not  under  the  pat- 
ent laws,  and  if  the  parties  are  citizens  of  the  same  state  the  fed- 
eral courts  cannot  be  resorted  to.' 

Defendant  Admitting  Validity  and  Vm  of  Patent  nnder  Sabsisting  Contract.  — 
The  Supreme  Court  seems  to  have  gone  beyond  the  doctrine  of 
the  majority  of  the  cases  in  declaring  that  the  federal  courts  have 
not  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  between  citizens  of  the  same  state  in 
which  the  defendant  admits  the  validity  and  his  use  of  the  plain- 
tiff's patent,  and  a  subsisting  contract  is  shown  governing  the 
rights  of  the  parties  in  the  use  of  the  invention.* 

1.  Unit  to  Subject  Patent  to  Payment  of  (U.  S.)63;  Goodyear  v.  Day,  i  Blatchf. 

Debt.  —  A  United  States  Circuit  Court  (U.   S.)  565,   10  Fed.   Cas.   No.   5,568; 

has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  in  equity  Hill  r.  Whitcomb,  I  Holmes  (U.  S.)  317, 

10  have  letters  patent  sold  and  the  pro-  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,502;  Brooks  v.  Slol- 

ceeds  subjected  to  the  payment  of  a  ley,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  523,  4  Fed.  Cas. 

judgment  recovered  against  the  defend-  No.    1,962;    Blanchard   v.    Sprague,    I 

ant  in  a  suit  in  a  state  court,  and  for  a  CliSF.  (U.  S.)  288,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  i,5t6; 

preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  him  Merseiole  v/.  Union  Paper  Collar  Co., 

from  disposing  of  the  patent  during  the  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  356,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

pendency  of  the  suit,  where  the  parties  9,488;  Randolph  v,  Robinson,  20  Fed. 

to  the  suit  are  both  citizens  of  the  same  Cas.   No.   11,561;    Pliable  Shoe  Co.  v. 

state.     The  mere  fact  that  it  is  sought  Bryant,  81   Fed.   Rep.   521;    Routh  v. 

to  reach  an  interest  in  the  patent  by  Boyd,     51      Fed.     Rep.     821;     Keyes 

legal  process  does  not  make  the  case  v.  Eureka  Con.  Mfg.  Co.,  45  Fed.  Rep. 

one  of  a  suit  on   the  patent  so  as  to  199;  Montgomery  Palace  Stock-Car  Co. 

bring  it  under  the  provisions  of  Rev.  v.  Street  Stable-Car  Line,  43  Fed.  Rep. 

Stat.,  ^§  629,  4828.     Ryan  v.  Lee,   lo  329;  Washburn,   etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cin- 

Fed.  Rep.  917.  cinnati  Barbed  Wire  Fence  Co.,  42  Fed. 

Suit  to  Bestrain  Use  of  Aooeesoriei  to  Rep.  675:  Williams  v.  Star  Sand  Co., 

Plaintiff*!  Patent.  —  A  suit  to  restrain  35  Fed.   Rep.  370;  Consolidated  Mid- 

the  defendants  from  unlawful  compe-  dlings  Purifier   Co.  v.   Wolf,   28   Fed. 

tition  in  business,  on  the  ground'that  Rep.  814. 

ih<:  defendants  are  fraudulently  selling        Federal  Jnriediction  over  Licenie  Con- 

a  liquor  or  cordial  in  imitation  of  that  tracts. —  It  is  stated  that  the  courts  of 

of  plaintiff,  by  using  labels,  bottles,  and  the  United  States  have  often  exercised 

other  accessories  in  imitation  of  those  jurisdiction  over  contracts  licensing  the 

previously  used  by  plaintiff,  is  one  to  use  of  patented    inventions,   granting 

i>e  determined  by  the  principles  of  gen-  relief     to     the     licensors     where    the 

eral  jurisprudence,  and  does  not  arise  licensees  have  failed  to  perform  their 

under  the  laws  of   the  United  States,  covenants,  but  that  it  will  be  found  in 

Such  a  case  removed  from  a  state  to  a  all  such  cases   that  not  only  has  the 

federal  court  will    be  remanded.     So-  ownership  of  the  patent  been  retained 

eiete,  etc.,  v.  Cook,  40  Fed.  Rep.  382.  by  the  licensor,  but  the  right  of  the 

8.  Marsh  t.  Nichols,  140  U.  S.  344;  licensee  to  use  the  patent  has  been  con- 
Dale  Tile  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Hyatt,  125  U.  S.  ditioned  on  his  performing  certain  acts 
46;  Albright  v.  Teas,  xo6  U.  S.  613,  or  paying  certain  royalties.  Teas  v, 
affirming  13  Fed.  Rep.  406;  Burr  v,  Albright.  13  Fed.  Rep.  406,  106  U.  S. 
Gregory,  2  Paine (U.  S.) 426;  Goodyear  613. 
V.  Union  India  Rubber  Co.,  4  Blatchf.        8.  Hartell  v.  Tilghman,  99  U.  S.  547, 
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kf  Tkm  Irttiic  ^  iMmmt,  —  The  decisioa 
mention  e:d  ha^  been  disting-Lshed  ir.  many  cases  shoving  a  dis- 
tnclinati:»n  to  extend  it  be>-ond  its  necessary  limits,  and  heading 
that  where  a  suit  is  the  ordinary  one  f^r  infrin^exncnt,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  federal  courts  will  not  be  defeated  merely  by  a  plea 
or  anvA'er  5:-tt:ng  up  a  contract  or  license  in  defense.' 

IW  Ffifnl  OMTts  Kbv*  TiiMifii—  of  cases  involving  patents  which 
are  governed  by  the  principles  of  general  jurispmdcnce,  such  for 
instance  as  suits  on  contracts  relating  to  patent  rights,  where  the 
parties  are  citizens  of  different  states,*  and  the  amount  involved 
in  the  controversy  is  sufficient.* 


folliKc^d  in  McCanj.  etc..  Tn^i'mt^  Co.  557,  it  was  held  tliai,  ibe  parties  bein^ 
V.  Glaenz'^r,  yj  Fed.  Rep.  3*7;  Den?-  ciiixens  an  I  reside  sis  of  the  same  state, 
more  i.  Three  R  vers  Mfg.  Co..  39  Fed.  rbe  plaiotifl  coed  and  should  hare  re- 
Rep.  747;  logalls  r.  Tice,  14  Fed.  Rep.  sorted  to  ihe  state  cocrt  for  his  remedj 
352:  Kei»T  S.Porter,  17  Fed.  Rep.  51');  for  isfringement,  inasmach  as  the  de- 
Adams  r.  Mejrose,  7  Fed.  Rep.  3^5.  fendani  admitted  the  validity  and  nse 
lo  Han.ei.  :.TiI<hiiian,  99  L'.  S.  547,  of  the  patent,  and  the  rights  of  the 
the  lea.'ii'-.t^  case  co   the  subject,   the  part  es  depended  vhollv-npon  common- 


plaintiff    brou«rht    s::U   in   the    United  law  and  equity  principles.     The  coait 

Stales  Ctrtc:tC>urt  against  the  defend-  said:  '*  The  precise  qoestioo  has  been 

ant,    wh'^   was  a  ciL.zen  of  the  sslihc  decided  the  o:her  way  by  the  court  of 

state,   for  infringement.      He  alleg^  appeals  of   this  state,  in   Cootinental 

that  he  made  a  contract  with  the  de-  Store  Service  Co.   r.  Clark,  100  S.  Y. 

fendant  for  ibe  use  of  his  inventiDn,  365;  Hat  Sweat  Mfg.  Co.  r.  Reinoehl, 

under  wh-^h  defendant  was  to  pay  hi.ii  102  \.  Y.  167.  where  it  was  held  that  in 

royalties  an'l  perf  :»rm  other  conditions,  such  a  ca«e  the  plaintiff  can  and  mast 

which  f  .»r  several  months   were  d^Ir  resort    to    the    Circuit    Court    of    the 

performed.     He  averred  that  after  this  United  States.     It  will  probably  afford 

the  defendant   refused   to  do  certain  the  plaintiff  poor  comfort  to  know  that, 

other  things  which  he  agreed  to  do  un-  while  in  this  conflict  of  authority  he  is 

der  a  verbal  contract  ace :>mpanying  the  apparently  left  without  a  remedy  for 

written  one,  and  thereup'^.i  he  forbade  the  violation  of  his  rights,  the  question 

the  defendant  further  to  use  his  patent,  has  received  careful  consideration  at 

and    charged    him    as    an    infringer,  the  hands  of  both  the  tribunals  of  last 

The  defendant  admitted  the   validity  resort,  federal  and  state,  and  was  de- 

of  the  patent,    his  use  of  it,  and  his  cided  in  each  by  a  divided  court.** 

liability   under  the   contract.     He  set  L  See  supra^   IX.  2.  «.  (i)  (d)  Suits 

out  in   his  plea  the  contract  as  he  un-  Involinn^  Contracts. 

dcstr/od   it,   tendered  the  plaintiff  all  S.  Hill  r.  Whitcomb,  i  Holmes (U.  S.) 

that  was  due  upon  it.  and  averred  his  317:'  Bloomer  v.  Gilpin.  4  Fisher  Pat. 

readiness    to   perform   it.     The  court  Cas.  50;  Magic  Ruffle  Co.  v.  Elm  City 

held  that  the  contract  was  a  subsisting  Co.,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)i5i.  16  Fed.  Cas. 

one  which  could  be  rescinded,  not  by  No.     8.949;      Kesmith    v.    Calvert,    i 

the  volition  of  the  plaintiff,  but  only  by  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  34,  18  Fed.  Cas. 

mutual  agreement  or  by  the  decree  of  No.   10,123;  McKay  r.   Mace,  23  Fed. 

a  court  of  justice,  and  being  such  a  Rep.  79;    Hapgood  r.   Rosenstock,  23 

subsisting  agreement,  it  must  govern  Fed.  Rep.  87;  Jones  v.  Berger,  58  Fed. 

the  rights  of  tbe  panics,  and  be  the  Rep.  1006. 

foundation  of  any  relief,  so  that  a  fed-  A  Craditor't  Bffl  to  subject  a  patent 

eral  court  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  right  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment 

absence  of   the  requisite  diversity  of  recovered    in    a    state    court    can   be 

citizenship.       This      conclusion      was  brought  in  the  federal  court  where  the 

strongly   dissented    from   by   Justices  citizenship    of    the    parties    and    the 

Bradley.  Waitc.  and  Swayne.  amount  in  controversy  are  such  as  to 

Jnrlsdiethm    Bcfoied  by  Both  Federal  give  the  court  jurisdiction.     Gorrell  v. 

•ad  State  Cenrte.— In    McCarty,   etc.,  Dickson.  26  Fed.  Rep.  454. 

Trading  Co.  v.  Glaenzer.  30  Fed.  Rep.  3.  Bloomer  v,  Gilpin,  4  Fisher  PaL 
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(2)  State  Courts  —  (a)  In  General.  —  Suits  which,  although  they 
concern  matters  relating  to  patents,  are  governed  by  the  general 
principles  of  law  or  equity,  are  cognizable  in  the  state  courts.* 

(b)  thiiu  on  Gontraote.  —  An  Action  for  Damages  or  Boyalties  under  a  con- 
tract, or  a  suit  to  enforce  or  set  aside  a  contract  relating  to  a  pat- 
ent, does  not  arise  under  the  patent  laws,  but  is  one  dependent 
on  general  principles,  of  which  a. state  court  has  jurisdiction.* 

Cas.  50;  McKay  v.  Jackman,  17  Fed.  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the 

Rep.  641.  publication   of   articles    and   circulars 

Amount  in  Controversy.  —  If  the  juris-  concerning  the  plaintiff's  patent  which 

diction  of  the  federal  courts  over  a  con-  are  false,  injurious,  or  libellous.     Croft 

tract  in  relation  to  a  patent  is  assumed  v,  Richardson,  59  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su- 

upon  the  diverse  citizenship  of  the  par-  preme  Ct.)   356;    Flint   v,    Hutchinson 

ties,  it  must  appear  that  the  matter  in  Smoke-Burner  Co.,  38  Fed.  Rep.  546. 

dispute  exceeds,  exclusive  of  interest  Decision  of  State  Court  Kot  Inquired  into 

and   costs,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  by  Federal  Court. —  Whereon  the  setile- 

dollars  under  Act  March  3,   1887,  as  ment  of  the  decedent's  estate  a  state 

amended  by  Act  Aug.  13.  1888.     Pli-  court  of  competent    jurisdiction    has 

able  Shoe  Co.  v,  Bryant,  8x  Fed.  Rep.  authorized  or  confirmed  a  sale  by  the 

521.  administrator  of  a  right  of  action  for 

AUegations  of  BiU  Bolatiye  to  Amount  damages  arising  from  the  infringement 
InyolTOd. — The  bill  must  contain  an  of  a  patent  owned  by  the  decedent,  the 
allegation  showing  that  the  amount  United  States  Circuit  Court  will  not, 
involved  is  sufficient.  Pliable  Shoe  Co.  in  an  action  at  law  brought  by  the 
V,  Bryant,  81  Fed.  Rep.  521.  assigneefortheinfringementof  the  pat- 
But  where  the  bill  in  a  suit  to  recover  ent,  inquire  whether  the  order  of  the 
royalties  for  the  use  of  a  patent  and  for  state  court  above  referred  to  was  legal 
an  accounting  shows  on  its  face  that  or  valid  or  proper.  May  v.  Mercer 
the  amount  involved  is  sufficient,  an  County,  30  Fed.  Rep.  246;  May  v. 
objection  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  Logan  County,  30  Fed.  Rep.  250. 
amount  is  without  merit.  Hat-Sweat  8.  Illinois.  —  Havana  Press  Drill  Co. 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Porter,  46  Fed.  Rep.  757.  v,  Ashurst,  148  III.  \\S^  affirming  \%  111. 

Suit  in  State  Court  as  Bar  in  Federal  App.  454. 

Court. —  A  suit  in  a  state  court  for  the  Massachusetts,  —  Binney    v.    Annan, 

rescission  of  a  license  contract  concern-  107  Mass.  94;  Somerby  v.  Buntin,  118 

ing  a  patent  is  not  a  bar  to  a  suit  in  the  Mass.  279. 

United  States  courts  for  the  enforce-  Missouri,  —  Billings  v.  Ames,  32  Mo. 

ment  of  those  contracts.     The   relief  265. 

sought  in   the  two  cases   is   entirely  New  Jersey, — Parkhurst  v.  Kinsman, 

different.     Perhaps  a  cross-bill  might  6  N.  J.  Eq.  600. 

bring  the  whole  controversy  before  the  New  York.  —  Continental  Store  Serv- 

srate  court,  but  that  course  need  not  ice  Co.  v.  Clark,  100  N.  Y.  365;    Mid- 

necessarily  be  taken.     Washburn,  etc.,  dlebrook  v.   Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  443; 

Mfg.  Co.  V.  Scutt.  22  Fed.  Rep.  710.  Burrall  v.  Jcwett.  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  134. 

1.  An  Action  on  the  Case  for  Fraud  and  Ohio.  —  Darst  v.  Brock  way,  11  Ohio 

False  Bepreientations  in  the  sale  of  a  462. 

patent  right  is  within  the  jurisdiction  Pennsylvania,  —  Slemmer's    Appeal, 

of  a  state  court.     Bull  v,  Pratt,  i  Conn.  58  Pa.  St.  155. 

342;    Peck   V.    Bacon,   18    Conn.   377;  Vermont, — Sherman   v.    Champlain 

Hunt  V.  Hoover.  24  Iowa  231.  Transp.  Co.,  31  Vt.  162. 

Action  for  lib^.  —  An  action  at  law  West  Virginia.  —  Hotchkiss  v.  Fitz- 

for  damages  for  the  publication  and  gerald  Patent  Prepared  Plaster  Co..  41 

uttering  of  false  statements  relative  to  W.  Va.  357. 

articles  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff,  Wisconsin.  —  Fuller,  etc.,   Mfg.  Co. 

and  representations  that  they  were  in-  v.   Bartlett,   68   Wis.    70;    Leonard   v. 

fringementsof  defendant's  patent,  etc.,  Barnum,  34Wis.  105;  Rice  v.  Garnhart, 

is  properly  cognizable  in  a  state  court.  34  Wis.  453;    Page  v.   Dickerson,  28 

Snow  V,  Judson,  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  2ro.  Wis.  694. 

Iigunetion     Against     liMi.  —  State  United   States,  —  Wade    v,    Lawder, 
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'  (o)  Infringement,  Validity,  or  Worth  of  Patent  Involved.  —  It  is  believed 
to  be  settled  that  where  no  question  concerning  the  validity  of  a 
patent  or  its  infringement  is  directly  involved,  jurisdiction  of  the 
state  courts  will  not  be  defeated  because  the  validity  of  the  pat- 
ent, or  perhaps  even  a  question  of  infringement,  is  collaterally 
involved.* 

A  Direct  Adjudication  upon  the  Yaliditj  of  a  Patent  or  its  infringement 

165  U.  S.  624;  Marsh  v.  Nichols,  140  U.  voked  and  whether  the  agreement  of 

S.  344;  Waller  A.  Wood  Mowing,  etc.,  compromise  should  be  set  aside  or  up- 

Mach.  Co    V.  Skinner,  139  U.  S.  293;  held,  the  court  considered  settled  by 

Dale  Tile  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hyalt,  125  U.  S.  authority,  though  a  question  under  the 

46;  Felix  V.  Scharnweber,  125  U.S.  54;  patent  laws  might  have  to  be  deter- 

Wilson  7/.  Sandford,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  mined;  and  the  court  held  that  the  ac- 

99;    Albright  v.  Teas,   106  U.   S.  613,  tion  taken  by  the  state  court  rendered 

affirming  13  Fed.  Rep.  406*.  Merserole  it  proper  that  the  attachment  proceed- 

V.  Union  Paper  Collar  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  ings   in   the   federal   court   should   be 

(U.  S.)  356,   17  Fed.  Cas.   No.  9,488;  stayed  until  the  state  court  should  have 

Consolidated  Fruit  Jar  Co.  v,  Whitney,  determined  the  questions  of  which  it 

6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,133.  became  possessed  by  the  suit  there  in- 

Preenmption  of  Jnrisdiotion.  —  A  state  stituted.     Pentlarge  v,  Beeston,  i  Fed. 

court,  on  collateral  attack  of  its  judg-  Rep.  862. 

ment,   will  be  presumed  to  have  had  1.  Continental  Store  Service  Co.  v. 

jurisdiction  of  an  action  wherein  the  Clark,  100  N.  Y.  365;  Middlebrook  v, 

title  to  letters  patent  was  in  issue,  and  Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  443;  Slemmer's 

conflicting  claims  were  made  thereto.  Appeal,   58  Pa.   St.   155;    Sherman  v. 

It  will  not  be  presumed  that  the  title  in-  Champlain    Transp.  Co.,  31  Vt.    162; 

vol  ved  in  the  case  did  not  depend  upon  Hotchkiss    v.   Fitzgerald   Patent    Pre- 

a    contract    enforceable    in    the  state  pared  Plaster  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  357;  Rice 

court.     The  title  or  ownership,  legal  or  v.    Garnhart.    34    Wis.   453;    Teas  v, 

equitable,  of  the  letters  patent,  or  of  an  Albright,  13  Fed.  Rep,  406,  affirm eti  106 

interest    in   the    invention,    does    not  U.  S.  613;  Merserole  v.  Union  Paper 

necessarily  involve  the  validity  of  the  Collar  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  (U.   S.)  356,  17 

patent  or  its  infringement.     Shoemaker  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,488. 

V.  South  Bend  Spark  Arrester  Co.,  135  Validity  or  Infringement  in  Aotiona  or 

Ind.  471.  Soiti  for  LibeL  —  A  state  court  may  en- 

Prooeeding  in  Federal  Court  Stayed  tertain  an  action  for  damages  for  the 
Pending  DeoiBion  in  State  Conrt.  —  An  publication  and  uttering  of  false  state- 
altachmeni  proceeding,  instituted  in  ments  relative  to  the  plaintiff's  patent 
the  United  States  Circuit  Court,  to  alleging  it  to  be  an  infringement  of 
punish  the  defendant  for  violating  an  defendant's  patent,  or  a  suit  to  restrain 
injunction  issued  by  said  court  to  pre-  such  statements,  though  questions  con- 
vent the  infringement  of  a  patent,  in  cerning  the  validity  of  loth  patents 
pursuance  of  an  agreement  of  compro-  and  their  infringement  may  arise,  since 
mise  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  they  are  not  the  real  questions  involved 
and  defendant,  will  be  stayed  where  a  in  the  controversy.  Croft  v.  Richard- 
suit  has  been  entered  in  a  state  court  son,  59  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 
of  competent  jurisdiction  to  have  the  356;  Snow  v,  Judson,  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
agreement  of  compromise  set  aside  be-  210;  Flint  v.  Hutchinson  Smoke-Burner 
cause  of  the  invalidity  of  the  plain-  Co.,  38  Fed.  Rep.  546,  disiinguishing 
tiff's  patent.  The  suit  was  instituted  Hovey  v.  Rubber  Tip  Pencil  Co.,  57  N. 
in  the  state  court  because  the  parties  Y.  124,  on  the  ground  that  the  juris- 
were  citizens  of  the  same  state,  and  diction  of  the  state  court  was  in  that 
that  court  had  enjoined  the  plaintiff  in  case  denied  because  the  complaint  was 
the  original  suit  from  enforcing  the  so  framed  that  the  only  issue  presented 
agreement.  was  whether  the  article  manufactured 

That  the  state  court  had  jurisdiction  by  plaintiff  was  an  infringement  of  de- 

to    entertain    the    suit    to    determine  fendant's  patent,  and  hence  it  could  not 

whether  the  license  granted  under  the  be  entertained  as  a  bill  to  restrain  the 

Qomproipise  had  not  been  lawfully  re-  publication  of  a  libel. 
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cannot  be  made  except  in  the  federal  tribunals,  but  when  ques- 
tions as  to  the  validity,  worth,  or  usefulness  of  a  patent  arise 
collaterally  in  the  case,  they  are  proper  subjects  of  inquiry  and 
consideration  in  the  state  courts.^ 

In  a  Bnit  far  the  CaaoollatioB  or  BoMtitioii  of  a  Contract  for  the  sale  or  use 
of  a  patent,  the  court  may  adjudicate  upon  the  validity  of  the 
patent,  and  upon  the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  which 
induced  the  party  to  enter  into  the  agreement.* 

c.  Jurisdiction  of  Particular    Federal   Courts  —  (i) 

Circuit  Courts.  —  By  the  statutes  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 

1.  Bull  V.  Pratt,  i  Conn.  342;  fAch  v.  Pennsylvania,  —  Rheem  v.  Holliday, 

Atwaler,    16    Conn.    409;    Billings  v.  16  Pa.  St.  347;  Geiger  «/.  Cook,  3  W.  & 

Ames,  32  Mo.  265;   Continental  Store  S.  (Pa.)  266;  Bellas  v.  Hays,  5  S.  &  R. 

Service  Co.  v.  Clark,   100  N.  Y.  365;  (Pa.)  427. 

Slemmer's    Appeal,    58    Pa.    St.    155;  Vermont,  —  Clough    v.    Patrick,   37 

Teas  V.  Albright,  13  Fed.  Rep.  406,  106  Vl.  421;  Cragin  v.  Fowler,  34  Vt.  326; 

U.  S.  613;  Merserole  v.  Union  Paper  Sherman  v.  Champlaln  Transp.  Co.,  31 

Collar  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  356,  17  Vt.  162;  Parrot  v,  Farnsworth,  Brayi. 

Fed.    Cas.    No.    9,488;     Consolidated  (Vt.)  174. 

Fruit-Jar  Co.  v,  Whitney,  6  Fed.  Cas.  IVisconsin,  —  Rice    v,    Garnhart,    34 

No.  3,133.     And  seeTomlinson  r.  Bat-  Wis.  453';  Page  v.  Dickerson,  28  \\  is. 

tel,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  266;  694;  Rowe  v,  Blanchard,  i8  Wis.  441. 

Hovey  V.  Rubber  Tip  Pencil  Co.,  33  N.  Contra,  —  In    Elmer    v.    Pennel,   40 

Y.  Super.  Ct.  522,  57  N.  Y.  119;  Hyatt  Me.  430,  it  was  held  that  in  a  suit  in  a 

V.    Ingalls,  49   N.   Y.  Super.  Ct.  375;  slate  court  on  a  note  given  for  the  con- 

Maitland  v.  Central  Gas,  etc..  Fixture  veyance  of  a   patent  right,   the  state 

Co.,  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  245.  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  and  de- 

In  an  Action  upon  a  Contract  or  a  Koto  termine  collaterally  the  validity  of  the 

made  or  given  for  the  sale  or  use  of  a  patent;  that  the  patent  must  be  deemed 

patent,  a  state  court  may  inquire  into  valid  until  it  is  adjudged  void  in  whole 

the  validity,  worth,  or  usefulness  of  a  or  in  part  by  a  federal  court  competent 

patent,  as  well   as  anything  else,  for  to  try  that  issue.     This  decision  is  not 

the  purpose  of  determining  the  ques-  followed  or  considered  as  an  authority 

tion  of  consideration.  b>  the  cases  generally. 

Illinois.  —  Myers  v.  Turner,   17  HI.  8.  Hall  i^.  Orvis,  35   Iowa  366;  Mid- 
179:  Nye  V.  Raymond,  16  III.  153.  dlebrook  v.  Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  443; 

Indiana,  —  McCIure     v,    Jeffrey,     8  Burrall  v.  Jewett,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  134; 

Ind.  79.  Lindsay  v.  Roraback,  4  Jones  Eq.  (N. 

Massachusetts.  —  Nash    v.    Lull,    102  Car.)  124;    Darst  v.  Brockway,  11  Ohio 

Mass.  60;  Bliss  v.  Negus,  8  Mass.  46;  462;    Hotchkiss  v.   Fitzgerald    Patent 

Lester  V.  Palmer,  4  Allen  (Mass.)  145;  Prepared   Plaster  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  357; 

Dickinson    v.    Hall,    14   Pick.   (Mass.)  Page  v.  Dickerson,  28  Wis.  694.     And 

217;  Biercet^.  Stocking,  II  Gray  (Mass.)  see  Percival  v,  Harger,  40  Iowa  286; 

174.  Rawson     v.    Harger,    48     Iowa     269; 

Missouri.  —  Keith  v,  Hobbs,  69  Mo.  Cowan  t/.  Mitchell,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.)87. 

84;  Jolliffe  V,  Collins,  21  Mo.  338.  ]>etennination  of  UiiMtions  of  Infringo- 

New  Hampshire,  —  Dunbar  v.   Mar-  ment.  —  It  is  held  that  where  a  qucs- 

den,  13  N.  H.  311;  Earl  v.  Page,  6  N.  tion  of  infringement  arises  collaterally 

H.  477.  in  a  suit  in  which  a  state  court  has 

New  York,  —  Herzog  v.  Heyman,  151  jurisdiction,   it  is  competent  for    the 

N.  Y.  587,  aJfirmingZ  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  court  to  determine  it.     Pratt  v.  Paris 

Super.   Ct.)  27;    Beebe  v,  McKenzie,  Gas  Light,  etc.,  Co.,  155  111.  531,  o^rw- 

47    N.    Y.   662;   Saxton   v.    Dodge,    57  ing  51   111.  App.  603;    Herzog  v.  Hey- 

Barb.  (N.  Y.)  84;  Harmon  v.  Bird,  22  man,  151   N.  Y.  587;    Snow  v.  Judson, 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  113;   Head  v,  Stevens.  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  210;  Croft  z/.  Richard- 

19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)4ii;  Cross  ?/.  Huntley,  son,  59  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  386;  McDougall  v.  356;  Flint  z/.  Hutchinson  Smoke-Burner 

Fogg,  2  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  387.  Co.,  38  Fed.  Rep.  546.     But  see  Conti- 
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States  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity 
arising  under  the  patent  laws,  and  in  these  courts  the  great 
majority  of  such  suits  are  brought.* 

(2)  District  Courts,  —  This  jurisdiction  is  also  conferred  on 
those  district  courts  having  the  power  and  jurisdiction  of  a 
circuit  court.* 

(3)  Supreme  Court  of  District  of  Columbia,  — And  such  juris- 
diction has  been  conferred  upon  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  likewise.' 

(4)  Territorial  Supreme  Courts,  —  The  Supreme  Courts  of  the 
territories  are  vested  with  the  powers  of  the  before-mentioned 
courts.* 

(5)  Court  of  Claiins  —  (a)  fihiitB  for  Infiringoment.  —  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Claims  does  not  extend  to  suits  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  a  patent  by  the  government.  An  infringement  is  a  tort, 
and  over  this  class  of  cases  that  court  has  no  jurisdiction.* 

nental  Store  Service  Co.  v,  Clark,  100  Morse   Arms    Motion,    16    Ct.   of    CI. 

N.    Y.    365;    Hat    Sweat   Mfg.   Co.    v.  296. 

Reinoehl,  102  N.  Y.  167:  Kayser  v.  Ar-  Xodo  of  Obtaining  Compeniation  for  In- 
n^ld,  41  Hun  (N.  Y.)  275.  fringoment  by  Oovemment.  —  The  mode 
Consideration  of  Invalidity  Oovemed  by  of  obtaining  compensation  from  the 
Contract.  —  A  bond  was  given  in  con-  United  States  for  the  unauthorized  use 
sideration  of  the  assignment  of  a  pat-  of  an  invention  has  not  been  spe- 
ent,  guaranteeing  the  assignor's  title  cifically  provided  for  by  any  statute, 
and  providing  that  if  any  person  there-  The  most  proper  forum  for  such  a 
after  established  a  liwful  right  to  the  claim  would  be  the  Court  of  Claims,  if 
patent  the  bond  should  be  null  and  that  court  has  the  requisite  jurisdiction, 
void,  and  further  providing  that  no  re-  which  ic  probably  would  not  have 
covery  be  had  on  the  same  by  the  as-  where  the  claim  was  founded  upon  a 
signor  until  the  suit  that  might  be  then  tort,  as  for  the  unauthorized  use  of  a 
pending,  involving  the  right  of  the  as-  patent.  If  the  tort  cannot  be  waived 
signor,  should  be  determined  in  his  and  the  claim  put  upon  a  footing  of 
favor  by  the  decree  of  a  lawful  court.  In  an  implied  contract,  and  the  jurisdic- 
an  action  of  debt  on  the  bond  in  a  state  tion  of  the  court  be  not  finally  sus- 
court  it  was  held  that  this  agreement  tained,  the  only  remedy  against  the 
must  govern,  and  that  the  defense  of  United  States,  until  Congress  enlarge 
invalidity  of  the  patent  could  not  be  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Claims, 
set  up  in  the  absence  of  a  determina-  would  be  to  apply  to  Congress  itself, 
tion  by  a  lawful  court;  i,e.^  by  a  court  The  method  of  instituting  in  the  Cir- 
of  the  United  States,  to  which  jurisdic-  cuit  Court  an  action  against  a  public 
tion  in  such  cases  is  given.  Ball  v,  officer,  who  acts  only  for  and  in  behalf 
Murry,  10  Pa.  St.  iii.  of  the  government,  is  open  to  serious 

1.  Acts  July  4,  1836,  §  17;  July  8,  objections,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether 
1870,  §  55;  Rev.  Stat.,  §§  629,  4921;  it  can  be  sustained.  Such  a  suit  is 
Act  March  3,  1897;  Supp.  Rev.  Stat.,  substantially  one  against  the  United 
p.  615;  Cochrane  v,  Deener,  94  U.  S.  States  itself,  which  cannot  be  main- 
780.  tained  under  the  guise  of  a  suit  against 

2.  Acts  July  4,  1836,  §  17;  July  8,  its  officers  and  agents  except  in  the 
1870,  §  55;  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4921.  manner   provided   by   law.     James  v. 

3.  Act  July   8,   1870;    Rev.  Stat.   D.  Campbell,  104  U.  S.  356. 

C,   §§  760,   764;    Rev.    Stat.    U.    S.,  Waiving  Tort  and  Soing  upon  Implied 

S  4921;    Cochrane  v.  Deener,  94  U.  S.  Contract.  —  Whether,  when   the  use  is 

780.  unauthorized,  the  tort  can  be  waived 

4.  Act  July  8,  §  55;  Rev.  Stat.,  and  suit  brought  in  the  Court  of  Claims 
§  4921.  upon  an  implied  contract,  does  not  seem 

6.  Pitcher's  Case,  i  Ct.  of  CI.  7;  to  be  definitely  settled.  See  Pitcher's 
Fletcher's    Case,    11    Ct.    of  CI.   748;     Case,  i  Ct.  of  CI.  7;    Fletcher's  Case, 
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(b)  Snite  on  Contraots  —  Ezpreu  Contraete.  —  Where  the  government 
has  expressly  contracted  for  the  ownership  or  use  of  a  patent,  the 
Court  of  Claims  has  jurisdiction  of  actions  founded  thereon  for 
damages  or  compensation,  and  it  is  the  only  forum  wherein  such 
a  suit  can  be  brought.* 

Implied  Contracts.  —  The  earlier  cases  were  not  in  favor  of  the 
maintenance  of  suits  in  this  court  founded  upon  an  implied  con- 
tract for  the  use  of  a  patent  right.*  But  the  later  ones  have  set- 
tled the  existence  of  this  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  implied  as  well 
as  express  contracts.' 

d.  Jurisdiction  of  Federal  Courts  in  Particular  Dis 

TRICTS  —  (l)  Under  General  Judiciary  Acts — (a)  In  General. — 
Prior  to  1897  there  was  no  special  act  providing  in  what  federal 
district  suits  for  the  infringement  of  patents  were  to  be  brought, 
so  the  matter  was  regulated  wholly  by  the  judiciary  acts  relating 
generally  to  suits  in  the  United  States  courts.* 

(b)  Prior  to  1887.  —  The  Judiciary  Act  of   1789,  similar  to  which 
le  Act  of  1875,  gave  jurisdiction  to  the  court  in  the  district 


is  th( 


IX  Ct.  of  CI.  748;  James  v.  Campbell,  plied   license   from    the   patentee  and 

104  U.  S.  356;    U.  S.  V.  Palmer,  128  U.  with  his  assent,  the  Court  of  Claims  has 

S.  262.  jurisdiction  of  an  action  founded  upon 

Juriadiotion  Conferred  by  Speoial  Act  of  the  implied  contract  to  pay  a  reasonable 
CongroM. —  Where  Congress  by  a  spe-  royalty  for  the  use  of  the  invention, 
cial  act  refers  a  case  to  the  Court  of  McKeever's  Case,  14  Ct.  of  CI.  396; 
Claims  to  determine  whether  a  person  U.  S.  v.  Palmer,  128  U.  S.  262. 
is  the  first  inventor  of  a  certain  device,  In  such  case  the  action  is  not 
and  whether  he  is  entitled  to  receive  a  founded  on  a  tort,  as  an  infringement 
compensation  for  the  use  of  the  patent  would  be,  for  the  use  is  with  the  pat- 
by  the  United  States,  and  how  much,  entee's  consent,  but  is  founded  on  the 
the  Court  of  Claims  of  course  has  juris-  implied  contract.  U.  S.  v.  Palmer,  128 
diction.     Hubbeil'sCase,  5  Ct.  of  CI.  i.  U.  S.  262. 

1.  Burns*s  Case,  4  Ct.  of  CI.  113;  Kotwithetanding  the  Cirenit  Conrt'i  Ez- 
Morse  Arms  Motion,  16  Ct.  of  CI.  296.  elusive  Jnrisdiction  of  patent  cases,  con- 
See  Shavor's  Case,  4  Ct.  of  CI.  440,  ferred  by  Rev.  Stat.,  §§  629,  711,  other 
where  suit  was  brought  on  an  alleged  courts,  including  the  Court  of  Claims, 
contract  to  pay  for  the  use  of  a  patent,  may  entertain  jurisdiction  of  suits 
but  the  case  went  off  on  the  point  that  founded  upon  contracts  relating  to  pat- 
no  such  contract  had  been  made.  ents.     Morse   Arms  Motion,  16  Ct.  of 

8.  Pitcher's  Case,  i  Ct.  of  CI.  7.  CI.  296;  U.  S.  v.  Palmer,  i--^8  U.  S.  262. 

in  Fletcher's  Case,  11  Ct.  of  CI.  748,  Uneetion   as  to  Validity  of  Patent  as 

it  was  held  that  no  implied  contract  Affecting  Jnrisdiction. —  In  a  suit  in  the 

arose,  so  as  to  give  the  court  jurisdic-  Court  of  Claims  founded  upon  a  con- 

tion.  in  favor  of  an  inventor  who  had,  tract,  express  or  implied,  to  pay  for  the 

in  response  to  an  invitation,  submitted  use  of  a  patent,  a  plea  that  the  patent 

a  device,  which  although  accorded  pri-  is  void   for   want  of  novelty  does  not 

ority  of  invention  by  the  Patent  Office,  take   away   the   jurisdiction    once   ac- 

over  the  device  adopted  and  used  by  quired,   and   the    court   should   retain 

the   government,   was   distinct    there-  jurisdiction  even  if  the  action  involves 

from,  of  different  origin,  and  grew  to  determining  the  validity  of  the  patent, 

completion  under  different  experiments  Morse  Arms  Motion,  16  Ct.  of  Cl.  296. 

and  circumstances.  4.  See  Chaffee  v.  Hayward,  20  How. 

8.  Morse  Arms  Motion.  16  Ct.  of  CI.  (U.   S).    208.     These    acts    were    Acts 

296.  1789,  §  II    March  3,  1875;  and  March 

Contraet  Implied  from  license  and  Use.  3.  1887,  as  amended  by  Act  August  13, 

—  Where    the    government    manufac-  1888.     For  jurisdiction  under  Act  1897, 

tures  a  patented  article  under  an  im-  see  infra^  IX.  2.  </.  (2)  Under  Act  i8qtj» 
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whereof  the  defendant  was  an  inhabitant,  or  in  which  he  should 
be  found  at  the  time  of  serving  the  writ,  and  it  was  uniformly 
held  that  patent  suits  were  included  in  and  governed  by  these 
provisions.  * 

(c)  Vndor  Aeta  1887  and  1888  —  Proviiioni  of  Aot.  —  By  the  Act  of  1 88/ 

and  its  amendment  of  i888,  it  was  provided  that  no  civil  suit 
should  be  brought  before  either  the  circuit  or  district  courts 

1.  Acts  1789,  §  11;    March  3,   1875;  junctionought  not  to  issue  against  him 

Chaffee  v.  Hayward,  20  How.  (U.  S.)  in  such  district. 

208.  Suit  in  Northern  or  Southern  District 

Jnrisdietion  Dependent  on  Prooeee.  —  It  of  New  York,  —  By  Act  April  3,  18 18, 

was  sufficient  to  give  the  United  States  §6,  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  southern 

Circuit   Courts   jurisdiction  of  a  case  district  of  New  York  bad  no  jurisdic- 

arising  under  the  patent  laws,  that  serv-  tion   originally  of  a  suit  founded   on 

ice  of   process    was   made   personally  letters  patent  for  infringements  which 

upon  the  defendant  in  the  district  in  occurred  within  the  northern  district  of 

which  the  suit  was  brought.     Allen  v.  New  York.     Hodge  v.  Hudson  River 

Blunt,  I  Blatchf.   (U.  S.)  480;   i  Fed.  R.  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  85. 

Cas.  No.  215;    Thompson   v.  Mendel-  But  this  provision  does  not  exclude 

sohn,  5  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.   187,  23  Fed.  from   the   jurisdiction   of    the  Circuit 

Cas.  No.  13,968;  Chaffee  v.  Hay  ward.  Court  for  the  southern  district  of  New 

20  How.  (U.  S.)  208.  York  causes  of  action  for  infringement 

Attachment  of  Property  of  Abeent  ]>e-  arising  out  of  the  state  of  New  York, 

fondant. — This  jurisdiction  being  de-  Wheeler  v.  McCormick,  8  Blatchf.  (U. 

pendent  on  service  of  process  on  the  S.)  267. 

person    within  the  district,   it  cannot  And  it  was  held  that  the  objection 

be  acquired   by  attaching  the  property  that  the  cause  of  action   arose  in  the 

of   an   absent   defendant.     Chaffee   v.  northern  district  of   New  York  was  one 

Hayward,  20  How.  (U.  S.)  208.  which   might    be   voluntarily  waived, 

Penonal  Senrice  Being  Jnriedictionali  it  and  would  be  waived  by  not  raising  it 

must  affirmatively  appear  on  the  rec-  in   the   answer.     Black  v,  Thorne,   10 

ord,  or  a  new  tiial  in  a  case  at  law  will  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  66. 

be  granted.     Allen  v.  Blunt,  i  Blatchf.  Abatement  Wliere  Suit  Brought  in  Two 

(U.  S.)  480,  I  Fed.  Cas.  No.  215.  IMetricts.  —  Where  a  bill  in  equity  was 

Jnriidiotion  Dependent  on  Locality  of  filed  in  a  Circuit  Court  in  Illinois  a!- 

Infringement.  —  The    residence  of    the  leging  infringement  by  the  defendant 

defendant   within   the   district,  or   his  within   the   jurisdiction   of  the  court, 

being    served    with     process    therein,  and   subsequently   the   same    plaintiff 

gives  the  court  jurisdiction  to  proceed  filed  a  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  New 

against  him  personally  to  prevent  in-  York  against  the  same  defendant  alleg- 

fringement  elsewhere,  and  this  power  ing  the  infringement  by  him  within  the 

is  not  restricted  by  the  fact  that  no  in-  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  since  the  filing 

fringements  were  permitted  in  the  dis-  of  the  previous  bill  in  Illinois,  of  the 

tricts   in    which    the  suit   is   brought,  same  patent,  it  was  held  that  a  plea 

Thompson   v.    Mendelsohn,    5    Fisher  setting  up  in  abatement  the  pendency 

Pat.  Cas.  187,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13.968;  of     such     previous     suit     was     bad. 

Wilson  V.  Sherman,  i   Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  Wheeler  v,  McCormick,  8  Blatchf.  (U. 

536,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,833;  Hatch  v.  S.)  267,  commentinfr  on    Woodworth  v. 

Hall,  22  Fed.  Rep.  438.     See  also  Wil-  Stone,  3  Story  (U.  S.)  749.     See  also 

son   Packing  Co.  r.  Clapp,  8  Biss.  (U.  generally  article- Another  Suit  Pend- 

S.)   154,  30  Fed.   Cas.   No.   17,850,   in  ing,  vol.  i,  p.  750. 

which  case  it  was  held  that  where  the  Actions  Against  Principal  and  Agent. 

defendant   was   merely  an  agent  of  a  — The  pendency  of  a  suit  in  one  cir- 

non-resident  corporation,  and  did   no  cult  against  a  firm  for  the  infringement 

business,  and  had  no  place  of  business  of  a  patent  is  no  bar  (o  a  suit  in  an- 

within  the  district,  and  it  did  not  ap-  other  circuit  against  an  agent  of  such 

pear  from  the  record  that  he  had  ever  firm  who  has  sold   the  infringing  arti- 

made  or    sold    any   infringing  goods  cles,  where  such  agent's  commissions 

within  the  district,  a  preliminary  in-  and  profits  arising  from  the  infringe- 
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against  any  person,  by  any  original  process  or  proceeding,  in 
any  other  district  than  that  whereof  he  was  an  inhabitant ;  but 
where  the  only  ground  of  jurisdiction  was  the  fact  that  the  case 
was  between  citizens  of  different  states,  the  suit  might  be  brought 
in  the  district  of  the  residence  of  either  the  plaintiff  or  the 
defendant.* 

How  Qoveriiing  Patont  GasM  if  Applioable  —  It  will  be  observed  that  if 
thi^  provision  applied  to  patent  cases,  the  first  clause  was  the  one 
governing  them,  for  suits  for  infringement  are  cognizable  in  the 
federal  courts  because  of  their  subject-matter,  regardless  of  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties.* 

Beoisioni  Against  Applioability  —  Suit  Where  Defendant  Found.  —  It  was 
strongly  asserted,  however,  in  one  line  of  cases  that  this  act  had 
no  application  to  patent  suits,  and  under  this  as  under  former 
acts  the  defendant  could  be  sued  in  any  district  wherein  he  could 
be  found  for  service  of  process.* 

ment  are  separate  and  distinct  from  as  set  forth  in  the  paragraph  immedi- 

those   made   by   the   firm.     Steiger  v.  ately  preceding,  has  been  given  differ- 

Heidelberger,  4  Fed.  Rep.  455.  ent  constructions  by  different  courts. 

1.  Acts  March  3,  1887,  c.  373,  §  i;  Some  of  the  courts  appear  to  consider 
August  13,  1888,  c.  866.  the  decision    as    holding  that   patent 

2.  Cramer  v.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  59  cases  in  general  are  not  within  Act 
Fed.  Rep.  74;  Adriance  v.  McCormick  1887  providing  as  to  where  suit  is  to 
Harvesting  Mach.  Co.,  55  Fed.  Rep.  be  brought.  See  Smith  v.  Sargent 
287;  Bicycle  Stepladder  Co.  V.  Gordon,  Mfg.  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  8oi;  National 
57  Fed.  Rep.  529;  Gormully,  etc.,  Mfg.  Button  Works  v.  Wade.  72  Fed.  Rep. 
Co.  V.  Pope  Mfg.  Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  298.  While  other  courts  hold  the  deci- 
818;  Halstead  v.  Manning,  etc.,  Co.,  sion  to  be  limited  to  suits  for  infringe- 
34  Fed.  Rep.  565;  Reinstadler  v.  ment  against  aliens  or  foreign  corpo- 
Reeves,  33  Fed.  Rep.  308.  rations.     See  Union  Switch,  elc,  Co. 

3.  Earl  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  75  v.  Hall  Signal  Co.,  65  Fed.  Rep.  625; 
Fed.  Rep.  609;  Noonan  v.  Chester  Park  Donnelly  v.  U.  S.  Cordage  Co.,  66  Fed. 
Athletic  Club  Co.,  75  Fed.  Rep.  334;  Rep.  613. 


National  Button  Works  v.   Wade,  72  Suit  Against  Corporation  Where Buiinets 

Fed.  Rep.  298;   Smith  v.  Sargent  Mfg.  Located.  —  It  was  held  that  a  suit  for 

Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  801.     And  sec  Miller-  infringement     might    be     maintained 

Magee  Co.  tf.  Carpenter,  34  Fed.  Rep.  .  against  a  corporation   in   the   Circuit 

433.  Court  for  the  northern  district  of  New 

Jnriidiction  Oyer  Allen  or  Foreign  Cor-  York,  where  its  place  of  business  as  a 

poration.  —  In  In  re  Hohorst,  150  U.  S.  matter  of  fact  and  according  to  its  ad- 

653,  it  was  held  that  the  provision  of  vertisement  to  the  public  was  located 

the   above   act  prohibiting  suit  to  be  in    the   northern   district,  though   the 

brou{;ht   against    any   person   in    any  certificate  of  incorporation  stated   that 

other  district  than  that  whereof  he  was  the   location  of  its  principal  business 

an   inhabitant  was  inapplicable  to  an  office  was  to  be  in  a  city  in  the  southern 

alien  or  a  foreign  corporation  sued  in  the  district.     Consolidated  Fastener  Co.  v. 

Circuit  Court,  and  especially  in  a  suit  Columbian  Fastener  Co.,  73  Fed.  Rep. 

for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  right;  828. 

and  that  consequently  such  a  person  or  iait  in  Senthern  District  of  Kew  York 

corporation  might  be  sued  for  infringe-  for  Infringement  in  Korthem  District. — 

ment   by   a  citizen  of  a  state  of   the  Where  the  acts  constituting  an  alleged 

Union  in  any  district  in  which  valid  infringement  of  a  patent  all  took  place 

service  could   be  made   upon   the  de-  in  the  northern  district  of  New  York, 

fcndant.  it  was  doubted  whether  a  suit  for  in- 

Constrnction    of   Decision    of   Supreme  fringement  could  be  maintained  in  the 

Court.  —  The  decision  of  the  Supreme  southern    district    under    Rev.    Stat., 

Court  in  In  re  Hohorst,  150  U.  S.  653,  §   657,  providing    that  *'  the  original 
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Dodiioni  in  Favor  of  Applioabilitj  —  Suit  Oovemed  by  Defendant*! 

—  But  by  the  weight  of  authority  it  is  believed  to  be  settled  that 
this  statute  did  apply  to  patent  cases,  and  that  according  to  its 
provisions  the  suits  could  be  brought  only  in  the  district  whereof 
the  defendant  was  an  inhabitant,  and  not  wherein  he  might  have 
been  found.* 

JorUdietion  \tj  Consent  or  Waiver.  —  It  is  believed  that  the  provision 
under  treatment  is  one  granting  a  personal  privilege  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  he  may  waive  it  or  consent  to  be  sued  in  a 
district  whereof  he  is  not  an  inhabitant.* 

(2)  Under  Act  i8gj.  —  By  the  Act  of  1897  it  is  provided  that  in 
suits  brought  for  the  infringement  of  letters  patent,  the  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States  shall  have  jurisdiction  at  law  or  in 
equity  in  the  district  of  which  the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant,  or 
in  any  district  in  which  the  defendant,  whether  a  person,  part- 
nership, or  corporation,  shall  have  committed  acts  of  infringement 
and  have  a  regular  and  established  place  of  business.' 

jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Carpenter,  34  Fed.  Rep.  433;  Halstead 

southern   district  of   New   York   shall  v.  Manning,  etc.,  Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  565; 

not  be  construed  to  extend  to  causes  Mc Bride  v.  Grand  de  Tour  Plow  Co., 

of  action  arising  within  the  northern  40  Fed.  Rep.  162. 

district  of  said  state."  Consolidated  Personal  Privilege  to  Be  Asserted  or 
Fastener  Co.  v,  Columbian  Fastener  Pleaded.  —  The  objection  to  the  enter- 
Co.,  73  Fed.  Rep.  828.  taining  of  a  suit  for  infringement  in  a 

1,  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v.  HallSig-  district  wherein  the  defendant  does  not 

nal  Co.,  65  Fed.  Rep.  625;  Bicycle  Step-  reside  is  one  not  going  to  the  jurisdic- 

ladder  Co.  r/.  Gordon,  57  Fed.  Rep.  529;  tion  of  the  court,  but  rests  upon  the 

Gorham   Mfg.  Co.   v.  Watson,  74  Fed.  assertion  by  the  defendant  of  his  per- 

Rep.  418;  Donnelly  v,  U.  S.  Cordage  sonal  privilege   to  be  sued  only  in  the 

Co.,  66  Fed.   Rep.  613;  Reinstadler  v,  district  of  which  he  is  an  inhabitant. 

Reeves,  33  Fed.  Rep.  308.  Bicycle  Stepladder  Co.  v,  Gordon,  57 

Suit  Agiitinst  Konresident  Corporation.  Fed.    Rep.   529.      And   this  objection 

—  A  corporation  which  is  a  citizen  of  should  be  raised  by  a  motion,  plea,  or 
one  district  cannot  be  sued  for  infringe-  other  proper  method,  and  if  not  thus 
ment  of  a  patent  in  another  state  or  presented  will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
district  though  it  has  an  agent  upon  waived.  McBride  z/.  Grand  de  Tour 
which  service  of  process  might  be  made  Plow  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  162;  Vermont 
or  does  business  within  the  latter.  Farm  Mach.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  50  Fed. 
The  defendant  corporation  not  being  a  •  Rep.  423. 

resident  of  the  district  wherein  the  suit  Konresident  Yolnntarily  Beooming  a 
is  brought,  the  court  has  no  jurisdic-  Defendant.  —  Since  the  jurisdiction  of 
tion.  Donnelly  f.  U.  S.  Cordage  Co.,  federal  courts  in  suits  for  infringement 
66  Fed.  Rep.  613;  Gorham  Mfg.  Co.  v.  of  patents  depends  upon  the  subject- 
Watson,  74  Fed.  Rep.  418;  Cramer  v,  matter  and  not  upon  the  citizenship  of 
Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  59  Fed.  Rep.  74:  Na-  the  parties,  a  nonresident  of  the  district 
tional  Typewriter  Co.  v.  Pope  Mfg.  where  the  suit  is  brought,  by  coming  in 
Co.,  56  Fed.  Rep.  849;  Adriance  r.  Mc-  and  asking  to  be  made  a  defendant, 
Cormick  Harresting  Mach.  Co.,  55  Fed.  would  thereby  submit  himself  to  the 
Rep.  287;  McBride  z/.  Grand  de  Tour  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  such  manner 
Plow  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  162;  Preston  v.  that  any  decree  the  court  might  make 
Fire-Extinguisher  Mfg.  Co.,  36  Fed.  on  the  question  of  infringement  would 
Rep.  721;  Halstead  v.  Manning,  etc.,  be  binding  on  him.  Curran  v.  St. 
Co  ,  34  Fed.  Rep.  565;  Gormully,  etc.,  Charles  Car  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  835. 
Mfg.  Co.  V,  Pope  Mfg.  Co.,  34  Fed.  8.  Act  March  3,  1897;  Supp.  Rev. 
Rep.  818.  Stat.  1892-1897,  p.  615. 

8.  Bicycle  Stepladder  Co.  z/.  Gordon,  Service   of   Process  upon   Agent.  —  If 

57  Fed.  Rep.  529;  Miller-Magee  Co.  v.  such  suit  is  brought  in  a  district  of 
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Z.  Oensbal  Fbihciples  Belatiye  to  Actions  and  Suits  fob 

IVFBlHGEllEirT  —  1.  Before  Patent  Obtained.  -  The  inventor  of 
a  new  and  useful  improvement  has  no  exclusive  right  to  it  until 
he  obtains  a  patent,  and  no  suit  can  be  maintained  by  the 
inventor  against  any  one  for  using  it  before  the  patent  is  issued.  ■ 

2.  On  Void  Patent.  —  A  suit  for  the  infringement  of  a  void 
patent  cannot  of  course  be  sustained.* 

3.  On  Surrendered  and  Seissned  Patent  —  A  surrender  of  a  patent 
to  the  commissioner  is  a  legal  cancellation  of  it,  and  it  can  no 
more  be  the  foundation  for  the  assertion  of  a  right  after  the 
surrender  than  could  an  act  of  Congress  which  has  been 
repealed.' 

Where  the  Snirendered  Patent  Has  Been  Beisined,  the  infringement  of  the 
reissue  is  a  new  cause  of  action  for  which  in  general  no  remedy 

which  the  defendant  is  not  an  inhab-  action  is  commenced,  but  at  the  time  of 

itant,  but  in  which  such  defendant  has  trial  and  judgment;  otherwise  the  suit 

a    regular    and    established    place  of  fails.     Mevs  v.  Conover,  23  L.  ed.  (U. 

business,  service  of  process,  summons,  S.)  1008;  Moffitt  v.  Garr,  i   Black  (U. 

or  subpoena  upon  the  defendant  may  S.)  273;    Meyers/.  Pritchard,  23  L.  ed. 

be  made  by  service  upon  the  agent  or  (U.  S.)  961. 

agents    engaged    in   conducting  sych  But  its   surrender  after  final  judg- 

business  in  the  district  in  which  the  ment  can  have  no  effect  upon  a  right 

suit   is  brought.     Act  March   3,    1897;  passed  previously  into  judgment;  after 

Supp.  Rev.  Slat.  1892-1897,  p.  6x5.  that  there  is  nothing  open  to  litigation. 

1.  Gayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  Mevs  v,  Conover,  23  L.  ed.  (U.  S.)  1008. 
477;  Marsh  v.  Nichols,  128  U.  S.  605;  Soipeniion  of  Case  for  Snrrender  and  Bo- 
Rein  V.  Clayton,  37  Fed.  Rep.  354  iieue.  —  An  application  for  a  suspen- 
[disapproving  Butler  v.  Ball,  28  Fed.  sion  of  the  case  until  a  reissue  can  be 
Rep.  754,  and  distinguishing  Evans  r.  obtained  will  be  refused,  since  a  suit 
Weiss,  2  Wash.  (U.  S.)  342;  Evans  v.  begun  upon  one  patent  cannot  be  sus- 
Jordan,  9  Cranch(U.  S.)  199,  and  Jones  tained  upon  a  reissue  of  that  patent. 
V.  Sewall,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  343].  Jones  v.  Barker,  11  Fed.  Rep.  597. 

8.  Marsh  v.  Nichols,  128  U.  S.  605;  Infringement    Between   Snirender  and 

Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Marqua,  15  Fed.  Rep.  BenewaL  —  Where  a    defective  patent 

400;  Kennedy  v.  Hazelton,  128  U.   S.  has  been  surrendered,  and  a  new  one 

667.  taken  out,  and  the  patentee  brings  an 

8.  Moffitt  V,  Garr,  i  Black  (U.  S.)  273;  action  for  a  violation  of  his  patent,  lay- 
Meyer  V.  Pritchard,  23  L.  ed.  (U.  S.)  ing  the  infringement  at  a  date  subse- 
961;  Fry  t/.  Quinlan,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  quent  to  that  of  the  renewed  patent, 
205,9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,140;  Reedy  Z'.  proof  of  the  use  of  the  thing  patented 
Scott,  23  Wall.  (U.  S.)  352;  Burrell  during  the  interval  between  the  orig- 
V.  Pratt.  35  Fed.  Rep.  834;  Burrell  v,  inal  and  renewed  patents  will  not 
Hackley,  35  Fed.  Rep.  833  [ciHng  Peck  defeat  the  action.  Stimpson  v.  West- 
V.  Collins,  103  U.  S.  660;  Forbes  r.  Chester  R.  Co.,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  38c. 
Barstow  Stove  Co.,  2  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  Issue  Balsed  Whether  Beissne  for  Same 
385].  Invention  as  Original.  —  Where  the  com- 

BeooTtrj  for  Infringement  Prior  to  Be-  plaint  in  an  action  at  law  for  infringe- 

issne.  —  In  a  suit  inequity  for  infringe-  ment  avers  that  on  the  surrender  of 

ment  the  complainant  cannot  recover  the  original  patent  a  new  patent  was 

damages  for  any  infringement    ante-  issued  to  the  patentee  "  for  the  same 

cedent  to  the  date  of  the  reissued  pat-  invention,"  etc.,  and    the  answer  de- 

ent,  the  extended  patent  having  been  nies     this     averment,     the     question 

surrendered.     Agawam  Co.  v.  Jordan,  whether  the  reissue  nvas  for  the  same 

7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  583.  invention  is  sufficiently  raised,  and  it 

Surrender  Before  and  After  Final  Jodg-  is  error  to  exclude  the  original  patent 
ment. — The  patent  must  remain  un-  as  evidence.  Oregon  Imp.  Co.  v.  Ex- 
surrendered  not  only  when  a  suit  or  celsior  Coal  Co.,  132  U.  S.  215. 
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can  be  had  except  by  a  suit  or  action  on  the  reissued  patent.^ 

4.  On  Expired  Patent. — A  fihdt  tn  Equity  for  the  infringement 
of  an  expired  patent  cannot  in  general  be  maintained,  except  per- 
haps to  restrain  the  use  or  sale  of  articles  made  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  patent.' 

'  But  an  Aetioa  at  Law  may  be  brought  on  an  expired  patent  to 
recover  damages  for  infringements  committed  during  the  life  of 
the  patent.* 

1.  Reedy   v.   Scolt,  23  Wall.  (U.  S.)  where  a  bill  was  brought  on  an  ori^i- 

352;  Jones  V.  Barker.  11  Fed.  Rep.  597.  nai  patent  and  the  defendant  answered 

Baiune  of  Patent  Surrendered  Pendybig  that  it  had  been  surrendered  and  re- 
Litigation —  Original  or  Sajiplementid  issued,  an  amendment  covering  the 
BiU.  —  Where  a  suit  in  equity  is  reissue  was  clearly  within  the  power  of 
brought  to  restrain  the  infringement  the  court.  See  also  The  Tremolo  Pat- 
of  a  patent,  and  the  patent  is  after-  ent,  23  Wall.  (U.  S.)  518. 
wards  surrendered  and  a  reissue  %,  %^^supra^\yt..\.  a,  {^  Suit  in  Equity 
granted,  the  suit  is  at  an  end.  The  After  Expiration  of  Patent,  See  also 
plaintiff  will  not  generally  be  granted  Howes  v,  Nute,  4  Cliff  (U.  S.)  173,  12 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,790;  American  Dia- 
founded  on  the  reissued  patent:  and  in  mond  Rock  Boring  Co.  ^^  Rutland 
order  to  avail  himself  of  any  rights  he  Marble  Co.,  2  Fed.  Rep.  355;  American 
may  have  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  Diamond  Rock  Boring  Co.  v.  Sheldon, 
supplemental  bill,  the  complainant  i  Fed.  Rep.  870;  New  York  Belting, 
must  proceed  by  original  bill  founded  eto.,  Co.  v.  Magowan,  27  Fed.  Rep. 
on  the  reissued  patent.  Fry  v.  Quin-  iii;  Dederick  v,  Farquhar,  39  Fed. 
Ian,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)205,  9  Fed.  Cas.  Rep.  346. 

No.  5,140;  Reedy  v.  Scott,  23  Wall.  (U.  Allegation!  of  Bill  on  Expired  Patent. 

S.)  352.     But  see  Woodworth  v.  Stone,  —  A  bill  upon  an  expired  patent  which 

3  Story  (U.   S.)  749,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  does  not  allege  that  the  defendant  is 

18,02 [,    wherein   it   was  held   that  an  using  machines  made  during  the  term 

injunction  granted  on  an  original  bill,  of  the  patent  in  infringement  of  it,  not 

before  the  surrender  of  a  patent,  can-  that  the  plaintiff  fears  such  use,  shows 

not  be  maintained  upon  the  new  pat-  no  ground   for    relief  by    injunction, 

ent,  unless  a  supplemental  bill  be  filed,  American  Diamond  Rock  Boring  Co. 

founded  thereon.     And  see  Dental  Vul-  v.   Rutland  Marble  Co.,  2  Fed.   Rep. 

canite  Co.  v.  Wetherbee.  2  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  355. 

555>  7  Pcd.  Cas.  No.  3,810,  which  shows  Extention  of  Expired  Patent  —  Supple- 
that  in  the  district  of  Massachusetts  it  mental  Bill.  —  Where  a  patent  expires 
is  in  fact  the  usual  practice  to  file  a  and  is  extended  pending  litigation  in 
supplemental  bill  upon  a  reissued  pat-  equity,  and  the  infringement  by  the 
ent  in  aid  of  a  bill  based  upon  the  orig-  respondent  is  continued  in  respect  to 
inal  patent  before  it  surrendered.  As  the  extended  patent,  a  supplemental 
was  said  in  Fry  v.  Quinlan,  13  Blatchf.  bill  is  a  proper  pleading  to  prolong  the 
(U.  S.)  205,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5.140.  it  suit.  Reedy  v,  Scott,  23  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
does  not  appear  how  or  upon  what  view  352. 

of  the  rights  of  the  parties  that  practice  3.  Declaration  Where   Expired  Patent 

was  established.  Benewed.  —  Where  an    expired    patent 

Irregularity  Waived  and  Disregarded,  has  been  renewed  by  Act  of  Congress, 
—  Where,  pending  litigation  in  equity,  if  it  is  desired  to  bring  an  action  at  law 
the  patent  is  surrendered  and  a  reissue  for  the  infringement  under  the  old  pat- 
obtained,  and  instead  of  filing  a  new  ent,  it  is  necessary  for  the  declaration 
original  bill  the  plaintiff  seeks  his  rem-  to  contain  a  distinct  and  independent 
edy  in  a  supplemental  bill,  without  ob-  count  thereon.  Eastman  v,  Bodfish,  i 
jeciion  by  the  defendant,  the  court  may  Story  (U.  S.)  528. 

disregard  the   irregularity.     Reedy  v.  Declaration  Hot  on  Expired  bat  on  Be- 

Scou,  23  Wall.  (U*.  S.)  352.  newed  Patent.  —  A   patent  expiring  in 

Amendment  of  Bill  to  Cover  Beissne. —  1834  was  renewed  by  Act  of  Congress 

In  Reay  v.  Berlin,  etc..  Envelope  Co.,  in   1835  for  the  space  of  seven  years, 

30  Fed.    Rep.   448,   it   was   held    that  and  in  an  action  on  the  ccse  forin- 
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6.  Disclaimers  —  tf.  Statutes  Authorizing  Disclaimers. — 

Whenever  through  inadvertence,  accident,  or  mistake,  and  with- 
out any  wilful  default  or  intent  to  defraud  or  mislead  the  public, 
a  patentee  in  his  specification  has  claimed  more  than  that  of 
which  he  was  the  original  and  first  inventor  or  discoverer,  his 
patent  is  valid  for  all  that  part  which  is  truly  and  justly  his  own 
and  he  is  authorized  to  disclaim  the  invalid  parts.  ^  The  pat- 
entee or  assignee  may  also  make  disclaimer  of  such  parts  of  the 
thing  patented  as  he  shall  not  choose  to  claim  or  hold  by  virtue 
of  the  patent  or  assignment,  stating  therein  the  extent  of  his 
interest  in  such  patent.* 

b.  Maintenance  of  Suit  and  Recovery  Where  Dis- 
claimer Not  Delayed. — The  patentee,  his  assignee,  etc., 
may  maintain  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  and  fully  recover  for  the 
infringement  of  any  part  of  the  patent  which  is  bona  fide  his  own, 
if  it  is  a  material  and  substantial  part  of  the  thing  patented,  and 
definitely  distinguishable  from  the  parts  claimed  without  right, 
provided  he  has  not  unreasonably  neglected  or  delayed  to  file  a 
disclaimer.* 

fringement  of  the  patent  the  declara-  12,458;  Matthews  v.  Spangenberg,  19 

tion  in  the  writ,  which  was  dated  1838,  Fed.  Rep.  823;  Worden  v.  Searles,  21 

stated  violation  of  the  patent  right  for  Fed.   Rep.  408;    Tuck  v.   Bramhill,  6 

a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  a  space  of  three  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  95,  24  Fed.   Cas.  No. 

years  and  eight  months  next  preceding  14,213;  Hake  t/.  Brown,  37  Fed.   Rep. 

the  date  of  the  writ.     The  court  held  783;     Sniead    v.    Union    Free    School 

that  the  declaration  did  not  make  any  Dist.,  44  Fed.   Rep.  614:    Whitney  v. 

claim  under  the  old  patent,  and  was  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  72. 

for  a  claim  for  a  violation  of  the  re-  See  American  Diamond    Rock-Boring 

newal  of  the  patent  right  within  three  Co.  v.  Sheldon,  25  Fed.  Rep.  768. 

years,  etc.,  before  the  date  of  the  writ.  Prodnetioii  of  Applioation  CoYered  by 

Eastman  t/.  Bodiish,  I  Story  (U.  S.)  528.  IMsolaimer. —  Where    there    is    a    dis- 

1.  Acts  1837,  §§7,  9;  1870.  §§  54,  60;  claimer  as  to  one  of  the  patents  sued 

Rev.  Stat.,  §§  4917,  4922;    Hailes    v,  on,  of  matter  covered  by  another  appli- 

Albany  Stove  Co.,   123  U.  S.   582,  16  cation  of  the  same  inventor  which  is  in 

Fed.  Rep.  240;  Silsby  v.  Foote,  20  How.  interference  in  the  Patent  Office,  such 

(U.  S.)  378;  Matthews  v.  Spangenberg,  application,  which  would  limit  with  ex- 

19  Fed.   Rep.  823;  Aiken  v,  Dolan,  i  actness  the  measure  of  the  disclaimer. 

Fed.  Cas.   No.  no,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  is  a  proper  matter   for  the  considera- 

197.  tion  of    the   court   when   interpreting 

8.  Acts  1837,  §§  7,9;  1870,  §§  54,  60;  the  patent;     and   if  the   complainant, 

Rev.  Stat.,  g§  4917,  4922;  Sessions  v.  who  presumably  can  do  so.  does  not 

Romadka,    145    U.   S.    29;    Hailes   v.  furnish  a  copy  of  such  application,  a 

Albany  Stove  Co.,  123  U.  S.  582.  motion   for  a    preliminary  injunction 

8.  Gage  v.   Herring,   107  U.  S.  640;  will  be  denied.     National  Typographic 

O'Reilly   v,   Morse,   15    How.   (U.   S.)  Co.  v.  New  York   Typograph  Co.,  46 

62;    Hailes  v.  Albany  Stove  Co.,  123  Fed.  Rep.  114. 

U.  S.  582,  16  Fed.  Rep.  240;  Sessions  '     Ko  Showing  that  DiielaiiiiAr  ITeeesiary. 

V.  Romadka,  145    U.  S.  29;   Silsby  v,  — A  contention   by  the  defendant  that 

Foote,   20   How.   (U.  S.)  378;   Hall  v.  a  suit  cannot  be  maintained  for  want 

Wiles,  2  Blalchf.  (  U.   S.)  194,  11  Fed^  of  a  disclaimer  by  the  plaintifif  of  cer- 

Cas.,    No.    5.954;    Electrical   Accumu-  tain  claims,  embracing  things  of  which 

Ulor  Co.  V.  Julien  Electric  Co.,  38  Fed.  he  was  not  the  original  and  first  in- 

Rep.    117:    Christman   v.   Rumsey,   17  ventor,  will  not  be  sustained  where  no 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  148,  5  Fed.  Cas.   No.  proof  has  been  taken  to  show  that  the 

2.704;      Schillinger     v.     Gunther,    17  claims    referred   to  are    bad    for   the 

Blatchf.  (U,   S.)  ^.,  21   Fed.  Cas.  No.  reason  suggested,  or  for  any  reason, 
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c.  Disclaimer  Unreasonably  Neglected  or  Delayed.  — 

But  the  patentee  cannot  maintain  such  suit  if  he  has  unreasonably 
neglected  or  delayed  to  enter  a  disclaimer.* 

d.  Disclaimer  Before  or  After  Suit.  —  Disclaimers  can 
be  made  as  well  after  as  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.* 
And  they  need  not  be  filed  until  the  court  has  passed  upon  the 
contested  claims,*  or,  if  an  appeal  is  taken,  until  the  appellate 

and  ihe  case  is  not  in  a  condition  for  Morse,  15  How.  (U.  S.)  62;  Seymour 

an   adjudication    in    respect  to  those  c.  McCormick,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  96. 

claims.     Stutz  v.   Armstrong,  20  Fed.  2.  Gage  v.   Herring,    107   U.  S.  640; 

Rep.  843.  Sessions  v.  Romadka,   145    U.   S.   29; 

Diflolaimsr  by  Patantaa  Without  Uniting  Hall  //.  Wiles,  2  Rlatchf.  (U.  S.)  194, 

Assignee  —  Joint  Suit. —  H  the  assignee  11    Fed.    Cas.  Ko.    5,954;    Burdett   v, 

has  assigned   his  patent  in  part,  and  a  Estey,   15   Blatchf.  (U.   S.)  349,  4  Fed. 

joint  suit  is  brought  in  equity  for  a  per-  Cas.  No.  2,145;  Chrisiman  v.  Rumsey, 

petual  injunction,  a  disclaimer  by  the  17  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  148,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

patentee  alone,  without  the  assignee's  2,704;      Schillinger     v,     Gunther,     17 

uniting  in  it,  will  not  entitle  the  parties  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  66,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

to  the  benefit  of  the  statute.     Wyeth  12,458;  Matthews  v.  Spangenberg,   19 

V.  Stone,   I  Story  (U.  S.)  273,  30  l*ed.  Fed.   Rep.   823;    Tuck  v.  Bramhill,  6 

Cas.  No.  18,107.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  95,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Making  of  Disdaimer  Soffloiently  Al-  14,213;  Guyon  v,  Serrell,  i  Blatchf.  (U. 

lejed. —  An  allegation  in  a  declaration  S.)  244,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,881;  Smead 

in  an  actional  law  for  the  infringement  v.   Union   Free  School   Dist.,   44  Fed. 

of  a  patent  that  disclaimets  were  duly  Rep.  614;  Hakez/.  Brown,  37  Fed.  Rep. 

and  legally  executed  in  writing  and  ac-  783;  Aiken  v,   Dolan,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

cepted  by  the  commissioner  is  sufficient  110,3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  197;  Libbey  v. 

to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  give  evidence  Mt.   Washington    Glass   Co.,   26   Fed. 

of  their  being  executed  conformably  to  Rep.  757.     See  also  Wyeth  v.  Stone,  i 

the  requisites  of  the    statute  without  Story  (U.  S.)  273,  30  Fed.  Cas.  Wo,  18, 

setting  forth    any  ingredient  to  their  107;  Reed  v.  Cutler,  i  Story  (U.  S.)  590, 

due  execution.     Van    Hook  «/.  Wood,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,645. 

28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,854.  Impoeition  of  Terms  Where  Disolaimer 

1.  Gage  V.   Herring,  107   U.  S.  640;  Is    Belftyed.  —  Disclaimers    under    Act 

Hailes  v.  Albany  Stove  Co.,  123  U.  S.  1837,  g§  7,  9,  can  be  made  as  well  after 

582:    Silsby  V,   Foote,  20  How.  (U.  S.)  as  before  the  commencement  of   the 

378;    Hall  V,  Wiles,  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  suit.     It   would   in   such   case   be  the 

194,11   Fed.  Cas.   No.   5,954;  Reed  v.  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  the  defend- 

Cutter,  I  Story  (U.  S.)  590,  20  Fed.  Cas.  ant  was  not  injuriously  surprised,  and 

No.  11,645.  to  impose  such  terms  as  right  and  jus- 

Hegleet  or  Delay  Must  Be  Raised  in  An-  lice  might  require.     The  question  of 

ewer.  -  The  defense  of   unreasonable  unreasonable  delay  would  be  open  for 

neglect  or  delay  to  file  a  disclaimer  of  the  consideration  of  the  court,  and  the 

one  of  the  claims  of  plaintiff's  patent  complainant  could   recover  no   costs, 

cannot  be  made  in  a  suit  in  equity  to  There  is  no  reason  for  turning  a  parly 

restrain  an  infringement  where  the  de-  out  of  court  to  renew  the  litigation  after 

fense  is  not  set  up  in  the  defendant's  filing  the  disclaimer,  thus  subjecting 

answer.      Burden  v,  Cornin,    4   Fed.  both  parties  to  the  delay  and  expense 

Cas.  No   2,143,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  477.  which   must    necessarily    follow    and 

Inference    of   Unreasonable  Belay  Se-  without  any  benefit  to  either.    Smith 

polled.  —  The  granting  of  a  patent,  or  a  v.  Nichols,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.)  112. 

reissue,  including  a  claim  objected  to,  After  the  Term  of  a  Patent  Has  Expired 

and  a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  up-  it  is  too  late  to  file  a  disclaimer.     The 

holding  its  validity,  repel  any  inference  suit  cannot  therefore  be   maintained, 

of  unreasonable  delay  in  making  a  dis-  and  the  bill  will  be  dismissed.   Vacuum 

claimer;    in  such  case  the  plaintiff  is  Oil  Co.  v.  Buffalo  Lubricating  Oil  Co., 

not  bound  to  disclaim  until  after  a  de-  23  Fed.  Rep.  891. 

cision  of  the  highest  court.     Gage  v,  8.  Stutz  c.  Armstrong,  20  Fed.  Rep. 

Herring,  107   U.   S.   640;    O'Reilly   v,  843;  Hake  •/.  Brown,  37  Fed.  Rep.  783, 
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court  has  decided  upon  the  claims..^ 

e.  Costs  Where  Disclaimer  Entered  After   Suit.  — 

Where,  however,  a  disclaimer  is  not  entered  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  no  costs  are  recoverable.* 


citing^  Burdett  v,  Estey,  15  Blatchf.  (U.  Bramhill,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  95,  24  Fed. 

S.)  349,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,145.  Cas.  No.  14,213;  Smead  v.  Union  Free 

Diwdaimer  Aftor  Final  Hearing  or  Do-  SchooUDist.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  614;  Camp- 

oision.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  bell  Printing  Press,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Eames 

the  infriagementof  a  patent,  where  the  Vacuum  Brake  Co.,  44  Fed.   Rep.  64; 

owners  of  the  entire  right  for  the  ter-  New  York  Belting,  etc.,  Co.  v.  New 

ritory  within  which  the  infringement  Jersey  Car-Spring,  etc.,  Co.,  48  Fed. 

took  place  did   not  join   the   nominal  Rep.  556;  Taylor  v.  Archer,  8  Blatchf. 

plaintiffs  in  entering  a  disclaimer,  but  (U.  S.)  315,   23  Fed.  Cas.   No.  13,778; 

there  was  no  evidence  that  the  former  Singer  v.  Walmsley,  22  Fed.  Cas.  Na. 

had    unreasonably   neglected    to    dis-  12,900,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  558;  Proctor 

claim,  nor  was  any  such  defense  set  up  v.  Brill,  16   Fed.  Rep.   791:    Hake   v. 

in  the  answer,  the  court  allowed  them  Brown,  37  Fed.   Rep.   783;    Hayes  v. 

an  opportunity  to  make  such  disclaimer  Bickelhoupt,  23    Fed.  Rep.   183;    Bal- 

afier  the  final  hearing,  in  order  to  the  lard  v.  McCluskey,  58  Fed.  Rep.  880; 

rendition  of  a  decree  for  the  plaintiffs.  Myers  v.  Frame,  8  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  446, 

Myers  v.  Frame,  8  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  446,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,991. 
17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,991.  Glainif  Abandoned    on  Grounds    Othor 

Rehearing  upon  Terms.  —  But  after  a  than  Mentioned  in  Statute.  —  The   stat- 

suit   in   equity   for    infringement  has  ute  denying  costs  in  patent  cases  un- 

been  heard  and  decided  upon  its  mer-  less    a    disclaimer    is  entered   at   the 

its,  the  plaintiff  cannot  file  a  disclaimer  Patent  Office  before  the  commencement 

in    court,   or  introduce   new  evidence  of  the  suit  is,  by  its  terms,  applicable 

upon  that  or  any  other  subject,  except  only  to  patents  in  which  the  patentee 

at  a   rehearing  granted  by  the  court  has,  in  his  specification,  claimed  to  be 


upon  such  terms  as  it  thinks  fit  to  im- 
pose. Roemer  v.  Bernheim,  132  U.  S. 
103. 

1.  Gage  V,  Herring,   107  U.  S.  640; 
O'Reilly  v.  Morse,  15  How.  (U.  S.)  62; 


the  original  and  first  inventor  of  sub- 
stantial parts  of  the  thing  patented,  of 
which  he  was  not  such  inventor. 
Where,  therefore,  the  orator  did  not 
abandon  the  new  and  expanded  claims 


Seymour  v.  McCormick,  I9  How.  (U.    of  his  reissue  on  that  ground,  but  be- 


S.)  96. 

2.  Gage  v.  Herring,  107  U.  S.  640; 
O'Reilly  v.  Morse.  15  How.  (U.  S.)  62; 
Hniles  V.  Albany  Stove  Co.,  123  U.  S. 
582,  ]6  Fed.  Rep.  240;  Sessions  v. 
Romadka,  145  U.  S.  29;  Yale  Lock 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Sargent,  117  U.  S.  536; 
Hall  V.  Wiles,  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  194,  ii 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,954;  Silsby  v.  Foote, 
20  I  low.  (U.  S.)  378;  Electrical  Ac- 
cumrulator  Co.  v,  Julien  Electric  Co., 
38  Fed.  Rep.  117;  Burdett  v.  Estey,  15 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  349,  4  Fed.  Cas,  No. 
2,145;  Seymours.  McCormick,  19 How. 
(U.  S.)  96;  Christman  v.  Rumsey,  17 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  148,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2  704;  Tyler  v.  Galloway.  20  Blatchf. 
(U.  S.)  445;  Reed  v.  Cutter,  i  Story  (U. 
S.)  590,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,645;  ^chil- 
linger  v,  Gunther,  17  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 
66,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,458;  Aiken  v, 
Dolan  I  Fed.  Cas.  No.  no,  3  Fisher 
Pat.  Cas.  197;  Matthews  v.  Spangen- 
bcrg,  19  Fed.  Rep.  823;  Worden  v. 
Searls,    21    Fed.   Rep.  408;    Tuck  v. 


cause  of  his  laches  in  applying  for  the 
reissue,  the  statute  does  not  apply,  and 
a  decree  will  be  granted  without  re- 
quiring a  disclaimer  or  denying  costs. 
Mundy  v,  Lidgerwood  Mfg.  Co.,  20 
Fed.  Rep.  191. 

Diaelaimer  Hot  Heeded  or  Hot  Begarded 
in  DeoiBion. —  Where  the  question  pre- 
sented for  decision  was  whether,  not- 
withstanding a  disclaimer  of  one  of  the 
divisions  of  a  reissued  patent,  the  other 
divisions  of  the  reissue  should  be  sus- 
tained, the  statute  as  to  costs  after  a 
disclaimer  has  no  application  to  the 
suit.  Elastic  Fabrics  Co.  v.  Smith,  100 
U.  S,  no. 

Where  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
any  claims  in  the  patent  needed  to 
be  disclaimed  under  the  statutory  pro- 
visions, and  the  court  had  not  been 
asked  to  pass  on  any  claims  except  the 
first  one.  to  which  the  issues  were  lim- 
ited, it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
withhold  the  complainant's  costs  be- 
cause the  complainant  had  not  entered 
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XL  Pasties  TO  ACTI0V8  OE  AuiTs  roE  IVTinrexMEVT  —  L  Plain- 
tiff—  a.  Is  General  —  {\)  At  Law  and  in  Equity.  —  By  the 
patent  laws  of  the  United  States  an  action  at  law  for  damages 
for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  may  be  brought  by  any  party 
interested  either  as  patentee,  assignee,  or  grantee.*  And  provi- 
sion is  made  for  filing  a  bill  in  equity  by  the  party  aggrieved  for 
an  injunction  to  be  granted  according  to  the  course  and  princi- 
ples of  courts  of  equity.' 

(2)  Ownership  at  Time  of  Action  or  Suit  —  Aotion  %x  law.  —  The 
plaintiff  in  an  action  at  law  need  not  own  or  have  any  interest 
in  the  patent  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action,  provided  he  pos- 
sessed the  requisite  interest  at  the  time  the  infringement  was 
committed.* 

But  a  Suit  in  Equity  for  an  Iignnetion  must  be  brought  by  the  parties 
interested  at  the  time  in  the  patent  or  in  preventing  infringe- 
ment thereof.* 

(3)  Parties  in  Interest.  —  The  party  in  interest  must  bring  the 
suit  for  infringement,  whether  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  his  own 
name.* 

a  disclaimer.     Game  well  F.  Alarm  Tel.  lar  Co.,   2  Fed.    Rep.    239;    Lorillard 

Co.  V.   Municipal  Signal  Co.,  77  Fed.  v.    Standard    Oil    Co.,    2    Fed.    Rep. 

Rep.  490.  902. 

ContMting  Claims  Kot  in  Lunie.  —  Rev.  Aetion  bj  Patent  Owner  —  Anignmenti 

Stat..  ^  4922,  declaring  that  if  a  pat-  and  Agreamentf  to  Awign.  —  A  party  is 

entee  has  claimed  loo  much  in  any  part  entitled   to  maintain  an  action  at  law 

of  his  patent  he  shall  not  recover  costs,  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  unless 

does  not  mean  that  claims  not  in  issue  he  has  made  a  legal  assignment  and 

should   be  contested  for  the  mere  pur-  transfer  of  his  interest  in  the  inven- 

pose  of  settling  the  costs.     More  ex-  tion.     No  private  agreement  between 

pense  m ight  be  incurred  in  such  a  mode  him  and  any  third  person  looking  to 

of  trial  than  depended  upon  the  main  such  assignment  will  affect  his  right  to 

issue.     American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  sue.     Park  v.  Little,  3  Wash.  (U.  S.) 

V.  Spencer,  8  Fed.  Rep.  509.  196,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,715. 

1.  Acts  July  4, 1836,  §  14:  July  8, 1870,  Delegation  of  Right  to  Sne.  —  The 
§  59;  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4919.  party  in  interest  cannot  delegate  the 

2.  Acts  July  4,  1836,  §  17;  July  8,  right  to  another  person  to  bring  the 
1870,  ^  55;  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4921.  suit  in  the  name  of  such  other  person, 

8.  Spring  v.  Domestic  Sewing-Mach.  when  the  suit  is  not  for  the  benefit,  in 

Co.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  446;  Moore  v.  Marsh,  any  way,  of  such  person.     Goldsmith 

7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  515.     See  XI.  i.  b.  (3)  v.  American  Paper  Collar  Co.,  2  Fed. 

{a)    Claims  to  Past  Damages  Expressly  Rep.  239. 

Assiirned ;  {b)  Claims  to  Past  Damages.  Bnit  on  Original  and  Beiieaed  or  Im- 

Not  Expressly  Assigned.  proved    Patent.  —  Where    the    original 

4.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  29  Fed.  patent  and  the  improvemeni  1  hereon 

Rep.  316.  are   united  in   the  same  person,  they 

Expiration  of  Patent  Before  Keoeiiary  constitute  a  whole,  an  entire  right,  and 

Parties  Joined.  —  Since  a  court  of  equity  must  be  asserted  as  such  in  a  suit  in 

cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  until  all  of  equity  for  infringement.     Case  v.  Red- 

the  parties  in  interest  are  made  parties  field,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  526,  5  Fed.  Cas. 

to  the  bill  for  infringement,  where  the  No.  2,494. 

patent  has  expired  before  they  were  so  And  where  the  original  and  reissued 

made  parties  the  bill  will  be  dismissed  patent  are  both  in  the  same  name,  suit 

for   want  of    jurisdiction.     Hewitt  v,  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 

Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  patentee  or  his  assignee.     Thomas  v. 

367.  Shoe  Machinery  Mfg.  Co.,  23  Fed.  Cas- 

ft.  Goldsmith  V,  American  Paper  Col-  No.  13,911. 
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If  Tlioro  Aro  Sorenl  Pturtioi  in  Intorott  they  should,  generally,  be  made 
parties  to  a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement  so  that  the  entire 
right  may  be  represented,* 

6,  Assignees  —  (i)  Action  or  Suit  in  Name  of  Assignee  or 
Assignor  —  (a)  In  Ooneral.  —  Under  tho  Aot  of  1798,  no  action  could  be 
brought  for  the  violation  of  a  patent  right  but  in  the  names  of 
the  parties  having  the  entire  interest,  and  the  grantee  of  a  terri- 
torial right  could  not  bring  such  action  in  his  own  name.* 

Later  Statntee.  —  But,  as  previously  seen,  by  subsequent  acts  an 
action  at  law  was  allowed  in  the  name  or  names  of  the  persons 
interested  whether  as  patentees^  assignees,  or  grantees.*  And  it 
is  provided  that  a  suit  in  equity  may  be  brought  by  any  party 
aggrieved,  for  an  injunction  according  to  the  course  and  principles 
of  equity  to  prevent  the  violation  of  the  patent  right,  which  pro- 
vision IS  held  to  include  the  assignees.* 

Bait  by  Married  Woman  —  New  York.  A  Party  lUiolaiming  AU  Intereit  in  a 

—  A  suit  for  an  infringement  of  a  pat-  patent,  or  in  any  decree  rendered  for 

ent  owned  by  a  married  woman  may  be  the  infringement  thereof,  need  not  be 

brought  in  the  United   States  Circuit  made  a  party  complainant.     Graham  z/. 

Court  for  the  southern  district  of  New  Geneva  Lake  Crawford  Mfg.  Co.,   ii 

York,  in   the   married   woman's    own  Fed.  Rep.  138. 

name,  without  joining  her  husband  as  Suit  by  Joint  Stock  Company.  —  A  suit 

a  party.     By  the  laws  of  New  York,  in  equity  for  infringement  of  a  patent 

legal  title  to  the  patent  is  in  the  mar-  held  by  a  joint  stock  association  may 

ried  woman,  and  she   may    maintain  be  brought  in  the  name  of  those  who 

any  such  suit  in  her  own  name.     Loril-  represent  the  rights  and  interest  of  the 

lard  V,  Standard  Oil  Co.,  2  Fed.   Rep.  whole  without  joining  all   who  may 

902.  have  an  interest  in  the  assignment  of 

Bait  by  Beceiver  of  Corporation.  —  In  the  patent  held  by  them.      Bryan  v. 

Pennsylvania^  where  a  corporation  own-  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,066a. 

ing  a  patent  goes  into  the  hands  of  a  One  Part  Owner  cannot  maintain  a  suit 

receiver,  the  latter  gains  no  title  to  the  in  equity  against  another  part  owner 

patent,  and    a  bill    for    infringement  for     infringement    even    though    the 

brought   by  the   receiver  in   his   own  ownership  of   the   latter    be    only  an 

name  will  be  defective  for  want  of  the  equitable  interest.      Aspinwall    Mfg. 

parly  holding  the  title.     Dick  v,  Struth-  Co,  v.  Gill,  32  Fed.  Rep.  697. 

ers,  25  Fed.  Rep.  103;  Dick  v.  Oil  Well  2.  Tyler  v.  Tuel,  6  Cranch  (U.   S.) 

Supply  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  106.  324;  Whittemore  v.  Cutter,  i  Gall.  (U. 

1,  Dick  V.  Struthers,  25  Fed.   Rep.  S.)  429,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,600;  Moore 

103;  Hewitt  r.  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  r.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  515;  Bryan  v. 

24  Fed.  Rep.  369.  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas.   No.  2,oo6<7;  Val- 

Keoessary  Partial    (Generally.  —  In    a  entine  v.  Marshal,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

bill  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of  a  16,812a. 

patent  all  persons  who  have  a  title  in  8.  Acts  1836,  §  14;  1870,  g  29;  Rev. 

a  patent  are  necessary  parties  either  as  Stat.,     g     4919-        See    Valentine     v. 

plaintiffs  or  defendants.     Those  whose  Marshal,   28    Fed.    Cas.    No.    16,812^; 

titles  are  not  disputed  are  proper  plain-  Bryan   v.   Stevens,   4    Fed.    Cas.    No. 

tiffs,  while  those  whose  titles  are  dis-  2,066a, 

puted  or  questioned  should  be  made  4,  Acts  1836,  g  17;  1870,  g  55;  Rev. 

defendants.       Edgarton    v,    Breck,    8  Stat.,  g  4921;  Jenkins  v.  Greenwald,  i 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,279.  Bond  (U.   S.)   126,  13   Fed.   Cas.   No. 

Dispnte  and  Bonbt  ae  to  Interest.  —  An  7,270. 

objection  to  the  nonjoinder  as  parties  Aaeignee'i  Suit  A^^ainit  Prior  Grantee, 

complainant  of  persons  whose  title  is  — An  assignee  who  is  privy  to  a  prior 

disputed    and    whose  interest  in   the  grant  of  a  patent  by  a  patentee  cannot 

patent  is  a  matter  of  doubt,  will  not  be  prosecute  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  in^ 

sustained.     Graham  v.   Geneva  Lake  fringement  of  a  patent,   the  patentee 

Crawford  Mfg.  Co.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  138.  himself  being  unable  to  maintain  such 
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(b)  KfttTiro  of  Anigiimont  Entitling  AMipioo  to  8no  —  Aiiignment  m  Distin- 
gniilLed  from  Lioenio.  —  The  construction  placed  on  these  acts  is  that 
an  assignee  or  grantee  of  the  whole  patent  comprising  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  make,  issue,  and  vend  the  invention  throughout  the 
United  States  or  the  exclusive  rights  under  the  patent  within  and 
throughout  a  specified  part  of  the  United  States,  is  fully  entitled 
to  maintain  an  action  or  suit  in  his  own  name  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  his  right.*     But  any  assignment  or  grant  short  of  this  is 

suit.     Gottfried  v.  Miller,  lo  Fed.  Rep.  Newton   v.    Buck,  72   Fed.    Rep.   777; 

471.  Knight    V,   Gavit,    14   Fed.    Cas.    No. 

The  Sooordingof  tho  Anignmont  in  the  7,884. 

State    Department  according    to    Act  Anignmont  or  Orftnt  of  Ezcluftiyo  Higlit 

1793,  c.  65,  g  4.  was  necessary  before  Within  Cortain   Territory.  —  Waterman 

an  assignee  could  maintain  any  suit  at  v.  Mackenzie,   138    U.   S.  252;    Moore 

law    or    in    equity    founded  on   such  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  515;  Gaylerv. 

assignments.     Wyethv.  Stone,  i  Stoiy  Wilder,  10  How.  (U.  S.)477;  Wilson  :?. 

(U.  S.)273,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,107.  Rousseau,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  646;  Little- 

SoAoiont  Allegationf  of  Titlo.  —  A  bill  field  v.   Perry,  21    Wall.  (U.  S.)  205; 

alleged  that  by  mesne  assignments  and  Perry  v.  Littlefield,  17  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

grants  the  plaintiff  became  prior  to  the  272;  Perry  v.  Corning,  7  Blatchf.  (u. 

bringing  of   the  suit  and  now  is  the  S.)  195,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,004;  Val- 

party  interested  in  the  letters  patent;  entine  v.   Marshal,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

*'  all  of  which  by  said  assignments  and  i6,8i24z;  Bryan  v.  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas. 

grants   now    in    court    produced    and  No.  2,o66^i;  Ogle  v.  Ege,  4  Wash.  (U. 

shown   will    more    fully   appear.*'     It  S.)    584,     18    Fed.    Cas.    No.    10,462; 

was  objected  that  the  bill  did  not  show  Washburn  v,  Gould,  3   Story  (U.    S.^ 

how  the  complainant  was  interested,  122,  29  Fed.   Cas.   No.  17,214;  Cham- 

whether    as    assignee  or    grantee,   or  bers  v.  Smith,  5  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  12,  5 

whether  he  is  solely  interested,  or  the  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,582;  Russell  v.  Kern,, 

extent  of  the  interest.     It  was  held  that  58  Fed.   Rep.  382;  Russell  z^.  Kendall» 

the  allegations  coupled  with  the  profert  58  Fed.  Rep.  381;  Hobble  v.  Smith,  27 

and   exhibit  of   the   assignments  and  Fed.  Rep.  656. 

grants  which  showed  the  nature  and  Suit  by  Aadgnoo  for  Infringomuit  of 

character  of  the  interest  was  sufficiently  Sztonsion.  —  Where  an    assignment  is 

definite.     Clement  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Upson,  made  of  all  interest  in  and  to  a  patent 

etc.,  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  471.  for"  the  whole  of  the  United  Sutes,  to 

Billi  Showing  Assignoo'i  Titlo  Oroater  the  end  of  the  term  for  which  the  pat- 
tluui  Assignor's.  —  Where  a  bill  for  in-  ent  is  or  may  be  granted,  and  the  pat- 
fringement  brought  by  assignees  shows  entee,  securing  an  extension,  assigns 
that  more  of  the  title  was  conveyed  that  to  another  person,  the  original 
than  was  originally  vested  in  the  pat-  assignee  has  a  sufficient  title  to  main- 
entee  the  complamants'  title  will  be  tain  a  suit  in  equity  against  the  as- 
considered  defective,  and  not  entitling  signee  of  the  extended  term  for  in- 
them  to  relief.  Carpenter  v.  Eberhard  fringement.  Rugbies  v,  Eddy,  10 
Mfg.  Co.,  78  Fed.  Rep.  127.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  52,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

1.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  12,117.     See  Waterman  v.  Wallace,  13 

252;  Moore  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.   S.)  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  128,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

515;    McClurg  V,  Kingsland,   i    How.  17,261. 

(U.  S.)  202;  Knight  v.  Gavit,   14  Fed.  Assigiimont  toEnablo  Asiignoo  to  Bno^ 

Cas.   No.   7,884;    Newton  v.   Buck,  72  — Where    the    assignment    vests  the 

Fed.   Rep.  777;    Siebert  Cylinder  Oil-  whole  legal  title  to  the  patent  in  the 

Cup  Co.  V,  Beggs,  32  Fed.   Rep.  790;  assignee,  he  may  sue  in  his  own  name. 

Seibcrt  Cylinder  Oil  Cup  Co.  v.  Phil-  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  convey- 

lips  Lubricator  Co.,  10  Fed.  Rep.  677.  ance  was  made  an  assignment  and  not 

Aadgnmont  or  Qrant  of  Entiro  Bight. —  a  license  for  that  very  purpose.     Sei- 

Waterman  r.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  252;  bert  Cylinder  Oil  Cup  Co.  v,  Phillips 

Moore r.  Marsh, 7 Wall. (U.S.) 515;  Nel-  Lubricator  Co.,  10  Fed.  Rep.  677;  Sie- 

lis  V.  Pennock  Mfg.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  bert  Cylinder  Oil  Cup  Co.  v.  Beggs,  3% 

451;  Rapp  V.  Kelling,  41  Fed.  Rep.  792;  Fed.  Rep.  790. 
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a  mere  license  not  entitling  the  assignee  to  sue  in  his  own  name.^ 
(o)  Veoeioity  of  Salt  in  Aiilgnoo's  VAmo.  —  Where,  however,  an 
assignment  has  been  made  of  the  exclusive  and  entire  right  or 
the  exclusive  right  throughout  a  certain  territory,  it  is  held  that 
the  assignee  must  bring  the  suit  in  his  name,  and  that  the 
assignor  cannot  maintain  any  suit  for  infringement  subsequent 
to  the  assignment.  • 

(2)  Joinder  of  Assignee  and  Assignor  —  (»)  In  Goaeral.  —  As 
hereinbefore  seen,  an  assignee  possessing  the  exclusive  title  may 
sue  alone  without  uniting  the  assignor.'  But  oftentimes  it  is 
considered  proper  for  the  latter  to  be  joined  with  the  former.* 

Afliigiiee  Obtaining  Bonoflt  of  Prooaod-  For  suits  by  licensees,  see  in/ra^  XI. 

inffo  Bognn  bj  Assignor.  —  Where  the  i.  c.  Licensees, 

plaintiff  subsequent  to  the  institution  8.  Moore  v.   Marsh,   7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

of  the  suit    has  assigned    his   whole  515;    Herbert  v,  Adams,  4  Mason  (U. 

interest  in   the   patent  the  benefit  of  S.)  15;    Ross    v.   Ft.   Wayne,   58   Fed. 

the  proceedings  cannot  be  obtained  by  Rep.  404.     See  Herman  v.  Herman,  29 

the  assignee   by  a  supplementary  or  Fed.  Rep.  92. 

amended  bill,  but  may  be  by  an  orig-  Action  by  Assignoo  in  Kama  of  Prior  Af- 

inal  bill   in   the   nature  of  a  supple-  iigpiors. — In  an  action  at  law  in  the  court 

mental  bill.     Ross  v.   Ft.    Wayne,    58  below,  it  was  held  that  the  assignee  re- 

Fed.  Rep.  404,  63  Fed.  Rep.  466.  ceiving  all  the  title  held  by  the  several 

1.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  assignors  to  him  during  the  life  of  the 
252;  Gayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  patent  could  not  sue  in  the  name  of  all 
477;  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Gormully,  etc.,  his  prior  assignors,  but  only  in  the  name 
Mfg.  Co.,  144  U.  S.  248,  affirming  34  of  the  party  or  parlies  who  held  the  en- 
Fed.  Rep.  803;  Littlefield  v.  Perry,  21  tire  title  to  the  patent  in  suit  for  the  time 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  205;  Perry  r.  Littlefield,  being.  In  the  court  above  the  case  went 
17  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  272;  Blanchard  v,  off  on  the  point  that  the  exception  taken 
Eldridge,  i  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  337,  3  Fed.  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  ruling  had  been 
Cas.  No.  1,510;  Suydam  v.  Day,  2  waived.  Campbell  v,  Haverhill,  155 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  20,  23  Fed.  Cas.   Nc.  U.  S.  610. 

13,654;  Jaros  Hygienic  Underwear  Co.  Assignmont   by  Mortgago.  —  The   as- 

V,  Fleece  Hygienic  Underwear  Co.,  60  signee  of  the  whole  title  in  the  patent 

Fed.  Rep.  622.  by  a  mortgage  duly  executed  and  re- 

A  Mora  Ctontraet  to  Ctonvey  letters  pat-  corded  is  the  person  and  the  only  per- 

cnt  will  not  enable  a  party  to  maintain  son  entitled  to  maintain  a  bill  for  the 

a  suit  for  infringement.     Duber  Watch  infringement  of  his  rights.     Waterman 

Case  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fahys  Watch  Case  v.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  252. 

Co.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  697.  8.  See  supra^  XI.   i.  b,  (i)  Action  or 

Aifignmant  of  Bepurata  Claims  of  Pat-  Suit  in  Name  of  Assignee  or  Assignor, 

•nt.  —  It  has  been  held  that  where  each  4.  See  Whittemore  v.  Cutter,  i  Gall, 

claim  of  a  patent  standing  by  itself  is  (U.   S.)  429,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,600, 

a  separate  patent  for  the  device  cov-  distinguishing  Tyler  v.  Tuel,  6  Cranch 

ered   by  that  claim  it  is  competent  to  (U.  S.)  325. 

assign  the  exclusive  right  to  use  so  Joindor  of  Assignor  with  Assignoo  for 
much  of  the  patent  as  is  covered  by  any  Spocifio  Territory.  —  An  owner  of  a  pat- 
one  of  the  claims,  and  that  such  an  as-  ent  who  has  assigned  his  rights  to  a 
signment  wilt  entitle  the  assignee  to  specified  territory  to  another,  but  who 
bring  a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement,  reserves  to  himself  ownership  of  the  in- 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V,  Gormully,  etc.,  Mfg.  teresis  not  assigned  and  who  is  inter- 
Co..  34  Fed.  Rep.  893.  But  on  appeal  ested  in  protecting  his  rights  under  the 
in  this  case,  it  was  held  that  the  trans-  patent,  may  be  joined  in  a  suit  brought 
fer  of  one  of  the  claims  in  the  patent  by  the  assignee  to  prevent  infringe- 
was  not  an  assignment,  but  a  mere  ment  within  his  territory.  Woodworth 
license  not  entitling  the  licensee  to  r.  Wilson,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  712;  Buck  v. 
maintain  suit  in  equity  thereon  in  his  Cobb,  Brunner's  Col.  Cas.  550,  4  Fed. 
own  name.  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Gor-  Cas.  No.  2,079:  Otis  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
mully,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co..  144  U.  S.  238.  Crane  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  27  Fed.  Rep.  550. 
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Aetion  bj  Aidgaar  IHtiMot  Jdaiaf  AnigaM.  —  Similarly  the  assignor 
having  the  legal  title  to  the  patent  may  maintain  suit  in  his  name 
to  protect  his  own  rights  without  uniting  the  assignee.* 

(b)  AmigTiinmii  of  UndiTidod  Intonot.  —  Where  the  assignment  is  of 
an  undivided  interest  in  the  patent  right  all  the  co-owners, 
assignee  and  assignor,  may  and  should  be  joined  in  the  suit  so  as 
to  have  the  entire  legal  title  represented.** 

(3)  Action  or  Suit  for  Infringement  Prior  to  Assignment  — 
(ft)  Claims  to  PMt  Damagoi  E^roMly  Aidgned.  —  Where  an  assignee  has 
been  vested  with  the  absolute  and  unconditional  title  to  a  patent, 
and  has  also  in  terms  been  granted  the  profits  and  damages  aris- 
ing from  infringements  previous  to  the  assignment,  he  may  by 
action  or  suit  in  his  own  name  recover  such  past  damages  or 
profits ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  the  assignor  a  party.* 

Joiodor  of  Ownor  and  Party  Immodi-  252;    Moore  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

fttoly   Iignrod.  —  Where    the  owner  of  515;  Knight  v.  Gavit,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

the  legal  title  to  the  patent  and  the  7,884;    Valentine  v.  Marshal,  28  Fed. 

party  equitably  entitled  to  damages  as  Cas.  No.  16.S12  a\  Jordan  r.  Dobson,  2 

the  person  immediately  injured  by  the  Abb.   (U.    S.)  398,    13   Fed.   Cas.    No. 

infringement,  are  parties  to  the  bill,  it  7,519;  Van  Orden  tr.  Nashville,  67  Fed. 

cannot  be  successfully  objected  to  for  Rep.  331.     See  Whittemore  r.  Cutter,  i 

want  of  parties.     Goodyear  v.  Central  Gall.   (U.    S.)  429,    29   Fed.  Cas.    No. 

R.  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  356,  10  Fed.  17,600,  distinguishing  Tyler  v.  Tuel,  6 

Cas.  No.  5,563.  Cranch  (U.  S.)  325;  Brooks  v.  Bicknell, 

1.  Suit  hjOwnar  —  A^joBtmont  of  Eqni-  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  250,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
tiai  Between  Partiei  Kot  Joixied.  —  When  1,944;  Spring  v.  Domestic  Sewing- 
it  is  apparent  that  a  party  must  be  con-  Mach.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  446. 

sidered  as  having  the  legal  title  to  the  Pereons  Hot  Within  Bule.  —  In  a  bill 
patent,  he  can  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  in  equity  to  restrain  the  infringement 
for  infringement  in  his  own  name.  If  of  a  patent,  all  the  owners  of  the  pat- 
there  are  equities  between  parties  not  ent  are  necessary  parlies.  But  per- 
joined,  by  virtue  of  an  old  contract  and  sons  not  holding  an  assignment  in 
assignment,  thai  can  be  adjusted  in  writing  duly  authenticated,  and  who 
a  controversy  between  themselves  or  are  interested  only  in  the  net  proceeds 
their  legal  representatives.  Graham  of  collections  under  the  patent,  do  not 
V,  McCormick,  11  Fed.  Rep.  859.  fall  within  this  rule.     Jordan  ».  Dob- 

InoperatiTO  Contract  for  Aiiignment.  —  son,  2  Abb.  (U.  S.)  398,   13  Fed.  Cas. 

Where  a  patentee  made  a  contract  for  No.  7.519. 

the  assignment  of  part  of  a  patent,  but  Joinder  of  Assignor  with  AisigpMes  of 

because  of  the  nonperformance  of  con-  Separate  Interests.  —  The  infringement 

ditions  by  the  purchaser  the  contract  of  a  patent  is  a  tort,  and  an  action  for 

was  agreed  to  be  inoperative,  the  pat-  such  infringement  is  governed  by  the 

entee  may  maintain  an  action  for  in-  rules    relating    to    actions    for    torts, 

fringement    after    the    death    of    the  Therefore    the  assignees  of    a   patent 

grantee,  without  naming  him.     Phila-  may  all  join  with  the  holders  of  the 

delphia,  ere,   R.   Co.    v.   Trimble,    10  title  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  367.  damages  for  the  infringement  of  the 

Assignee    for    Partienlar    District    as  patent,  though  the  assignment  was  for 

Party.  —  Where  the  owner  of  a  patent  separate  interests,  one  undivided  third 

who   has  assigned   his  interests   in  a  part  being  assigned  to  one  and  two  un- 

particular  district,    but  still    has    the  divided  third  parts  to  the  other.     Stein 

legal  title  outside  of  that  district,  he  r.  Goddard.   i   McAll.  (U.  S.)  82,    2a 

may  sue  for  infringement  of  his  rights  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,353. 

without  making  the  assignee  a  party.  8.  Henry  v.  Francestown  Soap  Stone 

Canton   Steel   R  >ofing  Co.  v.   Kanne-  Stove  Co.,    11   Fed.    Cas.    No.   6,382; 

berg,  51  Fed.  Reo.  599.  Spring  v.  Domestic  Sewing- Mach.  Co., 

2.  Waterman  f.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  13   Fed.    Rep.   446;    Consolidated    Oil 
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(b)  daiaii  to  Past  Damagoi  Hot  EzproMly  Aoiigiiod.  —  But  where  in  the 
assignment  of  a  patent,  the  right  to  claims  for  past  damages  has 
not  been  expressly  conferred,  the  assignee  cannot  recover  them 
in  an  action  or  suit  in  his  name.* 

Aetion  bj  Afsignor  Aftor  Aiiigiiiiiont.  —  Where  the  owner  of  a  patent 
has  assigned  it,  but  has  not  parted  with  his  claims  to  past  damages, 
he  may  in  his  own  name  maintain  a  suit  to  recover  them.*     But 

WeU  Packer  Co.  v,  Eaton,  etc.,  Co.,  12  of  B  as  trusted  for  the  three  companies 

Fed.    Rep.    865;    Adams    v,    Bellaire  and   the   three   companies  themselves 

Stamping  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  270;  Mer-  was  surplusage;    but  because  the  ob- 

riam  V,  Smith,  11  Fed.  Rep.  588;  Shaw  jection  was  not  made  unti]  the  hearing 

V.  ColweU  I^ead  Co.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  711;  and  because  of  the  nature  of  the  vari- 

May  V.  Saginaw  County,  32  Fed.  Rep.  ous  assignments  and  agreements  the 

629.  bill  was  allowed  to  stand.     Dibble  v. 

Anwndment  Adding  Claim  fbr  Fait  Bam-  Augur,  7  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  86,  7  Fed. 

ages.  —  Where  the  assignment  of  a  pat-  Cas.  No.  3,879. 

en t  includes  all  rights  to  past  damages,  Bait  in  Equity   by  Assignee  for  Fait 

such  a  claim  may  be  added  to  a  bill  Damagss.  —  It  is  held  that  the  assignee 

brought  by  the  assignee  for  infringe-  of  a  patent  to  whom  are  also  assigned 

ment  after  ihe  patent,  by  amendment,  claims  for  past  damages,  cannot  main- 

The  claim  covered  by  the  amendment  tain  a  suit  in  equity,  on  the  ground 

might  have  been  joined  originally  in  that   he  cannot  at  law  sue  in  his  own 

the  claim  embraced  in  the  bill.     Nellis  name,  his  remedy  being  by  action  at 

V.  Pennock  Mfg.  Co.,  38  Fed.  Rep.  379.  law  in  the  name  of  the  assignor.     Hay- 

Proper  Partios  to  Suit  for  Fait  Infringe-  ward  r.  Andrews,  106  U.  S.  672. 


mant.  —  A.  being  owner  of  a  patent,  as-  1.  Jones   v.    Berger,    58    Fed.   Rep. 

signed  to  Ball  his  right,  title,  interest,  1006;    Emerson  v,  Hubbard,  34  Fed. 

etc.,  to  or  under  said  patent.     On  the  Rep.   327;    Matheson  v,  Campbell,  69 

same  day,   a  written  agreement    was  Fed.  Rep.  597. 

made  between  A  and  three  companies,  Aet  1886  Constmed.  — '  A  subsequent 

and  was  alio  signed  by  B  as  trustee  assignee  or  grantee  can  neither  main- 

for   the  companies,   reciting  that   the  tain  an  action  in  his  own  name,  nor  be 

said  companies  were  desirous  of  pur-  joined  with   the  patentee  in  maintain- 

chasing  the  said  patent,  and  providing,  ing   it  for  any   infringement    of    the 

among  other  things,  that  the  said  com-  exclusive   right   committed   before  he 

panics  and  their  agents  and  customers  became  interested  in  the  patent.     As  to 

were  discharged  and  released  from  all  infringements  after  the  assignment  the 

damages  or  claims  therefor  for  inf ring-  assignee  stands  in  the  place  of  the  pat- 

ing   the  patent;    and    that   A  was  to  entee,  but  the  assignment  of  a  patent 

have   the  right,  in  the  name  of  B  or  does  not  carry  with  it  a  transfer  of  the 

otherwise,  to  sue  for,  receive,  and  retain  right  to  damages  for  an  infringement 

all  damages  for  past  infringement  of  committed    before    such    assignment, 

the  patent  by  others  than  the  said  three  Act  1836  giving  the  right  of  action  .to  a 

companies,  and  the  right  in  lilce  man-  person  *'  interested  *'  contemplates  an 

ner  to  sue  for,  receive,  retain,  and  col-  interest  at  the  time  of  the  infringement, 

lect  all  damages,  profits,  and  royalties  Moore  v.  Marsh,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  515. 

for  infringements  of  the  patent  after  Assignment  of  Patent  and  Claimi  for 

the  date  of  the  above  agreement,  by  Past  Infringement.  —  A  party  cannot  as 

other  than  the  said  companies,   and  assignee  recover  in  equity,  profits  and 

their  licensees,  agents,  or  customers,  damages  for  past  infringements,  unless 

Subsequently    A    assigned    to    B,  as  to  him  has  been  assigned  the  title  to 

trustee  for  the   three  companies  and  the  patent  and  claims  for  profits  and 

for  A,  all  claims  for  past  infringement  of  damages   for    past    infringements,   as 

the  patent.     It  was  held,  that  a  bill  in  contemplated  by  the  Revised  Statutes, 

equity  to  recover  for  past  infringement,  Gordon  v.  Anthony,  16  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

by  one  other  than  one   of  the  three  234. 

companies  mentioned,  ought  properly  2.  Aetion  by   Joint   Ownon   for   Past 

to  have  been  filed  in  the  name  of  B,  as  Damages.  —  where  two  parties  owning 

trustee  for  A,  joining  A  as  the  owner  undivided  half  interests  in  a  patent, 

of  the  equitable  interest.     The  addition  assign  to  different  parties  their  interest 
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he  must  sue  at  law  if  the  recovery  of  the  past  damages  is  the  only 
relief  sought.^ 

c.  Licensees  —  (i)  Sui^s  by  or  on  Behalf  of — (»)  At  law.  — 
The  well-settled  general  rule  is  that  a  mere  licensee  of  a  patent 
cannot  in  his  own  name  maintain  an  action  at  law  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  the  patent ;  the  action  in  its  proper  and  usual  form  being 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  holder  of  the  legal  title,  on  behalf  of 
the  licensee.' 

(b)  In  Eqnity  —  Lioemea  Can  Only  Join  with  Legal  Owner.  —  So  in  equity 
a  licensee  cannot  maintain  a  suit  for  infringement  alone,  but  he 
must  join  with  him  the  legal  owner  of  the  patent  as  a  party  plain- 
tiff.*    The  licensee's  rights  are  to  be  enforced  through  or  in  the 

in  the  title  of  the  patent,  but  not  their  on  behalf  of  the  licensee,  it  will  not  be 

claims   for  past  damages  for  its    in-  discontinued  on  motion  of  the  defend- 

f  ringement,  they  may  maintain  an  ac-  ant  and  consent  of  the  nominal  plain- 

tion    in    their   joint    names    for    the  tiff.     Goodyear  v.  Bishop.  4  Blatchf. 

recovery  of  such  damages,  although  (U.  S.)  438. 

neither  of  the  actors  when  the  action  8.  Gamewell  Fire-Alarm  Tel.  Co.  v. 

was  instituted  had  any  interest  what-  Brooklyn,   14  Fed.    Rep.   255;  Ingalls 

ever  in  the  title  to  the  patent.     Spring  v,  Tice,  14  Fed.  Rep.  297;    Wilson  p. 

V.  Domestic  Sewing-Mach.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Chickering,  14  Fed.  Rep.  917;    Little- 

Rep.  446.  field  «/.   Perry,  21    Wall.  (U.  S.)  205; 

Joinder  of  ▲ssignoe.  —  An  assignee  of  Waterman  zk  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  252; 

a  patent,  past  damages  for  infringe-  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gormully,  etc.,  Mfg. 

ment  of  which  the  assignor  expressly  Co.,  144  U.  S.  248;    Paper- Bag  Cases, 

reserved,  need  not  be  joined  as  a  party  105   U.   S.   766;    Hill  v.  Whitcomb,  i 

complainant,  in  a  suit  in  equity  by  the  Holmes  (U.  S.)  317,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

assignor  to  restrain  infringement  and  6,502:   Nelson  v,  McMann,  16  Blatchf. 

to    recover    past    damages    therefor.  (U.  S.)  139,  17  Fed.  Cas.   No.  10,109; 

New  York  Belting,  etc.,  Co.   v.  New  Bryan   «/.    Stevens,  4  Fed.    Cas.    No. 

Jersey  Car-Spring,  etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  2,066a:    Rice    v.   Boss,  46   Fed.  Rep. 

Kep.  504.  195;    Gordon  v,  Anthony,   16  Blatchf. 

1.  Spring  i/.  Domestic  Sewing-Mach.  (U.  S.)  234,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,605; 
Co.,  13  Fed.  K^^.  ^t^  following  Root  Hammond  v.  Hunt,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
V,  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  105  U.  S.  6,003:  Blair  v,  Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  52 
189.  Fed.  Rep.  226:  Cottle  v.  Krementz,  25 

2.  Gayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  Fed.  Rep.  494:  Bogart  v.  Hinds, 
477;  Nelson  v,  McMann,  16  Blatchf.  25  Fed.  Rep.  484;  Birdsell  v,  Shaliol, 
(U.  S.)  139,  17  Fed,  Cas.  No.  10,109:  112  U.  S.  485;  North  v.  Kershaw,  4 
Potter  V.  Holland,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  70;  Huber  v.  Myers 
206,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,329;  Wilson  Saniury  Depot,  34  Fed,  Rep.  753; 
V.  Chickering,  14  Fed.  Rep.  917;  Jaros  Hygienic  Underwear  Co.  v. 
Waterman  v,  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  252;  Fleece  Hygienic  Underwear  Co.,  60 
Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V,  Gormully,  etc.,  Mfg.  Fed.  Rep.  622;  Moore  Mfg.,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Co.,  144  U.  S.  248,  34  Fed.  Rep.  893:  Cronk  Hanger  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  998: 
Chauche  v.  Pare,  75  Fed.  Rep.  283;  Clement  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Upson,  etc.,  Co..  40 
Goodyear  v.  McBurney,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  Fed.  Rep.  471;  Dorsey  Revolving  Har- 
S.)  32,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,574;  Good-  vester  Rake  Co.  v.  Bradley  Mfg.  Co., 
year  v.  Bishop,  4  Blatchf,  (U.  S.)  438,  12  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  202.  7  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5.558;  Blanchard  v.  4.015:  Waterman  v.  Shipman,  55  Fed. 
Eldridge,  I  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  337;  Tyler  Rep.  982.  See  Brammer  v.  Tones,  2 
V.  Tuel,  6  Cranch  (U.  S.)  324;  Suydam  Bond  (U.  S.)  100,4  Fed,  Cas.  No.  1,806. 
V.  Day,  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  20,  23  Fed.  The  Sole  Owner  of  One  Patent  and  Ex- 
Cas.  No.  13,654:  Birdsell  ?/.  Shaliol,  112  elusive  Owner  of  Another,  may  join  his 
U.  S.  485.  licensor  as  plaintiff  in  one  bill  for  an 

Diioontinnanoa  on  Consent  of  Patentee,  injunction  against  the  use  of  an  appa- 
—  Where  an  action  at  law  is  brought  ratus  infringing  both  patents,  and  such 
in  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  patent,    a  bill  is  not  demurrable  for  misjoinder 

70  Volume  XVI. 


PftrtlM  to  Aetioni  or  Soita  PA  TENTS.  to  lafriagomo&t. 

name  of  such  owner,  who  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  the  suit.* 

Joinder  of  Ownor  Agmlut  OoaMnt  —  The  licensee  has  the  right  to  join 
the  licensor  or  legal  holder  of  the  patent,  even  against  his  con- 
sent.' 

Bnit  Agalait  FAtontoe  in  Liooniee'i  Kuna.  —  Where  the  patentee  is  him- 
self the  infringer  of  the  licensee's  rights,  the  latter  may  sue  in  his 
own  name,  since  the  patentee  cannot  sue  himself  and  it  would  be 
improper  to  join  him  in  such  a  suit.* 

(2)  As  Necessary  or  Proper  Parties  —  (a)  simple  lieoniooi. —  It  is 
the  accepted  doctrine  that  mere  or  simple  licensees  are  not  neces- 
sary parties  to  a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement,  and  that  the 
owner  of  the  patent  may  proceed  without  joining  them,*  and 
indeed  it  is  held  that  they  are  not  only  not  necessary  but 
improper  parties.*  But  it  has  been  stated  generally  that  suit 
may  be  brought  by  the  patentee  and  licensee  together,*  and  that 

of  parties.     Huber  v.  Myers  Sanitary  8.  Littlefield  v.   Perry,  21  Wall.  (U. 

Depot,  34  Fed.  Rep.  752;  Clement  Mfg.  S.)  205;  Perry  v.  Littlefield,  17  Blatchf. 

Co.  V.  Upson,  etc.,  Co.,  40  Fed.   Rep.  (U.  S.)  272;    Star  Salt   Caster  Co.  v, 

471.  Crossman,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  568,  22  Fed. 

licensee  Suing  far  Damages  for  Fait  In-  Cas.  No.  13,321;    Hammond  v.  Hunt, 

fringement.  —  The  remedy  of  a  licensee  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,003;    Waterman  v. 

whose  only  claim  is  for  damages  for  Shipman,  55  Fed.  Rep.  982;    Adriance 

past  infringement  is  at  law  and  not  in  v,  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co., 

equity.     The  fact  that  he  is  obliged  to  55   Fed.   Rep.  288,  56  Fed.   Rep.  918. 

sue  at  law  in  the  name  of  the  patentee  See  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S. 

gives  him  no  standing  in  equity,  be-  252;  Root  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

cause  he  has  the  right  to  use  the  pat-  105  U.  S.  216;  Brush  Electric  Co.  v, 

entee's  name.     Ulman  t/.  Chickering,  California  Electric  Light  Co.,  52  Fed. 

33  Fed.  Rep.  582,  citing  Root  ».  Lake  Rep.  945. 

Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  105  U.  S.  189,  and  4.  Sanford  v.  Messer,  i  Holmes  (U. 

Hay  ward  v,  Andrews,  106  U.  S.  672.  S.)    149,    21    Fed.    Cas.    No.     12,314; 

1.  Kelson  v.  McMann,  16  Blatchf.  Grover,  etc.,  Sewing-Mach.  Co.  v.  Sloat, 
(U.  S.)  139,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,109;  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas,  112,  n  Fed.  Cas. 
Sanford  v,  Messer,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  No.  5,846;  Goodyear  v.  Day,  10  Fed. 
149;  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Clark,  46  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,566;  Goodyear  v.  Central  R. 
Rep.  789;  Waterman  v,  Shipman,  55  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  356,  10  Fed. 
Fed.  Rep.  982;  Paper-Bag  Cases,  105  Cas.  No.  5,563;  Potter  v.  Wilson,  2 
U.  S.  766;  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  102,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
138  U.  S.  252.  11*342;    Bryan  v.  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas. 

2.  Brush-Swan  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  No.  2,066  a\  Hussey  v.  Whitely,  i 
Thomson-Houston  Electric  Co.,  48  Fed.  Bond  (U.  S.)  407,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
Rep.  224;  Brush  Electric  Co.  r.  Electric  6,950;  Frankfort  Whisky  Process  Co. 
Imp.  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  73;  Brush  Elec-  v.  Pepper,  26  Fed.  Rep.  336;  Blair  v, 
trie  Co.  V.  California  Electric  Light  Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  52  Fed.  Rep.  226; 
Co.,  52  Fed.  Rep.  945.  Kearney  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.,  27 

Patentee  Hot  Found,  or  Hostile.  —  In  Fed.  Rep.  699;  Nellis  v.  Pen  nock  Mfg. 

Wilson   V.   Chickering,    14   Fed.   Rep.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  451;  Union  Switch, 

917,  it  was  said  that  if  a  suit  in  equity  etc.,  Co.  v,  Johnson  R.  Signal  Co.,  52 

for   the    infringement   of  a  patent  is  Fed.  Rep.  867.     See  Still  v.  Reading, 

brought  by  a  mere  licensee,  and  the  gFed.  Rep.  40;  Freese  r.  Swartchild,  35 

patentee    who    should     regularly    be  Fed.  Rep.  141. 

joined  in  the  suit  cannot  be  found  or  is  6.  Blair  v,  Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  52 
hostile,  no  doubt  there  are  methods  Fed.  Rep.  226.  See  also  Nellis  v.  Pen- 
known  to  a  court  of  equity  by  which  nock  Mfg.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  451. 
the  sui*^  may  proceed  for  the  benefit  of  6.  Birdsell  v.  Shaliol,  112  U.  S.  485; 
the  licensee,  he  being  the  only  person  Waterman  v,  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S. 
who  is  entitled  to  damages.  252. 
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it  is  proper  to  join  as  plaintiff,  with  the  owner  of  the  legal  title  to 
the  patent,  the  party  who  is  immediately  injured  by  the  infringe- 
ment and  who  is  equitably  entitled  to  the  fruits  of  the  recovery.^ 
(b)  IselasiT*  Ubwmim.  —  It  b  settled  that  exclusive  licensees  may 
be  united  with  the  patentee  as  plaintiffs  in  the  suit,'  but  it  is 
doubtful  if  they  are  necessary  parties.' 

d.  Executors   and    Administrators — (i)  WA^  Proper 

Parties.  —  It  is  well  settled  that  an  executor  or  administrator  of 
a  deceased  patentee,  who  has  succeeded  to  his  rights  or  who  has 
obtained  a  re-issue  of  the  patent,  may  maintain  a  suit  for 
infringement.* 

(2)  Joinder  of  Next  of  Kin  or  Heir.  —  But  whether  it  is  neces* 
sary  or  proper  to  join  the  next  of  kin  or  heir  does  not  appear  to 
be  free  from  doubt  in  view  of  conflicting  decisions.' 

1.  Goodyear  v.  Allja,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  in  action  to  insiitnte  a  suit  thereon  in 

S.)  33.  10  Fed.  Cas.   No.  5,555;   Good-  his  own  name.     May  v.  Logan  County, 

year  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C,  30  Fed.  Rep.  250. 

C.)  356,  xo  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,563.  Joiadtrof  Oo-«iM«ton.  —  Where  a  pau 

S.  Blair  v.  Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  52  ent  is  reissued  to  the  executor  of  a  de- 
Fed.  Rep.  226;  Patterson  v.  Stapler,  cedent,  and  a  bill  in  equity  is  brought 
7  Fed.  Rep.  2zo;  Sharpies  v,  Moseley,  by  such  executor  to  prevent  infringe- 
etc..  Mfg.  Co.,  75  Fed.  Rep.  595:  ment  of  such  reissued  patent,  persons 
Goodyear  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  named  as  executors  in  the  decedent's 
(C.  C.)  356,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,563;  will  who  do  not  join  with  the  com- 
Birdsell  v,  Shaliol,  1x2  U.  S.  486.  plainant  in  the  probate  of  the  will,  or 

8.  See  Hammond  v.  Hunt,  11  Fed.  m  the  surrender  or  reissue  of  the  origi- 

Cas.    No.   6,003:    Still   V.   Reading,   9  nal  patent,  are  not  necessarv  parties  to 

Fed.  Rep.  40;   Goodyear  v.  Central  R.  the  bill  to  restrain  the  infringement. 

Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  356,  10  Fed.  And  where  the  suit  is  founded  on  the 

Cas.  No.  5,563;    Freese  v.  Swartchild,  derivative  title  of  the  executor  and  not 

35  Fed.  Rep.  141.  on  the  title  of  the  original  patentee,  it 

4.  May  v,  Logan    County,  30  Fed.  cannot  be  objected  that  the  bill  should 

Rep.  250;    May  v.  Saginaw  County,  32  not  be  maintained  because  only  one  of 

Fed.   Rep.  629;    Hodge  v.  North  Mis-  the  executors  named  in    the  will    is 

souri  R.  Co.,  i  Dill.  (U.  S.)  104,  12  Fed.  made    a    party.     Goodyear    v.   Provi. 

Cas.    No.    6.561;    Providence  Rubber  dence  Rubber  Co.,  2  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  351, 

Co.  V.  Goodyear,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788.  10  Fed.   Cas.   No.   5,583;    Providence 

A  Fordgn  AdBialstrator  or  a  Paitj  He-  Rubber  Co.  v,  Goodyear,  9  Wall.  (U. 

rivlJBg  TiUi  Through  Him  may  mainuin  S.)  788. 

a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement  of  de-  6.  Hdr  Voeo«arj  Party.  —  In  North- 

cedent's  patent.     Smith  v.  Mercer,  22  western  Fire  Extinguisher  Co.  v,  Phila* 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,078;    May  v,  Logan  del phia  Fire  Extinguisher  Co.,  18  Fed. 

County,  30  Fed.  Rep.  250;  Hodge  v,  Cas.   No.   10,337,  it  was   decided  that 

North  Missouri  R.  Co.,  i  Dill.  (U.  S.)  Act  July  4,  1836,  5  Stat,  at  L.  117,  im- 

104, 12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,561.     See  Provi-  poses  upon  a  patent  issued  to  the  ad- 

dence    Rubber    Co.    v,    Goodyear,    9  ministrator  of  a  deceased  inventor  a 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  788;    Northwestern  Fire  trust  in  favor  of  his  heirs,  so  that  the 

Extinguisher  Co.  v.  Philadelphia  Fire  patent  must  be  considered  as  a  grant 

Extinguisher  Co.,    18   Fed.   Cas.   No.  to  the  heir  at  law,  the  administrator 

io«337«  holding  it  simply  as  trustee,  and  that 

llio  Anigiioa  of  an  Szoeator  of  a  dece-  therefore  the  heir  is  a  necessary  party 

dent  patentee  may  bring  an  action  at  law  to  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  infringement 

for  infringement,  in  the  United  States  of  a  patent. 

Circuit  Court,  in  his  own  name,  without  Koatt  of  Kin  or  Hotrt  Vot  ProporPnrtloo. 

oining  the  assignor  executors,  if  the  —  In  Hodge  v.  North  Missouri  R.  Co., 

aw  of  the  state  in  which  the  action  is  i   Dill.  (U.  S.)  104.  12  Fed.  Cas.   No. 

instituted  allows  an  assignee  of  a  chose  6,561,  it  was  held  that  under  the  patent 
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f.  Trustees.  —  Trustees  having  vested  in  them  the  entire 
estate  in  a  patent  right,  have  sufficient  authority  to  prosecute  a 

suit  in  equity  for  infringement  without  joining  the  cestuis  que 
trust  as  parties.^ 

2.  BefBndant  —  a.  In  General  —  (i)  Proper  Parties. — Ordi- 
narily  a  patentee  may  sue  any  one  who  in  his  opinion  is  guilty  of 
an  infringement,  and  make  the  proper  parties  defendants  in  the 
suit.' 

laws  ihe  interest  of  a  patentee  on  his  case  the  partial  owner  must  make  his 

death  passes  to  the  personal  represent-  copartner  in  the  ownership  defendant 

ative  who  may  apply  for  an  extension  in  the  suit.     Spring  v.  Domestic  Sew* 

or  a  reissue  of  the  patent,  and  it  so  re-  ing-Mach.  Co.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  446. 

mains  until  properly  assigned.    There-  Third  Ponons  Oonfodttrating  witii  Ownor. 

fore  until  assigned,  all  suits,  such  as  — And   it   is    settled   that   a   licensee 

for  infringement,  must  be  brought  in  or  assignee  may  sue  the  patentee  who 

the   name   of    the  administrator,   and  has  infringed  his  rights  and  third  per- 

since  the  next  of  kin  or  heirs  have  no  sons  confederating  with  the  owner,  and 

title  in  the  patent,  they  are  not  proper  make   them    defendants.     See  note   a 

parties  to  a  bill  to  restrain  infringe-  on  the  following  page, 

ment  and  for  accounting.  As  was  said  by  the  court  in  a  suit  by 

Hsixi  Sfi  Party  Whero  Patont  Assigned  a  licensee:  "  In  such  a  case  it  is  quite 
byDooodont.  —  But  it  is  held  that  where  immaterial  to  the  other  defendants 
the  decedent  has  assigned  the  patent  whether  the  owner,  when  made  a  party 
previous  to  his  death,  the  administra-  to  the  suit,  is  a  complainant  or  a  defend- 
tor  holds  it  subject  to  the  assignment,  ant.  It  suffices,  so  far  as  they  are  con- 
as  would  the  inventor  had  he  lived,  cerned,  that  all  the  parties  are  present 
and  therefore  an  heir  who  is  the  cestui  who  have  any  interest  in  the  contro- 
fue  trusty  the  administrator  being  the  versy,  and  that  a  decree  will  definitely 
trustee,  has  no  interest  in  the  contro-  determine  their  rights  as  between 
versy  as  to  the  patent,  since  his  inter-  themselves  and  the  owner  of  the  patent, 
est  has  been  forestalled  by  the  assign-  as  well  as  between  themselves  and  the 
ment,  and  to  make  him  a  party  to  a  complainant."  Waterman  t'.  Shipman, 
suit  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of  55  Fed.  Rep.  982. 
the  patent  would  be  a  supeiiluous  for-  Aetion  at  Law  Against  Co-ownor.  —  But 
mality.  Northwestern  Fire  Extin-  in  an  action  at  law,  the  court  was  not 
^uisher  Co.  v,  Philadelphia  Fire  Extin.  prepared  to  admit  that  a  joint  owner, 
^uisher  Co.,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,337.  b^  assignment,  of  a  patent,  could  sue 

1.  Bryan  v.  Stevens,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  his  co-owners  as  defendants  instead  of 

2,066  a\  Goodyear  v.  Day,  10  Fed.  Cas.  joining  them  as  plaintiffs,  thou/^h  such 

Ko.  5,566.     But  see  Stimpson  v,  Rog-  co-owners  declined   to  join   with    the 

ers,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  333,  23  Fed.  Cas.  plaintiff.     Van  Orden  v,  Nashville,  67 

No.   13,457,  wherein  it  was  held  that  Fed.  Rep.  331. 

the  truptees  having  the  legal  right  and  Third  Party  Ctoming  In  as  Dofondant  — 

the  r/j/Mi^ff^/rs^/ having  the  equitable  OroiS-bilL  —  A  third  party  averring  that 

right,  which  has  been  violated,  should  he  sold  to  the  defendant  the  alleged  in- 

join  as  plaintiffs  in  the  suit.  fringing  articles  used  by  him,  and  that 

S.  Curran  v.  St.  Charles  Car  Co.,  32  such  third   party  is  the  manufacturer 

Fed.  Rep.  835.  and  Is  under  obligation  to  the  defendant 

A  Vonrooident  of  a  Diftriot,  though  he  to  protect  him  against  all  suits  for  in- 

xnay  not  be  subject  to  service  of  process  fringement,  may  be  allowed  to  become 

therein,  and  to  be  sued  as  a  defendant,  a  defendant  in  order  that  the  question 

may  be  enjoined  from  committing  acts  of    infringement    may    be    fully    and 

of  infringement  in  the  district,  when  he  finally  determined.  And  this  though  the 

comes  in  it  for  that  purpose.  Kennedy  v.  complainant  and  such  third  party  are 

Penn  Iron,  etc.,  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  339.  both  nonresidents,  for  the  jurisdiction 

Co-ownon  at  Parties  Dofondaat. —  It  is  is  not  dependent  upon  the  citizenship 

held  that  any  person  to  whom  a  part  but  upon  the  subject  matter,  and  the 

of  a  patent  has   been  assigned  may  third  party,  by  asking  to  be  made  a 

maintain  a  suit  in  equity  alone  for  the  defendant,  submits  itself  to  the  jurisdic- 

protection  of  his  rights,  but  in  such  tion  of  the  court,  and  any  decree  ren- 
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(2)  Ri^At  to  Sue  One  and  Omit  Other  Infringers.  —  The  pat- 
entee is  not  obliged  to  proceed  against  all  who  infringe,  at  once, 
and  is  not  guilty  of  acquiescence  in  not  so  doing;  ^nd  he  has  the 
right  to  sue  any  one  of  several  alleged  infringers  and  to  omit 
others  in  his  discretion.^ 

(3)  Joinder  of  Joint  Infringers  —  Propri«tj  «l  Jdaing  Infriagtn.  — 
Several  defendants  may  be  united  in  an  infringement  suit  where 
they  are  joint  wrong-doers  or  there  is  privity  or  connection 
between  them.* 

Option  to  Join  lafiringon  or  Vol.  —  Parties  who  make  an  infringing 
article,  and  those  who  sell  it,  are  guilty  of  a  tort  both  joint  and 

dered  will  be  binding  on  all  parties.  S.  Wells  r/.  Jacques,  39  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
But  this  intervening  defendant  will  not  17,398.  See  also  Woodwonh  v.  Ed- 
be  allowed  to  file  a  cross-bill  which  it  wards,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  121.  See 
would  not  be  competent  for  the  orig-  further  infra^  XIII.  i.  a.  (4)  Uniting 
inal  defendant  to  file.  Curran  v.  St.  Several  Defendants, 
Charles  Car  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  835.  Corporation  and  Asiignoo  nndor  LuoIt- 

Bapplomont  BiU  Making  Third  Partiei  aney  Law.  —  A  bill  in  equity  alleging 
Defendants.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  the  infringement  of  a  patent  by  a  cor- 
infringement  of  a  patent,  complainant  poration,  and  that  the  assignee  of  such 
moved  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  corporation  under  a  state  insolvency 
bill  in  which  other  parties  were  made  law  has  continued  the  sale  of  the  in- 
defendants;  and  the  main  allegation  fringed  machine  on  behalf  of  the  cor- 
of  the  bill  was  the  charge  of  conspiracy  poration,  and  that  he  is  about  to  distrib- 
entered  into  between  the  original  de-  ute  to  creditors  the  moneys  realized  by 
fendant  and  the  other  defendants  to  him  from  the  property  and  assets  of 
maintain  the  defense  in  the  suit  and  the  corporation  without  regard  to  the 
pray  that  the  injunction  might  issue  rights  and  claims  of  the  complainants 
against  defendant  to  the  original  .bill  whose  patent  the  corporation  infringed, 
restraining  it  from  conspiracy  with  the  is  not  demurrable  for  multifariousness, 
other  defendants  and  that  it  be  ordered  The  pleadings  show  a  privity  between 
to  take  upon  itself  the  defense  of  the  the  corporation  and  the  assignee  in 
suit,  etc.  The  court  held  that  under  reference  to  the  object  of  the  action 
the  rules  of  practice  governing  supple-  and  the  subject  matter  thereof;  and 
menial  bills  such  a  bill  could  not  be  the  assignee  being  a  trustee,  he  is  a 
filed,  because,  among  other  reasons,  necessary  party  upon  the  same  princi- 
the  supplemental  bill  sought  to  raise  pie  as  an  agent  who  represents  his 
an  entirely  new  and  distinct  issue;  be-  principal  and  manages  his  business, 
cause  the  suit  was  not  defective,  and  Gordon  v.  St.  Paul  Harvester  Works, 
nothing  had  occurred  since  the  filing  23  Fed.  Rep.  147. 
of  the  original  bill  which  called  for  or  Action  by  Lioonieo  against  Patentee  and 
required  the  filing  of  a  supplemental  Confederates. —  If  a  licensee's  rights 
bill;  because  the  bill  proposed  to  be  have  been  infringed  by  the  owner,  and 
filed  was  not  a  supplemental  bill  or  third  persons  confederating  with  him 
continuation  of  the  original  suit;  be-  there  is  no  reason  why  all  the  inf ring- 
cause  it  was  not  alleged  in  the  supple-  ers  should  not  be  joined  as  defendants, 
mental  bill  that  the  parties  made  Waterman  v.  Shipman,  55  Fed.  Rep. 
defendants  thereto  had  infringed  the  983.  See  Littlefield  v.  Perry,  21  Wall, 
patent  as  set  forth  in  the  original  bill,  (U.  S.)  205;  Perry  v.  Littlefield,  17 
etc.  Tubman  v.  Wason  Mfg.  Co.,  44  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  272. 
Fed.  Rep.  429.  Allegation    of   Joint    Infringement  — 

1.  McWilliams  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Blundell,  Joint  defendants  in  a  bill  in  equiiy  for 

II   Fed.  Rep.  419,  citing  Van   Hook  v,  infringement  must   be   alleged  to  be 

Pendleton,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  187,  and  joint  infringers,  else  the  bill  will  be 

Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Goodyear  Dental  bad    on    demurrer.     Diamond    Match 

Vulcanite  Co.,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  375,  5  Co.  v.  Ohio  Match  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep. 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,543.  117. 
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several,  and  they  may  be  sued  either  jointly  or  severally.^ 

(4)  Intervention.  —  Persons  having  a  good  defense  to  a  suit  for 
infringement,  or  those  whose  interests  it  is  necessary  to  protect, 
or  who  are  in  privity  with  the  defendants,  may  be  allowed  to 
intervene  and  defend  or  help  defend  the  suit.' 

b.  Agents.  —  An  agent  who  has  been  guilty  of  or  concerned 
in  the  infringement  of  a  patent  may  in  a  proper  case  be  sued 
individually  or  joined  as  a  party  defendant  with  his  principal.' 

r.  Corporations  and  Their  Officers  and  Agents  —  Mt 

Agmiast  Oorporatioii  in  Corporato  Capadty.  —  Where  a  patent  has  been 
infringed  by  a  corporation,  it  has  been  held  that  a  suit  to  restrain 
infringement  and  for  an  accounting  should  be  brought  against  the 
corporation  in  its  corporate  capacity,  and  not  against  a  part  only 
of  its  stockholders  and  directors  individually.*     But  by  the  weight 

1.  Jennings  z^.  Dolan,  29  Fed.   Rep.  selling  an  infrin^ng  article  from  which 

861.     See  also   Goodyear    v,   Toby,  6  he  derives  individual  profits  and  com- 

Blaichf.  (U.  S.)  130.  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  missions,  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunc- 

5,585,  in   which   case   it  was  doubted  tion  and  account  of    profits   may   be 

whether  in  the  case  of  a  bill  in  equity  brought  against  him    personally,   al- 

for    infringement,    the     plaintiff    was  though  a  bill  will  also  lie  against  the 

bound  to  make  all  joint  wrong<doers  principal  to  prevent  him  from  infring- 

parties  to  the  bill;  for  if  they  are  liable  ing.     Steiger  v.   Heideiberger,  4  Fed. 

severally  as  well  as  jointly  in  equity  as  Rep.  455. 

they  clearly  are  at  law  the  plaintiff  Individnal  Suit  Agalnit  Shareholden 
may  proceed  against  any  one  of  them  and  AgenU  of  Copiurtnership.  —  Share- 
alone  under  the  51st  equity  rule,  holders    in    a    copartnership   who    as 

fi.  See   Ide   v.   Ball  Engine  Co.,  31  agents  thereof  have  been  infringing  a 

Fed.  Rep.  901.  patent  are  each  guilty  of  a  tort,  and 

Interrention  of  True  Owner  of  Infring-  each  is  liable  to  be  enjoined  by  a  suit 

ing  ArtiolM.  —  Where  suit  is   brought  in   equity    against  him    individually; 

against  a  common   carrier   who    acts  and   this   though   the  association  was 

merely  as  such  in  transporting  the  in-  such  that  under  the  laws  of  New  York 

fringing  articles,  and  has  no  ownership  it  could  be  sued  as  a  whole,  by  suing 

or   interest  in   them,  the   true  owner  its  president,  as  such,  without  making 

may  properly  be  allowed  to  become  a  all    the    shareholders    parties.       And 

party   defendant   on   his   petition    for  where  the  plaintiff  does  not  attempt  to 

leave  to  intervene.     Standard  Oil  Co.  sue  the  association  as  a  whole,  a  motion 

IT.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  521.  to  amend  his  bill  by  alleging  that  the 

Intttrvontion  on  Ground  of  Conunon  In-  defendants   were  severally   president, 

tanst.  —  Where  the  most  that  can  be  secretary,  and  directors  of  the  associa- 

inferred  from  the  matters  stated  in  the  tion   will    be   denied,   because  if  it  is 

petition   for  intervention   is    that  the  intended   to  aid  the  suit  against  the 

petitioner  has  a  common  interest  with  defendants  individually  it  is  unneces- 

the  defendant  in  defeating  the  suit,  be-  sary,   and   if   to   make    the    suit    one 

cause   if    successful   the   complainant  against  the  association  as  a  whole  it  is 

may  sue  him,  and  the  petitioner  does  improper.     Tyler  v,  Galloway,  13  Fed. 

not   state  or  claim  that    the    articles  Rep.  477. 

which  it  makes  are  identical  in  struc-  Joinder  of  Agent  with  Principal.  —  An 

lure  or  mode  of  operation  with  the  ar-  agent  for  the  sale  of  an  article  which 

tides  made  by  the  defendant,  nor  is  Infringes  a  patent,  is  liable  as  a  joint 

any  fact  stated  showing  privity  in  any  trespasser,  and  is  properly  joined^  as 

way  with  the  defendant,  the  motion  to  defendant  with  the  manufacturer  in  a 

intervene  will    be  overruled   and   the  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  the  infringe- 

petition  dismissed.     Thomas    Huston  ment.     Buck  v.  Cobb,  Brunner's  Col. 

Electric  Co.  v,  Sperry  Electric  Co.,  46  Cas.  550,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,079. 

Fed.  Rep.  75.  4.  Ambler  v,  Choteau,  107  U.  S.  586. 

8.  Bait  AgiUnit  Agent  IndividnaUy.  —  An  Action  at  Law  for  damages  cannot 

Where  a  party  although  an  agent  is  be   maintained  against  the  directors. 
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of  authority  the  suit  may  be  brought  against  the  officers,  direct- 
ors, and  agents  of  a  corporation  employing  or  authorizing  or 
assenting  to  the  use  or  infringement  of  the  patented  invention.* 
Joindor  of  OillMn  aad  Agouti.  —  The  officers,  agents,  and  employees 
are  often  joined  with  the  corporation  as  codefendants  in  the 
suit,*  and  it  is  believed  to  be  the  general  and  proper  practice  to 
join  as  parties  defendant  the  managing  officer  or  officers  of  the 
corporation.* 

shareholders,  or  workmen  of  a  cor-  spondents  are  sued  in  equity  for 
poration  which  infringes  a  patent,  infringement  as  a  partnership,  but  the 
United  Nickel  Co.  v,  Worthington,  13  proof  shows  that  they  were  organized 
Fed.  Rep.  392.  But  see  National  Car-  as  a  corporation,  it  may  be  doubtful 
Brake  Shoe  Co.  v,  Terre  Haute  Car,  whether  the  court  could  enter  a  decree 
etc.,  Co.,  19  Fed.  Rep.  515.  against  the  corporation,  but  as  the  de- 
1.  Cahoone  Barnet  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rub-  feet  may  be  cured  by  amendment  the 
ber,  etc.,  Harness  Co.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  court  will  proceed  to  examine  the 
582;  Goodyear  v,  Phelps,  3  Blatchf.  merits  of  the  controversy.  Needham 
(U.  S.)9i,  lo  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5.581;  Pop-  r.  Washburn,  4  Cliflf.  (U.  S.)  254,  17 
penhusen  v.  Falke,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,082. 
493,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,279;  American  Soi&oient  Allagatioaof  Conoertad  Vm  \ff 
Cotton  Tie  Supply  Co.  t^.  McCready,  EmploysM. —  In  a  suit  for  infringement 
17  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  291.  where  the  answer  shows  that  the  re- 
Corporation  Kot  Defendant  nor  Amanabla  spondents  are  employees  of  a  corpora- 
toProooM.  —  Where  officers,  agents,  and  tion,  an  allegation  in  the  bill  **  that 
stockholders  of  a  corporation  are  in-  respondents  are  using,'*  etc.,  though 
fringing  a  patent  on  behalf  of  the  cor-  not  explicit,  is  sufficient  in  point  of 
poration,  they  may  be  sued  in  equity  form,  where  the  proof  shows  that  what- 
and  restrained,  though  the  corporation  ei^er  the  respondents  have  done,  they 
itself  is  not  made  a  defendant  and  is  have  done  in  concert,  in  the  proseca- 
not  amenable  to  the  process  of  the  tion  of  the  business  of  a  single  estab- 
court.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v,  lishment.  Poppenhusen  v,  Falke,  4 
Packard  Electric  Co.,  61  Fed.  Rep.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  493,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1002.  11,279. 

Corporation  Hot  Servod  with  ProooM,  2.  Iowa   Barbed   Steel  Wire  Co.   v. 

—  Where   suit    for    infringement   was  Southern   Barbed- Wire    Co.,   30    Fed. 

brought  against  the  agents  of  a  corpora-  Rep.    123.      And    see    National    Car- 

tion,  and  by  an  amendment  to  the  bill  Brake  Shoe  Co.  v,  Terre  Haute  Car, 

the  corporation  was  made  a  party  de-  etc.,  Co.,  19  Fed.  Rep.  515. 

fendant,  but  was  not  served  with  pro-  Oljaetion  by  Corporation  to  Joindor  of 

cess,  and  did  not  appear  or  answer  other-  Xmployoot  and  Agents.  —  A  corporation 

wise  than  by  its  agents,  it  was  held  being  the  principal  contractor  on  work 

that  a  decree  would  bind  the  corpora-  in  which  a  patented  invention  is  used, 

tion   as  fully  as  though  it  had  been  cannot  object,  when  sued  in  equity  for 

made  a  party  to  the    record.     Eagle  infringement,  to  the  joinder  as  defend- 

Mfg.  Co.  V,  Miller,  41   Fed.   Rep.  351,  ants    of    its    employees    and    agents. 

citing   Lovejoy  v,  Murray,  3  Wall.  (U.  Bowers   Dredging  Co.   v.    New    York 

S.)  I,  and  Robbins  v.  Chicago,  4  Wall.  Dredging  Co.,  77  Fed.  Rep.  980. 

(U.  S.)  657.  Prindpal  Ctontraotort  and  Baboontraot- 

Asiignoe  Corporation  Kot  Xado  Party  on.  —  A  corporation  which  is  the  prin- 

Dofondant.  —  Where,  pending  a  suit  in  cipal  contractor  ot  work  on  which   a 

equity  for  infringement,  a  corporation  patented  invention  is  used,  is  a  proper 

succeeds  to  all  the  rights  and  liabili-  party  to  a  suit  for  infringement,  and 

ties  of  the  defendant,  but  is  not  made  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  its  sub- 

a    party    to    the    suit,   an    injunction  contractor,  another  corporation,  should 

granted  will  not  bind  the  corporation  be   made  a  defendant  in   the    cause, 

or  its  agents.     Bate  Refrigerating  Co.  Bowers   Dredging  Co.   v.   New    York 

V,  Gillett,  30  Fed.  Rep.  685.  Dredging  Co.',  77  Fed.  Rep.  980. 

Bospondonts    Sood  as  Partnership   In-  8.  Cleveland  Forge,  etc..  Co.  v.  U. 

stead    of  Corporation.  —  Where   the   re-  S.  Rolling-Stock  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  476; 
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PerBonal  Bospoadbility  tho  Tost  of  HoooMity  to  Join  Oftoort.  —  It  has  been 
said  that  the  safer  rule  to  be  applied  in  making  officers,  agents, 
and  employees  of  a  corporation  parties  defendant  in  a  suit  to 
restrain  the  infringement  of  letters  patent,  is  that  every  agent 
wb:»  performs  acts  of  infringement,  and  all  stockholders,  directors, 
and  other  officers  who  in  the  prosecution  of  the  business  of  the 

corporation  authorize  such  acts  and  are  personally  responsible 
to  the  complainant,  should  be  joined,  otherwise  they  are  neither 
necessary  nor  proper  parties.  ^ 

Lewis  V,  Standard  Laundry  Machinery  Philadelphia,    etc.,    R.    Co.,   69    Fed. 

Co.,  21   Biatchf.  (U.  S.)  184;    Consoli-  Rep.  833. 

dated  Safety  Valve  Co.  v.  Ashton  Valve  AUogatlon  of  Oi&cial  Cftpadty.  —  In  a 

Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  319;  Iowa  Barb  Steel  suit  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of 

Wire  Co.  v.  Southern  Barbed-Wire  Co.,  a  patent  against  a  corporation,  where 

30  Fed.  Rep.  123.  the  officers  of  the  corporation  are  made 

Proiidont  of  Corporatioii  as  Party  Be-  parties  defendant,  the  bill  must  allege 

fBodant.  —  In  Cleveland  Forge,  etc.,  Co.  such  parties  to  be  officers  of  the  corpo- 

V.    U.   S.    RoUing.Stock   Co.,  41    Fed.  ration  in  order  to  connect  them  with 

Rep.  476,  the  president  of  a  corporation  the  infringement,  and  prevent  the  bill 

demurred  to  his  joinder  as  a  party  de-  from  being  demurrable  for  muliifari- 

fendant  on  the  grounds  that  there  was  ousness.     Shickle  v.  South  St.    Louis 

no  specific  allegation  in  the  bill  that  he  Foundry  Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep.  105. 

personally  directed  or  participated  in  Appearaaoo  and  Answer  of  Oi&oer  Kot 

the   infringement;    that  no  case   was  Served  with  Process.  —  Where  the  presi- 

made  for  a  discovery  against  him;  and  dent  of  a  corporation  is  made  a  party 

that  singling  him  out  from  all  the  ofii-  defendant  to  a  suit  in  equity  for  in- 

cersof  the  corporation  indicated  a  spirit  fringement,  but  is  not  served  with  pro- 

of  personal  persecution  for  which  no  cess,  his  appearance  and  answer  will 

foundation  was  laid  i-i  the  bill.     The  cause  him  to  become  personally  a  party 

court  in  overruling  the  demurrer  said  to  the  bill.     Lewis  v.  Standard  Laundry 

that  it  had  alwa3''s  been  the  practice  of  Machinery  Co.,  21  Biatchf.  (U.  S.)  1&4. 

the   court  to  join  the  chief  executive  1.  Matthews,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Tren- 

officer  of  the  corporation  as  a  defend-  ton  Lamp  Co.,  73  Fed.  Rep.  212. 

ant;    and  that  an  injunction  or  other  Employees  Kot  Interested  nor  Personally 

order  of  the  court  was  much  more  apt  Gxdlty.  —  Employees  of  a  corporation, 

to  secure  obedience,  if  directed  to  that  who   receive    fixed    salaries   for   their 

individual  officer  by  name,  than  if  it  services,  in   no  way   dependent   upon 

was  against  the  officers  and  agents  of  the  sale  of  infringing  articles,  and  who 

the  corporation   by   that    general    de-  are    not    interested    in  or    personally 

scription.  guilty  of  an  infringement,  are  neither 

Vioo-President  as  Party  Defendant. —  necessary  nor  proper  parties  in  a  suit 

Where  the  vice-president  of  a  company  against  the    corporation  for  infringe- 

which  owned  a  patent,  on  behalf  of  the  ment.      Matthews,   etc.,    Mfg.   Co.   v. 

company  entered  into  agreement  with  Trenton  Lamp  Co.,  73  Fed.  Rep.  212. 

a  third  person  to  allow  him  to  use  the  Corporation  Not  Insolvent  and  OlBoers 

patented  machines  for  a  consideration,  Not   Personally  Onilty  or  Interested.  — 

the  machines  remaining  the  property  Where  the  president  and  directorb  of  a 

of  the  company,  it  was  held  that  in  a  corporation    are    made    codefendants, 

suit  to  prevent  the  use  of  such  ma-  but  it  is  not  shown  that  the  corporation 

chines  as  being  an   infringement  on  is  insolvent  or  that  the  defendants,  as 

another's  patent,   it   was  proper  that  individuals,  have  violated  any  rights 

the  vice-president  should  be   made  a  of  complainants,  or  have   themselves 

party  defendant.     Nichols  v.  Pearce,  7  reaped  any  profits  therefrom,  a  decree 

Biatchf.  (U.  S.)  5,    18  Fed.  Cas.   No.  for  an  injunction  or  accounting   will 

10,246.  not  be  rendered  against  them  individu- 

ABmilroad  Company  and  Its  SooeiTerB  ally.     A  decree  for  an  injunction  and 

are  so  related  as  to  warrant  their  join-  accounting    against    the    corporation 

der  as  defendants  in  a  suit  for  infringe-  would  be  binding  upon  its  officers  and 

ment.      Union    Switch,    etc.,    Co.    v.  agents  without  making  them  person- 
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S.  Defect  of  Partiet  — How  Objection  Hade— dr.  Plaintiff's 
Want  of  Authority  or  Title.  —  The  objection  that  a  party 
has  no  authority  or  title  to  maintain  a  suit  for  infringement  may 
at  times  be  taken  by  demurrer,^  whilst  at  other  times  the  ques- 
tion may  or  should  be  raised  by  plea  in  abatement  or  by  answer.* 

d.  Nonjoinder  or  Misjoinder  of  Plaintiffs.  —  So,  gov- 
erned by  the  general  principles  relating  to  objections  to  parties, 
the  nonjoinder  or  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs  is  to  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  demurrer,'  or  by  plea  in  abatement  or  answer,  according 
to  circumstances.* 

c.  Objections  Waived. — The  objection  that  there  is  a  defect 
of  parties  may  be  waived  in  this  as  in  other  actions,  and  ordi- 
narily if  the  objection  is  not  raised  by  the  pleadings  it  cannot  be 
done  on  the  hearing.' 

ally  parties  to  the  bill.     Howard  v,  St.  lock  v,  Tappan,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,412; 

Paul   Plow. Works.  35  Fed.  Rep.  743.  Cottle  v,  ICrementz,  25  Fed.  Rep.  494; 

See  also  Boston  Woven  Hose  Co.  v.  Adams  v,  Howard,  22  Fed.  Rep.  656. 

Star  Rubber  Co..  40  Fed.  Rep.  167.  See  also  Cleveland  Forge,  etc.,  Co.  v. 

1.  See   in    general  article    Parties;  U.  S.  Rolling-Stock  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep. 

and  the  following  cases:  Goldsmith  v,  476. 

American   Paper    Collar   Co.,   2   Fed.  Xethod  of  Oljeetiiig  to  FIm.  —  Where 

Rep.  239;    Dick  v.  Struthers,  25  Fed.  the  objection  that  the  complainant  is  a 

Rep.  103;  Dick  v.  Oil  Well  Supply  Co.,  mere  licensee  of  the  patent,  and  that 

25    Fed.    Rep.    106;    Jaros    Hygienic  the  real  owner  is  not  joined,  is  taken 

Underwear   Co.    v.    Fleece    Hygienic  by  plea,  and  the  complainant  intends 

Underwear  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  622.  to  rely  upon  the  objection  that  the  plea 

8.  Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Good-  is  not  a  proper  remedy,  he  should  set 

year,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788.  the  plea  down  for  argument  and   not 

8.  Hodge  V,  North  Missouri  R.  Co.,  file  a  replication.     Cottle  v.  Krementz, 

I   Dill.  (U.  S.)  104.   12  Fed.  Cas.   No.  25  Fed.  Rep.  494. 

6,561 ;  Still  V,  Reading,  9  Fed.  Rep.  40;  Haoesiory  ATonomti  of  Ploa.  —  Where 

Dick  t/.  Struthers,  25  Fed.   Rep.  103;  a  bill  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent 

Dick  V.  Oil  Well  Supply  Co.,  25  Fed.  was  brought  against  a  single  defend- 

Rep.   106;    Hobbie  v.  Smith,  27  Fed.  ant,  and  a  plea  was  filed  alleging  that 

Rep.  656;  Clement  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Upson,  the  sale  of  the  patented  article  which 

etc.,  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  471;  Blair  c.  Lip-  constituted  the  infringement  was  not 

pincott  Glass  Co.,  52   Fed.    Rep.  226;  made   by  him  alone,  but  by  another 

Jaros  Hygienic  Underwear  Co.  v.  Fleece  named  person  in  connection  with  him. 

Hygienic  Underwear  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  it  was  held  that  the  plea  was  bad  for 

622.  not  alleging   that   such  other  person 

Whore  tho  Befoot  Appoan  on  tho  Faoo  was  yet  living  and  within  the  jurisdic- 

of  tho  Doolaration,  the  objection  of  non-  tion    of    the    court.     Under  the    47th 

joinder  of  parties  plaintiff  in  an  action  equity  rule,  the  want  of  proper  parties 

at  law  for  infringement  may  be  taken  is  not  a  fatal  defect  if  the  parties  are 

by    demurrer.     Van    Orden   v,    Nash-  out  of   the  jurisdiction  of  the  court; 

ville,  67  Fed.  Rep.  331.  and  in  order  to  constitute  the  fact  of  a 

Whoro  Profiart  Is  Xado  of  tho  Aislgii*  want   of    parties    a  good  defense,   it 

mont  of   rights   under  a  patent,  such  should  be  shown  by  the  plea  that  the 

assignment  is  made  a  part  of  the  bill  persons  alleged  to  be  necessary  parties 

or  complaint  so  that  it  may  be  consid-  are  living  and  within  the  jurisdiction 

ered  on  demurrer  for  want  of  proper  of   the  court.     Goodyear  v.   Toby,   0 

parties.      Bogart    v.    Hinds,    25    Fed.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  130,  10  Fed.  Cas.   No. 

Rep.  484.  5.585. 

4.  Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Good-  5.  Adams  v.  Howard,  19  Fed.  Rep. 

year,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788;    Kearney  v.  317;    Forbes  v.  Barstow  Stove  Co.,  2 

Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co..  27  Fed.  Rep.  69Q;  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  379,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,923*. 

Hobbie  t/.  Smith,  27  Fed.  Rep.  656;  Car-  California  Electrical  Works  v.  Finck, 
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rf.  Amendment  and  Dismissal.  —  Where  there  is  a  defect  of 
parties,  the  defect  should  be  seasonably  remedied  by  an  amend- 
ment ;  *  and  where  parties  who  have  no  interest  or  title  in  the 
patent  are  improperly  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  a  bill  for  infringement 
with  parties  who  are  entitled  to  relief,  the  entire  bill  should  not 
be  dismissed,  but  there  may  be  a  dismissal  as  to  the  parties 
improperly  named.* 

xn.  AcTiov  AT  Law  fob  IVFBnresMEVT  —  1.  Form  of  Aotioi^ — 

TreipaM  on  the  Case.  —  The  infringement  of  a  patent  is  a  tort ;  but 
as  the  wrongful  act  is  not  committed  with  direct  force,  and  the 
injury  is  the  indirect  effect  of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant, 
the  form  of  action  is  trespass  on  the  case.' 

47    Fed.    Rep.    583.      See    Providence  jection  interfere  therewith.    A.  B.  Dick 

Rubber  Co.  v.  Goodyear.  9  Wall.  (U.  Co.  v,  Henry,  75  Fed.  Rep.  388. 

S.)  788.  1.  Cottle  V,  Krementz,  25  Fed.  Rep. 

OlQtotioni  at  Hearing  to  UnnooaMary  494. 

PutiM.  —  Where  the  joinder  of  certain  Aimmdment  of  the  Bill  may  be  allowed 

parties  in  a  suit  for  infringement  was  to  bring  in  the  proper  parties  plaintiffs, 

surplusage,  yet  because  the  objection  or  to  cure  the  joinder  of  improper  ones, 

was  not  made  until  the  hearing  and  Bassett  v.  Malone,  11   Fed.   Rep.  801; 

because  of  the  nature  of  various  as-  Cottle  v,  Krementz,  25  Fed.  Rep.  494; 

signments    and   agreements,   the    bill  Goldsmith  v.  American  Paper  Collar 

was    allowed     to    stand.       Dibble    v,  Co.,   2  Fed.  Rep.  239;    Clement  Mfg. 

Augur,  7  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  86,  7  Fed.  Co.  ».  Upson,  etc.,  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep. 

Cas.  No.  3,879.  471;    Blair  v.  Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  52 

Otgootioii  at  Heoiilig  Against  Complain-  Fed.  Rep.  226. 

Slits' lotarMt.  —  Where  the  complainant  But  an  amendment  will  not  be  al- 

in  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  infringement  lowed  where  it  would  in  effect  amount 

of  a  patent  has  failed  to  show  himself  to  the  institution  of  a  new  suit  against 

possessed  of  any  legal  or  equitable  in-  the    defendants     materially    different 

terest  in  the  letters  patent  on  which  the  both  as  to  plaintiffs  and  rights  of  ac- 

suit  is  founded,  the  objection  may  be  tion.     Goodyear  v.  Bourn,   3  Blatchf. 

uken  at  the  hearing  and  need  not  have  (U.  S.)  266,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,561. 

been  taken  by  demurrer.    The  objec-  An  Ixgnnetion  Will  Not  Bo  Bissolvod 

tion  is  not  that  there  is  a  defect  of  par-  on  the  ground  of  nonjoinder,  where  the 

ties,  but  that  the  complainant  has  no  merits  of  the  case  do  not  require  it, 

interest  in  the  subject  of  the  contro-  and  the  plaintiff  can  join  the  requisite 

versy;    it  is  a  question    of    evidence  party  as  coplaintiff  by  amendment  of 

rather  than  one  of  pleading.     Pelham  the  bill.     Bassett  v.  Malone,  11   Fed. 

V.  Edelmeyer,  15  Fed.  Rep.  262.  Rep.  801. 

Olgeetion  for  DeflMt  of  Title.  —  Where  8.  Edgarton  v.   Breck,  8  Fed.  Cas. 

it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  that  No.  4,279. 

the  complainant  has  no  title  in  the  pat-  8.  Rev.   Stat.,  §  4919;  Stein  v,  God- 

ent  to  sustain   the  suit,  the  court  is  dard,  i  McAll.  (U.  S.)  82,  22  Fed.  Cas. 

bound  to  take  notice  of  it,  though  no  No.   13,353;   Babcock,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Pio- 

objectton  was  made  in  the  pleadings,  neer  Iron-Works,  34  Fed.  Rep.  338. 

This  is  not  a  case  of  a  title  defectively  SnAoient  that  Allegations  Make  Action 

set  forth,   but  of  a  title  defective  in  on  Case.  —  Under  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4919,  an 

itself,  and   brought  before   the   court  action  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 

with  a  fatal  infirmity  acknowledged  to  ages  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent 

be  attached  to  it.     Wyeth  v.  Stone,  i  should  be  an  action  on  the  case,  but  if 

Story  (U.  S.)  273,   30   Fed.    Cas.    No.  the  complaint,   whether  called  a  dec- 

18,107.  laration  or  a  petition  under  the  code. 

But  when  no  objection  to  the  title  of  contains  all  the  allegations  material  to 
the  complainant  was  raised  until  near  make  an  action  on  the  case  that  will 
the  close  of  the  final  hearing  the  court  be  su^cient.  May  v,  Mercer  County, 
felt  bound  to  dispose  of  the  case  on  its  30  Fed.  Rep.  246;  Mvers  v.  Cunning- 
merits  without  letting  the  technical  ob-  ham,  44  Fed.  Rep.  346. 
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%  Jmiumg  «r  llpiitti»g  Cnm  €i  hHiwm.  — Though  the  declara- 
tion may  charge  the  infringement  of  one  invention  or  one  claim 
of  a  patent,  yet  in  many  cases  the  plaintiff  need  not,  and  often- 
times must  not,  split  up  his  causes  of  action.^ 

S.  Itodantiai — a.  Is  Gexeral.  —  A  declaration  in  an  action 
at  law  for  the  violation  of  a  patent  right  must  state  all  matters 
that  are  of  the  essence  of  the  action  without  which  the  plaintiff 
fails  to  show  a  right  in  point  of  law  to  ask  for  the  judgment  of 
the  court  in  his  favor.^ 


tm  iae  fai  OMt  m  fai  Awfiil..  ances  of  tliat  character.    Wilder  r.  Mc- 

—  Where  a  company    sold    machines  Cormick,  2  Blacchf.  (U.  S.)  31,  29  Fed. 

cmbodjriog  plaintiff's  inventions  to  the  Cas.  No.  17,650. 

defendants  for  ose  it  was  held   that  kMm  mt  ftrigjaal  PMtaU  tad  Inpcore- 

this  inraded  the  plaintiff's  rights  and  BMt.  —  Where  the  original  patent  and 

coorerted  the  pLaintiff's    property   to  the  improvement  on  it  are  united  in  the 

U»  owa  ose.     The  acts  were  tortioos,  same  person,  they  constitute  a  whole, 

and  an  action  on  the  case  would  lie  an  entire  right,  and  mast  be  asserted 

for  these  wrongs.     As   that  company  as  such  in  an  action  at  law  for  inf  ringe- 

received  money  for  the  property,  the  ment.     If  sach  caose  of  action  be  di- 

plaintiff  coald  waive  the  tort  and  sue  vid^d,  damages  being  claimed  in  one 

in  assumpsit  for   the  money.     Steam  case  for  the  infringement  of  the  original 

Stone  Cutter  Co.  v.  Sheldons,  15  Fed.  patent,  and  in  another  for  an  infringe- 

Rep,  609.  ment  of  the  improvement,  the  actions 

A  Bill  for  IHseoTMrj  in  aid  of  an  action  cannot  be  sustained.     Case  v.  Redfield. 

at  law  for  infringement  may  be  main-  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  526. 

tained  in  a   proper  case.     Colgate  v.  S.  Gray  v.  James.  Pet.  (C.  C.)  476, 

Compagnie.  etc.,  23  Fed.  Rep.  82.  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5.7I9. 

1.  Aetioa  on  lepwata  Invoition  or  Though  tho  Doelantioii  Ii  Hot  Ptonsl 
CiM^m.  —  There  can  be  no  question  but  in  Its  I^aao,  yet  where  it  embodies  all 
that  there  may  be  a  claim  for  two  in-  that  is  essential  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
ven lions  in  the  same  patent,  if  they  to  give  evidence  of  his  right  and  of  its 
both  relate  to  the  same  machine  or  violation  by  the  defendant,  and  affords 
structure;  and  an  action  at  law  can  be  to  the  defendant  the  opportunity  to  in- 
sustained  for  the  infringement  of  either  terpose  every  defense  allowed  him  bv 
one  or  the  other  of  these,  where  they  law,  the  court  will  not  encourage  ob- 
are  claimed  as  separate  and  distinct  jections  merely  critical  and  over-nice^ 
in  their  character.  There  can  be  no  and  will  seek,  even  on  special  demur- 
doubt  that  if  one  of  these  be  infringed  rer,  to  sustain  pleadings  substantially 
it  is  properly  a  subject  for  an  action,  sufficient,  and  thus  avoid  useless  delays 
Lee  V.  Blandy.  i  Bond  (U.  S.)  361,  15  and  expenses.  Wilder  v.  McCormick, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,182.  2  Blaichf.  (U.   S.)  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Patent  for  Combination  and  Improvoiiioiit  17,650. 

in  Parts  Thereof.  —  Where  the  plaintiff's  Averment  of  Unanthoriied  Vm.— Where 

invention  consists  not  only  in  a  com-  the  plaintiff  shows  that  a  named  party 

bination,   but  in  the  improvement  of  has  the  right  to  use  his  invention  and 

several  of  the  parts  of  which  that  com-  to  authorize  other  persons  in  the  United 

bination  is  composed,  the  violation  of  States  to   use   the   same,    in  order  to 

one  of   them    is   an   infringement   for  make  a /^Wm/z/artV  case  against  a  third 

which   an   action    will  lie.     Parker  v,  party  for   using   the   patent    it    must 

Hafrorth.4  McLean  (U.  S.)37o,  18  Fed.  affirmatively   appear    by   the  petition 

Cas.  No.  10,738.  that  such  use  is  not  under  the  authority 

Ono  Action  for  Bepoatod  Infringomontt.  or  license  of  the  party  competent  to 
--  Repeated  infringements  of  a  patent,  grant  it.  Still  v,  Reading.  9  Fed.  Rep.  ^o. 
I:  ^*  ""cpetition  of  torts  of  any  other  Contra  Formam  Btotnti.  —  Where  the 
kind  which  are  of  the  same  nature,  case  stated  in  the  declaration  is  within 
may  be  sued  for  and  recompensed  in  the  Act  of  Congress  to  which  the  dec- 
one  action.  There  is  no  known  doc-  laration  refers,  it  is  not  a  ground  of 
trine  of  the  law  that  requires  a  plaintiff  nonsuit  that  the  declaration  does  not 
to  split  up  into  separate  actions  griev-  lay  the  act  complained  of  to  be  against 
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b.  Averments  of  Title  — (i)  In  GeneraL  — In  an  action  at 
law  for  the  violation  of  a  patent  right  the  declaration  ought 
always  to  show  a  title  in  the  plaintiff,  and  show  it  with  conven- 
ient certainty.* 

(2)  Founded  on  Grant  of  Patent.  —  The  title  which  the  plaintiff 
must  show  is  founded  on  the  grant  by  the  United  States  of  the 
exclusive  property  of  the  invention ;  and  if  the  declaration  avers 
that  such  grant,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law,  was  issued,  it 
shows  the  very  title  on  which  the  action  is  founded,  and  on  which 
prima  facie  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  declaration  to  aver  that  those  preliminary  steps  were 
taken  without  which  a  valid  grant  could  not  issue,  for  this  is 
covered  by  the  allegation  that  the  grant  was  lawfully  issued,  and 
the  court  will  presume  that  all  the  steps  were  properly  taken.* 

the   form   of  the  statute,  but    merely  2.  Cutting  v,  Myers«  4  Wash.  (U.  S.) 

claims  damages  at  common  law.     The  220,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,520;  Van  Hook 

averment  contra  formam  statuti  is  mat-  v.  Wood,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16.854:  Noe 

ter  of  form,  the  want  of  which  will  be  v.  Prentice,  iS  Fed.  Cas.   No.  10,284a; 

cuied  by  verdict.    Tryon  v.  White,  Pet.  Wilder  t^.  McCormick,  2  Blatchf.  (U. 

(C.  C.)  96,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,208.  S.)  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17*650. 

Conelwioii  DwnaniHng  BamagM  in  OroM.  ATermont  of  DeUvery  or  of  Preroqviiite 

—  In  an  action  on  the  case,  the  grava-  Acts.  —  If  the  delivery  of  the  patent  is 

men  being  the  tortious  infringement  of  not  averred  the  declaration  must  allege 

the  plainii£f's  patent,  a  demand  of  dam-  the  fulfilment  of  the  acts  prerequisite 

ages  in  gross  is  a  proper  conclusion  of  to  the  issuance  of  a  lawful    patent, 

the  declaration.    Wilder  v.  McCormick,  Delivery  will  not  be  implied  from  an 

2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the 

17,650.  patent    was    made    out    containing  a 

1.  Gray  v.  James,   Pet.  (C.  C.)  476,  granjt  of  the  exclusive  right  to  the  in- 

10   Fed.    Cas.    No.  5,719;    Cutting  v,  vention.     Cutting  v,  Myers,  4  Wash. 

Myers,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  220,  6  Fed.  Cas,  (U.  S.)  220,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,520;  Van 

No.  3,520.  Hook  V.  Wood,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,854. 

Title  Dopendont  on  Porformanee  of  Cor-  Avemients  ConoomiBg  Bonewal  of  Pat- 
tain  Aoto.  —  If  in  an  action  at  law  for  ont.  —  If  it  is  admitted  that  the  making 
the  violation  of  a  patent  the  plaintiff's  out  and  recording  a  patent  does  not  im- 
title  depends  upon  the  performance  of  port  its  delivery,  and  is  accordingly  a 
certain  acts  he  must  in  his  declaration  defective  averment  of  the  grant  thereof 
affirm  the  performance  of  those  acts,  under  Act  1793,  yet  a  distinction  may 
Gray  v,  James,  Pet.  (C.  C.)476,  10  Fed.  be  taken  in  respect  to  renewals  under 
Cas.  No.  5,719.  Act  1837(5  Stat,  at  L.  191);  there  being 

Dofeeto  Cnrod  by  Yerdiet.  —  In  an  ac-  nothing  in  the  latter  statute  indicating 

tion  at  law  for  the  violation  of  a  patent  that  the  commissioner  is  to  do  more 

right,  if  enough  is  stated  in  the  dec-  than  make  a  certificate  and  record  it  on 

la  ration  to  show  title  in  the  plaintiff  the    patent    to    perfect    the    renewal, 

and  with  sufficient  certainty  to  enable  whereas  the  former  is  supposed  to  de- 

the  court  to  give  judgment,  but  with  mand  also,  after  all   the   acts  of  the 

less  certainty  than  the  case  admitted  officers  are  fully  performed,  a  delivery 

of,  and  without  specifying  some  points  or  issue  of  letters  patent  to  the  pat- 

which,  for  the  purpose  of  notice  to  the  entee.     Making  the  certificate  becomes 

adverse  party  or  otherwise,  ought  to  in   such  case  tantamount  to  delivery, 

have  been  stated,  the  defect  is  cured  The  act  also  declares  that  such  '-ertifi- 

by  the  verdict.    The  court  will  presume  cate  and  the  certificate  of   the  board 

that  all  such  omissions  were  supplied  ought  to   be   recorded    in   the  Patent 

and  obscurities  explained  at  the  trial  by  Office.     Where,  therefore,  the  declara- 

the  evidence  given  to  the  jury.    Gray  v,  tion  in  an  action  at  law  avers  such  rec- 

James,  Pet.  (C.  C.)476.  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  ord  and  makes  a  profert  of  it,  as  the 

5,719,  citedin  Kay  v,  Fredrigal,  3  Pa.  St.  record  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  is 

222;  Richardson  v.  Farmer,  36  Mo.  46.  subsequent  and  consequent  to  making 
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(3)  Faun€Ud  an  Assigntnents.  —  If  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  is 
derived  from  assignments  of  the  patent  the  declaration  should  so 
state,  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  set  forth  a  perfect 
instrument  of  assignment  in  order  to  maintain  his  action.^ 

the  certificate    on   the    patent,   and   a        Oljaetioii  to  Dedvetioa  of  Titlo  to  £z- 

transcript  of  it,  the  averment  of  such  tamloii.  —  Where  the  declaration  in  an 

record  implies  the  performance  of  the  acaun  at  law  for  the  infringement  ui  a 

previous    steps    by  the   commissioner  patent  avers  the  renewal  of  a  patent 

upon  the  execution  of  which  only  could  and   the  vesting  in  the  administrator 

the  record  exist.     Van  Hook  v.  Wood,  of   the    whole   of   the   extended  term, 

28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,854.  and  that  afterwards  the  administrator 

BonowalXade  "  on  tho  Patent/'  —  The  assigned  his  right  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
patent  act  requires  the  commissioner  to  that  the  assignment  was  duly  recorded, 
extend  a  patent  "  by  making  a  certifi-  and  that  infringements  have  continued 
cate  to  that  effect  on  the  patent.'*  An  to  be  committed  to  the  present  period, 
averment  in  the  declaration  in  an  ac-  the  objection  that  the  declaration  does 
tion  at  law  for  the  infringement,  that  not  set  forth  a  sufficient  title  in  the 
the  commissioner  did  renew  and  ex-  plaintiff  cannot  be  raised  by  general 
tend  the  patent  by  making  a  certificate  demurrer.  If  the  deduction  of  title  is 
of  such  extftnsion,  without  averring  in  imperfect  in  respect  to  the  term  an- 
te rms  that  it  was  made  on  the  patent,  tenor  to  the  extension  of  the  patent,  it 
though  a  loose  and  summary  netting  would  only  limit  the  plaintiff's  recov- 
up  a  title  derived  through  a  statute,  is  ery  to  the  posterior  term,  and  not  bar 
not  insufficient  upon  general  demurrer  his  action;  and  accordingly  the  objec- 
where  it  also  alleges  that  by  virtue  of  tion  is  not  one  that  can  be  raised 
the  certificate  made  the  letters  patent  on  general  demurrer.  Van  Hook  v. 
became  of  the  same  force  and  effect  in  Wood,  38  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,854. 
law  as  if  originally  granted  for  twenty-  VooMsity  of  Alleging  Boeoordation  of 
one  years.  It  is  sufficient  also  because  Asslgnmont. —  A  demurrer  on  the 
it  was  matter  of  evidence  to  be  made  ground  that  the  declaration  does  not 
out  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  aver  that  the  assignments  of  the  patent 
rules  of  pleading  do  not  exact  the  toiheplaintiff  have  been  recorded  in  the 
statement  of  particulars  to  be  proved  Patent  Office  will  be  overruled,  since  the 
in  support  of  the  right  when  the  right  recording  is  not  essential  as  between 
is  substantially  averred.  Van  Hook  v.  the  parties  and  against  strangers,  but 
Wood,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,854.  is  only  necessary  by  way  of  noiicc. 

Tlmo  of  XaUng  Invention.  —  The  dec-  Case  :•.  Red  field,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  526. 
laration  need  not  aver  at  what  time  the        Acts  lygj  and  i8j6    Construed,—  It 

invention   patented    was    made.      The  might  have   been   prerequiste  to  the 

patent  law  nowhere  requires  the  pat-  passing  of  title  under  Act  1793  to  aver 

entee   to  allege  or    prove    the   specific  that   the  assignments  through  which 

time  of  his  invention.     Wilder  v,  Mc-  the    plaintiff    claimed  were    duly  re- 

Cormick.  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  31,  29  Fed.  corded,  and  the  declaration  rendered 

Cas.  No.  17.650.  bad  on  demurrer  by  failure  to  so  aver. 

1.  Van   Hook  v.  Wood,  28  Fed.  Cas.  But  Act  1836,  g  11'  (5  Stat,  at  L.  121), 

No.  16,854..  varies  essentially  the  language  of  Act 

Allegation  that  Aisignment  Was  Sabee-  1793.  Under  Act  1836  the  patent  is 
qnent  to  Applioation.  —  A  declaration  in  made  assignable  without  restrictions 
an  action  at  law  for  the  infringement  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  and  it  is 
of  a  patent  averring  that  the  inventor  directed  that  the  assignment  be  re- 
did, before  the  issuance  of  letters  pat-  corded  within  three  months.  For  three 
ent,  etc.,  assign  his  right,  title,  and  in-  months  at  least,  therefore,  the  assign- 
terest  in  the  said  invention  or  design  ment  would  operate  and  convey  a  per- 
to  the  said  plaintiffs,  etc.,  is  not  open  feet  title,  and  the  noncompliance  wi'.h 
to  the  objection  that  it  does  not  allege  a  condition  subsequent  (if  the  record- 
that  the  assignment  was  made  after  the  ing  be  a  condition  at  all)  would,  upon 
application  for  the  patent.  An  inven-  the  principles  of  the  common  law. 
tion  of  a  machine  may  be  assigned  as  leave  the  interest  in  the  grantee  until 
well  before  as  after  the  application  for  due  entry  or  claim  by  the  party  en- 
a  patent.  Rath  bone  v,  Orr,  5  McLean  titled  to  take  advantage  of  the  breach 
<U.  S.)  131,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,585.  of  condition,  and  this  must  usually  be 
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c.  Describing  or  Designating  Patent  —  Profert  —  iettisf 

Out  SatetaiiM.  —  It  is,  in  general,  necessary  for  the  declaration  to 
sufficiently  describe  or  identify  the  patent  sued  on.  This  may  be 
done  by  setting  forth  the  letters  patent  according  to  their  legal 
tenor  or  effect,  or  by  stating  the  substance  of  the  grant.* 

Aanaixatian  of  Copj.  —  It  ma}'  also  be  done  by  annexing  a  copy  of 
the  letters  patent  and  specification  to  the  declaration  and  refer- 
ring therein  to  them  or  by  making  profert  of  the  letters  patent.* 

d.  Averments  of  Novelty,  Utility,  Public  Use.  —  The 
declaration  should  tender  an  issue  upon  the  novelty  and  utility 
of  the  discovery  patented,  these  being  essential  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  any  exclusive  privilege  under  the  patent.' 

the  paitT  from  whom  the  grant  pro-  8.  Profert  of  Lotten  Patent  Snfleieat. — 

ceeds.     Van  Hook  v.  Wood,   28  Fed.  The  profert  of  letters  patent  (of  which 

Cas.  No.  16,854.  the  specification  is  a  part)  makes  the 

Defect  Cured  by  Verdict.  —  Under  Act  letters  patent,  when  produced,  a  part  of 

I793i  it  was  held  that  if  the  declaration  the  declaration,  and  so  gives  all  the 

did  not  aver  the  recording  of  the  assign*  certainty  as  to  the  invention  and  im- 

ment  the  defect  would  be  cured  by  ver-  provement  patented  which  is  required 

diet.     Dobson  v,  Campbell,   i  Sumn.  by  law.     It  would  be  more  formal  to 

(U.  S.)  310,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,945.  annex  a  copy  of  the  letters  patent  and 

1.  SoAdont  Deieription  or  DMlgnation  specification  to  the  declaration,  and  to 

€f  Patent,  —  It  is  sufficient  to  state  in  refer  thereto  in  the  declaration,  but  the 

the  declaration  the  substance   of  the  common  practice  is  the  other  way,  and 

grant.     Tryon  r.  White,   Pet.  (C.   C.)  there   is   no  objection    to  it.     Pitts  v, 

96,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,208.    And  where  Whitman,  2  Story  (U.  S.)  609. 

the  patent  is  designated  by  the  terms  Soffioient  AUagationi  of  Profort.  —  An 

which  itself  uses,  it  will  be  sufficient  allegation  that  **  as  by  the  said  letters 

description  of  the  patent  without  going  patent  and  specification,  all  in  due  form 

into  the  particulars  as  contained  in  the  of  law,  ready  in  court  to  be  produced, 

specification.     A  specification  is  a  mat-  will  fully  appear,**  is  equivalent  to  pro- 

ter  of  evidence  to  be  used  at  the  trial,  fert  in  the  most  formal  and  ample  terms, 

and  if  the  defendant  desires  he  may  It    tenders    the    entire    grant    to    the 

have  it  placed  on  the  record  by  asking  inspection    of    the    court    and    party, 

oyer  of  it.     Gray  v.  James,  Pet.  (C.  C.)  Wilder  v,  McCormick,  2  Blatchf.  (U. 

476.  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,719,  followed  S.)  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,650. 

by  Cutting  v.  Myers,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  Oyor  of  Letteri  Patent.  —  The  defend- 

220,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3.520.  ant  cannot  of  right  demand  oyer  of  let- 

Whero  the  Bodaration  ProieMOfl  to  Bet  ters  patent  to  which  the  declaration 
Porth  the  Speeifioation  as  part  of  the  refers;  but  he  can  obtain  them  if  he  de- 
grant  according  to  its  tenor,  the  slight-  sires,  since  they  are  matter  of  record. 
est  variation  will  be  fatal,  and  entitle  Singer  r.  Wilson,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
the  defendant  to  a  nonsuit.     Tryon  v.  12,901. 

White,  Pet.  (C.  C.)  96,  24   Fed.  Cas.  Effect  of  Profert  of  Aatignment  —  Be- 
No.  14,208.  murrer.  —  Although  the  authorities  are 

Vie    of   Word    "Import"    Instead    of  by  no  means  unanimous,  the  weight  of 

"  Tenor."  —  Where     the      declaration  opinion  is  in  favor  of  the  proposition 

avers  the  patent  and  specification  to  be  that  where  the  complaint,  in  an  action 

"in   language  of  the   import   and   to  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  makes 

the  effect   following,'*   it  cannot   be  a  profert  of  a  recorded  paper,  such  as  the 

valid  exception  that  '*  import  **  is  used  assignment  of  .the  license,  it  i*s  for  all 

instead  of  **  tenor,**  even  if  the  words  purposes  presented  to  the  court  as  a 

are  not  identical  in  signification,   be-  part   of   the    pleading,    and   objection 

cause  the  language  is  that  of  recital  thereto   may  be   taken   by   demurrer, 

and  not  of  grant.     Wilder  v.  McCor-  Bogart  v.  Hinds,  25  Fed.  Rep.  484. 

mick.  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  8.  Wilder  v,  McCormick,  2  Blatchf. 

No.  17,650.  (U.  S.)  31,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,650. 

88  Volume  XVI. 


Aedoa  at  Iaw  PA  TENTS.  for  iBfriaffOMat. 

HogatlTiny  Prior  Publio  Um.  —  And  it  is  believed  that  in  an  action 
at  law  as  in  a  suit  in  equity  there  should  be  averments  negativing 
the  public  use  or  sale  of  the  patent  for  the  requisite  period  prior 
to  the  application.^ 

e.  Averments  of  Infringement.  —  The  gist  of  the  action 
being  the  infringement  it  is  of  course  necessary  for  the  declara- 
tion to  contain  the  proper  averments  relative  thereto.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  allege  in  the  usual  form  that  the  defendant  "  made, 
constructed,  used,  and  vended  to  sundry  persons,"  etc.,  the  said 
invention,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  in  what  or  by  what 
means  the  defendant  violated  the  patent.' 

4.  Defenies  under  Oaneral  Issue  —  a.  In  General  —  DofoBMo  Hot 
Inoliided  ia  Btatato.  —  It  will  be  hereinafter  seen  that  provision  is 

Domnrror  Whoro  HoToltj  and  UtiUtj  instead  of  a  conjunction  in  the  plead- 

Boffloiontly  AUagod.  —  In   an   action   at  ing.     Noe  v.  Prentice,  x8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

law  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  a  10,28411. 

demurrer  to  the   declaration    on    the  Term  or  Poriod  of  Vm.  —  The  plaintiff 

ground  that  it  does  not  set  fotth  the  is  confined  to  giving  evidence  of  the 

invention  of  any  new  or  useful   art,  making,  canstruing,  or  using  the  inven- 

machine,   etc.,   will    not  be  sustained  tion   in   violation  of  his  patent  right 

where   the   assertion   of    novelty  and  during  the  period  which  he  specifies  in 

utility  and  invention  is  broad  enough  his  declaration.     Eastman  r.  Bodfish,  i 

on   tile   part  of  the  plaintiff;    in  such  Story  (U.  S.)  528. 

case  it  is  a  matter  of  evidence  and  not  If  the  declaration  contains  no  con- 

of  law  to  determine  whether  the  aver-  tinuando  with  reference  to  the  selling, 

ments  are  true.     Noe  v.   Prentice,  18  the  plaintiff  can  properly  prove  only 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,284/x.  one  actual  sale  as  an  independent  basis 

1.  Blessing  v,  John  Trageser  Steam  of  damages.  Le  Page  Co.  p.  Russia 
Copper  Works,  34  Fed.  Rep.  753.  But  Cement  Co.,  51  Fed.  Rep.  ^i. 
see  Noe  v.  Prentice,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  AstignmoBt  of  Broaoh  aiBroad  aiBiglit 
10.2S4/Z.  For  such  allegations  in  a  bill  Sot  Forth.  —  In  an  action  for  infringe- 
in  equity,  see  XIII.  I.  i>.  (6)  Originality  ment  of  letters  patent,  where  the 
of  Invention;  {1)  Relative  to  Prior  Patents  assignment  of  the  breach  of  the  right 
or  D.'scription,  Public  Use^  or  S:ile.  is  as  broad  as  the  right  set  forth  in  the 

Use  or  Salo  With  or  Without  Consent  of  declaration  and  granted  by  the  patent, 

Invontor.  —  The  averment  must  be  that  it  will  not  only  be  considered  sufficient, 

the  invention  had  not  been  in  public  but  the  most  correct  manner  of  plead* 

use  or  on  sale  for  more  than  two  years  ing.     Cutting  c.   Myers,  4  Wash.  (U. 

prior  to  the  application  for  the  patent,  S.)  220,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3.520. 

without  further  statement  that  no  such  Clerioal  Xistake  in  Failing  to  ^pooiiy 

use  or  sale  was  had  with  the  consent  Plaoo  of  Infringoment.  —  Where  in  an  ac- 

of  the  inventor.     Since  Act  1839,  it  is  tion  at  law  for  the  infringement  of  a 

immaterial  whether  the  inventor  con-  patent,  «ne  of  the  counts  of  the  dec- 

sented  or  not.     Blessing  v.  John  Tra-  laration   alleges   the    infringement  by 

geser  Steam  Copper  Works,   34  Fed.  the  defendants  without  specifying  any 

^cp>  753-  place  where  it  was  committed,  but  it  is 

8.  Case  v.  Redfield,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  evident  that  the  omission  was  a  mere 

526.  clerical  mistake,  as  in  both  of  the  pre- 

Averment  that  Defendant  Bold  or  Con-  ceding  counts  the    charge  was  direct 

tractad  to  Soil.  —  Act  1836,  §  14,  allows  thatthe  violation  was  committed  within 

an  action  at  law  for  damages  for  mak-  a  certain  district,  a  demurrer  on  such 

ing,  using,  or  selling  a  patented  inven-  ground    will    be    overruled.      Noe    v. 

tion.     Under  this,  a  declaration  which  Prentice,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,284/r. 

charges  the  infringement  to  be  that  the  Ooneral  AUogation  of  Broach  Oinrod  by 

defendant  sold  or  contracted   to   sell,  Yordiet.  —  If  a  declaration  in  an  action 

will  be  bad  on  demurrer,  although  it  at  law   for  the  violation  of  a   patent 

tarns   upon  the  use  of  a  disjunction  alleges  the  breach  too  generally  in  not 
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made  by  statute  for  the  introduction  of  several  special  matters 
of  defense  under  the  general  issue  with  notice ;  but  the  statute 
does  not  include  all  the  matters  of  defense  which  the  defendant 
may  be  legally  entitled  to  make,  and  it  has  been  decided,  upon 
general  principles,  that  certain  matters  of  a  special  nature,  other 
than  those  enumerated  in  the  act,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue.* 

General  BuIm  of  Pleading.  —  Such  special  matter,  however,  not 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue  unless  the  general  principles  of  pleading  permit  it.* 

b.  Special  Statutory  Defenses  —  (i)  Allowance  of,  with 
Notice.  —  It  is  provided  by  statute  that  in  any  action  for  infringe- 
ment the  defendant  may  plead  the  general  issue,  and  having 
given  notice  in  writing  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  thirty  days 
before,  may  prove  on  the  trial  one  or  more  of  the  five  special 
matters  of  defense  therein  set  forth.* 

stating  the  number  of  machines  used  taken  advantage  of   upon  the  general 

by  the  defendants,  the  defect  will  be  issue  or  a  plea  which  simply  puts  the 

cured  by  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain-  plaintiff's  title  in  issue;  for  the  Act  of 

tiff,  since  it  is  fairly  to  be  presumed  that  Congress  requires  not  only  a  specifica- 

proof  of  the  fact  was  given  to  the  jury,  tion,  but  that  it  should  be  expressed  in 

Gray  r.  James,   Pet,  (C.    C.)  476,    10  terms  full,  clear,  and  exact,  and  if  the 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,719.  defendant  could  not  under  the  general 

1.  Kneass  Z7.  Schuylkill  Bank,  4  Wash,  issue  object  to  the  want  of  a  specifica- 

(U.  S.)9,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,875;  Evans  tion  or  to  its  insufficiency  there  Is  no 

V.  Hettich,  7  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  453.  other  way  he  could  avail  himself  of  it, 

Yariona     Defenaef   under   the   General  as  it  is  not  one  of  the  cases  provided 

Ubqb.  —  Some  of    the  defenses   other  for  by  the  sixth  section  of  the  Act  of 

thansiatutoryones  which  may  be  made  Congress,  nor  could  it  be  well  made 

under  the  general  issue  are:  alienage  the  subject  of  a  special  plea.     Kncass 

in  the  plainiiS.  license  by  him  to  use  v.  Schuylkill  Bank,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  9, 

the  patented  invention,  that  the  patent  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,875. 

is  broader  than  the  discovery,  that  it  is  2.  Kneass    v.    Schuylkill     Bank,     4 

for  an  improvement  which  the  specifi-  Wash.   (U.    S.)    9,    14  Fed.   Cas.    No. 

cation  does  not  so  particularly  describe  7,875. 

as  to  distinguish  it  from  the  original  In  Gray  v.  James,  Per.  (C.  C.)  394, 

invention,  that  the  suggestions  of  the  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,718,  it  was  doubted 

petition  are  not  recited  in  the  patent,  whether  non-utility  and  abandonment 

and  perhaps  others  similar  in.princi-  could  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 

pie.     Kneass   v.    Schuylkill    Bank,    4  general   issue,  the  defense   not  being 

Wash.  (U.  S.)  9,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,875.  involved   in  the  general  issue  and  the 

BefiBnae  of  AgwiQy. —  If  a  defense  that  plaintiff  liable  to  surprise  at  the  trial 

a  sale  of  patented  articles  or  improve-  with  a  defense  which  he  coald  not  an- 

ments  by  one  person,  as  a  mere  agent  ticipate  from  the  general  issue, 

for  another,  is  not  a  selling  or  vending  8.  This  provision  is  made  and  is  sub- 

which  lenders  the  agent  liable  to  an  stantially  the    same    in    the  following 

action  for  infringement  and  is  a  good  acts:     Acts  July  4,  1836,  §  15;  July  8, 

defense  thereto,  it  maybe  given  in  evi-  1870,  §  6t;    Rev.  Stat.,  §  4920:  Supp. 

dcnce  under  Ihe  general  issue.     Morse  Rev.  Stat.  1892-1897,  p.  610,  ^2.   See  Act 

V.  Davis,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  40,  17  Fed.  April  10,  1700,  §  6;  Act  Feb.  21,  1793, 

Cas.  No.  9.855.  §  6.     See  also  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23 

Defense  of  Speeifioation  Wanting  or  Am-  How.(U.  S.)  2;  Parks  v.  Booth,  102  U. 

Ugnooi. —  In  an  action  at  law  for  an  S.  96;  Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Pet.  (U.  S.) 

infringement  of  a  patent  the  defense  218;  Knight  v.  Gavit,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

that  there  was  no  specification  at  all  or  7,884;  Kelleher  v.  Darling,  4  Cliff.  (U. 

that  the  specification   was  altogether  S.)  424,  14  Fed,  Cas.  No.  7,653. 

ambiguous  and  unintelligible,  may  be  Tho  Special  Xatters  allowed   by   the 
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(2)  Necessity  of  Notice.  —  In  order  to  introduce  these  special 
matters  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  it  is  requisite  that 
the  provisions  as  to  notice  be  strictly  complied  with,  and  if  the 
proper  notice  as  to  the  special  matters  of  defense  intended  to  be 
relied  upon  be  not  given  they  cannot  be  introduced  in  evidence.* 

(3)  Manner  and  Time  of  Giving  Notice.  —  The  notice  must  be 
in  writing,  and  given  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  thirt}'  days 
before  the  trial  in  order  to  render  the  special  matters  of  defense 
admissible.* 

statute  to  be  g^iven  in  evidence  under  general  issue  in  an  action  at  law  for  in- 

the    general  issue    where   noiice    has  fringement,  without  notice,  but  special 

been  given  of  such  defenses  are:  matter  not  therein  mentioned  could  not 

Specification  Containing  Less  or  Afore  be  so  given  unless  it  could  be  admitted 
than  the  Whole  Truth,  —  That  for  the  under  general  principles  of  law  as  in- 
purpose  of  deceiving  the  public  the  de-  eluded  m  the  general  issue, 
scription  and  specification  filed  by  the  Bepositloiis  Taken  Before  the  Hotlee 
patentee  in  the  Patent  Office  was  made  Was  Sored,  as  well  as  those  taken 
to  contain  less  than  the  whole  truth  afterwards,  are  equally  admissible  pro- 
relative  to  his  invention  or  discovery,  or  viding  the  statements  of  the  deponents 
more  than  is  necessary  to  produce  the  are  applicable  to  the  matters  thus  put 
desired  effect.  in  issue  between  the  parties.     Teese  v. 

Surreptitiously  or    Unjustly   Obtained  Huntingdon,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  2. 

Patent.  —  That  he  had  surreptitiously  1.  Roemer  v.  Simon,  95  U.  8,214; 

or   unjustly  obtained    the   patent    for  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dubois,  12 

that  which  was  in  fact  invented  by  an-  Wall.  (U.  S.)  47;  Seymour  v.  Osborne, 

other,  who  was  using  reasonable  dili-  11   Wall.  (U.  S.)  516;    Grant  v.   Ray- 

gence  in  adapting  and  perfecting  the  mond,  6  Pet.  (U.  S.)  218;   Kpight  9. 

same.  Gavit,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,884;  Kneass 

Patented  or  Described  in  Printed  Public  v.  Schuylkill  Bank,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  9, 

cation, — That  it  had  been  patented  or  14  Fed.  Cas.   No.   7,875;    Kelleher  v. 

described  in  some  printed  publication  Darling,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  424,  14  Fed. 

prior  to  his  supposed  invention  or  dis-  Cas.   No.   7,653;    Judson    v.  Cope,    i 

CO  very  thereof.  Bond  (U.   S.)  327,   14  Fed.  Cas.    No. 

Not    Original   or    First  Inventor,-^  7*5^5;  Coleman  v.  Liesor,  6  Fed.  Cas. 

That  he  was  not  the  original  and  first  No.    3»984;     Westlake    v.    Cartter,     6 

inventor  or  discoverer  of  any  material  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  519,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

and  substantial  part  of  the  thing  pat-  17,451;    Pitts  v,  Edmonds,  i  Biss.  (U. 

ented.  S.)  168,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,191;  Read 

Prior  Use,  Sale^  or  Abandonment.  —  v.  Miller,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.)  12,  20  Fed. 
That  it  had  been  in  public  use  or  on  Cas.  No.  ii,6to;  La  Baw  v,  Hawkins, 
sale  in  this  country  for  more  than  two  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,960;  Klein  v.  Seat- 
years  before  his  application  for  a  pat-  tie,  63  Fed.  Rep.  702:  Lyon  v,  Donald- 
ent,  or  had  been  abandoned  to  the  pub-  son,  34  Fed.  Rep.  789. 
lie.  Act  July  8,  1870,  g  61,  re-enacted  In  Aerampiit  on  a  contract  for  roya]- 
in  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4920;  amended  ties  for  ihe  use  of  a  patent  a  notice  of 
slightly  in  Supp.  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  1892-  special  defenses  under  the  statute  is 
1897,  p.  610,  so  as  to  make  the  third  not  necessary:  the  statute  applies  only 
clause  of  the  above  read,  "  that  it  has  to  actions  for  infringement.  Godell  v. 
been  patented  or  described  in  some  Wells,  etc.,  Co.,  70  Fed.  Rep.  319. 
printed  publication  prior  to  his  supposed  Beply  to  Hotioe.  —  The  notice  of  spe- 
invention  or  discovery  thereof,  or  more  cial  matter  in  an  action  for  the  recov- 
than  two  years  prior  to  his  application  ery  of  damages  for  infringement  is  not 
for  a  patent  therefor."  a  plea,  but  only  an  awkward  substitute 

Katten  Indieated  or  Not  Indicated  in  for  one,  and  needs  no  reply.     Cottier  v. 

Act.  —  In  Kneass  v.  Schuylkill  Bank,  4  Stimson,  20  Fed.  Rep.  906. 

Wash.  (U.  S.)  9, 14  f'ed.  Cas.  No.  7,875.  8.  Acts  1890,  1793,  1870;  Rev.  Stat., 

it  was   held  that  under  Act  T793  the  §4920;  Teese  v.  Huntingdon.  23  How. 

special    matter    indicated    in   the    act  (U.  S.)  2;  Kelleher  v.  Darling,  4  Cliff, 

might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  (U.  S.)  424,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,653. 
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IiMTe  of  Court  VnnooosMry.  —  When  the  notice  is  properly  drawn 
and  duly  and  seasonably  served  and  filed  in  court  as  a  part  of  the 
pleadings,  nothing  further  is  required  to  give  the  defendant  the 
full  and  unrestricted  benefit  of  the  provision  of  the  act,  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  obtain  any  leave  or  orders  from  the  court  to 
give  such  notice.* 

(4)  Requisites  of  Notice  —  (a)  Whore  Hot  Proseribod  in  Statnto.  —  The 
statute  does  not,  except  in  a  few  specified  instances,  as  will  be 
seen  hereinafter,  prescribe  the  particulars  which  the  notice,  under 
the  general  issue,  or  in  the  answer  in  equity,  shall  contain;  but, 
on  general  principles,  the  notice  should  be  clear  and  uncon- 
ditional, and  so  full  and  particular  as  reasonably  to  answer  the 
end  in  view,  which  end  is  not  merely  to  put  the  plaintiff  on 
inquiry,  but  to  relieve  him  from  the  necessity  of  making  useless 
inquiries  and  researches  and  to  enable  him  to  fix  with  precision 
upon  what  is  relied  on  by  the  defendant  and  to  prepare  himself 
to  meet  it  at  the  trial.* 

(b)  Boquiiltot  Prooeriliod  by  Btatnto.  —  It  is  directed  by  the  statute 
that  in  notices  under  the  general  issue  in  an  action  at  law  as  to 
proof  of  previous  invention,  or  knowledge  or  use  of  the  thing 
patented,  the  defendant  shall  state  the  names  of  the  patentees, 
and  the  dates  of  their  patents,  and  when  granted,  and  the  names 
and  residences  of  the  persons  alleged  to  have  invented  or  to 
have  had  prior  knowledge  of  the  thing  patented,  and  where  and 
by  whom  it  had  been  used.* 

Xannor  of  Compntlng  Thirtj  Bayi. —  have  intended.    SiUby    v.    Foote,   14 

In  Brunswick  v.  Holzalb,  4  Fed.  Cas.  How.  (U.  S.)  218. 

No.  2,037,  it  was  held  that  the  notice  Spooif^ing  Plaoo  of  Iloieriptiott  In  Ltrgo 

might  be  filed  or  served  during  term  Book.  —  Undernotice  that  the  invention 

time  if  filed  thirty  days  before  trial.  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  was  described 

But  in  Westlake  v,  Cartter,  6  Fisher  in  a  printed  publicatioa,  it  is  not  com- 

Pai.  Cas.  519,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,451,  petent  to  give  in  evidence  a  large  book 

it  was  held  that  in  the  eighth  circuit  the  of   upwards  thirteen  hundred    pages, 

notice  of  special  matter  must  be  filed  The    place    in    the     book    should    be 

thirty  days  before  the  first  day  of  the  pointed  out.     Silsby  v.  Foote.  14  How. 

term  in  order  to  be  available.  (U.  S.)  218. 

If  tho  First  Kotioo  Is  Defoetivo.  the  de-  8.  Act  1870,  §  61;  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4920; 

fendant  may  give  another  more  than  Teese  v,  Huntingdon,  23  Hqw.  (U.  S.) 

thirty  days  before  the  trial.     Teese  v,  2;  Silsby  v.  Foote,  14  How.  (U.S.)  218; 

Huntingdon,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  2.  Blanchard  v.  Putnam,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

1.  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  How.  420;  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 
(U.  S.)  2.  Stimpson,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  448;  Knight 

2.  Silsby  v.  Foote,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  v.  Gavit.  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7.884;  Jud- 
218;  Wise  V,  Allis,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.;  737.  son   v.   Cope,  1    Bond  (U.  S.)  327,  14 

Diacloinre  of  All  Partieulars  Known.  —  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7.565;  Latu  v,  Shawk,  i 

Corresponding  to  the  object  of  the  act  Bond   (U.   S.)  259,    14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

requiringnotice,  a  disclosure  should  be  8,116;    Klein  z^.  Seattle,  63  Fed.  Rep. 

exacted  from  the  defendant  of  all  those  702. 

particulars  which  he  may  safely  be  re-  Boason  for   1loq,ntrfiig  Hotioe.  —  Such 

quired  to  state,  without  exposing  him  notice  is  required  in  order  to  guard  the 

to  any  risk  of  losing  his  rights.     Less  patentees  from  being  surprised  on  the 

than  this  would  not  be  reasonable  no-  trial  by  evidence  of  a  nature   which 

tice,  and  therefore  would  not  be  such  a  they  could  not  be  presumed  to  know  or 

notice  as  the  act  must  be  presumed  to  be  prepared  to  meet,  and  thereby  sub- 
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Partiraliritj  ia  Stating  Plaoea  of  Vm.  —  The  particularity  or  deiinite- 
ness  to  be  observed  in  stating  the  place  where  prior  use  occurred 
seems  to  be  governed  largely  by  circumstances  and  to  depend 
upon  what  is  such  a  specific  designation  as  will  put  the  plaintiff 
upon  notice  and  enable  him  to  meet  the  defense.^ 

ject  them  either  to  delay  or  a  loss  of  give  notice  of  the  time  when  the  per- 

their  cause.    Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  son  named  possessed  the  knoiv ledge  or 

How.  (U.  S.)  2;  Blanchard  z\  Putnam,  use.     Phillips  y.  Page,  24  How.  (U.  S.) 

8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  420.  164. 

SpooUying  ParUoalar  Portion  of  Patent.  Statement  of  Hamei  of  Witnawei.  —  Ii 

—  A  notice  that  the  defendants  would  has  been  held  that  the  notice  under  the 
prove  that  the  plaintiflf  is  not  the  first  general  issue  must  state  the  names  of 
and  original  inventor  of  the  invention  the  witnesses  by  whom  it  is  expected 
described  in  the  patent,  but  (hat  long  to  prove  the  alleged  prior  use  or 
prior  to  said  pretended  invention  the  knowledge.  Judson  v.  Cope,  i  Bond 
same  was  fully  described  and 'shown  (U.  S.)  327,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,565: 
in  letters  patent,  which  were  numbered  Many  v.  Tagger,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  372, 
and  set  out,  is  sufficient  without  speci-  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,055.  But  it  is  be- 
fying  the  particular  portion  of  the  lieved  that  this  doctrine  is  not  the  cor- 
plaintiff's  patent  referred  to.  West-  rect  one,  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
lake  V.  Cartter,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  519,  give  notice  of  the  names  of  the  wit- 
29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17.451.  nesses  intended  to  be  called  to  prove 

Prior  Use  by  or  with  Consent  of  In-  this  defense.  Wilton  v.  Railroads,  i 
ventor.  —  In  a  suit  at  law  for  the  rccov-  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  192,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
ery  of  damages  for  infringement  of  17,857;  Roemer  v.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214, 
letters  patent,  under  Act  March  3,  Woodbury  Patent  Planing-Mach.  Co. 
T839  (5  Stat,  at  L.  353).  when  a  party  v.  Keith,  loi  U.  S.  480;  Allis  v.  Buck- 
gives  notice  of  special  matter  of  defense  staff,  13  Fed.  Rep.  879.  The  last  three 
under  the  general  issue,  and  in  that  cases  were  in  equity,  but  the  principle 
notice  sets  up  priority  of  invention  and  is  equally  applicable  to  actions  at  law. 
of  use  by  others,  for  the  purpose  of  See  in/ra,  note  i,  p.  115. 
showing  that  the  patentee  was  not  the  1.  Connty  Whore  Used.  —  A  notice  re- 
original  and  first  inventor,  he  must  in  ferring  merely  to  the  county  in  which 
his  notice  specify  the  names  of  the  per-  the  thing  was  in  use  is  held  to  be  not 
sons  using,  and  the  place  where  used;  sufficiently  definite  and  explicit  as  to 
but  if  the  prior  use  relied  on  be  a  use  the  place  to  fulfil  the  requirements  of 
by  the  inventor,  or  by  persons  with  his  the  spirit  of  the  act.  Hays  v.  Sulsor,  I 
consent  or  allowance,  then  it  is  not  Bond  (U.  S.)  279,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
necessary  to  notify  him  of  the  names  6,271. 

of  the  persons  using  the  invention,  or  Town  or  City  Where  Uied.  —  In  Phil- 

of  the  places  where  used.     American  lips  v.    Page,   24    How.  (U.   S.)    i68« 

Hide,  etc..  Splitting,  etc.,  Macli.  Co.  v.  where  the  notice  set  forth  the  name 

American   Tool,   etc.,  Co.,   i    Holmes  and  place  of  residence  of  the  person 

(U.  S.)  503,  I  Fed.  Cas.  Nq.  302.  having  knowledge  of  the  prior  use,  and 

Evidenoe  of  Use  at  Plaoes  Not  Hamed.  Fitchburg,  Mass.,  as  the  place  of  such 

—  In  Evans  v,  Eaton,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  use,  the  notice  was  held  sufficient. 
454,  the  defendant,  in  his  notice  of  But  in  Latta  v.  Shawk,  i  Bond  (U.  S.) 
prior  use,  specified  several  places,  and  259,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,1x6,  the  notice 
alleged  the  use  to  have  been  "  also  at  that  the  machines  of  which   the  par- 


sundry  other  places  in  Pennsylvania, 
Maryland,  and  elsewhere  in  the  United 
States."  The  court  held  that  the  de- 
fendant might  give  evidence  as  to 
places  not  specified,  but  that  the  pow- 
ers of  the  court,  in  such  a  case,  were 


ties  named  had  knowledge  were  used 
at  Cincinnati,  Covington,  Newport, 
etc.,  without  a  more  specific  desig- 
nation of  the  place,  was  held  insuffi- 
cient. 
Partieolar  Plaoe  of  Bnsineoi  Where  Used. 


sufficient  to  prevent,  and  would  be  ex-  —  Where  the  town  or  city  in  which  such 

ercised  to  prevent,  the  patentee  from  alleged  objects  as  millstones  are  used 

being  injured  by  surprise.  is  given   in   the  notice,  and  also  the 

Votioe  of  Time  of  Knowledge  or  Use.  —  name  and  residence  of  the  witness  by 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  whom  that  use  is  to  be  proved,  there  is 
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5.  Special  Flea  or  Answer  —  a.  In  General.  —  Matters  of 
defense  to  an  action  at  law  for  infringement  may  be  and  often  are 
set  up  by  special  plea  or  answer.* 

The  Fonii  of  the  BelniM,  and  its  statement  by  plea  or  by  answer,  are 
largely  governed,  it  is  believed,  by  the  laws  and  practice  of  the 
state  wherein  the  action  is  brought.* 

*.  Statutory    Defenses    Admissible    under    General 

Issue  —  (r)  Ri^A^  to  Plead  Specially.  —  Though  it  has  been  held 
that  the  defendant  cannot  plead  specially  matters  of  defense  set 
forth  in  the  statute,  but  must  take  advantage  of  them  under  the 
general  issue  with  notice,*  yet,  by  the  weight  of  authority,  the 
right  to  plead  the  general  issue,  giving  notice  under  the  statute, 
is  an  enlargement  of  the  defendant's  mode  of  defense  and  does 
not  take  away  his  right  to  plead  specially,  and  he  may  take 
advantage  of  the  special  matters  of  defense  under  a  special  plea 
without  otherwise  giving  notice.* 

(2)  Special  Plea  Together  with  General  Issue,  —  It  is  believed 
that  the  same  special  matter  of  defense  cannot  be  presented  both 
by  special  plea  and  by  notice  under  the  general  issue,  and  that 
where  the  same  matter  of  defense  is  presented  in  both  ways  the 
special   plea  should  be   stricken  out.^     But  a  special  plea  and 

sufficient  precision  and  certainty  in  the  Fed.  Rep.  346.     But  it  has  been  decided 

notice,  and  the  particular  mill  in  which  that  in  an  action  for  infringement  in  a 

the  invention  has  been  used  need  not  federal  court  of  a  state  where  an  an- 

be  pointed  out.     Wise  v.  All  is,  9  Wall,  swer  is  used  instead  of  a  plea  under 

(U.  S.)  737;    Evans  v,  Eaton,  3  Wheat,  the  reform  procedure  an  answer  is  the 

(U.  S.)  454.  mode    of    defense    which    should     be 

1.  Chroimdi  of  Defonie  Hot  flpeoifled  in  adopted,  and  if  a  plea  is  put  in  a  mo- 
the  Statato  may  exist,  which  may  be  set  tion  may  be  granted  to  strike  out  the 
up  in  bar  of  the  action  by  special  plea,  plea  or  treat  it  as  an  answer.  Cellu- 
Wildcr  V,  Gayler,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  597,  loid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  American  Zylonite 
29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,649.  Co.,   31   Fed.  Rep.  904,   34  Fed.  Rep. 

Speoial  Pleaa  Not  Ajnountlng  to  Goneral  744. 
Ima.  —  Where  special  pleas  do  not  Verification  of  Plea.  —  Under  Rev. 
impeach  the  validity  of  the  patent  or  Stat.,  §^  914,  a  plea  in  an  action  at  law 
deny  the  use  of  the  patent  or  discovery  for  infringement  must  be  verified  ac-- 
by  the  defendant,  they  cannot  be  con-  cording  to  the  provisions  of  the  state 
sidered  as  amounting  to  the  general  laws  where  the  suit  was  brought.  Cot- 
issue.  Day  V,  New  England  Car  Co.,  tier  v.  Stimson,  18  Fed.  Rep.  6S9. 
3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  179,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8.  Wilder  v.  Gayler,  i  Blatchf.  (U. 
3.687.  S.)  597,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,649;  Latta 

Flflai  Setting  Up  lieenie.  —  If  special  v,  Shawk,  i  Bond  (U.  S.)  259,  14  Fed. 

pleas  set  up  a  license  under  the  pat-  Cas.  No.  8,1  [6. 

entee,  paramount  to  the  right  of  the  4.  Evans  v.  Eaton,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 

plaintiff,  they  will  be  held  to  be  well  454;  Read  f.  Miller,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.)  12, 

pleaded  and  not  liable  to  be  stricken  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,610;  Grant  v.  'iihrs- 

out  on  motion.     Day  v.  New  England  mond,  6  Pet.  (U.  S.)  218;    Day  v.  New 

Car  Co.^  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  179,  7  Fed.  England  Car  Co.,  3   Blatchf.   (U.   S.) 

Cas.  No.  3,687.  179,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,687:  Phillips  v, 

2.  Defense  as  Aflbeted  by  Codes  of  Prooed-  Combstock,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  525,  19 
nre.  —  It  is  held  that  an  answer  or  plea  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11  099;  Hubbell  v.  De 
in  an  action  in  a  case  for  infringement  Land,  14  Fed.  Rep.  471;  Cottier  v, 
should,  notwithstanding  the  code,  be  Stimson,  18  Fed.  Rep.  689,  20  Fed. 
sabsuntially  in  compliance  with  the  Rep.  906;  Brickill  v,  Hartford,  57  Fed. 
forms  of  pleading  used  in  actions  in  Rep.  216. 

the  case.    Myers  v,  Cunningham,  44       5.  Read  r.  Millsr,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.)  I2». 
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the  general  issue  may  be  put  in  together  if  they  do  not  set  up  the 
same  special  matters  of  defense.^ 

c.  Requisites  of  Plea  or  Answer.  —  The  plea  or  answer 
must  contain  the  requisite  averments  and  be  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute the  defense  sought  to  be  raised.' 

Plea  of  lUttm  AdmiBiible  under  OeBtnU  Iiive.  —  A  plea  or  answer  to 
raise  the  defense  which  by  the  statute  is  admissible  under  the 
general  issue  must,  it  is  thought,  possess  the  requisites  of  a  notice 
under  the  general  issue.* 

6.  PleadSig  Want  of  Patentability  and  Prior  State  of  Art—  Wut 
of  PatentabUity  or  inTontioii  is  a  defense  in  an  action  at  law  under  the 

20  Fed.  Cas.   No.   ii,6io:    Brickill   v.  dered   in   that  case  for  the   plaintiffs 

Hartford,  57  Fed.  Rep.  216.  and  against  the  defendant,  and  a  cer- 

1.  Read  v.  Miller,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.)  12,  tain  sum  awarded  to  plaintiffs  as  the 

20  Fed.    Cas.  No.   11,610;    Cottier  v.  profits.     The  answer   further  alleged 

Stimson,  18  Fed.  Rep.  689;  Brickill  v.  that  the  particular  machines  used  by 

Hartford,  57  Fed.  Rep.  216.     See  also  the  defendant  in  the  present  suit,  and 

Wilder  v.   Gayler,   i    Blatchf .  (U.  S.)  for  the  use  of  which  the  present  action 

597t  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,649;    Latta  tj,  was  brought,  were  purchased  by  the 

Shawk,    I   Bond  (U.   S.)  259,  14  Fed.  defendant  from  the  party  who  was  de- 

Cas.  No.  8,116.  fendant  in  the  former  suit  in  eqaity. 

8.  Flea  AToiding    without   Admittiag  and  that  the  profits  of  their  manufac- 

Canso  of  AeUon.  —  To  the  declaration  ture  and  sale  had  been  included  in  the 

in   an   action   on  the  case  for  the  in-  former  decree,  and  that  they  had  re- 

fringement  of  letters   patent,  the  de-  ceived  satisfaction  for  the  same,  and 

fendant  pleaded  that  the  selling  for  the  therefore  the  defendants  were  notlia- 

use  of  others  alleged  in  the  declaration,  ble   to   the   plaintiffs  for  using  them. 

if  any  such  was  made  by  the  defend-  The  court  held  that,  in  order  to  be  a 

ant,  was  made  by  him  solely  as  the  defense,  the  answer  must  further  have 

agent  of  another  person,  and  not  for  alleged  that  the  said  decree  had  been 

his  profit,  and  that  he  derived  no  profit  paid  or  otherwise  settled,  as  well  as 

therefrom.      On  special  demurrer    to  that  the  accounting  included  the  ma- 

thls  plea  the  court  held  it  bad  because  chines  in  question.     In  the  absence  of 

it  was  hypothetical  and  did  not  admit  such  an  allegation  the  answer  was  held 

the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  dec-  not  to  state  a  defense.     Fisher  v.  Con- 

laration,  but  sought  to  avoid  without  solidated  Amador  Mine,  etc.,  25  Fed. 

admitting  the  same.     Morse  v,  Davis,  Rep.  201. 

5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  40.  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Plea   of    Abaadonmoiit.  —  Where    an 

9,855.  abandonment  is  relied  on  it  should  be 

Ploa  of  Agoney  Hot  Haming  Prineipal.  stated  in  the  plea,  and  the  facts  on 

—  A  plea  to  a  declaration,  in  an  action  which  the  pleader  relies  as  shown  in 

on  the  case  for  infringement,  which  al-  abandonment.    The  present  is  different 

leges  that  (he  infringement  was  made  from  the  former  laws.     Root  v.  Ball,  4 

by  the  defendant  solely  in  his  capacity  McLean  (U.  S.)  177,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

as  agent  for  another  person  and  not  on  12,035,  citinj^  Shaw  v.  Cooper,  7  Pet. 

his  own  account,  etc.,  is  bad  on  special  (U.  S.)  292. 

demurrer  for  not  stating  the  name  of  8.  Plea  of  Prior  Pato&t  or  InTontioB. — 
the  party  in  whose  behalf  the  defend-  A  plea  averring  want  of  novelty  be- 
am acted.  Morse  v,  Davis,  5  Blatchf.  cause  the  alleged  invention  had  been 
(U.  S.)  40,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,855.  previously  patented  on  certain  specified 

Allegations  in  Answer  to  Show  Bar  by  dates  by  other  parties  is  insufficient 

Formor  Salt. —  In  an  action  at  law  to  It   must    be    stated   that  the    patents 

recover  damages  for  the  infringement  pleaded  in  defense  antedate  the  sup- 

of  a  patent,  the  answer  set  up  that  the  posed  invention  or  discovery.     Brickill 

plaintiffs  had  previously  brought  a  suit  v.  Hartford.  57  Fed.  Rep.  216. 

in  equity  against  the  party  to  recover  Plea  of  Prior  Vto.  —  Where  public  use 

profits  for  the  infringement  of  the  pat-  or  sale  is  relied  on  the  plea  must  allege 

ent,  and  that  a  decree  had  been  ren-  that  such  sale  was  more  than  two  years 
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general  issue  without  notice  or  under  any  other  plea,  or  without 
any  plea  or  answer.  * 

Prior  stato  of  Art.  —  Although  it  has  been  seen  that  notice  of  the 
statutory  defenses  must  be  given  in  order  to  admit  them  under 
the  general  issue,  yet  no  notice  is  required  to  admit  evidence 
showing  the  state  of  the  art  at  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  inven- 
tion ;  that  is,  to  show  what  was  then  old,  to  distinguish  what  was 
new,  and  to  aid  the  court  in  the  construction  of  the  patent.* 

7.  Demurrer  —  a.  In  General.  —  A  demurrer  to  a  declaration 
for  infringement  must,  as  in  other  cases,  be  for  errors  of  law 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  declaration.* 

*.  For  Invalidity  of  Patent  —  patont  void  on  lu  amo. — 
Where  the  patent  declared  upon  is  plainly  void  on  its  face,  the 
objection  may  be  taken  by  demurrer  and  judgment  rendered 
thereon.* 

Talidity  of  Patont  Qnoitionablo.  —  But  except  in  that  class  of  cases 
where  the  court  can  see  that  the  patent  is  so  void  that  no  ques- 

before  the  application  in  order  to  con-  whether  this  could   be  done  without 

stitute  the  statutory  defense.   Formerly  notice  of  the  particularities  intended 

the  law  was  different,  no  time  being  to  be  proved  must  be  decided  on  the 

stated   in   Act  1836.     Root  v.  Ball,  4  trial. 

McLean  (U.  S.)  177,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Tho  HoToltj  of  a  Patontod  Xnvention 

12,035,  citing  Shaw  v.  Cooper,  7  Pet.  cannot  be  assailed  by  any  ether  evt- 

(U.  S.)  202.  dence  than  that  of  which  the  plaintiff 

Timo  m  Spoeial  Ploa.  —  It  has  been  has  received  notice.  Hence  the  state 
held  that  the  party  has  a  right  to  plead  of  the  art  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
specially  instead  of  pleading  the  gen-  invention,  though  proper  to  be  consid- 
eral  issue  and  giving  notice,  and  that  if  ered  by  the  court  in  construing  the 
the  defendant  pleads  specially  he  must  patent,  has  no  legitimate  bearing  upon 
put  in  his  plea  thirty  days  before  the  the  question  whether  the  patentee  was 
term  or  else  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  the  first  inventor.  Philadelphia,  etc., 
to  a  continuance;  and  that,  since  the  R.  Co.  v.  Dubois,  12  Wall.  (U.  S.)  47. 
statute  provides  that  notice  under  the  A  Printed  Bdentifle  Work  was  held  not 
general  issue  shall  be  filed  thirty  days  admissible  in  evidence  in  an  action  at 
before  the  term,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  law  for  infringement,  even  to  show  the 
to  the  thirty  days  wliether  the  matter  state  of  the  art,  without  notice.  West- 
be  set  up  by  plea  or  notice.  Phillips  lake  v.  Cartter,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  519, 
V,  Combstock,4  McLean  (U.  S.)  525,  19  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  I7i45i* 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,099.  8.  Xoforring  CoUoetiYoly  to  "Hats  and 

1.  May  V.  Juneau  County,  137  U.  S.  Capo." —  In  an  action  at  law  for  the  in- 

408;  Brickill  v,  Hartford,  57  Fed.  Rep.  fringementof  a  patent  for  theimprove- 

216.    See  also    Kneass    v.   Schuylkill  ment  in  the  manufacture  of  hals  and 

Bank,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  9,  14  Fed.  Cas.  caps,  it  cannot  be  objected  to  on  de- 

No.  7,875.  murrer  that  in   the  specification  and 

8.  Brown  tf.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  37;  Dun-  declaration  the  words  are  sometimes 
•  bar  V.  Myers,  04  U.  S.  187;    Westlake  used  in  the  collective,  **  hats  and  caps,'* 

V.  Cartter,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.   519,  29  thereby    leading   to    uncertainty    and 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  17.451.  ambiguity.     It  is  not  a  matter  of  law 

(^oition  of  AdmisiiUlity  Booidad    on  but  of    evidence   whether    "  hats  and 

Trial. —  In    Brickill    v.    Hartford,    57  caps '*  are  things  different  or  the  same. 

Fed.  Rep.  216,  the  defendant's  counsel  Noe    v.    Prentice,   18    Fed.   Cas.   No. 

claimed  that  on  the  trial  he  could  in-  10,284a. 

troduce  any  evidence  he  pleased  of  the  4.  Blessing  v,  John  Trageser  Steam 

prior  state  of  the  art  to  show  that  in  Copper  Works,  34  Fed.  Rep.  753. 

view  of  the  state  of  the  art  there  was  Ho  Qnoitlon  of  Faet  Arising.  —  There 

no   invention.    The    court    held   that  are  patents  which  upon  their  face  are 

91  Volume  XVI. 


AetiMi  ftt  Law                                PA  TENTS.  for  Infringemant 

tion  of  fact  can  arise  it  is  not  expedient  to  anticipate  on  demurrer 

a  result  at  which  the  court  may  properly  arrive  after  a  trial  upon 
the  merits  and  an  opportunity  to  give  testimony.^ 

8.  Beplioation.  —  It  is  often  proper  or  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
suing  for  infringement  to  put  in  a  replication  to  the  defendant's 
pleading,  but  the  replication  should  not  go  behind  the  case  made 
by  the  declaration,  nor  add  another  or  different  cause  of  action.' 

so  palpably  dcstiiute  of  invention  that  hats,  bonnets,  etc.,  it  cannot  be  objected 

a  court  would  not  hesitate  to  decide,  on  to  by  demurrer  that  the  specification 

demurrer,  that  no  question  of  fact  can  does  not  describe  the  construction  of  the 

arise    upon    them.     Blessing   v,   John  original  hat  or  bonnet.     The  improve- 

Tragsser  Steam  Copper  Works,  34  Fed.  ment  was  not  limited  to  any  particular 

I^c;j.  753.  form  or  dimension  of  hats  or  caps,  bui 

1.  Blessing  v.  John  Trageser  Steam  was  to  be  applied  in  every  construction 

Copper  Works,  34  Fed.  Rep.  753;  Teese  of    those  articles  whatever  might  be 

V,  Phelps,  I  McAll.  (U.  S.)  17,  23  Fed.  their  fashion  or  color.     Therefore  no 

Cas.  No.  13,818.  aid  could  be  afforded  to  a  clear  under- 

CUlm  for  CombliiAtioii  and  for  Xethod  standing  of  a  patented  improvement 
of  Combining. —  It  is  decided  that  where  by  describing  the  forms  of  hats  to 
neither  the  specification  nor  the  decla-  which  it  might  be  applied.  The  rule 
ration  places  the  plaintiff's  right  on  the  applicable  to  specifications  for  improve- 
particular  discovery  which  defendants  ments  is  that  things  in  use  and  well 
suppose  their  claim  limited  to,  and  it  is  known  need  not  be  specifically  de- 
manifest  that  the  claim  in  its  terms  scribed,  and  it  is  not  a  question  of  law, 
may  comprehend  as  well  the  manufac-  but  solely  of  fact,  whether  by  the  refer- 
ture  in  uniting  articles  as  the  method  ence  to  ladies'  or  gentlemen's  hats  or 
of  doing  it  with  particular  materials,  caps,  a  well-known  article  of  manufac- 
the  question  of  patentability  cannot  be  ture  is  designated.  Noe  v.  Prentice,  18 
raised  by  demurrer  to  the  declaration.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10.284  a* 
For  it  is  not  purely  a  question  of  law  2.  Beplioation  on  Behalf  of  Lioenfooto 
for  the  decision  of  the  court  on  the  face  Ploa  of  Bolaaoe.  —  In  an  action  at  law 
of  the  patent,  but  there  is  involved  in  brought  in  the  name  of  the  patentee  on 
it  the  matter  of  fact  whether  the  mode  behalf  of  the  licensee  injured  by  the 
of  manufacture  by  uniting  the  articles  infringement  of  the  patent,  where  the 
is  new  and  useful.  Noe  v.  Prentice,  18  defendant  sets  up  a  release  from  the 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,284a.  patentee  it  is  proper  for  the  complain- 

Claim  Too  Broad  —  Ditolaimer. —  In  an  ant  to  put  in  a  replication  setting-up 
action  at  law  for  the  infringement  of  a  the  license,  the  bringing  of  the  suit  for 
patent,  it  was  sought  under  general  de-  the  benefit  of  the  licensee,  and  its  re- 
murrer  to  raise  the  question  of  the  va-  cording  prior  to  the  release,  want  of 
lidity  of  the  patent  without  the  dis-  power  in  the  patentee  to  give  the  re- 
claimers referred  to  in  the  declaration  lease,  and  that  it  was  given  without 
and  the  sufficiency  -of  the  disclaimers  the  licensee's  authority  or  consent. 
to  aid  it  or  make  it  good.  But  the  Goodyear  v.  McBurney,  3  Blatchf.  (U. 
court  held  that  it  was  not  a  matter  of  S.)  32,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,574. 
law  for  the  court  to  decide  upon  the  Bojdioation  Going  Beyond  Deolantion. 
face  of  the  declaration  whether  the  —  In  an  action  at  law  for  the  recovery 
patent  was  void  for  claiming  more  than  of  damages  for  an  infringement  of  a 
it  should  have;  and  in  that  respect  the  patent  where  the  defendants  raised  no 
allegation  might  be  regarded  merely  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  plain- 
surplusage  which  did  not  vitiate,  tiffs'  patent,  nor  denied  their  title  or 
whether  well  or  ill  pleaded,  unless  it  alleged  use  thereof,  and  their  defense 
went  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  is  that  they  have  accorded  with  and 
cause  of  action.  Van  Hook  r.  Wood,  paid  or  secured  to  be  paid  the  damages 
28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16.854.  claimed  therein,  a  replication  to  these 

Speoifloation  f6r  Improyement  Hot  De-  special  pleas  that  nearly  a  year  before 

•oribing  Original  Artiole. —  In  an  action  the  plaintiffs  acquired  their  joint  title 

at  law  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  to  the  invention  alleged  to  have  been 

for  improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  invaded,  the  defendants  purchased  the 
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9.  Trhd.  —  The  trial  of  an  action  for  infringement  is  to  be  con- 
ducted in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  governing  the  trial  of 
actions  at  law.^ 

10.  Verdict  —  The  general  rules  governing  verdicts  are  appli- 
cable to  action^  for  infringement  with  such  differences  and  modifi- 
cations as  the  nature  of  the  case  requires.' 

Aid«r  by  Ytrdiot.  —  The  general  principle  of  law,  applicable  to 
actions  for  infringement,  is  that  where  a  matter  is  so  essential  to 
be  proved,  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recovery,  that  the 
jury  could  not  be  presumed  to  have  found  a  verdict  for  him 
unless  it  had  been  proved  at  the  trial,  the  omission  to  state  that 
matter  in  express  terms  in  the  declaration  is  cured  by  the  verdict, 

machines  detailed   in  the   declaration  patent,  the  plaintifif  cannot  in  general 

from   parties   unknown,    to  and    with  disobey  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  pro- 

whom  plaintiffs  had  no  connection,  and  duce  his  application  for  a  patent  and 

that  they  thereafter  used  them  as  set  the  correspondence    with    the   Patent 

forth  and  alleged  in  the  declaration,  is  Office,  on  the  ground  of  the  immateri- 

not  pertinent,  and   may   well  be  de-  ality    of    such    documents.       Edison 

murred  to.     Such  a  replication  is  an  Electric    Light  Co.   v,    U.  S.   Electric 

effort  to  go  behind  the  case  made  by  Lighting  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  294. 

the  declaration  and  add  another  and  8.  Fbidings  on  On«  or  Xore  dAlmi  of 

different  cause  of  action.     Burdell  v.  Patent. —  In  order  to  find  for  the  plain- 

Denig,  15  Fed.  Rep.  397.  tiffs,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  jury 

1.  See  generally  article  Triax.  should  find  that  the  defendants  have 

Mroetion  of  Yordiet  —  Somnner  to  infringed  all  the  claims,  if  there  be 
SvidoBoe.  —  Where,  in  an  action  at  law  more  than  one  in  the  particular  patent, 
for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  after  but  it  is  sufficient  if  any  of  such  claims 
the  plaintiff  had  introduced  his  evi-  have  been  infringed  by  them.  Singer 
dence  and  closed  his  case  as  to  infringe-  v.  Walmsley,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  558, 
ment,  and  when  about  to  proceed  to  the  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,900.  And  see  gen- 
question  of  damages,  the  defendant  in-  erally  article  Verdicts. 
terposed  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  it  Yerdiot  for  DofondAnt  on  Prior  PAtonts. 
was  held  that  the  court  was  at  liberty  to  —  Where  several  prior  inventions  are 
examine  the  case  and  see  if  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  to  defeat  a  patent, 
had  made  out  a  prima  facie  case  of  the  jury  should  agree  on  each  sepa- 
infringement,  and  if  not,  to  instruct  rately,  and,  in  order  to  find  a  verdict 
the  jury  to  bring  in  a  verdict  for  the  for  the  defendants  on  anyone  of  them, 
defendant.  Royer  v,  Schultx  Belting  they  must  agree  on  that  one.  Water- 
Co..  28  Fed.  Rep.  850.  This  was  re-  man  v.  Thomson,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas. 
versed  in  Royer  v,  Schultz  Belting  Co.,  46T,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,260. 
135  U.  S.  319,  wherein  the  Appellate  Yordiet  on  Conflicting  Evidoneo  Kot 
Court  decided  that  it  was  not  a  mere  IHstnrbod.  —  There  being  evidence  on 
matter  of  judicial  knowledge  that  me-  both  sides  upon  the  questions  of  fact 
chanical  differences  between  two  ma-  involved  in  an  action  for  infringement, 
chines  were  material,  in  view  of  the  the  verdict  will  not  be  disturbed  un- 
character  of  the  patented  invention,  less  it  is  clearly  against  the  weight 
and  of  the  claims  of  the  .patent;  and  of  evidence.  Blanchard's  Gun-Stock 
that  the  lower  court  should  not  have  Turning  Factory  v,  Jacobs,  2  Blatchf. 
decided  there  was  no  infringement  (U.  S.)  69,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,520;  Har- 
without  submitting  the  question  to  the  per,  etc.,  v,  Wilgus,  56  Fed.  Rep.  587. 
j  ury .  Jury  Sifrogarding  Ini tmetion.  —  W  h  ere 

In  Keyes  v.  Grant,   118  U.  S.  25,  it  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  of  exception 

was  held  that  the  question  of  anticipa-  to  show  that  the  jury  disregarded  an 

ti on  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  instruction,  the  Appellate  Court  cannot 

should  be  left  to  the  jury  and  not  with-  say  that  the  jury  did  disregard  the  in. 

drawn  nor  verdict  directed.  struction  in  arriving  at  their  verdict. 

XoftiSAl  to  Oboj  Sahpann  Ihioat  Tooom.  Harper,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Wilgus,  56  Fed. 

—  In  an  action  for  infringement  of  a  Rep.  587. 
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if  the  general  terms  of  the  declaration  are  otherwise  sufficient  to 
comprehend  it,^ 

11.  Damages  —  Judgment  —  The  jury  in  an  action  at  law  for 
infringement  are  required  to  find  the  actual  damages  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  tort.  Power  is 
given  to  the  court  in  such  case  to  enter  judgment  for  any  sum 
above  the  amount  of  the  verdict  not  exceeding  three  times  the 
amount  of  the  same,  together  with  costs.* 

xm  Suit  iv  Equity  fob  Iitfbihgeiievt  —  1.  The  Bill— ^7. 
Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action  or  Defendants  —  Multi- 

FA-RIOUSNESS  —  (i)  Infringement  of  One  or  More  Claims, — 
Where  a  patent  covers  several  separate  and  distinct  patents  it  is 
competent  to  sue  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of  any  one  of 
them,  and  the  bill  may  charge  the  infringement  of  only  one  of 
the  claims.' 

1.  Dobson  z/.  Campbell,  i  Sumn.  (U.        Court   IneriMiiig    DuuiffM.  —  Under 

S*)  3i9«  7  ^^-  ^&**  ^o-  3i945;  ^^^Y  ^'  ^^^  '^3^>  ^^  ^^  action  at  law  for  the 
fames,  Pet.  (C.  C.)  476,  10  Fed.  Cas.  recovery  of  damages  for  the  infringe- 
No.  5.719.  See  also  Tryon  i*.  White,  ment  of  a  patent,  where  the  jury  have 
Pet.  (C.  C.)  96,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,208.  fixed   the  actual  damages,   they   can 

8.  Act    July    4,    1836;     Rev.     Sut.,  only  be  varied  by  the  court  on  satisfac- 

g  4914;    Birdsall  v,  Coolidge,  93  U.  S.  tory  proofs  that  the  plaintiff  ought,  by 

64;    Goodyear  v,  Hullihen.  2  Hughes  way  of  protection  or  smart  money,  to 

(U.  S.)  492,   10  Fed.  Cas.   No.   5^573;  recover  further  damages.     Carlock  v. 

Allen  V,  Blunt,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  Tappan,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,412. 

121,    I   Fed.   Cas.   No.   217;    Gray    v.  When teoBMui  Award  of  Damages  Bui- 

lames,  Pet.  (C.  C.)  394,  10  Fed.  Cas.  tained.  —  Although  a  jury  cannot  allow 

No.  5,718.  the  plaintiff  in  a  patent  case,  as  part  of 

DaSmagM  Agalmt  One  of  Two  Defandaiiti.  his  actual  damages,  any  counsel  fees, 
—  Where  an  action  for  infringement  is  etc.,  yet,  where  the  jury,  under  a  di- 
brought  against  two  defendants  dam-  rection  of  the  court,  did  make  such 
ages  may  be  recoveied  from  one  though  allowance,  their  verdict  was  sustained, 
no  proof  were  given  against  the  other;  the  misdirection  of  the  court  not  being 
for  all  torts  are  joint  and  several,  and  assigned  as  a  ground  for  a  new  trial, 
the  plaintiff  may  recover  a  verdict  and  the  verdict  having  attained,  though 
against  one  though  the  other  defendant  in  an  improper  manner,  the  same  re- 
be  acquitted.  Reutgen  v.  Kanowrs,  i  suit  which  the  court  might  have  ob- 
Wash.  (U.  S.)  168,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  tained  by  trebling  the  damages  under 
11,710.  the  power  given  by  them  by  Act  July 

Broad  and  Vague  Initmotionf   as   to  4,   1836.      Stimpson    v.    Railroads,    i 

Damages.  —  An  instruction  in  an  action  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  164,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

at  law  for  infringement  that  *'  if  the  13.456. 

jury  shall  find  a  verdict  for  the  plain-  Bd«ree*i  Finding  of  Damagot  Ooaelii- 

tiff   under  the  foregoing  instructions,  dye.  —  Bates    v.    St.  Johnsbury,   etc., 

they  will  award  him  such  sum  as  they  R.  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  628. 

shall  find  to  be  required  to  remunerate  As  to  What  Are  Taxable  Ooati  in  gen- 

him   for    the    loss    sustained    by    the  eral,  and  concerning  allowances  for  ex- 

wron^f  ul  act  of  the  defendants,  and  to  penses  incurred    in    procuring  models 

reimburse  him  for  all   such   expendi-  and   copies  of    patents    and   exhibits, 

tures  as  have  been  necessarily  incurred  etc.,  see  Hathaway  v.  Roach,  2  Woodb. 

by  him  in  order  to  establish  his  right,"  &  M.  (U.  S.)63;  Comelly  v.  Markwald, 

is  too  broad  and  too  vague.     The  jury  24  Fed.  Rep.  187;  Woodruff  v.  Barney, 

could  have  hardly  doubted  that  it  was  2  Fisher  Fat.  Cas.  244. 

their  duty  to  allow  counsel  fees,  and  8.  Cook  v.  Ernest,  i  Woods  (U.  S.) 

perhaps  other  charges  and  expenditures  195,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,155. 

equally  inadmissible.     Philp  v.  Nock,  Bill  on  Void  Patent. —  But  where  the 

17  Wall.  (U.  S.)  460.  complainant's  bill  declares  only  on  one 
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(2)  Uniting  Different  Grounds  of  Relief.  —  A  bill  for  infringe- 
ment cannot  unite  independent  and  distinct  matters  therein  with- 
out being  open  to  the  charge  of  multifariousness.^  But  relief 
against  infringement  and  on  other  grounds  may  often  be  sought 
in  the  same  bill,  and  allegations  connected  with  or  relative  to  the 
infringement  be  incorporated,  without  making  the  bill  objection- 
able.* 

(3)  Uniting  Several  Patents — Where  Patents  Cannot  Be  or  Are  Kot 
Coigointly  Uied.  —  A  bill  brought  for  the  infringement  of  several 
patents  covering  several  inventions  incapable  of  being  unitedly 
used  or  in  fact  separately  used  by  the  defendant  is  multifarious.' 
A  bill  charging  the  infringement  of  several  patents  should  allege 
that  the  several  patents  sued  on  were  capable  of  conjoint  use  and 
were  in  fact  so  used  by  the  defendant  in  the  article  alleged  to 
infringe.* 

of  the  patents  g^ranted  for  his  inven-  hardt,   29  Fed.    Rep.    853;    American 

tion,  and  that  patent  is  void,  the  suit  RoU-Paper  Co.  v,  Knopp,  44  Fed.  Rep. 

fails.     Underwood  v,  Gerber,  37  Fed.  611;    Stonemetz    Printers'    Machinery 

Rep.  682.  Co.  V,  Brown  Folding  Mach.  Co.,  46 

1.  Infringement  and!  Oanderone  Ciren-  Fed.  Rep.  72;  Ayling  v,  Hull,  2  Cliff. 
Ian.  —  A  bill  seeking  to  enjoin  and  to  (U.  S.)  494,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  686.  See 
recover  damages  for  infringement,  and  also  Electrical  Accumulator  Co.  v. 
also  to  enjoin  and  to  recover  damages  Brush  Electric  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  602. 
for  the  publication  of  slanderous  circu-  See  further  supra^  VI.  2.  6,  Joinder  of 
lars  concerning  the  patent  and  the  Causes  0/ Action  —  Interference  and  In* 
complainant's     rights    thereunder,    is  fringement, 

multifarious.     Fougeres  f .  Murbarger,  S.  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Phila- 

44  Fed.  Rep.  292.  delphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  833; 

2.  Infringement  of  Patent  and  of  Trade  Diamond  Match  Co.  v,  Ohio  Match  Co., 
Xark.  —  A  bill  alleging  infringement  80  Fed.  Rep.  117;  Hayes  v,  Dayton,  8 
of  trade-mark  rights  and  also  of  certain  Fed.  Rep.  702;  Hayes  v.  Bickefhoupt, 
rights  secured  by  letters  patent,  is  not  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,261^;  Consolidated 
thereby  rendered  multifarious,  both  Electric  Light  Co.  v,  Brush-Swan  Elec- 
the  allegations  relating  to  the  same  trie  Light  Co.,  20  Fed.  Rep.  502. 
subject  matter.  Jaros  Hygienic  Under-  4.  Hayes  v.  Dayton,  8  Fed.  Rep.  702; 
wear  Co.  v.  Fleece  Hygienic  Under-  Hayes  v.  Bickelhoupt,  11  Fed.  Cas. 
wear  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  622.  See  also  No.  6,261^;  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marqua, 
Adee  v.  Peck,  39  Fed.  Rep.  209,  42  Fed.  15  Fed.  Rep.  400;  Barney  v.  Peck.  16 
Rep.  497.  Fed.  Rep.  413;  Lilliendahl  v.  Det wilier. 

Bill  for    Infiringement  Allegin|^   Ckm-  i8Fed.  Kep.  176;  Nellis  v.  McLanahan, 

trast  Kade  by  D^endant.  —  A  bill  pri-  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  286,   17  Fed.  Cas. 

manly  for  infringement,  setting  out  a  No.    10,099;    Roemer   v.  Logowitz,  20 

contract  showing  that  the  defendants  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,996;  Shickle  c.  South 

have  bound  themselves  not  to  contest  St.  I^uis  Foundry  Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep. 

the  validity  of  the  patent,  cannot  be  105;  Griffith  &.  Segar,  29  Fed.  Rep.  707; 

said  to  contain  such  a  joinder  of  dis-  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  t^.  Philadelphia, 

tinct  and   independent  matters  as   to  etc.,   R.  Co.,  68   Fed.   Rep.  913,  914; 

render  the  bill  multifarious.     Dunham  Diamond   Match   Co.   v.   Ohio   Match 

V.  Bent,  72  Fed.  Rep.  60.  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  117. 

Bin  Against  Interfering  Patent  and  for  Allegations  Ininillcdent  to  Show  Con- 
Infringement.  —  A  bill  praying  an  ad-  joint  TTse.  —  A  bill  founded  on  distinct 
judication  against  an  interfering  pat-  patents,  alleging  that  the  defendants 
ent,  and  also  for  relief  against  infringe-  have  unlawfully  used  the  said  patented 
ment,  is  not  demurrable  for  misjoinder  inventions  or  substantial  parts  of  the 
of  causes  of  action.  Leach  v.  Chand-  same,  and  still  continue  so  to  do, 
ler,  18  Fed.  Rep.  262;  Swift  v.  Jenks,  does  not  show  that  the  several  inven- 
29  Fed.  Rep.  642;    HoUiday  v.  Pick-  tions  can  be  embodied  in  one  article. 
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BiU  on  flfrend  PaUftti  Kot  KooMUurily  XultltoiOTU.  —  But  the  bill  is  not 
necessarily  obnoxious  to  the  charge  of  multifariousness  because 
the  suit  is  brought  upon  more  than  one  patent,  for  a  court  of 
equity  allows  distinct  and  separate  causes  of  complaint  between 
the  same  parties  to  be  joined  in  one  bill  in  order  to  avoid  multi- 
plicity of  suits,  unless  it  is  apparent  that  the  defense  will  be  seri- 
ously embarrassed  by  confounding  different  and  unconnected 
issues  and  proofs  in  the  litigation.^ 

WlicM  Patonti  Oan  Be  or  Are  Coqjointly  Utod.  —  The  inclusion  of  several 
patents  in  the  same  suit  where  their  subjects  are  correlative  and 
the  inventions  claimed  are  embodied  in  the  same  infringing 
machines  has  been  sanctioned  in  many  well-considered  cases.' 

Such  an  averment  would  be  satisfied  Fed.   Rep.  382.      See  Seymour  v.  Os- 

by  proof  that  some  of  the  articles  made  borne,   11   Wall.  (U.  S.)  516;  Barest, 

by  the  defendant  infringed  one  of  the  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31. 
patents  and  others  infringed  another        Gonsolidatioii  of  Baits  Brought  on  8tp* 

patent.     Barney  v.  Peck,  16  Fed.  Rep.  arato   Patents. —  Where    two    suits   in 

413.  equity  are  brought  against  the  same 

And  an  averment  that  the  defend-  defendant  for  the  infringement  of  sepa- 

ant's    infringing    machine    embodies  rate  patents,  and  all  of  the  mechanical 

*'  either  the  whole,  or  one  or  more,  of  devices   which  are  alleged   to  be  in- 

the  said  inventions,"  renders  the  bill  fringed  are  used  in  the  one  infringing 

demurrable.     Diamond  Match   Co.  :*.  machine  of   the  defendant,  a  motion 

Ohio  Match  Co..  80  Fed.  Rep.  117.  to  consolidate   the  two  suits  will  be 

1.  Meerse  v.  Allen,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  granted,  and  time  to  answer  be  reason- 
9.393/1;  Nourse  v.  Allen,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  ably  extended.  Deering  v,  Winona 
^.)  376,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10.367;  Game-  Harvester  Works,  24  Fed.  Rep.  90. 
well  Fire- Alarm  Tel.  Co.  v.  Chillicothe,  Kotlon  to  Eloot  Botwoon  Baits  Pending 
7  Fed.  Rep.  351;  Lilliendahl  r.  Det-  at  Same  Time.  —  A  suit  in  equity  for  the 
wilier,  18  Fed.  Rep.  176;  Horman  Pat-  infringement  of  a  patent  was  begun 
ent  Mfg.  Co.  r.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.,  July  3,  1875,  and  an  answer  put  in, 
15  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  444,  12  Fed.  Cas.  and  the  prima  facie  case  of  the  com- 
No.  6,703.  plaint  closed  in  taking  testimony.    A 

Inftingoment  of  Original  Patent  and  second  suit  in  equity  was  then  com- 
Yoid  R^Bsne.  —  A  bill  alleging  the  in-  menced  November  22,  187s,  in  the 
fringement  of  the  original  patent  and  same  court,  between  the  same  parties, 
the  infringement  of  a  void  reissue  is  for  the  alleged  infringement  of  the 
not  multifarious,  but  allegations  rela-  same  reissued  patent  since  the  filing  of 
live  to  the  void  reissue  are  surplusage,  the  first  complaint.  On  a  motion  of  the 
Roemer  v,  Logowitz,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  defendants  to  require  the  plaintiff  to 
11,996.  elect  upon  which  suit  he  would  pro- 
Bill  by  Aiiignee  on  Patents  Anignod  for  ceed,  the  court  held  that  upon  the  facts 
Different  Territory.  —  A  bill  to  restrain  already  apparent  in  the  progress  of  the 
theinfringementof  two  patents  brought  first  case  it  was  probable  that  if  the 
by  the  complainant  as  the  assignee  of  complainant  was  entitled  to  relief  at  all 
the  patentees  for  the  state  of  California  he  would  not  be  able  to  receive  that 
is  not  multifarious  because  the  assign-  full  measure  which  he  deemed  indis- 
ment  of  one  of  those  patents  embraced  pensabie  for  his  complete  protection 
territory  outside  of  the  state  of  Cali-  without  instituting  new  proceedings, 
fornia.  Gillespie  v.  Cummings,  3  which  did  not  necessarily  involve  the 
Sawy.  (U.  S.)  259,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  abandonment  of  the  original  suit.  The 
5>434'  court  thought  the  substantial  interest 

2.  Nellis  V.  Pennock  Mfg.  Co.,  13  of  both  parties  could  be  best  promoted 
Fed.  Rep.  451;  Gillespie  f.  Cummings,  by  refusing  the  motion,  at  the  same 
3  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  259,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  time  requiring  the  solicitor  of  the  com- 
5,434;  Deering  v.  Winona  Harvester  plainant  to  enter  into  a  stipulation,  if 
Works,  24  Fed.  Rep.  90;  Rose  z^.  Hirsh.  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant  should 
71  Fed.  Rep.  881;  Russell  v.  Kern,  58  ask  it,  that  the  testimony  taken  in  the 
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And  where  a  bill  relating  to  several  patents  alleges  that  they  are 
capable  of  conjoint  use  and  that  the  defendant  has  in  fact  so  used 
them  in  one  machine,  it  will  not  be  bad  on  demurrer  for  multi- 
fariousness.^ 

(4)  Uniting-  Several  Defendants,  —  Where  several  defendants 
are  joined  the  bill,  it  would  seem,  must  aver  a  joint  infringement 
or  it  will  be  bad  on  demurrer.* 

b.  Allegations  of  Bill — (1)  In  General.  —  Generally  speak- 
ing, a  bill  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  like  other 
bills,  should  contain  all  allegations  necessary  to  sustain  the  suit, 
while  on  the  other  hand  averments  not  thus  requisite  need  not 
be  made.* 

(2)  Sliowing  Equitable  Jurisdiction,  —  The  bill  must  contain 

one  case  so  far  as  it  was  relevant  be  defendant  can  maintain  the  suit  as  a 

used  in  the  other,  and  that  both  cases  suit  against  each  defendant  separately, 

be  set  down  for  hearing  at  the  same  Putnam  &.  Hollender,  6  Fed.  Rep.  8S2. 

time,  thus  avoiding  so  far  as  practi-  S.  Suit  on  Beiisaed  iktsnt  —  Allegation 

cable  vexation  and    multiplication  of  Belativt  to  Surondor.  —  A  bill  in  equity 

costs,  and  the  court  ordered  accord-  for  the  infringement  of  a  reissued  pat- 

ingly.     Turrell  v.  Spaeth,  24  Fed.  Cas.  ent  need  not  aver  specially  the  ground 

No.  14,268.  on  which  the  original  patent  was  sur- 

1.  Meerse  v.  Allen,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  rendered.  Spaeth  v,  Barney,  22  Fed. 
9*393^;  Nourse  v,  Allen,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  Rep.  828. 

S.)  376,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,367;  Hor-  Nor  need  it  appear  by  the  bill  that  a 

man  Patent  Mfg.  Co.  t/.  Brooklyn  City  mere  licensee  joined  in  the  surrender 

R.  Co.,  15  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  444,  12  Fed.  of  the  original  patent  or  authorized  the 

Cas.  No.  6,703;  Gamewell  Fire-Alarm  surrenderor  ratified  the  surrender  after 

Tel.  Co.  V,  Chillicothe,  7  Fed.  Rep.  351.  it  had  been  made.     Potter  v.  Holland, 

2.  Diamond  Match  Co.  v,  Ohio  Match  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  206.  19  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  117.     But  see  Indu-  11,329. 

rated  Fibre  Industries  Co.  v,  Grace,  52  Avennent  of  Jvziidietioiial  Amount.  — 

Fed.  Rep.  124,  disapproving  Shickle  v.  Under  the  statutes  the  Circuit  Courts 

South  St.  Louis  Foundry  Co.,  22  Fed.  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  cases 

Rep.  105.     See  also  supra,  XI.  2.  a,  (3)  arising  under  the  patent  laws  of  the 

Joinder  0/ Joint  Infringers,  United  States  without  reference  to  the 

Bnfloiont  Allegations  of  Joint  Infring-  amount  involved,  and  therefore  it  is  not 

ttonit. — A  bill  alleging  thai  H.  and  M.  necessary  to  aver  the  amount  involved 

are  doing  business  under  the  name  of  in  the  controversy.     Mlller-Magee  Co. 

the  H.  E.  Co.  and  on  divers  times  and  v.  Carpenter,  34  Fed.  Rep.  433. 

occasions  for  a  certain  period  before  Bnit  Against  Lioenseo.  —  A  bill  under- 

the  filing  of  the  bill  had  infringed  the  taking  to  treat  a  licensee  as  an  infringer 

letters  patent  sufficiently  shows  that  without  showing  a  renunciation  of  the 

the  defendants  are  jointly  engaged  in  license  is  bad  on  its  face  for  want  of 

alleged  acts  of  infringement,  and  a  de-  equity.     White  v.  Lee,  3  Fed.  Rep.  222, 

murrer  to  the  bill  for  multifariousness  4  Fed.  Rep.  916. 

should  be  overruled.     Kaolatype  En-  If  the  bill  does  not  contain  any  aver- 

graving  Co.  v,  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep.  444.  ments  relating  thereto  and  the  answer 

O^ecSionfor  lUlnro  to  Allege  Joint  In-  sets  up  a  license  the  only  way  in  which 

Magamant.  —  Where  the  bill  does  not  al-  the  complaint  can  present  an  issue  as 

lege  an  infringement  by  the  defendants  to  the  abandonment  of  the  license  is 

jointly  the  objection  should  be  taken  by  by  an  amendment.     Brooks  v,  StoUey, 

demurrer.   Fischer  r.  O'Shaughnessey,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  375,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

6  Fed.  Rep.  92.  1.963. 

And  where  no  joint  sale  or  use  is  A  Bill  by  an  Airign—  should  aver  that 

shown,  yet  If  the  bill  was  framed  to  re-  the  infringement  was  committed  within 

cover  for  sufficient  infringements  and  the  territory  covered  by  the  assignment 

was  not  demurred  to  on  that,  and  the  and  after  the  date  of  the  assignment. 

case  has  gone  on  under  that  Issue,  the  Meyer  z^.  Bailey,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No,  9,516. 

16  Encyc.  PI,  &  Pr.  —  7  S^  •  Volume  XVL 


Bait  in  Equity  PA  TENTS.  fm  LiMagMuat. 

allegations  showing  that  part  of  the  complainant's  remedy  is  the 
right  to  an  injunction  or  some  other  special  equitable  relief.^ 

(3)  As  to  Prior  Adjudications.  —  A  bill  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  infringement  of  a  patent  should  allege  either  that  the 
patent  has  been  before  adjudged  valid  in  an  action  thereon  or 
that  its  validity  has  been  long  acknowledged  and  acquiesced  in 
by  the  public*  And  it  is  believed  to  be  always  pi-oper  for  the 
bill  to  contain  averments  showing  that  the  patent  has  been  liti- 
gated and  its  validity  sustained  in  prior  adjudications.^ 

(4)  As  to  Title  or  Ownership  —  (»)  in  Genand.  — ^  The  plaintiff,  or 
patentee,  must  allege  in  the  bill  that  he  possesses  the  title  to  or 
owns  the  patent  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.* 

(b)  Boiti  \if  AuigntM.  —  If  the  original  owner  of  the  patent  has 
parted  with  his  rights,  it  should  be  so  averred,  and  an  assignee 

1.  American  Cable  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  IMftiiiotioa  BMweaa  fMUmltttty  aad 
City  R.  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  532;  Germain  final  IqjimetioiiB.— In  Wirt  v.  Hicks, 
V,  Wilgus,  67  Fed.  Rep.  597.  46  Fed.  Rep.  71,  it  was  held  that  the 

Bill  Kot  Showing  Bight  to  Iqjnnotion.  allegations  concerning  prior  adjudica- 

—  Where  it  appears  from  the  bill  that  tion  or  acquiescence  are  necessary  as  a 

one  of  the  defendants  manufactured  foundation  for  a  motion  for  a  prelim- 

but  one  machine,  more  than  three  years  inary  injunction;  but  that  they  are  not 

before  the  bill  was  filed,  and  there  is  no  necessary  where    the   complainant  is 

claim   that   he   threatens  or  gives  out  willing  to  await  the  result  of  the  suit 

that  he  will  repeat  the  wrongful  act  by  and  asks  only  that  an  injunctioa  be 

making  another,  there  exists  as  to  him  granted  by  the  final  decree, 

no  ground  for  asking  or  granting  an  8.  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v. 

injunction,   and   the   bill   therefore  is  Southern  Telephone  Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep. 

without  equity.     Smith   v.   Sands,  24  802;   Steam   Gauge,   etc.,   Co.  v,    Mc- 

Fed.  Rep.  470.  Roberts,  26  Fed.  Rep.  765:  Doughty  v. 

Expiration     of     Patent     Bofore    8ait  West,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  553,  7  Fei. 

Bronght.  —  Where  the  patent  has  ex-  Cas.  No.  4,029. 

pired  before  the  institution  of  the  suit  ATonnonti  of  Bolief  in  Vormer  Bait.  — 
and  the  complainant  therefore  has  no  Where  a  bill  is  brought  for  the  infringe- 
right  to  an  injunction,  the  bill  must  ment  of  both  claims  of  a  patent,  and 
allege  some  other  special  ground  of  alleges  a  former  adjudication  sustain- 
equitable  jurisdiction.  Campbell  v,  ing  the  validity  of  one  of  the  claims  of 
Ward,  12  Fed.  Rep.  150;  American  the  patent  and  finding  infringement 
Cable  R.  Co.  c.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.,  therefor,  the  bill  is  not  demurrable  on 
41  Fed.  Rep.  522;  Russell  v,  Kern,  69  the  ground  that  it  shows  the  plaintiff 
Fed.  Rep.  94,  following  Root  v.  Lake  had  received  full  relief  in  the  former 
Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  105  U.  S.  189.  suit.    Allis  v.  Stowell,   15   Fed.    Rep. 

2.  Gutta-percha,    etc.,    Mfg.   Co.   v.  242. 

Goodyear  Rubber  Co.,  3  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  An  Xnoomplste  or  CoUnsiTe  Trial  at  Law 

542;  Wirt  V,  Hicks,  46  Fed.  Rep.  71.  should  never  be  alleged  in  the  bill,  for, 

A  Party  Belying  upon  a  Yerdiet  and  instead  of  strengthening  the  cause,  it 

Judgment  in   a  court  of  law   for  the  is  calculated  to  cast  Suspicion  on  it. 

establishment  of  his  title  to  a  patent  Doughty  v.  West,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas. 

must  allege  in  his  bill  in  equity  for  an  553,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,029. 

injunction  to  prevent  infringement  that  4.  Lettclier  v.  Mann,  79  Fed.  Rep.  81; 

such  proceedings   at  law  have  taken  Krick  v.  Jansen,  52  Fed.  Rep.  823. 

place.       Without    such  averment  the  SoflloientAyerment  of  Title.  —  An  aver- 

ground  of  the  action  may  be  misunder-  ment  that  the  complainant  has  title  to 

stood  and  the  defendant  may  not  be  all  the  rights  specifically  described  in 

properly  apprised  beforehand   of  the  the  patent  of  which  profert  is  made  is 

case  which  he  has  to  meet.     This  tech-  sufficient.     It  would  not  be  assisted  or 

nicality  may  be  overcome  by  amend-  strengthened    by  separate  averments 

ment.     Parker  v.  Brant,  i  Fisher  Pat.  that  he  held  a  right  to  this  claim  and 

Cas.  58,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,727.  that  claim,  enumerating  them  specific* 

98  Volume  XVI. 


SBit  is  Xqulty  PA  TENTS.  for 

bringing  the  suit  should  allege  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the 
patent  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.  ^ 

BainetiM  of  Titlo.  —  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  for  the  plaintiff 
to  deduce  his  title  through  various  and  successive  assignments.* 

(o)  CUlBi  te  Prior  lafrlagomont.  —  In  order  to  recover  damages  for 
infringements  committed  prior  to  an  assignment  of  the  patent, 
the  assignee  must  allege  in  his  bill  that  the  claims  for  such  dam- 
ages were  expressly  assigned  to  him,  since  such  claims  do  not 
pass  by  a  mere  assignment  of  the  patent.' 

(5)  Description  of  Invention  or  Profert  of  Patent  —  (»)  Vx  eoaorali 

—  It  is  necessary  that  the  bill  should  contain  a  substantial  descrip- 
tion of  the  complainant's  invention  or  should  refer  to  and  make 
profert  of  the  letters  patent.* 

(b)  Wlwro  Protat  Hot  Mado.  —  If  profert  is  not  made  the  bill  must 
contain  such  a  full  and  accurate  description  of  the  invention,  as 
patented,  as  will  apprise  the  court  of  its  nature  and  character  and 
the  particulars  in  which  the  improvement  consists.^ 

aUy.     American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v.  Perry  v.  Corning,  7  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  195, 

Southern  Telephone  Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  19  Fed.  Cao.  No.  11,004. 

803.  8.  Meerse  v.  Allen,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

1.  Jaros  Hygienic  Underwear  Co.  v,  9,393^1;  Nourse  v.  Allen,  4  Blatchf.  (U. 

Fleece   Hygienic   Underwear  Co.,    60  S.)  376,  i8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,367. 

Fed.  Rep.  622.  8.  New  York    Grape  Sugar  Co.   v. 

Bights  of  Airign—  Yofting  in  TrwtM.  Buffalo  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep« 

—  The  bill  will  be  defective  where  it  647,  20  Fed.  Rep.  505;  Kaolatype  En- 
does  not  show  that  the  rights  and  in-  graving  Co.  v,  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep. 
terest  of  an  assignee  were  vested  in  444. 

the  party  under  whose  will  the  plaintiff  BnilleisBt  Ay«rm«iit  of   Tltls  to  Psit 

claims  as  trustee.     Perry  v.  Corning,  Damages.  —  Past  damages  may  be  re- 

7  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  195,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  covered  by  the  assignee  where  the  bill 

11,004.  *^(s  forth  an  assignment  of  the  patent 

WIl  IhowiBg  OoBTmiMS  of  Xsratfaan  and  also  of  all  "  the  right,  interest,  and 

PMsvtss's  Intsrost.  —  Where  the  bill  for  claim  for  and  to  the  past  use  of  said 

infringement    brought    bv    assignees  invention  and  improvements  under  the 

shows  that  more  of  the  title  was  con-  said    letters    patent."      Campbell    v. 

veyed  than  was  originally  vested  in  the  James,  2  Fed.  Rep.  338. 

patentees,  the  complainant's  title  will  4.  Stirrat  v.   Excelsior  Mfg.  Co.,  44 

be  considered  defective  in  such  as  en-  Fed.  Rep.  142;  Post  v.  T.  C.  Richards 

titled  them  to  relief.      Carpenter    v.  Hardware  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  905;  Mc- 

Eberhard  Mfg.  Co.,  78  Fed.  Rep.  127.  Millin  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Transp.  Co., 

AIlsgsEtimi  ofBaoordationof  lattramsBt.  18  Fed.  Rep.  260. 

—  Where  a  plaintiff  claims  title  through  5.  Post  v.  T.  C.  Richards  Hardware 
an  instrument  assigning  to  him  all  of  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  905;  Electrolibration 
the  patentee's  right,  title,  and  interest  Co.  v.  Jackson,  52  Fed.  Rep.  773;  Wise 
in  the  invention  and  patent  within  and  v.  Grand  Ave,  R.  Co.,  33  Fed.  Rep. 
throughout  a  specified  territory,  it  need  277. 

not  be  averred  in  a  bill  for  infringe-  Ths  History  of  an  Inysntion  is  always 

ment  that  the  instrument  has  been  re-  a  part  of  the  controversy  in  the  case, 

corded,  but  the  complainant  may  treat  The  state  of  the  art,  the  patent  which 

the  defendant  as  a  wrongdoer,  and  put  conveys  the  grant,  the  steps  which  have 

him  to  set  up  in  his  answer  that  he  is  been  taken  either  by  the  inventors  of 

a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  with^  the  patent  in  question  or  by  other  in- 

out  notice,  or  that  in  like  good   faith  ventors,  are  always  proper  matters  of 

he  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  averment  in   the  bill.     Steam<Gauge, 

patentee  and  assignor   by  which  he  etc.,  Co.  v.  McRoberts,  26  Fed.  Rep. 

acquired  the  right  to  use  the  patent.  765. 
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(e)  WlicM  Praftrt  Mad*.  —  The  practice,  however,  allows  the  pat- 
ent to  be  averred  by  reciting  the  title  of  the  patent  and  making 
profert  of  the  letters  patent;  and,  if  profeit  is  made,  no  more 
specific  allegations,  descriptive  of  the  invention,  are  necessary.^ 

(6)  Ori£^nality  of  Invention,  —  The  bill  must  allege  that  the 
plaintiff,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  is  the  first  and  original 
inventor  or  discoverer  of  the  patent  or  improvement  sued  on.* 

Ai&daTit  Stating  Fact.  —  If  there  be  no  such  allegations,  the  prac- 
tice requires  an  affidavit  to  be  filed  stating  the  fact.' 

(7)  Relative  to  Prior  Patents  or  Description^  Public  Use  or  Sale 
—  Prior  Patent  or  Doioription.  —  The  bill  must  allege  that  the  invention 
alleged  to  have  been  infringed  had  not  been  patented  or 
described  in  any  printed  publication  in  this  or  any  foreign  coun- 
try before  the  complainant*s  invention  or  discovery  thereof.'* 

PabUe  Um  or  flalo.  —  The  bill  must  aver  that  the  invention  was 
not  in  public  use  or  on  sale  for  more  than  two  years  prior  to  the 
application  for  the  patent.^ 

The  Proeeedingi  in  the  Patent  OAoe  m^nt  which  had  never,  prior  to  his  in- 

in   an  interference  case   need   not   be  vention  thereof,  been  icnown  or  used  or 

mentioned,  and  allegations  thereof  will  described  in  any  printed  publication  in 

be  deemed  surplusage.    lUingworth  v,  this  or  any  other  country,  was  equiva- 

Atha,  42  Fed.  Rep.  141.  lent  to  an  allegation  formally  saying 

1.  McMillin  v,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Transp.  that  the  invention  had  not  been  known 

Co.,   18  Fed.    Rep.  260;  Dickerson  v.  or  used  by  others  in  this  country  and 

Greene,  53  Fed.  Rep.  247;  Enterprise  had  not  been  patented  or  described  in 

Mfg.  Co.    V.  Snow,  67  Fed.  Rep.  235-;  print  in  this  or  any  foreign  country; 

Germain  v,  Wilgus,  67  Fed.  Rep.  597;  **  for,"  said  the  court,  **  if  it  had  never 

American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v.  South-  been  known  by  anybody  in  this  or  any 

ern  Telephone  Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  803.  other  country  before  the  date  of  the  in- 

8.  Ashcroft  v,  Boston,  etc..  R.  Co.,  vention  it  could  not  have  been    pat- 

97  U.  S.  189:  Miller  v.  Smith,  5  Fed.  ented."    American   Cable    R.   Co.   r. 

Rep.     359;      Herring    v.    Nelson,    14  New  York,  42  Fed.  Rep.  60. 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  293,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.        Ayerment  of  Ko  Prior  Patent  with  In- 

6,424;    Tucker  v.  Tucker   Mfg.    Co.,  yentor'i     Knowledge    or    Consent. —  In 

4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  397,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  American  Cable  R.  Co.  v.  New  York, 

14.227.  42  Fed.  Rep.  60,  an  allegation  in  the 

8.  Sullivan  v.  Redfield,  i  Paine  (U.  bill  that  the  improvement  had  not  been 

S.)44i,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,597;    Ste-  patented  to  the  patentee,  or  to  others 

yens  v.  Fell,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,397;  with  his  knowledge  or  consent,  in  any 

Thompson  v,  Jewett,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  country,  was  objected  to  because  the 

13,961.     Set  infra,  XIII.  I.  d,  Verifica-  averment  was  not  direct  that  it  had  not 

Hon  or  Bill,  been  patented,  but  that  it  was  not  pat- 

4.  Coop  V,  Dr.  Savage  Physical  De-  ented  with  his  knowledge  or  consent, 

velopment  Institute,  47  Fed.  Rep.  899;  The  court  held,  however,  that,  in  view 

Overman  Wheel  Co.  v,  Elliott  Hickory  of  all  the  averments  taken  together,  the 

Cycle  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  859;  Goebel  v,  bill  was  sufficient. 
American  R.  Supply  Co.,  55  Fed.  Rep.        ft.  Softdent  Ayennente  to  Show  Inyen- 

825;     Hanlon    v.    Primrose,    56    Fed.  tion  Kot  on  tale.  —  In  American  Cable 

Rep.  600;  Ross  V.  Ft.  Wayne,  58  Fed.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  42  Fed.  Rep.  60, 

Rep.  404;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Ohio  it  was  held  that  an  allegation  that  the 

Match  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  117;  Mutton  improvement  had  not  been  in  public 

V,   Star  Slide  Seat  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  use  or  on  sale  in  the  United  States  for 

747.     And  see  Rev.  Stat.,  g  4886.  more  than  two  years  prior  to  the  ap- 

Ayerment  SnflLoient  to  Show  Ko  Prior  plication   for  letters  patent,   and   had 

Patent.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  bill  never  been  known  or  used  in  this  coun- 

alleging  that  the  patentee  was  the  orig-  try   prior  to   the  application,    was  an 

inal  and  first  inventor  of  an  improve-  express  averment  that  it  had  never  been 
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(8)  Of  Infringement  —  (»)  In  e«unL  —  The  complainant  must 
allege  in  his  bill  that  the  defendants  have  infringed  his  patent.^ 

(b)  How  AUogstioiis  Mado.  —  A  general  charge  of  infringement  is  all 
that  is  necessar>'  to  require  the  defendant  to  answer  the  bill,  and 
the  particulars  of  infringement  need  not  be  specified.*  Thus,  an 
allegation  that  the  defendant  made,  constructed,  used,  and 
vended  to  sundry  persons,  etc.,  the  said  invention,  is  sufficient  to 
show  a  violation  of  the  plaintiff's  rights.' 

in   public  use  for  any  time  before  the  South  St.  Louis  Foundry  Co.,  33  Fed. 

application;  and  that,  if  it  had  never  Rep.  105. 

been  known  by  anybody  before  the  ap-  IS  a  Bill  Chargoa  an  lafringomoBt  by 

plication,  it  could  not  have  been  on  sale,  lorenl  Dofopdapto,  one  of  whom  is  a  cor- 

for  the  manufacture  and  presentation  poration,  it  need  not  make  out  any  dif- 

of  an  invention  in  the  market  creates  a  ferent  case  against  the  individuals  from 

knowledge  which  is  inconsistent  with  that  against  the  corporation.    The  al- 

the  averment  that  nobody  knew  of  its  legation  that  named  persons  have  in- 

existence.     See  McCoy  v.  Nelson,  121  fringed  a  patent  is  enough  to  put  them 

U.  S.  484.  all  upon  answer  if  the  bill  is  otherwise 

!•  AJshcroft  v,  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  sufficient;    and  the   fact  that  the  bill 

97  U.  S.  189;  Tucker  v.  Tucker  Mfg.  shows  the  individual  defendant  to  be 

Co.,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  397,  24  Fed.  Cas.  an  officer  of  the  defendant  corporation 

No.   14,227;    Miller  v.   Smith,   5  Fed.  does  not  require  that  any  other  or  more 

Rep.  359.  specific  words  be  used  than  if  he  were 

8.  Turrell  v.  Cammerrer,  3    Fisher  not  such  officer.   Cleveland  Forge,  etc., 

Pat.  Cas.  462,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,266;  Co.  v,  U.  S.  Rolling-Stock  Co.,  41  Fed. 

Haven   v.   Brown,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  Rep.  476. 

413,  II  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,228;  Thatcher  S.  Case  «/.  Red  field,  4  McLean  (U.  S.) 

Heating  Co.  v.  Carbon  Stove  Co.,  23  526,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,494;  McMillin 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,864;  American  Bell  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Transp.  Co.,  18  Fed. 

Telephone  Co.  v.  Southern  Telephone  Rep.  260. 

Co.,  34  Fed.  Rep.  803.    See  McCoy  v.  Statomont  of  Artieloi  Mado  by  Infriag- 

Nelson,    121   U.   S.  4)84:    Kirby  Bung  ing  Maehlno. —  It  is  not  necessary  for 

Mfg.  Co.  V.  White,  i  Fed.  Rep.  604;  the  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  the  general 

American  Solid  Leather  Button  Co.  v,  charge  of  infringement,  to  allege  what 

Empire  State  Nail  Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  929.  articles  the  defendant  made  by  the  use 

Foundation  for  Fnetioo.  —  Upon  the  of  a  machine  which  infringed  his  pat- 
general  practice  of  equity  pleading  a  ent.  Fischer  v,  Hayes,  6  Fed.  Rep.  76. 
bill  for  an  infringement  of  a  patent  is  Making  and  Using  Xaohinoi.  —  An 
bad  upon  demurrer  if  it  fails  to  specify  allegation  that  the  defendants  have 
the  nature  of  the  patented  invention  or  *'  constructed  and  built,  and  are  now 
of  the  infringement,  but  nevertheless  using  '*  certain  structures,  does  not 
the  practice  of  alleging  generally  that  necessarily  imply  that  any  of  the 
the  defendant  has  infringed  without  structures  were  built  by  the  defend- 
giving  a  summary  of  the  specification  ants,  or  that  any  of  the  structures 
or  claim  or  pointing  out  the  particulars  which  were  built  by  them  are  used  by 
of  infringement  rests  upon  a  founda-  them;  and  proof  of  an  infringement  in 
tion  too  deep  to  be  disturbed.  Haven  the  district  in  which  the  suit  is  brought 
V.  Brown,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  413,  11  by  the  use  of  an  infringing  structure. 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,228;  American  Bell  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  complainant 
Telephone  Co.  v.  Southern  Telephone  to  a  decree  for  an  accounting  by  the 
Co..  34  Fed.  Rep.  803.  defendants  in  respect  to  all  infringe- 

Allogation  of  Joint  Infiringomont. —  A  ments  committed  in  such  district  by 
general  allegation  of  infringement  making  or  using  or  vending  therein, 
being  sufficient,  it  is  not  necessary  to  and  to  an  injunction  against  making 
allege  a  joint  infringement  or  set  out  in  such  district,  and  against  using 
sufficient  facts  from  which  a  joint  in-  therein,  and  also  against  vending 
fringe ment  can  be  gathered.  Indu-  therein.  H  the  complainant  desires  to 
rated  Fibre  Industries  Co.  v.  Grace,  52  proceed  for  an  account  and  for  an  in- 
Fed.  Rep.  124,  disapproving  Shickles  v.  junction  in  respect  of  infringements  in 
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(9)  Of  Notice  of  Patent  —  Marking  Article.  —  In  order  to 
recover  damages  against  infringers,  where  the  patentee  or  his 
assignee  makes  or  selb  the  article  patented,  it  is  necessaiy  to 
aver  in  the  bill  that  he  made  or  sold  the  articles,  and  that  he  has 
given  notice  of  his  right  either  to  the  whole  public  by  marking 
his  article  '*  patented  "  or  to  the  particular  defendants  by  inform- 
ing them  of  his  patent  and  of  their  infringement  of  it,  as  required 
by  the  statute.^ 

(10)  Of  Damages  and  Profits,  —  Where  the  suit  is  brought  for 
injunction  only  or  for  profits  in  addition  thereto,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  or  show  in  the  bill  the  extent  of  the  complainant's 
damage.  But  if  an  accounting  is  prayed  for  the  bill  must  allege 
that  the  defendants  have  made  profits  from  the  use  of  their  pat- 
ented article.* 

(11)  Relative  to  Ladies.  —  Where  the  plaintiff  has  been  guilty 
of  laches  in  prosecuting  his  rights  under  the  patent  the  bill  should 
show  a  sufficient  excuse  or  reason  for  the  delay.* 

c.  Prayer  for  Process.  —  There  should,  in  general,  be  a 
prayer  for  process  in  the  bill,  which  should  contain  the  names  of 

another  district,  he  must  proceed  bjr  a  Rep.  859;  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  t/.  Hogg,  70 

bill   filed  there.     Locomotive   Engine  Fed.  Rep.  787. 

Safety  Truck  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  10  PsnaltjImpMad  hy  Act  Feb.  4, 1887.— 

Biatchf.  (U.  S.)  292,  IS  Fed.  Cas.  No.  To  recover  the  penalty  imposed  by  Act 

8,452.    See  also  Butz  1  hermo-Electric  Feb.  4,  1887,  c.  105,  upon  any  person 

Regulator  Co.  v,  Jacobs  Electric  Co.,  for  using  a  design  secured  by  pa  ten  t«  or 

36  Fed.  Rep.  197.  an    imitation    Siereof,  or    selling    an 

Iiif«renee  of  Contlimoiii  Use  flmn  AUs-  article  to  which  the  design  has  been  so 
gattons.  -^  An  allegation  that  since  the  applied,  the  plaintiff  must  allege  that 
date  of  the  letters  patent  in  1874  up  to  the  defendant  had  knowledge  of  the 
the  filing  of  the  bill  in  1887  the  defend-  design  or  its  application,  or  such  a  no- 
ant  on  divers  times  and  occasions  has  tice  to  the  public  or  to  the  defendant 
used  the  plaintiff's  invention  does  not  from  which  such  knowledge  must  nec- 
imply  a  continuous  use  of  the  inven-  essarily  be  inferred.  Dunlap  v.  Scho- 
tion  for  such  a  period  as  to  bar  relief  on  field,  153  U.  S.  244;  Lowell  Mfg.  Co. 
the  ground  of  laches.  Kaolatype  En-  v,  Hog^,  70  Fed.  Rep.  787. 
graving  Co.  v,  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep.  8.  Wirt  v.  Hicks,  46  Fed.  Rep.  71. 
444-  8.  McLaughlin  v.  People's  R.    Co., 

1.    Rev.   Stat.,  §(    4900;    Dunlap  v,  21  Fed.  Rep.  574;   Mundy  v.  Kendall, 

Schofield,  152  U.  S.  244;  National  Co.  23  Fed.  Rep.  591;  Philadelphia  Novelty 

V,  Belcher,  68  Fed.  Rep.  665.    See  also  Mf ;.  Co.  v.  Rouse,  39  Fed.  Rep.  273. 

Blount  Mfg.  Co.  V,  Bardsley,  66  Fed.  See  article  Laches,  vol.  12.  p.  834. 

Rep.  761.    See  further  infra^  XI H.  4.  AUeg^tioni  of  Ezonso  in  Amendad  BiU. 

tf.  (6)   Want  of  Notice  or  JCnowledt^e  of  ^-  Where  an  amended  bill  shows  suffi- 

Plaintiff's  Patent.  cient  reason  for  the  complainant's  de- 

Tho  Bnty  of  XaUng  Those  AUo|pitions  lay,  that  will  be  sufficient  without 
devolves  upon  the  plaintiff  in  his  bill  reference  to  the  original  bill.  Russell 
and  not  upon  the  defendant  in  his  an-  v,  Kern,  58  Fed.  Rep.  382. 
swer.  Dunlap  v,  Schofield,  152  U.S.  Allegations  Kot  ChowUig  Laoheo,  —  An 
244  [distinguishing  and  explaining  Prov-  allegation  that  since  date  of  the  patent 
idence  Rubber  Co.  v,  Goodyear,  9  up  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  the  def end- 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  788;  Goodyear  v,  Allyn,  ant  on  various  occasions  infringed 
6  Biatchf.  (U.  S.)  33;  New  York  Phar-  plaintiff's  patent  does  not  imply  a  con- 
mical  Assoc,  v.  Tilden,  21  Biatchf.  (U.  tinued  use  for  such  a  period  or  such 
S.)  190-  Allen  V.  Deacon,  10  Sawy.  (U.  laches  as  to  bar  relief.  Kaolatype  £n- 
S.)  210J.  See  also  New  Departure  Bell  graving  Co.  t/.  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep.  444; 
Co.  V.  Bevin  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  64  Fed.  Kittle  v,  De  Graaf,  30  Fed.  Rep.  689. 
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all  the  defendants  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  bill.' 

d.  Verification  of  Bill  —  (i)  In  General.  —  The  bill  to 
restrain  infringement  should  usually  be  verified.* 

(2)  As  ta  Originality  of  Invention.  —  If  the  bill  does  not  allege 
that  the  patentee  was  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  article 
patented,  there  must  be  an  oath  or  affidavit  of  this  fact.*  But 
where  the  bill  contains  such  allegations,  no  special  affidavit 
thereto  is  necessary.** 

e.  Amendment  of  Bill.  —  Where  the  bill  does  not  contain 
the  requisite  and  sufficient  allegations  as  hereinbefore  set  forth, 
an  amendment  is  often  allowed  or  required  for  the  purpose  of 
introducing  averments  which  are  lacking  or  of  curing  the  defective 
ones.* 

1.  See   generally   article    Bills    in  AfldaTit  Coneeraiiig  InTention,  Um,  D«- 

Equity,  vol.  3,  p.  351,  and  the  follow-  icoription,  etc.  —  In  Rogers  v.  Abbot,  4 

ing    cases:    Goebel    v,    American    R.  Wash.  (U.  S.)  514,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Supply  Co.,  55  Fed.  Rep.  825,  holding  12,004,  the  court  required  the  plaintiff 

the  omission  of  these  names  to  be  a  to  subjoin  to  his  bill  a  special  affidavit 

fatal  defect  underrule  23  U.  S.  £q.  Prac.  that  he  was,  to  the  best  of  his  knowl- 

8pedal  Pntjrtr  fbr  Iignnotlon  ProoeM.  —  edge  and  belief,  the  original  inventor 

But  an  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  a  of  the  improvement  for  which  he  had 

bill   to  entitle  a   complainant    to    an  obtained  his  patent;  and  that  the  same 

interlocutory  injunction  to  restrain  an  had  not  to  his  knowledge  or  belief  been 

infringement,  that  there  is  no  special  in  use  or  been  described  in  any  public 

prayer  for  such  process  or  no  recital  of  work  anterior  to  his  said  invention  and 

the  facts  that  are  shown  in  aggravation  discovery. 

of  the  respondent's  conduct,  cannot  be  1^  Whom  Ytriiloation  Kado.  —  It  has 

supported  where  the  bill  shows  B.prima  been  said  that  the  above  rule  of  prac- 

/ariV  case  for  an  injunction.     Goodyear  tice  would   probably  be   limited  to  a 

V,  Mullee,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  420,  10  party  present  and  prosecuting  in  his 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,579.  own  right;  that  it  would  be  inappli- 

%.  Rogers  v.  Abbott,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  cable  in  the  case  of  an  assignee,  and 

514,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,004;    Stevens  must,  if  strictly  enforced,  in  many  in- 

V.  Felt,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,397.     But  stances  deprive  alien  patentees  of  that 

see  National  Hay-Rake  Co.  v,  Harbert,  immediate  relief  by  injunction   indis- 

17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,044.     And  see  gen-  pensable  to  the  support  of  their  rights, 

erally  article  Injunctions,  vol.  10,  p.  Stevens  v.  Felt,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13.397. 

963  et  seq.  But  in  Thompson  v,  Jewett,  23  Fed. 

Speeial  Afldavit  to  Tnitli  of  AUegations.  Cas.  No.  13,961,  it  was  held  that  where 

—  In  Rogers  v.  Abbot,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  the  patentee  has  assigned  all  his  inter- 

514,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,004,  the  court  est  in  the  patent,  and  is  only  a  nominal 

required  the  plaintiff  to  subjoin  to  his  party,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to 

bill  a  special  affidavit  to  the  truth  of  make  the  above  affidavit;    that  there 

the  allegations  of  the  same.  would  seem  to  be  special  propriety  in 

Yeriiloatioii  by  Ownor  or  Liconaee.  —  A  imposing  this  duty  upon  the  assignee, 

bill  in  equity  for  a  provisional  injunc-  who  for  his  own  protection  invokes  the 

tion  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  intervention  of  the  court, 

patent  may  be  verified  by  the  licensee  4.  Young  v,  Lippman,  9  Blatchf.  (U. 

as  the  holder  of  the  equiuble  title.     A  S.)    277,    30    Fed.    Cas.    No.    18,160; 

verification  by  the  holder  of  the  legal  Thompson  v.  Jewett,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

title    is   not  necessary.    Goodyear  v.  13,961;    Consolidated  Brake-Shoe   Co. 

Allyn,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  33,  10  Fed.  v.  Detroit  Steel,  etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep. 

Cas.  No.  5,555.  894. 

8.  Sullivan  v  Redfield,  i  Paine  (U.  6.  Amendments  Were  Allowed  or  Xe- 

S.)  441,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,597;  Ste-  quired  in  the  following  cases: 

vens  V,  Felt,  23  Fed.  Cas.   No.  13,397;  To  Show  Character  or  Description  of 

Thompson  v.  Jewett,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Invention,  —  Post  v.   T.    C.    Richards 

13,961.  Hardware  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  905;  Fou- 
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2.  Supplemental  BilL  —  The  general  rules  governing  the  filing 
and  requisites  of  supplemental  bills  are  applicable  to  suits  for 
infringement.^ 

3.  CroM-bill  —  When  Vot  Pmnifiibie.  —  In  a  suit  for  infringement 
a  cross-bill  cannot  be  filed  where  the  subject-matter  thereof  is 


geres  v.  Murbarger,  44  Fed.  Rep.  292;    the  case  so  tried,  an  amendment  of  the 


Electrolibration    Co.    v.    Jackson,    52 
Fed.  Rep.  773. 

To  Show  Invention  Kot  Previously 
Patented^  Described^  Used,  or  Sold,  — 
Coop  V,  Dr.  Savage  Physical  Develop- 
ment Institute,  47  Fed.  Rep.  899;  Con 


bill  for  the  purpose  of  incorporating 
such  averments  was  allowed. 

And  an  amendment  which  changed 
the  character  of  the  bill  was  allowed 
even  after  final  decree,  the  circum- 
stances being  peculiar,  and  the  cause 


solidated  Brake-Shoe  Co.  v.  Detroit  having  been,  in  fact,  tried  exactly  as  it 
Steel,  etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  894;  would  have  been  if  the  bill  had  oiigi- 
Overman  Wheel  Co.  v,  Elliott  Hickory    nally  been  in  the  amended  form.    The 


Cycle  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  859;  Krick  v, 
Jansen,  52  Fed.  Rep.  823;  Edison  Elec- 
tric Light  Co.  V,  Mather  Electric  Co., 
53  Fed.  Rep.  244;  Ross  v.  Ft.  Wayne. 
58  Fed.  Rep.  404;  Hutton  v.  Star  Slide 
Seat  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep,  747. 


Tremolo  Patent.  23  Wall.  (U.  S.)  518. 
See  in  this  connection  New  Departure 
Bell  Co.  v,  Bevin  Bros.  Mfg.  Co..  64 
Fed.  Rep.  859,  and  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Hogg,  70  Fed.  Rep.  787. 
1.  Osnsral  Bolts.  —  A    supplemental 


To  Show  Adjudication  Sustaining  Va-  bill  cannot  be  filed  where  it  seeks  to 

lidity  of  Patent,  —  Parker  t/.  Brant.   I  raise    an    entirely    new    and    distinct 

Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  58,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  issue;  where  the  suit  is  not  defective 

10,727.  and   nothing  has  occurred    since   the 

To  Show  Renunciation  or  Abandonment  filing  of  the  original  bill  which  calls 

of  License,  —  White  v,  Lee,  3  Fed.  Rep.  for  or  requires  the  filing  of  a  supple- 

222,  4  Fed.  Rep.  916;    Brooks  v,  StoU  mental  bill;  where  the  bill  proposed  to 

ley,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  275,  4  Fed.  Cas.  be  filed  is  not  a  supplemental  bill  or 


No.  1,963. 

To  Show  Conjoint  Use  of  Several  Pat" 
ents.  —  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  68  Fed.  Rep. 
91  i. 

To    Show    Title  to    Claims  for   Past 


a  con lin nation  of  the  original  suit; 
where,  if  new  defendants  are  sought  to 
be  introduced  by  supplemental  bill,  it  is 
not  alleged  therein  that  such  parties 
have  infringed  the  patent  as  set  forth 
in  the  original  bill.     Tubman  v,  Wason 


Djma^es,  —  New    York    Grape    Sugar  Mfg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  429. 

Co.   V,    Buffalo  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  20  Titls  iUquiz^d  after  Original  Bm  FUsd. 

Fed.  Rep.  505.  — A  plaintiff  cannot  support  a  bad  title 

To  Show  Sale  of  Patent  and  Notice  of  by  acquiring  another  after  the  filing  of 

Infringement,  —  New    Departure    Bell  the  original  bill  and  bringing  it  in  by 

Co.  V,  Bevin  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  64  Fed.  supplemental   bill.      Thus  where   as- 

Rep.  859.  signments  set  up  in   the  original  bill 

An  amendment  showing  the  articles  transferred  the  title  to  the  letters  pat- 
were  marked  '*  patented  "  was  refused  ent  only,  and  did  not  carry  the  claims 
after  the  final  hearing,  where  the  vio-  for  previous  infringements,  a  supple- 
lations  were  few,  not  wilful,  and  were  mental  bill  cannot  be  filed  to  bring  in 
discontinued  upon  notice.  Lowell  the  title  to  claims  for  past  damages, 
Mfg.  Co.  V,  Hogg,  70  Fed.  Rep.  787.  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  since  the  origi- 

Amendmsnt  after  Final  Hearing  or  Be-  nal  bill  was  filed.     Emerson  v.  Hub- 


eree.  —  In  New  York  Grape  Sugar  Co. 
v,  Buffalo  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  20  Fed. 
Rep.  505,  where  a  bill,  brought  by  the 
assignee  of  a  patent  for  the  infringe- 
ment thereof,  did  not  contain  aver- 
ments to  include  the  subject  of  as- 
signed claims  for  the  damages  and 
profits  which  were  due  mesne  assign- 


bard,  34  Fed.  Rep.  327. 

Croes-refereneei.  —  Supplemental  bills 
in  general,  see  article  Supplemental 
Pleadings. 

In  suits  to  declare  interfering  patents 
void,  see  supra^  this  article,  VI.  2.  c. 
Supplemental  Bill, 

In  questions  relating  to  parties,  see 


ors,  bat   the  intention  was  to  include    supra,  XI.   Parties  to  Actions  or  Suits 

them,  and  the  answer  was  framed  on     for  Infringement, 

the  theory  that  they  were  included,  and        In  suits  on  surrendered  and  reissued 
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not  germane  to  the  original  bill,  or  where  affirmative  relief  is 

sought  which  might  be  obtained  by  answer.^ 

But  A  GroM-Ull  Maj  Properly  Be  Ned  to  establish  an  equitable  title  to 

letters  patent,  the  legal  title  to  which  is  set  up  by  the  complain- 
ant in  the  lattfer's  bill,* 

4.  Aniwar  or  Wea—  a.  Necessity  of  Setting  Up  Defenses 

—  (i)  In  General.  —  It  is  a  well-settled  rule  that  defenses  gen- 
erally to  a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement  must  be  set  up  in  the 
answer,  and  if  the  defendant  does  not  so  present  them  he  cannot 
avail  himself  of  them.' 

patents,  see  supra^  X.  3.  On  Surrendered  Claiming  Bight  to  Trtdi  Kark  or  Ktm* 

and  Reissued  Patent,  for  Qjstom.  —  A  cross- bill  wherein  the 

Supplemental  bill  in  nature  of  bill  of  defendant  sets  up  the  claim  of  right  to 

review,  see  infra,  note  3,  p.  152.  a  trade  mark  or  name  for  an  electrical 

1.  Welsbach  Light  Co.  v,  Cosmopoli-  system  which  includes  the  use  of  the 

tan  Incandescent  Gas  Light  Co.,  78  red.  patentee's  name  cannot  be  filed,  as  it 

Rep.  639;    Atkins  v,    Parke.   61   Fed.  goes  beyond  the  case  of  the  plainti£f  in 

Rep.  953;    New  Departure  Bell  Co.  v,  the  original  bill,  is  not  necessary  as  a 

Hardware  Specialty  Co.,  63  Fed.  Rep.  defense  to  that  bill,  and  is  matter  en- 

463;    Puetz  V,  Bransford,  32  Fed.  Rep.  tirely  foreign  to  the  primary  contro- 

318;    Randolph  v,  Robinson,  20  Fed.  versy.    Johnson  R.  Signal  Co.  v.  Union 

Cas.  No.   11,561.    And   see  generally  Switch,  etc.,  Co.,  43  Fed.  Rep.  331. 

article  Cross-bills,  vol.  5.  p.  624.  8ot-ofE  —  BocoToiy  in  Formor  Bait.  — 

lafiriagoBimt  of  DeftBdanys  Pattnt.  —  Where  in  a  suit  by  several  persons  for 

A  cross-bill  alleging  infringement  by  infringement  (the  defenses  being  inva- 

the  plaintifif  of  the  defendant's  patent  lidity  of  the  patent  and  a  license)  the 

is  not  germane  to  the  original  bill  and  court  sustained  the  patent  and  decreed 

cannot  be  sustained.     Stonemetz  Print-  damages,  a  bill  setting  up  a  judgment 

ers'  Machinery  Co.  v.  Brown  Folding-  in  another  suit  against  one  of  the  com* 

Mach.  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  851;  New  De-  plainants,  and  asking  that  the  conjoined 

parture  Bell  Co.  v.  Hardware  Specialty  defendants  in  the  prior  suit  set  forth  a 

Co.,  62  Fed.  Rep.  462.  discovery  of  what  share  of  the  damages 

Attaoklng  Validity  or  Lliniting  flc^  of  they  claim  respectively  so  that  the  de- 

Patont.  —  Matters  attacking  the  validity  fendant  may  set  off  his  share  against 

of  the  patent  or  limiting  its  scope  may  the  said  complainant,  does  not  meet  the 

in  geoeral  be  presented  by  answer  to  requirements  or  the  purpose  and  ob- 

the  original  bill,  and   no  cross-bill  is  ject  of  a  cross-bill   and   will   not  be 

necessary  for  that  purpose.     Interna-  regarded  as  such.      Providence  Rub- 

tional  Tooth-Crown  Co.  v,  Carmichael,  ber  Co.  v,  Goodyear,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

44  Fed.  Rep.  350.  807. 

lattrteonoo  with  ]>efoiidaiit*i  BnsiiiMs.  IHseoTory  of  Plaintiiri  Titlo  Whoro  Do- 

—  In  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  infringe-  fondant  Showi  Ko  Titlo.  —  A  cross-bill 
ment  of  a  patent,  interference  with  the  by  the  defendant  in  an  infringement 
business  of  the  defendant  by  reason  of  suit  seeking  discovery  as  to  the  source 
the  publication  of  threats  and  an  un-  or  validity  of  plaintiff's  title  cannot  be 
lawful  attack  upon  the  defendant's  sustained  as  a  bill  of  discovery  where 
business  is  not  the  proper  subject  of  a  the  defendant  sets  up  no  color  of  title 
cross-bill.  It  is  not  pertinent  as  a  de-  in  himself.  And  it  cannot  be  sustained 
fense  to  the  original  bill.  Interna-  for  the  purpose  of  relief  where  the  re- 
tional  Tooth-Crown  Co.  v,  Carmichael,  lief  asked  is  to  be  a  consequence  of  the 
44  Fed.  Rep.  350.  See  Curran  v,  Sl  discovery  sought.  Young  v,  Colt,  2 
Charles  Car  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  835;  Ide  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  373. 

V.  Ball  Engine  Co..  31  Fed.  Rep.  901.  8.  Brandon  Mfg.  Co.  v.   Prime,   14 

Cnm-UU  hj  Third  Person.  —  Where  a  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  371. 

cross-bill  cannot  be  maintained  by  the  Vor  Cross-bills  in  Snits  against  Intor- 

original  defendant  a  third  partv  can-  foring  Patents,  see  supra,  VI.  3.  Affirma- 

not  be  made  a  defendant  and  allowed  Hve  Relief  under  Answer  or  CrosS'bilL 

to  file  such  a  cross-bill.     Curran  v,  St.  S.  Herring  v.  Gage,  15  Blatchf.  (U. 

Charles  Car  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  835.  S.)  124,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,422;  Howes 
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(2)  Special  Defenses  Allowed  by  Statute  —  (•)  UwUr  VvtlM  li 
Aiifw«r.  —  The  statutes  authorizing  designated  matters  of  defense 
to  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action  at  law  under  the  general 
issue  ^  provide  that  the  like  defenses  may  be  pleaded  in  any  suit 
in  equity  for  relief  against  an  alleged  infringement,  and  that  proof 
of  the  same  may  be  given  upon  like  notice  in  an  answer  of  the 
defendant  and  with  the  like  effect.' 

V,  Nute,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  173,  12  Fed.  the  patent  sued  on  had  expired  because 

Cas.  No.  6,790.  of  the  expiration  of  the  foreign  patent 

DcftDMt  IfmwMry  to  Be  Salsed  im  tkt  for  the  same  invention,  is  an  original 

Aiifwir  are,  among  others,,  the  follow-  defense   and    must   not  be  left  to  be 

ing:  introduced  in  surrebuttal.     American 

Invalidity  of  Patent,  —Thompson  v.  Paper  Barrel  Co.  v,  Lara  way,  28  Fed. 

Jewett,  33  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,961;  More-  Rep.  141. 

head  v.  Jones,  3  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  306,  PlMdiaf  B«otivtd  m  Aanrw  or  AA- 


17  Fed.   Cas.   No.   9,791;    Wonsoo   v.  davit.  —  in  a  bill  inequity  to  restrain 

Peterson,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,934.  infringement  it  is  immaterial  whether 

Insufficient  or  Improper  Specification,  an  answer  filed  to  the  bill  be  received 

—  Goodyear  r.  Providence  Rubber  Co..  only  as  an  affidavit  or  as  an  answer 
a  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  351,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  where  the  facts  relied  upon  in  rebuttal 
5<5d3;  Providence  Rubber  Co.  tf.  Good-  completely  refute  it.  Goodyear  v. 
year,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  793.  MuUee,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  420,  10  Fed. 

False^  Fraudulent^  and  Improper  Issu-  Cas.  No.  5,579. 
ance,  —  Yale,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  North,  5        Aaoww  Admittlag  Vwf^  ATonrlBg  Ai- 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  455,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  iigonoot ->  lofflMMntary  Aaoww  Ooa- 

18,123.  toftiiif  Validity.  —  Where  the  respond- 

Divisibility  of  Invention,— ^  Thompson  ents  purchased  a  patent  right  from  the 

V,  Jewett,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,961.  patentee,  and,  supposing  they  had  ob- 

Patentees  Not  Joint  Inventors.  —  But-  tained  a  valid  patent,  made  defense  to 

ler  V,  Bainbridge,  29  Fed.  Rep.  142.  the  complainant's  bill  against  them  for 

Partnership  Agreements,  —  Puetz    v.  infringement,  admitting  in  theiranswer 

Bransford,  31  Fed.  Rep.  458.  the  use  of  the  patented  article,  and 

Grant  or  License,  —  Puetz  v.  Brans-  claiming  a  right  to  use  it  by  reason  of 
ford,  31  Fed.  Rep.  458;  Morehead  v,  a  prior  assignment  to  them  by  the  pat- 
Jones,  3  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  306,  17  Fed.  entee,  and  after  filing  their  answer  they 
Cas.  No.  9,791 ;  Day  v.  New  England  discovered  that  the  patent  was  invalid 
Car  Co.,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  154,  7  Fed.  and  title  to  it  good  for  nothing,  the 
Cas.  No.  3,686;  Brooks  v,  Stolley,  4  court  in  its  discretion  permitted  them 
McLean  (U.  S.)  275,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  to  strike  out  the  admission  contained 
1.963;  Washburn,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co,  v,  in  the  answer  and  to  file  a  supplement- 
Hatsh,  4  Fed.  Rep.  900.  ary  answer  setting  up  their  defense  and 

Neglect  or  Delay  to  File  Disclaimer.  —  contesting  the  validity  of  the  patent. 

Burden  v.  Corning,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  Morehead  t/.  Jones,  3  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.) 

477,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,143.  306,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,791. 

Reservation  of  Territory  to  Assignor,        WhOB  and  How  DtisnaoB  Xado  OB  Ho- 

—  In  a  suit  by  an  assignee  where  the  tion  te  IqJYtnotlon.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity 
defendant  wishes  to  raise  the  question  to  restrain  infringement  it  is  not  neces- 
that  certain  territory  had  been  reserved  sarv  for  the  defendant  to  give  to  the 
to  the  assignor  when  the  assignment  plaintiff  previous  notice  of  his  defense, 
was  made,  he  must  raise  this  question  He  is  entitled  to  make  it  by  answer  01 
in  his  answer  or  at  least  put  in  proof  deposition,  when  the  motion  for  an  in- 
tending to  show  that  the  title  to  some  junction  is  brought  on.  But,  then,  on 
part  of  the  territory  involved  was  not  his  part  the  defense  must  be  complete 
conveyed  to  the  assignee.  Washburn,  and  final  as  to  the  interlocutory  pro- 
etc,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Haish,  4  Fed.  Rep.  ceeding.  Day  v.  New  England  Car 
900.  Co.,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  154,  7  Fed.  Cas. 

Expiration  of  Foreign  Patent  an  Orif^'  No.  3,686. 
nal  Defense.  — On  a  motion  for  a  pre-         1.  See  supra^  XII.  4.  b.  Special  Stat- 

liminary    injunction    to    restrain    the  utory  Defenses. 

infringement  of  a  patent  a  defense  that        2.  Act  July  8,  1870,  §  61;  Rev.  Sut, 
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(b)  VMMiltj  «f  VoliM  in  Aaiww.  —  In  order  to  take  advantage  of 

the  statute  it  is  essential  that  the  answer  give  notice   of  the 

special  defenses  relied  upon,  and  in  the  absence  of  notice  evidence 
to  sustain  the  defenses  will  not  be  admitted.^ 

(o)  VtciM  fsr  SMh  itptimto  Bttait.  —  The  separate  defenses  should 

have  their  appropriate  notices  in  the  answer,  and  evidence  of  one 
defense  will  not  be  admissible  under  allegations  relative  to 
another.* 

§  4920;   Supp.  Rev.  Sut.  1892-1897,  p.  Aa  X^iuetloii  WiU  Vot  B«  IMitolTad 

610;    Roemer  v,  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214;  on  affidavit  of  prior  use  of  ihe  inven- 

Marsh  v.  Seymour, 97  U.S.  348;  Parks  tion  where  no  such  issue  is  raised  in 

V.  Booth,  102  U.  S.  96;  Seymour  v.  Os-  the  answer.    Union  Paper-Bag  Mach. 

borne,  11  WaU.(U.  S.)  516;  Kelleher  v,  Co.  v.  Newell,  11   Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  549, 

Darling,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  424,  14  Fed.  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,389. 

Cas.  No.  7,653;   Ecaubert  v.  Appleton,  AMtgnnunt  of  Xmr  on  BdinuMi  Vot 

47  Fed.  Rep.  893.  Bet  Up.  —  An  assignment  of  error  was 

VstiM  of  DofniM  Whffo  bmo  Oaaiot  made  to  the  effect  that  the  court  erred 
la  Sapportod.  —  Prior  notice  in  the  an-  in  holding  that  the  patentee  was  the 
swer  is  required  as  a  condition  prece-  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  re- 
dent  to  the  right  to  introduce  proofs  to  spective  improvements  specified  in  the 
support  the  defense  that  the  patentees  second  and  fourth  claims  of  the  patent. 
were  not  the  original  and  first  invent-  No  such  defense  was  set  up  in  the  an- 
ors,  and  it  is  certainly  proper  that  the  swer,  and  the  court  held  that  error 
respondents  should  be  allowed  to  com-  could  not  be  assigned  thereon  because 
ply  with  that  requirement,  but  it  is  an  nothing  can  be  assigned  for  error 
abuse  of  the  privilege  to  give  such  no-  which  contradicts  the  record,  nor  can 
tices  without  some  reason  to  suppose  the  appellant  be  allowed  to  assign,  for 
that  such  a  defense  can  successfully  be  error  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  respect 
made  and  that  the  proofs  if  required  to  any  defense  not  set  up  in  the  plea 
can  be  obtained,  as  it  exposes  the  com-  or  answer.  Appellate  courts  cannot 
plain'ant  to  unnecessary  expense  and  amend  pleadings,  nor  can  they  allow 
trouble  in  preparing  his  case  for  trial,  an  amendment,  in  effect,  to  be  accom- 
Seymour  v,  Osborne,  zi  Wall.  (U.  S.)  plished  bv  an  assignment  of  error. 
516.  Bates  V,  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31. 

1.  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  ix  Wall.  (U.  Pistoit  fhowing  Ahantoimsnt  on  Its 

S.)  516;    Agawam  Co.   v.    Jordan,    7  TaoSc. —  Where  Uie  patent  on  its  face 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  583;  Grier  v.  Wilt,  120  U.  showed  that  the  invention  was  used  and 

S.  412;    Pitts  V.  Edmonds,  i  Biss.  (U.  sold  before  application  was  made,  it 

S.)  168,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,191;  Mid-  was  held  that  the  court  could  declare 

dletown   Tool  Co.   v,  Judd,  3  Fisher  the  patent  void  for  abandonment  al- 

PaL  Cas.  141,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,536;  though    this    defense    had    not    been 

Jordan  v,  Dobson,  2  Abb.  (U.  S.)  398,  pleaded.     Mast  v.  Dempster  Mill  Mfg. 

13  Fed.   Cas.    No.  7,519;    Graham   ».  Co.,  71  Fed.  Rep.  701. 

Mason,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  88,  10  Fed.  Cas.  VUing  Spooial  VoUoo  InSquitj  Oaass.  ^ 

No.  5,67 1 ;  Geier  v.  Goetinger,  10  Fed.  On  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain  the  de- 

Cas.  No.  5,299;   La  Baw  v,  Hawkins,  fendant  from  infringing  letters  patent 

14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,960;  Kelleher  v.  for  an  improvement  it  is  irregular  to 
Darling,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  424,  14  Fed.  file  notice  of  special  matter;  the  issue 
Cas.  No.  7,653;  Wyeth  V.  Stone,  I  Story  in  suits  of  this  character  must  be 
(U.S.)  273,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,107;  raised  by  the  allegations  in  the  bill  and 
Howe  V.  Williams,  2  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  245,  answer,  and  whenever  either  the  bill  or 
12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,778;  Williams  v,  answer  is  defective,  the  defect  must  be 
Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  17  Blatchf.  (U.  cured  by  amendment  and  not  by  filing 
S.)  21,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,716;  Marks  special  notices.  Doughty  v.  West,  2 
V.  Fox,  6  Fed.  Rep.  727;  Bragg  v.  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  553,  7  red.  Cas.  No. 
Stockton,  27  Fed.  Rep.  509;  Waterman  4,029. 

V.  Shipman,  55  Fed.  Rep.  982;    Ecau-  2.  flopants  Dofuksos  Boquirlng  Separats 

bert  V.  Appleton,  47   Fed.  Rep.   893;  Aaswon.  —  It  has  been  held   that  the 

Western  Electric  Co.  v,  Sperry  Electric  special  defenses  (x)  that  the  patentee 

Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  186.  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor 
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(d)  BttasM  to  iMh  ffttoat  or  lATontlaA.  —  More  than  one  patent  may 
be  included  in  one  suit,  and  more  than  one  invention  may  be 
secured  in  the  same  patent,  in  which  cases  the  several  special 
defenses  may  be  made  to  each  patent  in  the  suit,  and  to  each 
invention,  to  which  the  charge  of  infringement  relates.  But 
such  defenses,  if  the  thing  patented  is  an  entirety,  incapable  of 
division,  or  of  separate  use,  must  be  addressed  to  the  invention 
and  not  to  a  part  of  it,  nor  to  one  or  more  claims  of  the  patent 
if. less  than  the  entire  invention.^ 

(3)  Denial  of  Infringement.  —  The  gist  of  a  bill  for  infringe- 
ment being  the  infringement,  the  defendant  is  bound  to  answer 
the  allegation  of  the  bill  relating  thereto,  if  he  would  contest  the 
fact;'  and  the  charge  must  be  answered  fully,  distinctly,  and 
unevasively.* 

or  discoverer  of  any  material  and  tub-  leher  v.  Darling^,  4  Cliff  (U.  S.)  434,  14 

stantial  part  of  the  thing  invented,  and  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,653;    Bates  v,  Coe,  9S 

(2)  that  it  had  been  in  public  use  or  on  U.  S.  31. 

sal:,  in  this  country,  for  more   than  S.  Jordan  v,  Wallace,  5  Fisher  Pat 

two  years  before  the  application  for  a  Cas.  185,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,523. 

patent,  or  had  been  abandoned  to  the  Soflotent   Dtnial   of    InMiigmMBt  ~ 

public,  are  separate  and  independent  Where  an  answer  expressly  denies  that 

defenses,  each  requiring  its  appropriate  the  defendant  has  used  part  of  the  in- 

answer.     Meyers  v.   Busby,   32    Fed.  vention  described  in  the  first  claim,  it 

Rep.  670.  sufficiently  meets  the  allegation  in  the 

Patants  Vot  Bet  Up  ai  BTidmue  of  Prior-  bill   that   the  defendant  has  used  the 

ity.  —  Although    letters    patent   of    a  processes  claimed   in    the   first  claim 

third  party  are  not  set  up  by  way  of  of  the  patent.     Miller  v.  Buchanan,  5 

defense   in    the   answer  in  a  suit  of  Fed.  Rep.  366. 

equity    for    infringement,  yet  it  was  8.  Jordan  v,  Wallace,  5   Fisher  PaL 

held   that  if    the  invention    patented  Cas.  165,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,523;  Chase 

thereby  was  afterwards  put  into  actual  v.  Fillebrown,  58  Fed.  Rep.  374;  Aga- 

use  and  there  was  no  dispute  as  to  the  warn  Co.  v,  Jordan,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  583. 

time  it  was  used  such  evidence  may  be  Chargo  itf  Infringsment   lasttMdoBtly 

considered  to  determine  the  question  Hot.  —  An  answer  denying  on  informa- 

of    priority    of    invention.      Atlantic  tion  and  belief  the  issuing  and  assign- 

Worlcs  V.  Brady,  107  U.  S.  192.  ment  of  the  patent  and  denying  that 

Undor  AllogatioBS  of  Want  of  VoToltj  the  defendants  have  deprived  the  com- 

in   an  answer  in  equity,  evidence  of  plainant  of  any  profits  or  inflicted  upon 

priority    of    invention    is    admissible,  him  any  damages,  is   wholly  insuffi- 

Parlcs  V.  Booth,  102  U.  S.  96.  cient,  as  it  does  not  meet  the  question 

Undor  an  Aaiwir  ATorring  Pnbllo  Use  of  infringement,  which  is  the  gist  of 

or  Balo,  no  question  of  priority  is  open,  the   bill.    Wooster  v.  Muser,  20  Fed. 

nor  will  evidence  sustain  it  that  an-  Rep.  162. 

other  had  made  or  patented  the  inven-  Logal  OoaolniioBS. — The  denial  should 

tion  two  years  before  the  application  not  be  a  mere  denial  of  infringement 

without  the  lenowledge  of  the  patentee  generally,  which  is  a  conclusion  of  the 

whose  invention  is  in  question.     Parks  pleader,  but  the  facts  from  which  such 

V.  Booth,  102  U.  S.  96.  conclusion  is  drawn  should  be  alleged. 

CataloguM  Vot  Sot  Up  In  tho  Aniwir  Coop  v.  Dr.  Savage  Physical  Develop- 
and  objected  to  for  that  reason  have  ment  Institute.  48  Fed.  Rep.  239. 
been  considered  as  evidence  in  support  Aniwir  STSsiTO  or  Admitting  InMag»> 
of  allegations  of  prior  knowledge  and  mont.  —  An  answer  that  the  articles 
use  by  others  properly  made  in  the  an-  combined  in  the  plaintiff's  patent  had 
swer,  and  not  as  prior  publication  de-  not  been  used  by  the  defendant,  but 
scribing  the  invention  and  constituting  that  he  had  used  other  and  better  arti- 
anticipation.  Forschner  v,  Baumgar-  cles,  is  an  evasive  answer  or  one  ad- 
ten,  26  Fed.  Rep.  858.  mitting  infringement.      Goodyear   v, 

1.  Parks  V.  Booth,  102  U.  S.  96;  Kel-  Day,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,566. 
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AIl^ftttlMs  Tnwfldiitly  Aaawtrtd  T»kMi  m  Adadttid.  —  Where  infringe- 
ment is  alleged  in  the  bill  and  is  not  denied  by  the  defendant's 
pleadings,  and  particularly  if  it  be  admitted  directly  or  impliedly, 
the  fact  will  be  accepted  as  established,^  and  a  decree  rendered 
for  the  complainant  if  there  are  no  other  defenses.* 

(4)  Want  of  Patentability  or  Invention.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity 
for  infringement  the  defense  of  non-patentability  or  want  of 
invention  is  always  open  and  may  be  availed  of  without  being 
set  up  in  the  answer.' 

Whar«  a  Patent  It  Void  on  Itf  Faoo  because  the  process  or  article 
covered  by  it  is  not  new  but  has  for  some  time  been  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge  and  use,  notice  of  want  of  novelty  is  not 
necessary,  the  statute  requiring  notice  not  being  intended  to 
apply  in  such  cases. '^ 

FMeodaio  WKvo  Aniwor  lasaffioUat —  able  or  not  is  always  open  to  the  con- 
SffMt  of  Boply.  —  Though  the  answer  is  sideration   of    the  court   whether   the 
insufficient  in  not  meeting  the  charge  point  is  raised  by  the  answer  or  not." 
of  infringement,  yet  if  the  orator  does  Departure  from  Anowor  to  Urge  Von- 
not  move  to  have  the  answer  taken  off  patentability.  —  Where  an  answer  to  a 
the  files  for  such  irregularity,  nor  to  suit  in  equity  justified  infringement  by 
have  the  bill  taken /r<7  r£w/>jj^  for  want  alleging  that  the  defendant  was  using 
of  an  answer  as  if  the  answer  were  a  patent  granted  prior  to  plaintiff's,  it 
void,  nor  except  to  the  answer  for  in-  was  held  that  he  would  not  be  allowed 
sufficiency,  but  instead  thereof  replies  to  depart  therefrom  and  urge  that  the 
to  the  answer,  he  admits  it  to  be  suffi-  plaintiff's    invention    did   not  contain 
cient,  however  imperfect  it  may   be.  patentable  matter,  no  such  issue  being 
Wooster  v,  Muser,  20  Fed.  Rep.  162.  raised  in  the  answer.      Russell,  etc., 
1.  Jones  V,  Morehead,  i  Wall.  (U.  S.)  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mallory,  10  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 
155;  Chase  v.  Fillebrown,  58  Fed.  Rep.  140,  2x  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,166. 
374;   Jordan  v.  Wallace,  5  Fisher  Pat.  Quottlon  Left  to  Bo  Baisod  on  AppoaL 
Cas.  185,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,523.  —  In  Comstock  v.  Sandusky  Seat  Co., 
S.  Globe  Nail  Co.  v.  Superior  Nail  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,082,  the  court  was  in 
Co.,  27   Fed.  Rep.  454;    Lilienthal  x*.  doubt  as  to  whether  there  was  a  want 
Washburn,  8  Fed.  Rep.  709.  of  patentability.      It  said:  "  This  de- 
ft. Hendy  v.  Golden  State,  etc..  Iron  fense  is  not  set  up  in  the  answer  as  it 
Works,    127    U.   S.   370;    Baldwin   v,  should  have  been;  but  possibly  the  bill 
Kresl,  76  Fed.  Rep.  823.     See   Provi-  shows  no  equity  on  its  face,  and  per- 
dence  Rubber  Co.  v,  Goodyear,  9  Wall,  haps  the  facts  are  such  that  the  court 
(U.  S.)  788.  can  take  judicial  notice  of  them."     The 
In  Slawson  v.  Grand  St.  R.  Co.,  107  court,  however,  thought  it    ought  to 
U.  S.  649,  the  court  said:  "  We  think  overrule  the  objection  and  leave  the 
the  practice  thus  sanctioned  is  not  un-  respondents  to  raise  the   question,   if 
fair  or  unjust  to  the  complainant  in  a  they  thought  proper  to  do  so,  in  the  Su- 
suit  brought  on  letters  patent.     If  they  preme  Court  by  appeal, 
are  void  because  the  device  or  contriv-  4.  Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  37;  Qui- 
ance  described  therein  is  not  patentable  rolo  z^.  Ardito,  i  Fed.  Rep.  6x0;  Rich- 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  dismiss  the  ards  v.  Chase  Elevator  Co.,  158  U.  S. 
cause  on  that  ground  whether  the  de-  299,  in  which  last  case  the  court  said : 
fense  k)e  made  or  not.     It  would  ill  be-  **  We  have  repeatedly  held  that  a  pat- 
come  a  court  of  equity  to  render  a  ent  may  be  declared  invalid  for  want 
money  decree  in  his  favor  for  the  in-  of  novelty,  though  no  such  defense  be 
fringement  of  letters  patent  which  are  set  up  in  the  answer.'* 
void  on  their  face  for  want  of  invention.  Anowor  Vot  Coaaidorod  —  Oljoetion  Sua 
Every  suitor  in  such  a  cause  should  IjpoAto.  —  Where  a  patent  is  void  on  its 
therefore  understand  that  the  question  face  because  lacking  in  novelty,  within 
whether   the  invention   which   is  the  cons mon  knowledge  and  judicial  notice, 
subject  matter  in  controversy  is  patent-  the  court  may  stop  short  at  that  instru- 
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question  is  to  be  presented,  a  plea  is  generally  appropriate.^ 

(2)  Non-infringement  —  'i^SunX  Vot  Infringtd.  —  The  defense  of 
non-infringement  of  the  patent,  even  though  it  be  the  single 
issue,  must  always,  it  would  seem,  be  tried  under  an  answer,  and 
a  plea  setting  up  this  defense  will  be  stricken  out.* 

Vo  lafriiLi^ment  by  ])«f«iida]it.  —  But  though  it  is  true  that  the 
naked  question  of  infringement  cannot  in  a  suit  in  equity  be 
raised  by  plea,  it  is  equally  true  that  where  the  infringement 
complained  of  has  not  been  committed  by  the  defendant,  but  by 
another  person,  this  issue  may  be  presented  by  plea.' 

c.  Requisites  of  Answer  or  Plea  —  (i)  In  General,-- 
The  Answer  should  be  responsive,^  and  its  allegations  dis- 
tinct and   unequivocal.'     It    should    not    contain    inconsistent 

by  way  of  answer,  that  the  plaintiffs  445:  Hubbell  v,  De  Land,  14,  Fed.  Rep. 

may  have  ihe  discovery  they  seek  and  471;   Jones  v,    Berger,    58    Fed.    Rep. 

that  the  case  may  take  its  usual  course  1006;     Korn    f.    Wiebusch,     33    Fed. 

and  go  to  a  master,  if  necessary,    to  Rep.  50. 

have  the  account  properly  made  up.  3.  Leatherbee  v.  Brown,  69  Fed.  Rep. 

White  V,  Lee,  4  Fed.  Rep.  916.  590;  Boston  Woven  Hose  Co.  v.  Star 

Prior  Patent  or  Botcription.  —  It  is  held  Rubber  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  167 ;  Mergen- 

that  the  clear  purport  of  Rev.  Stat.,  thaler  Linotype  Co.  v,  Ridder,  65  Fed. 

g  4920,  is  that  the  defense  that  the  in-  Rep.  853. 

vention  was  patented  or  described  in  a  4.  Sargent  r.  Larned,  2  Curt.  (U.  S.) 

printed    publication    prior  to   its   sup-  340,  21  Fed.  Cas.   No.  12,364,  holding 

posed  invention  by  the  patentee  must,  that    where    the    bill    alleges    that  a 

in  a  suit  in  equity,  be  set  up  in  an  an-  controversy  existed  concerning  thevio- 

8wer  and    not  by   a    technical    pica,  lation  of  the  patent,  and  that  an  agree- 

Carnrick  v.  McKesson,  8  Fed.  Rep.  807.  ment  or  compromise  was  made  by  the 

1.  Validity  of  Patent.  —  In  a  suit  in  complainant  to  avoid  litigation  and  be- 

equity  for  the  infringement  of  reissued  cause  the  defendant  was    not  pecuni- 

letters   patent,    it   is    proper   under  a  aril y  responsible,  and  the  answer  says 

special  plea  to  litigate  a  single  question  nothing  on  either  of  these  points,  but 

of   the   validity  of  a  reissued   patent,  goes  into  the   history   of    the  contro- 

Such  a  defense  need  not  be  set  up  in  versy,  which  was  compromised,  the  an- 

the  form  of  an  answer,  but  may  be  swer    is    not    responsive    and    is  not 

specially  pleaded,  and  it   will   not  be  evidence. 

stricken  from  the  files  as  improperly  in-  5.  An  Allegation  that  a  BeiMne  Wu 

terposed,  nor  will  it  be  ordered  to  stand  Obtained  under  False  Pretezueo  should  be 

as  an  answer  to  the  bill.     Hubbell  v.  made    in    distinct  language    without 

De  Land,    14  Fed.    Rep.   471.     Citing  equivocation.      Doughty    v.    West,  2 

Wilder  v.  Gayler,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  597;  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  553,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Evans  v.  Eaton,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  454;  4,029. 

Day  z/.  New  England  Car-Spring  Co.,  Clear  and  Unoonditional  iMne ae to  lor- 

3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  181,  which  were  all  elty.  —  Persons  sued  as  infringers  are 

actions  at  law,  and  distinguishing  Bird-  allowed  to  put  in  issue  the  novelty  of 

sail  V.  Perego,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  251,  the  alleged  invention;    but  the  issue 

and  Sharp  v.  Reissner,  20  Pat.  Off.  Gaz.  tendered,  whether  in  a  suit  in  equity  or 

1161,  which  were  suits  in  equity.  an  action  at  law,  ought  to  be  clearly 

The  Jnrisdietion  of  a  Court  of  Eqnitj  expressed  and  unconditional,  as  the  let- 
may  be  objected  to,  because  of  the  ex-  ters  patent,  when  introduced  in  evi- 
piration  of  the  patent,  by  a  plea.  Edi-  dence,  are  presumed  to  be  valid  till  the 
son  Electric  Light  Co.  v,  U.  S.  Electric  contrary  is  shown.  Conditional  de- 
Lighting  Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  134.  nials  in  such  cases  are  not  regular,  but 

Laehee  of  the  plaintiff  in  seeking  re-  if  the  respondent  intends  to  contest  the 

lief  may  be  presented  by  plea.     Edison  novelty  of  the  invention,  his  denial  in 

Electric  Light  Co.  v.  U.  S.  Equitable  L.  that  behalf  should  be  explicit  and  un- 

Assur.  Soc,  55  Fed.  Rep.  478.  qualified.     Graham  v.  Mason,  4  Cliff. 

8.  Sharp   v.  Reissner,   9   Fed.   Rep.  (U.  S.)  88.  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5.671. 
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defenses,^  or  immaterial  allegations.* 

▲  FlM  should  not  be  negative  nor  merely  deny  the  allegations 

of  the  bilU*  nor  should  it  tender  more  than  one  distinct  issue.^ 

AU  tk»  Acts  BtIM  Oa  which  constitute  the  defense,  whether  a 

1.  Aatwir  ATwdag  lATftliditj  of  Pat-  the  use  thereof.  It  was  held  that  these 
«at  aad  Umbm  Oiaatad.  —  The  defenses  were  matters  pertinent  to  the  issues  and 
that  the  patent  is  invalid  and  that  the  which  must  be  considered  in  determin- 
deCendants  are  licensees  of  the  pat-  ing  the  relief  to  be  granted  in  case  the 
encees  or  assignees,  are  not  inconsist-  decree  should  be  for  the  complainant; 
ent  and  may  be  set  up  together  in  the  and  the  fact  that  they  might  not  con- 
answer.  National  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Meyers,  stitute  a  bar  to  the  complainant's  rights 
7  Fed.  Rep.  355;  Providence  Rubber  of  recovery  did  not  render  them  imma- 
Co.  V.  Goodyear,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788.  terial.  Sun  Vapor  St.  Light  Co.  v. 
Sec  also  Brooks  v.  Stolley,  3  McLean  Cedar  Rapids,  39  Fed.  Rep.  698. 
<U.  S.)  523.  8.  Tlia  Ihajb^  AvcraMBts  bat  Stttliif 

ABsndflMEt  U  Admit  laooaslstsat  Ds-  Up  AflmatiTO  Mattsr.  —  A  plea  which 
fnats.  —  In  a  suit  on  a  patent,  by  the  denies  the  anticipatory  allegation  in  the 
consent  of  the  defendants,  a  final  de-  bill  for  infringement  that  a  foreign 
crec  was  rendered  wherein  the  plain-  patent  was  granted  for  a  certain  num- 
tiff*s  patent  was  adjudged  to  be  valid,  ber  of  years  and  was  in  full  force  and 
and  the  defendants  liable  in  a  certain  effect  when  the  suit  was  brought,  and 
sum  for  infringing  the  same.  The  de-  alleges  that  such  patent  was  granted 
fendants,  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  for  a  less  number  of  years  than  alleged 
declared  that  they  admitted  and  ac-  and  was  issued  prior  to  the'one  granted 
knowledged  the  validity  of  the  plain-  by  the  United  Sutes,  that  the  foreign 
tiff's  patent  in  every  particular  as  to  patent  has  expired,  causing  the  expira^ 
originality  and  priority  of  invention,  tion  of  the  United  States  patent,  and 
novelty,  and  utility.  In  a  second  suit  for  these  reasons  a  court  of  equity  has 
on  the  same  patent,  between  the  same  no  jurisdiction,  is  sufficient  in  form  and 
parties,  this  agreement  was  set  up  in  substance.  It  is  a  negative  plea  only 
the  answer  of  the  defendants,  and  it  in  so  far  as  it  denies  the  anticipatory 
was  further  averred  therein  that  they  averments  of  the  bill,  but  affirmative 
did  not  intend  to  question,  dispute,  op-  as  to  all  other  facts  set  forth.  Edison 
pose,  or  obstruct  the  validity  of  the  re-  Electric  Light  Co.  v,  U.  S.  Electric 
issued  letters  patent  granted  to  the  Lighting  Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  134. 
plaintiff,  etc.  Under  these  circum-  Xcrs  Denial  of  AllsgatlsBS.  —  A  plea  to 
stances  the  court  held  that  the  defend-  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of 
ants  would  not  be  permitted  to  amend  five  letters  patent,  alleging  that  the  pat- 
their  answer  for  the  purpose  of  denying  ents  set  forth  in  the  bill  are  for  sep^ 
the  novelty  and  utility  of  the  plaintiff's  arate  and  distinct  inventions  (a  fact 
patent*  thereby  inserting  averments  in  shown  in  the  bill),  and  are  not  con- 
direct  conflict  with  the.  terms  of  their  nected  together  or  conjointly  embodied 
solemn  agreement,  and  inconsistent  in  any  of  the  machines  used  or  sold  by 
with  their  answer.  Pentlarge  v.  Bees-  the  defendant,  amounts  merely  to  a  de- 
ton,  15  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  347,  19  Fed.  nial  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  is  bad 
Cas.  No.  10,964.  in  substance,  and   will   be  overruled. 

S.  Allsgirtieu  Hsld  Mattrial  and  Porti*  Matthews  v.  Lalance,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  2 


—  A  bill  charged  that  the  defend-  Fed.  Rep.  232. 
ant  had  caused  to  be  made,  and  was        4.  PlsaBeayiaglafrisganisatand  Aver- 

ttsing  upon  its  streets,  a  large  number  ring  InMngsr.  —  A  plea  setting  up  that 

of  lamps  which  infringed  upon  the  pat-  the  defendant  never  made,  used,  or  sold 

ent  owned  by  complainant,  and  that  it  any  article  embodying  the  invention  of 

was  making  large  profits  therefrom  on  the  patent  in  suit,  and  that  the  alleged 

which  discovery  was  prayed.     In  re-  infringement  complained  of  was  com- 

sponse  to  this  demand,  the  answer  set  mitted,  if  at  all,  solely  by  a  corporation 

forth  the  facts  touching  an  agreement  of  which  he  was  treasurer,  is  not  objec- 

with  an  electric  light  company  for  fur-  tionable  as  presenting  more  than  one 

nishing  lights,  the  ownership  of  the  issue.     Leaiherbee  v.  Brown,  69  Fed. 

posts  and  lamps,  and  the  price  paid  for  Rep.  590. 
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plea  or  answer  is  filed,  should  be  stated.^ 

(2)  Anticipation  —  (a)  iMti  Showiay  Mor  Piitmi.  —  Where  a  prior 
patent  is  relied  on,  the  substantive  facts  constituting  the  defense 
should  be  averred,  and  enough  be  stated  to  show  that  the  prior 
patent  had  really  been  granted.* 

(b)  Time  of  PnbUo  Um  or  BaIa.  —  Where  public  use  or  sale  prior  to 
the  plaintiff's  application  for  a  patent  is  relied  on,  it  must  allege 
that  such  use  or  sale  was  more  than  two  years  before  the  applica- 
tion, in  order  to  constitute  the  statutory  defense.* 

(0)  Btattment  of  Kamei,  Datoi,  BaiidenoM,  and  Plaoaf.  —  The  Statute  Boqnirea 
that  in  notices  in  the  answer  as  to  proof  of  previous  invention, 
knowledge,  or  use  of  the  thing  patented,  the  defendant  shall  state 
the  names  of  patentees,  and  the  dates  of  their  patents,  and  when 
granted,^   and  also  the  names  and   residences   of  the   persons 

1.  ATenaent     of     Coneideratioa     far  2.  Allegation  that  laToation  Wai  Pat- 

Ueenee.  —  A  plea  of  a  license  upon  *'  a  ented.  —  An  answer  not  setting  forth 

good  and  sufficient  consideration  "  is  that  the  invention  was  patented  to  any 

insufficient  where  it  does  not  allege  one,  but  that  it  was'*  fully  described  and 

what  the  consideration  was.    Jones  v,  publicly  made  known  in  several  pat- 

Berger,  58  Fed.  Rep.  1006.  ents,"  mentioning  the  names  and  dates 

ATermenti  Conoerning  Payment  of  Soy-  of  the  same,  does  not  sufficiently  set  up 

alty.  —  A  plea  alleging  a  license  con-  the  defense  of  anticipation,  for  the  in- 

ditioned  upon  the  payment  of  a  royalty,  vention  might  have  been  described  and 

not  alleging  that  the  royalty  had  been  publicly  made  known  by  a  patent  with- 

paid,  nor  any  excuse  for  its  nonpay-  out    being     patented.        Saunders    v. 

ment,   is  not  a  good  plea.    Jones  v,  Allen,  53  Fed.  Rep.  109. 

Berger,  58  Fed.  Rep.  1006.  Saffldent  ATonnents  to  Baieo  Qneetion 

Inraf&dent  ATormenti  of  Ignoranee  of  of  Priority. — An  answer  expressly  deny- 

Patant.  —  In      Winchester     Repeating  ing  that  the  patentee  was  the  first  and 

Arms  Co.  v.  American  Buckle,  etc.,  original  inventor  of  the  improvement 

Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  703,  the  answer  did  involved  and  setting  up  prior  patents 

not  aver  that  the  defendant,  before  it  in  justification  of  the  defendant's  use 

made  the  articles,  was  ignorant  of  the  of  the  device  is  sufficient  to  raise  the 

existence  of  the  complainant's  patent,  question    of  priority.       Pennsylvania 

and  did  not  set  up  ignorance  that  such  Diamond-Drill  Co.  v.  Simpson,  29  Fed. 

manufacture  was  an  infringement,  but  Rep.  288. 

cautiously  alleged  that  it  was  not  duly  8.  Agawam  Co.  v,  Jordan,  7  Wall, 

notified  by  the  complainant  or  by  any  (U.  S.)  583;  Bates  v.  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31. 

one  for  it.    It  was  held  that  the  answer  ATonnent  of  Knowledge  or  Consent.  — 

did  not  meet  the  requirement  that  a  de-  An  answer  averring  public  use  and  sale 

fendant  who  relies  upon  want  of  knowl-  need  not  aver  that  it  was   with   the 

edge  upon  his  part  of  the  actual  exist-  knowledge,  consent,  and  acquiescence 

ence  of  the  patent  should  aver  the  same  of  the  inventor.      Campbell    v.   New 

in  his  answer.  York,  35  Fed.  Rep.  505. 

Snffloieney  of  Plea  Setting  Forth  Prior  4.  Roemer  v.  Simon,  95  U.S.  214 ; 
Fordgn  Patent.  —  Where  the  expiration  Bates  v,  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31;  La  Baw  v, 
of  a  foreign  patent  is  relied  upon  to  Hawkins,  74  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,960;  Kel- 
show  the  expiration  of  the  patent  in  leher  v.  Darling,  4  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  424,  14 
this  country,  a  plea  setting  forth  the  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,653. 
foreign  patent,  according  to  its  tenor  Dittinotion  Between  Prior  Patent  and 
or  legal  effect,  and  averring  the  sub-  Previons  InTontion.  —  In  order  to  come 
stantive  facts  relied  on  as  a  defense,  is  under  the  provision  of  the  statute  which 
sufficient  in  form  without  making  pro-  authorizes  the  defense  '*  that  the  im- 
fert  of  such  patent  or  setting  out  in  provement  had  been  patented  or  de- 
detail  any  of  the  evidential  facts  to  show  scribed  in  some  printed  publication 
that  it  was  a  valid  grant  of  letters  pat-  prior  to  the  supposed  invention,"  the 
ent.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  U.  S.  patent  or  publication  relied  on  must  be 
Electric  Lighting  Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  134.  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the  patent  in 
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alleged  to  have  invented  or  to  have  had  prior  knowledge  of  the 
thing  patented,  and  where  and  by  whom  it  had  been  used.^ 

suit.    And  it  is  perhaps  true  in  respect  the    answer   denies  the  infringement 

to  dny  form  of  defense  that  if  a  patent  and  avers  a  prior  use  and  sale  of  the 

is  referred  lo  simply  by  number  and  invention,  but  no  notice  is  given  to  the 

date,  without  averment  of  earlier  inven-  complainant  of  any  special  matters  to 

tioD  and  issue  or  of  the  date  of  the  be  proved  in  support  of  such  general 

application  upon  which  it  is  gran  ted,  evi-  allegations,  they  will  not  be  noticed  by 

dence  of  these  particulars  would  not  the  court.     Odiorne  z'.  Denney,  i8  Fed. 

be  competent,  because  not  within  the  Cas.  No.  10,431. 

issue.     But  when  the  answer  is  framed  iBsai&oUBt  AUegatiim  of  Prior  Vio.  — 
to  show,  not  a  prior  patent  or  publica-  An  allegation  in  an  answer  in  equity 
tion,  but  that  the  grantee  of  the  patent  that  a  prior  machine  was  built  by  a 
in  suit  was  not,  and  that  the  patentee  person  named  is  not  an  allegation  of 
of  a  patent  of  later  date  issued  upon  prior  use  by  that  person.    Tatum  v. 
an  earlier  application  was,  the  first  in-  Eby,  60  Fed.  Rep.  408. 
ventor,  the  fact  which  the  statute  de-  OoAnitenoas  in  Stating  Sosidoneo.  —  If 
clares  to  be  a  defense  can  be  established  the  place  of  residence  of  a  witness  is 
by  any  proof  which  under  the  ordinary  a  small  town,  it  is  sufficiently  definite  to 
rules  of  evidence  is  admissible.    Barnes  merely  give  the  name  of  the  town,  for 
Automatic  Sprinkler  Co.  v.  Walworth  slight  inquirv  would  find  him  if  he  were 
Mfg.  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  605,  affirming  there,  though  a  dififerent  rule  would  be 
51  Fed.  Rep.  88,  distinguishing  Bates  applied  to  a  larger  city.     Lock  v,  Penn- 
V.  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31.  sylvania  R.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,438. 
1.  Act  1870,  §  61;  Rev.  Sut.,  g  4920;  Votioo  of  Vaaui  and  Eesidonoas  HolA 
Roemer  f.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214;  Bates  SuAoieiit.  —  In   a    suit    in    equity    for 
V,  Coe,  98  U.  S.  31;  Agawam  Co.  v.  infringement  the  answer  of  the  defend- 
Jordan,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  583;  Seymour  ants  showing  they  were  residents  of  a 
V.  Osborne,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  516;  Searls  certain  place  gave  notice  that  they  were 
V.   Bouton,  12  Fed.  Rep.  140;  Steven-  prepared  to  prove  that  certain  named 
son  V.  Magowan,  31   Fed.   Rep.   824;  persons  who    were    the    respondents 
Tatum  V.  Eby,  60  Fed.  Rep.  408;  Dia-  themselves   had    for  over  four  years 
mond  Match  Co.  v,  Schenck,  71  Fed.  prior  to  the  application  for  the  patent  in 
Rep.  521;   Smith  v.  Frazer,  5  Fisher  suit    used    and  sold  the  articles  de- 
Pat.  Cas.  543,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13.048;  scribed  in  the  patent.     It  was  objected 
Kelleher  v.  Darling,  4  Cliflf.  (U.  S.)  424,  that  the  answer  did  not  state  the  names 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,653;  Orr  v.  Merrill,  and  places  of  residence  of  the  persons 
X  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  376,  18  Fed.  by  whom  and  where  the  articles  were 
Cas.  No.  10,591;    Decker  v,  Grote,  10  used.     The  court  held  that  the  object 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  331,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  of  the  statutory  requirement  was  to  ap- 
3,726;   Graham  v.  Mason,  4  Cliff.  (U.  prise  the  plaintiff  of  the  nature  of  the 
S.)  88,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,671.  evidence  which  he  must  be  ready  to 
Boqvisito    Gortainty.  —  Where     prior  meet  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  answer 
knowledge  and   use  are  alleged,  the  substantially  and    fully  accomplished 
plaintiff  must  be  informed  of  the  name  this.     Anderson  v.  Miller,  129  U.  S.  70. 
and  residence  of  the  person  possessing  Fartionlar  Plaoes  of  Business    Where 
such    knowledge,    and    of    the    place  Patent  Used.  —  Where  the  answer  fur. 
where  such  use  occurred;  but  it  was  nishes  not  onl^  the  name  of  the  county, 
not  intended  to  dispense  with  the  ne-  but  the  localities    therein,  which  are 
cessity  of  inquiry  and  research  on  the  precisely  indicated  by  the  names  of 
part  of  the  patentee.    The  notice  is  three  several   mining    establishments 
only  a  guide  to  the  sources  of  the  de-  where  the  use  is  alleged  to  have  oc- 
fendant's  proofs.     If  they  are  indicated  curred,  no  more  is  required.     Smith  v, 
with  such  distinctness  that  the  com-  Frazer,  5  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  543,  22  Fed. 
plainant  can  readily  identify  and  resort  Cas.  No.  13.048. 

to  them,  the  purpose  of  the  law  is  an-  KanM  of  Witnosoos  Expeotod  to  Provo 

swered.     Smith    v.    Frazer,   5   Fisher  Prior  Vio.  —  There  are  reported  cases  to 

Pat.  Cas.  543,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,048.  the  effect  that  the  names  of  the  wit- 

Allogation  of  Spoeial  Matters.  —  In  a  nesses  by  whom  it  is  expected  to  prove 

suit  in  equity  for  an  injunction,  etc.,  the  alleged  prior  use   or    knowledge 

for  infringement  of  letters  patent  where  should  be  stated  in  the  answer.     Rich- 
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(3)  Description  in  Printed  Publication.  —  If  the  defendant  relies 
on  the  description  of  the  plaintiff's  invention  in  a  prior  printed 
publication,  he  must  aver  this  fact  directly  and  not  by  way  of 
inference.^ 

(4)  Abandonment.  —  The  facts  on  which  the  pleader  relies  as 
showing  abandonment  should  be  stated  definitely.* 

(5)  Fraudulently  Obtaining  Patent.  —  Where  the  defendant 
alleges  that  the  patentee  fraudulently  and  surreptitiously  obtained 
a  patent  for  that  which  he  knew  was  invented  by  another,  the 
answer,  to  siti  up  the  statutory  defense,  must  further  allege  that 
such  other  party  was  at  the  time  using  reasonable  diligence  in 
adapting  and  perfecting  the  invention.' 

(0)  Specification  Containing  More  or  Less  than  Necessary.  —  An 
answer  alleging  in  the  language  of  the  statute  that  the  specifica- 
tions as  made  contain  less  than  the  whole  truth  relative  to  the 
invention,  and  more  than  was  necessary'  to  produce  the  desired 
effect  which  the  law  assigns  to  the  specification,  is  too  general  to 
require  the  attention  of  the  court  where  the  details  of  fraud  or 
subterfuge  are  not  specifically  set  up.^ 

d.  Objections  to  Answer.  —  Where  no  objection  is  made 
previous  to  the  final  hearing  to  the  lack  of  notice  in  the  answer 
of  the  special  matters  of  defense  or  the  sufficiency  of  notice,  as, 
for  instance,  where  it  is  defective  in  not  stating  the  names  or 
dates  or  residences  or  places  of  use  as  required,  the  objection  will 
be  waived.* 

ardson  v,  Lockwood,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  invention  was  not  made  earlier  than  a 

454.     See   also   supra^    note,    p.    88.  certain  date  and  had  been  previously 

But  it  is  believed  that  these  cases  have  described. 

been  overruled  by  the  Supreme  Coun,  2.  Deflnitonass  and  Oartalnty.  — Thede- 

and  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  notice  of  fense  of  abandonment  should  be  made 

Che  names  of  the  witnesses  intended  to  by  averments  to  that  effect  sufficiently 

be  called  to  prove  the  defense.    Roemer  specific  and  clear  to  be  understood  and 

z'.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214;  Woodbury  Pat-  not  in  general  and   indefinite  terms. 

ent  Pianine-Mach.  Co.  v,  Keith,  loi  U.  Western  Electric  Co.  v,  Sperry  Electric 

S.  480;  Alhs  V,  Buckstaff,  13  Fed.  Rep.  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  186. 

879.  8.  Agawam  Co.  v.  Jordan,  7  Wail. 

Answer  under  Oath.  —  It  is  not  neces-  (U.  S.)  583. 
sary  that  the  answer  stating  prior  use  Statement  of  Interforenee  Prooeedings. 
or  knowledge,  and  the  names  and  resi-  —  Where  the  defendants  rely  upon  the 
dences,  places,  etc.,  should  be  under  facts  surrounding  interference  pro- 
oath.  Campbell  v.  New  York,  45  Fed.  ceedings  to  establish  the  above  de- 
Rep.  243.  fense,  they  cannot  prove  these   facts 

1.    Westinghouse  Electric,  etc.,  Co.  without    alleging    them,    and    conse- 

V,  Stanley,  65  Fed.  Rep.  321,  wherein  quently  an  exception  proceeding  upon 

it  was  held  that  a  plea  alleging  that  the  theory  that  the  allegations  which 

the  defendant  company  '*  became  and  describe  the  interference  proceedings 

were   fully  advised*'  that  the  inven-  are  scandalous  and  impertinent  will  be 

tion  dated    no  further    back    than   a  overruled.     Ecaubert  v,  Appleton,  47 

certain  date,  and   that  the  examiner  Fed.  Rep.  893. 

found,  as  was  the  fact,  that  the  inven-  4.  American  Sulphite  Pulp    Co.   v, 

tion  had  been  described  in  prior  publi-  Howland  Falls  Pulp  Co.,  70  Fed.  Rep. 

cations,  was  bad,  because  the  allega-  986. 

tions   were   from   inference  and    they  5.  Roemer  v.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214; 

were  not  distinct  allegations  that  the  Woodbury  Patent  Planing- Mach.  Co. 
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e.  Amendment  of  Answer*  —  If  the  answer  does  not  con- 
tain the  requisite  and  sufficient  notice,  an  amendment  may, 
under  some  circumstances,  be  allowed  to  make  the  evidence 
admissible  or  the  case  complete.^  But  there  must  be  some 
reason  for  allowing  the  amendment  and  some  prospect  that  the 
defense  thereby  introduced  will  be  sustained,  else  the  amend- 
ment will  not  be  allowed.* 

6.  Demurrer  —  a.  In  General,  —  The  general  principles  gov- 
erning demurrers  are  applicable  and  have  been  applied  in  suits 
for  the  infringement  of  patents.* 

V.  Keith,  loi  U.  S.  480;  Webster  Loom  invention  had  been  issued,  and  super- 
Co.  V.  Higgins,  105  U.  S.  580;  Zane  v.  added  to  this  it  was  alleged  that  the 
Soffe,  no  U.  S.  200;  Brown  z\  Hall,  6  supposed  invention  had  previously 
Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  405;  Allis  v.  Buckstaff,  been  known  to  and  used  by  many  other 
13  Fed.  Rep.  879;  Western  Electric  Co.  persons  to  the  respondents  unknown^ 
V.  Sperry  Electric  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  whose  names  they  prayed  might  be  in- 
186;  Barker  v,  Stowe,  15  Blatchf.  (U.  serted  in  the  answer  when  discovered,. 
S.)  49,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  994;  Saunders  it  is  competent  for  the  court  to  permit 
r.  Allen,  53  Fed.  Rep.  109;  Lock  v.  such  names  to  be  inserted  by  an 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  amendment  nunc  pro  tunc,  Roemer  v. 
8,438.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214. 

SzoeptiOBi  to  Answer.  —  Objections  TMAmM  of  Prior  ITm,  etc.,  which  was 
on  account  of  defects  in  the  answer  re-  not  admissible  under  the  original  an- 
lating  to  the  name,  place  of  residence,  swer  for  want  of  proper  allegations,  it 
etc.,  should,  in  general,  be  taken  by  has  been  held,  will  not  be  made  ad- 
exceptions,  as  they  are  the  proper  sub-  missible  by  an  amendment.  Roberts 
jects  of  amendments  under  special  v.  Buck,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  224,  20  Fed. 
orders.  Graham  t/.  Mason,  4  Clin.  (U.  Cas.  No.  11,897,  distinguished  in  Allis 
S.)  88,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,671.  v,  Buckstafif,  13  Fed.  Rep.  884,  in  which 

1.  See  article  Amendments,  vol.  i,  p.  case  the  parties  agreed  that  if  the  court 

458,  and  the  following  cases:  Roemer  decided  to  grant  the  amendment,  the 

V,  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214;  Babcock,  etc.,  testimony  taken  before  the  allowance 

Co.   V,  Pioneer    Iron- Works,   34  Fed.  of  the  amendment  might  be  considered 

Rep.  338;    Campbell  v.  New  York,  45  as  in  the  case  .to  the  same  extent  as  if 

Fed.  Rep.   243;    Roberts   v.    Buck,    i  taken  under  the  amended  answer.    The 

Holmes  (U.  S.)  224,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  court,  therefore,  allowed   the  amend- 

11,897;  Allis  v.  Bucksta£f,  13  Fed.  Rep.  men:  upon  terms  and  considered  the 

884.  evidence. 

BTidoaeo  Xade  Admisdblo  by  Amond-  Ground  for  Setting  Aside  Order  Allowing* 

ment.  —  Where  prior  patents,  material  Amendment.  —  It  is  no  ground  for  set 

to  questions  of  anticipation,  were  not  ting  aside  an  order  allowing  an  amend- 

set  up  in  the  answer,  nor  formally  put  ment,  that  an  affidavit  supporting  tha 

in  evidence,  but  were  treated  as  regu-  motion    for    the   amendment   gave    e 

larly  in  the  case  for  that  purpose  on  wrong  impression,  where  no  falsehood 

the  argument  and  in  the  consideration  or  fraud  had  been  employed.     Camp- 

of  the  case,  a  motion  to  amend  the  an-  bell  v.  New  York,  45  Fed.  Rep.  243. 

swer  and  to  allow  the  patents  as  being  S.  Seibert  Cylinder  Oil-Cup  Co.   v, 

formally  in  evidence  will  be  granted  Newark  Lubricator  Mfg.  Co.,  35  Fed. 

to  make  the  case  complete.     Babcock,  Rep.  509;    Hicks  v.  Otto,  17  Fed.  Rep. 

etc.,   Co.    V,    Pioneei    Iron- Works,   34  539;  Geier  v,  Goetinger,  10  Fed.  Cas. 

Fed.  Rep.  338.  No.     5,299;     Webster    Loom    Co.    v. 

Amendment   Vnne    Pro    Tnne.  —  And  Higgins,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  349,  29  Fed. 

where  in  a  suit  for  infringement  the  Cas.  No.  17,341* 

answer  gave  due  notice  that  the  in-  8.  Olgeetions  to  tnrplniago.  —  Allega- 

vention   was  issued  by  and  known  to  tions  in  the  bill  relative  to  what  took 

certain  persons  therein  named,  stating  place  in  the  Patent  Office  when  interfer- 

tbe  names  and  residences  of  the  persons  ence  proceedings  were  pending  will  be 

alleged  to  have  had  such  prior  knowl-  deemed  surplusage.      The    objection, 

edge  and    where  and   by   whom    the  however,  cannot  fa«  raised  by  demurrer 
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If  tk«  Bill  DoM  Hot  ContaiA  tlM  Baqniiit*  Allagationf  to  sustain  the  suit 
and  is  defective  on  its  face,  it  may  be  demurred  to  according  to 
the  general  rules  governing  demurrers.* 

b.  Invalidity  of  Patent  — (i)  When  Applicable. —\^\\x\^ 
patent  cases  are  usually  disposed  of  upon  bill,  answer,  and  pruof, 
it  is  well  settled  that  if  the  patent  is  manifestly  invalid  on  its 
face,  as  for  want  of  invention  or  novelty,  the  question  may  be 

but    only    by  exceptions  to  the  bill.  AlUgaHons   Relative   to    Prior    Use^ 

lilingworth  v,  Atha,  43  Fed.  Rep.  141.  Sale^  etc..  Lacking  or  Defective.  —  Con- 

Oljeetion  U  iMnumoe  of  X^iunetioii. —  solidated  Brake-Shoe  Co.    v.   Detroit 

The  objection  that  the  issuance  of  an  Steel,  etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  894;  Coop 

injunction  would  be  against  public  pol-  v.  Dr.  Savage  Physical  Development 

icy  cannot  betaken  by  demurrer.    The  Institute,  47  Fed.  Rep.  899;    Krick  v. 

Question  is  addressed  not  to  the  juris-  Jansen,  52  Fed.  Rep.  823. 

iction  of  the  court,  but  to  its  discre-  Allegations  Relative  to   Infringement 

tion,  the  exercise  of  which  cannot  be  Wanting  or  Defective, —  Diamond  Match 

determined  upon  the  bill  alone.    Bragg  Co.  v,  Ohio  Match  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep. 

Mfg.  Co.  z/.  Hartford,  56  Fed.  Rep.  292.  117;   American  Solid   Leather  Button 

i.  Tht  BiU  Kay  Be  Demnrrod  to  for  the  Co.  v.  Empire  State  Nail  Co.,  50  Fed. 

owing  defects  among  others:  Rep.  929;  Putnam  v,  HoUender,  6  Fed. 

Allegations  of  Title ^  Ownership,  or  In-  Rep.  882;  Fischer  v,  O'Shaughnessey, 

terest.  Lacking  or  Insufficient,  —  Krick  6  Fed.  Rep.  92.     See  Indurated  Fibre 

V.  Jansen,  52  Fed.  Rep.  823;  Jaros  Hy-  Industries  Co.  v,  Grace,  52  Fed.  Rep. 

gienic   Underwear  Co.  v.  Fleece  Hy-  124. 

gienic   Underwear  Co.,   60  Fed.    Rep.  Multifariousness  or    Insufficiency    of 

622;      Kaolatype     Engraving     Co.    v.  Allegations     where     Causes    of    Action 

Hoke,   30    Fed.    Rep.    444;     Blair    v.  Joined,  —  Lilliendahl    v,   Detwiller,   18 

Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  52  Fed.  Rep.  226.  Fed.    Rep.    176;    Barney   v.    Peck,    16 

Want  or  Defect  of  Parties,  —  Clement  Fed.  Rep.  413;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v. 

Mfg.  Co.  V.  Upson,  etc.,  Co.,  40  Fed.  Ohio   Match   Co.,   80  Fed.    Rep.    117; 

Rep.  471;  Jaros  Hygienic  Underwear  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.   v,    Philadel- 

Co.  V,  Fleece   Hygienic   Co.,  60  Fed.  phia,   etc.,   R.  Co.,  68  Fed.  Rep.  913; 

Rep.  622;  Blair  z'.  Lippincott  Glass  Co.,  Griffith   v.   Segar,   29   Fed.    Rep.   707; 

52  Fed.  Rep.  226.  Roemer  v.  Logowitz,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Allegations   Descriptive    of  Invention  11,996;    Pope   Mfg.   Co.  r.  Marqua,  15 

Lacking  or  Insufficient.  —  Post  v.  T.  C.  Fed.    Rep.  400;    Hayes  v,   Dayton,   8 

Richards  Hardware  Co.,  25  Fed.  Rep.  Fed.  Rep.  702;    Hayes  v,  Bickelhoupt, 

905;  Electrolibration  Co.  t/.  Jackson,  52  11  Fed.  Cas.   No.  6,261^;    Putnam  v. 

Fed.  Rep.  773;  Wise  v.  Grand  Ave.  R.  HoUender,  6  Fed.  Rep.  882;  Fischer  v. 

Co.,  33  Fed.  Rep.  277;  Stirrat  v.  Excel-  O'Shaughnessey,  6  Fed.  Rep.  92.     See 

sior  Mfg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  142.  also    American    Bell    Telephone    Co. 

Allegations  Relative  to  Previous  Pat'  v.  Southern  Telephone  Co.,  34  Fed. 
ents.  or  Descriptions,  Wanting  or  In-  Rep.  803;  Kaolatype  Engraving  Co.  e^. 
sufficient,  —  Diamond  Match  Co.  v,  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep.  444. 
Ohio  Match  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  117;  Bill  on  Connooted  Patenti,  Boino  Having 
Hanlon  v.  Primrose,  56  Fed.  Rep.  600;  Expired.  —  Where  the  allegations  of  the 
Goebel  v.  American  R.  Supply  Co.,  55  bill  are  sufficient  to  show  a  compact 
Fed.  Rep.  825;  Hutton  v.  Star  Slide  machine,  into  which  several  patents 
Seat  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  747:  Ross  v.  Ft.  enter,  it  is  proper  and  necessary  to 
Wayne,  58  Fed.  Rep.  404;  Edison  complain  upon  all,  and  a  demurrer  be- 
Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Mather  Electric  cause  it  appears  that  some  of  the  pat- 
Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  244;  Overman  Wheel  ents  have  expired  will  be  overruled. 
Co.  V.  Elliott  Hickory  Cycle  Co.,  49  Any  question  as  to  the  effect  of  those 
Fed.  Rep.  859;  Consolidated  Brake-  patents  which  have  expired  and  their 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Detroit  Steel,  etc.,  Co.,  47  treatment  upon  the  accounting  with 
Fed.  Rep.  894;  Coop  v.  Dr.  Savage  reference  to  the  machine  or  improve- 
Physical  Development  Institute,  47  ment  as  a  whole,  must  be  left  for 
Fed.  Rep.  899;  American  Cable  R.  Co.  the  hearing.  Russell  v,  Kern,  58  Fed. 
V.  New  York,  42  Fed.  Rep.  60.  Rep.  382. 
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raised  bv  demurrer  and  the  case  determined  upon  the  issue  so 
formed.^ 

Whan  tk«  im  TormAlly  Tttdm  PMfvt  of  the  letters  patent,  they  are 
thereby  made  a  part  of  the  bill  so  that  matters  relating  to  their 
validity  may  be  raised  by  and  considered  on  demurrer.' 

(2)  Judicial  Notice  on  Demurrer.  —  In  considering  on  demurrer 
the  validity  of  a  patent  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  facts 
of  common  and  general  knowledge,  tending  to  show  that  the 
device  or  process  patented  is  old,  or  lacking  in  invention*'     But 

1.  Richards  v.  Chase  Elevator  Co.,  face  of  the  patent  that  it  lacks  inven->^ 
158  U.  S.  299;  Strom  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Weir  tion.  Certainly  such  practice  ought  to 
Frog  Co.,  75  Fed.  Rep.  279;  American  be  encouraged.  Otherwise  the  life  of 
Fibre-Chamois  Co.  v.  Buckskin  Fibre  a  worthless  or  invalid  patent  might  be 
Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  508;  Cleveland  prolonged,  and  sums  exacted  by  way 
Faucet  Co.  v,  Vulcan  Brass  Co.,  72  of  compromise  from  users  by  reason 
Fed.  Rep.  505;  Caldwell  v,  Powell,  71  of  the  dread  of  the  heavy  expenses 
Fed.  Rep.  970;  Davock  v.  Chicago,  attending  the  taking  of  testimony  and 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  468;  Drain-  other  matters  necessary  to  the  prepara- 
age  Constr.  Co.  v.  Engelwood  Sewer  tion  of  patent  suits  for  final  hearing." 
Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  141;  Hanlon  v,  Strom  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Weir  Frog  Co.,  75 
Primrose,  56  Fed.  Rep.  600;  Goebel  v.  Fed.  Rep.  279.  But  see  contra^  Indu- 
American  R.  Supply  Co.,  55  Fed.  Rep.  rated  Fibre  Industries  Co.  v,  Grace, 
825;  U.  S.  Credit  System  Co.  v,  Ameri-  52  Fed.  Rep.  124. 
can  Credit  Indemnity  Co.,  53  Fed.  S.  Heaton  Peninsula  Button-Fas- 
Rep.  818;  Bottle  Seal  Co.  v.  De  La  tener  Co.  v.  Schlochtmeyer,  69  Fed. 
Vergne  Bottle,  etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  Rep.  592;  Dickersohi^.  Greene,  53  Fed. 
59;  Root  V.  Sontag,  47  Fed.  Rep.  309;  Rep,  247;  Fougeres  v,  Murbarger,  44 
Fougeres  v,  Murbarger,  44  Fed.  Rep.  Fed.  Rep.  292;  International  Terra 
292;  Blessing  v.  John  Trageser  Steam  Cotta  Lumber  Co.  v.  Maurer,  44  Fed. 
Copper  Works,  34  Fed.  Rep.  753;  West  Rep.  618;  West  «/.  Rae,  33  Fed.  Rep. 
V.  Rae,  33  Fed.  Rep.  45.  45 ;    Post  v.  T.  C.  Richards  Hardware 

Bill  upon  Void  Patent   Eeqniring  No  Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  618.     But  see  Indu- 

Befenso.  —  Where  a  patent  is  void  be-  rated  Fibre  Industries  Co.  v,  Grace,  52 

cause  it  covers  matter  not  patentable,  Fed.  Rep.  124,  disapproving  this  prac- 

no  defense  whatever  is  required;  and  tice. 

a  bill  thereon  needs  no  answer  and  Beforenoe  to  Former  Invention  In  Let- 
may  be  met  by  demurrer.  U.  S.  Credit  tors  Patent.  —  The  mere  fact  that  refer- 
System  Co.  v,  American  Credit  Indem-  ence  is  made  to  a  former  invention  in 
nity  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  818.  the  letters  patent,  does  not  bring  that 

Qnsstion    of    Identity.  —  Where    the  invention  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court 

question  is  not  as  to  the  patentability  or  spread  its  claims  or  description  upon 

of  the  invention  in  the  general  sense  the  record,  so  that  it  may  be  considered 

and  does  not  involve  an  inquiry  into  on  demurrer.     Drainage  Constr.  Co.  v. 

the  prior  state  of  the  art,   but  only  Englewood  Sewer  Co.,  67   Fed. .  Rep. 

whether  or  not  the  subsequent  patents  141. 

are  mere  duplication  or  aggregation  of        8.  American   Fibre-Chamois    Co.  v. 

the  prior  patented  devices  of  the  same  Buckskin- Fibre  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  508; 

inventor  set  out  in  the  same  bill,  the  Heaton  Peninsula  Button-Fastener  Co. 

question    of    identity    is  one  of    law  v.  Schlochtmeyer,  69  Fed.  Rep.  .592; 

which  can  be  determined  solely  from  Root  t^.  Sontag,  47  Fed.  Rep.  309;  West 

the  face  of  the  patents;  and  while  its  t/.  Rae,  33  Fed.  Rep.  45;  Buckingham 

determination  would  ordinarily  be  left  v.  Springfield  Iron  Co.,  51   Fed.   Rep. 

to  final  hearing,  if  it  is  squarely  pre-  236. 

sented  on  the  face  of  the  bill  the  objec-        Boferonooto  Printed  AnthoritiM.  —  The 

tion  may  be  determined  on  demurrer,  court  may  refresh  and  strengthen  its 

Russell  V.  Kern,  64  Fed.  Rep.  581.  recollection  and  impression   of    what 

"  The  OsMS  Flivdr  Coniidention  of  the  facts  were    of    common  and  general 

Merits  upon  DonuTror,  and  dismissal  of  knowledge  at  the  time  of  the  applica- 

the  bill  whenever  it  appears  upon  the  tion  for  the  patent,  by  reference  to  any 
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the  court  must  keep  strictly  within  the  field  of  common  knowl- 
edge, and  the  judge  must  be  careful  to  distinguish  between  his 
own  special  knowledge  and  what  he  considers  to  be  the  knowledge 
of  others  in  the  sphere  or  field  where  the  device  is  used.^ 

(3)  Sustaining  or  Overruling  Demurrer.  —  If  tlM  PftttBt  li  Told  far 
Laok  of  laTMtioA  or  novelty,  by  reason  of  matters  appearing  on  its 
face  or  of  which  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice,  the  court  may 
sustain  the  demurrer,  declare  the  patent  void,  and  decree  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.*  In  order,  however,  to  sustain  such  a 
demurrer  the  defect  in  the  alleged  invention  must  appear  either 
upon  the  face  of  the  letters  patent  under  criticism,  or  spring  from 
those  matters  of  which  the  court  must  or  will  take  judicial  notice.* 

Support  of  BTidonoo  VoooMary.  —  The  demurrer  cannot  be  sustained 
where  the  support  of  evidence  is  necessary  for  a  satisfactory 
determination.* 

printed  source  of  general  information  Studebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Illinois 
which  is  known  to  the  court  to  be  reli-  Iron,  etc.«  Co.,  42  Fed.  Rep.  52;  Buck- 
able,  and  to  have  been  published  prior  ingham  v.  Springfield  Iron  Co.,  51  Fed 
to  the  application  for  the  patent.  Rep.  236;  Kaolatype  Engraving  Co.  v, 
Amsricaa  Fibre-Chamois  Co.  v»  Buck-  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep.  444;  West  v,  Rae» 
skin- Fibre  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.   508,/^/-  33  Fed.  Rep.  45. 

lowing  Brown  v.  Piper,  qi   U.  S.   38.  Judicial  VoUeo  of  Old  Dorioo.  —  When 

And  see  West  v.  Rae,  33  Fed.  Rep.  45.  the    judge    before    whom    rights    are 

1.  Eclipse   Mfg.  'Co.   v.  Ad  kins,  36  claimed  by  virtue  of  a  patent  can  say 

Fed.    Rep.     554;    Heaton    Peninsular  from  his  own  observation  and  experi- 

Biitton- Fastener     Co.      v,     Schlocht-  ence  that  the  patented    device   is   in 

m*yer,  69  Fed.   Rep.  592;  Hanlon  v.  principle  and  mode  of  operation  only 

Primrose.  56  Fed.  Rep.  600.  an  old  and  well-known  device  in  com- 

li^eolal  Ibiowlodgo  of  Court  or  Szporti.  mon  use,  he  may  act  upon  such  knowl- 

—  Th:  court  is  not  at  liberty  to  apply  edge  and  sustain  a  demurrer  for  want 

any    special    or    peculiar    knowledge  of  novelty.     Eclipse  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Ad- 

which  it  may  possess,  or  to  apply  to  the  kins,  36  Fed.  Rep.  554. 

patent  the  skill  possessed  by  experts,  Patont  Vot  Aidod  by  Svidonoo,  —  The 

but    may  only  apply  that  knowledge  court  being  of  opinion  that  a  patent  is 

which  is  possessed  by  ordinarily  well-  void  for  want  of  novelty  and  invention, 

informed   people.       Cleveland    Faucet  and  that  in  view  of  its  recitals  it  is  so 

Co.  V,  Vulcan  Brass  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  plainly  so  that  it  could  not  be  aided  by 

505;   American  Fibre-Chamois  Co.   v,  evidence,  it  should  be  so  declared  on 

Buckskin-Fibre  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  508.  demurrer,  without  subjecting  the  par- 

Tho  Court  Knit  Vot  AisniBO  Xnowledgo,  ties  to  the  costs  of  producing  proofs, 

not    only  of  the  methods   which  had  Wall  v.  Leek,  61  Fed.  Rep.  291. 

been   employed,   but  of   the  practical  8.  Drainage    Constr.    Co.  v,  Engle- 

difficulties,   under  various  conditions,  wood   Sewer  Co.,   67   Fed.  Rep.   141; 

which  were  met,  and  the  measure  in  Goebel  v,  American  R.  Supply  Co.,  55 

which  the  means  theretofore  employed  Fed.  Rep.  825. 

had  failed,  and  the  alleged  invention  Wboro  tho  Court  1m  Vot  Bouad  to  Tak» 

had  succeeded,  in  overcoming  them.  Judiolal  Votieo  of  the  matters  relied  on 

Davock   V.  Chicago,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  69  to  defeat  the  patent,  it  may  overrule 

Fed.  Rep.  468.  the  demurrer  and  allow  such  matters 

8.  Root  V.  Sontag,  47  Fed.  Rep.  309;  to  be  called  to  its  attention  on  the  hear- 
Cleveland  Faucet  Co.  v,  Vulcan  Brass  ing,  with  opportunity  to  the  other  side 
Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  505;  Covert  v.  Tra-  to  rebut  or  explain.  Kaolatype  En- 
ters Bros.  Co.,  70  Fed.  Rep.  788;  graving  Co.  v.  Hoke,  30  Fed.  Rep.  444. 
Fougeres  v,  Murbarger.  44  Fed.  Rep.  4.  Drainage  Constr.  Co.  v.  Eagle- 
992;  Strom  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Weir  Frog  Co.,  wood  Sewer  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  141; 
75  Fed.  Rep.  279:  Post  v.  T.  C.  Rich-  Hanlon  v.  Primrose,  56  Fed.  Rep.  600; 
ards  Hardware  Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  6x8;  Bottle  Seal  Co.  v.  De  La  Vergne  Bottle, 

130  Volume  XVI. 


Bolt  i&  SvHtj  PA  TENTS.  te  XaMmftaMt. 

VsMTtAlBtj  M  to  lATtUditj.  —  The  utxHOst  caution  is  necessary  in 
this  determination,  and  unless  the  patent  is  palpably  and  obvi- 
ously void  on  its  face,  or  the  court  is  prepared  to  say  positively 
that  the  matters  of  common  knowledge  of  which  it  will  take 
judicial  notice  render  it  void,  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled.^ 

Dombto  XttMlTtd  Agatatt  DtMzrtr.  —  All  questions  of  doubt  should 
be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  patent  and  against  the  demurrer,  and 
if  the  court  is  not  entirely  free  from  doubt  the  demurrer  for  want 
of  patentability  should  not  be  sustained.' 

c.  Invalidity  of  Reissued  Patent.  —  Where  the  bill  for 
infringement  sets  out  or  makes  profert  of  the  original  and  reissued 
patent,  objections  relating  to  the  validity  of  the  reissue  may  be 
taken  by  demurrer.* 

8.  Keplication.  —  The  plaintiff  desiring  to  contest  the  matters 
set  up  in  defense  to  his  bill  for  infringement  often  does  so  by 
replication  which  should  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  issues  sought 
to  be  presented.* 

etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  59;  Philadelphia  full  both  the  original  patent  and  the 

Novelty  Mfg.  Co.   v,  Rouss,  39  Fed.  reissues,  so  that  both  may  be  examined 

Rep.  273.  and  compared   together,  the  question 

1.  New  York  Belting,  etc.,  Co.  v.  that  the  reissue  is  not  for  the  same  in- 
New  Jersey  Car  Spring,  etc.,  Co.,  137  vention  as  the  original  may  be  raised 
U.  S.  445;  Overman  Wheel  Co.  v.  El-  by  demurrer.  Giant  Powder  Co.  v, 
liott  Hickory  Cycle  Co.,  49  Fed.  Rep.  California  Powder  Works,  98  U.  S.  126. 
859;  Caldwell  v,  Powell,  71  Fed.  Rep.  But  this  question  cannot  be  so  raised 
970;  Covert  V,  Travers  Bros.  Co.,  70  where  the  bill  does  not  set  out,  nor  at- 
Fed.  Rep.  788;  Lalance,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  tach,  nor  make  profert  of  the  original 
r.  Mosheim,  48  Fed.  Rep.  452,  Krick  letters  patent.  Adams,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co. 
r.  Tansen,  52  Fed.  Rep.  823;  Standard  v,  Meyrose,  12  Fed.  Rep.  440. 
Oil  Co.  f.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  42  Fed.  laehM  In  Applyiiig  for  BdiiM. — 
Rep.  297;  Philadelphia  Novelty  Mfg.  Where  the  bill  for  infringement  sets 
Co.  V,  Rouss,  39  Fed.  Rep.  273;  Eclipse  out  both  the  original  and  the  reissued 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Adkins,  36  Fed.  Rep.  554;  patent,  and  it  appears  from  inspection 
Dick  V.  Oil  Well  Supply  Co.,  25  Fed.  that  the  sole  object  of  the  reissue  was 
Rep.  105.  to  enlarge  and  expand  the  claims  of 

Vnlsit  tiMPatoit  Is  86  Told  on  Its  Face  the  original,  and  that  a  delay  of  two  or 
as  to  Xoqniro  Vo  Dofenso  to  a  suit  upon  more  years  has  taken  place  in  applying 
ic,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  and  for  the  reissue,  not  explained  by  special 
the  defendant  left  to  make  his  defense  circumstances  showing  it  to  be  reason- 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  stat-  able,  the  question  of  laches  is  a  ques- 
ute  governing  such  defenses  and  the  tion  of  law  arising  on  the  face  of  the 
principles  of  procedure.  Rod  well  Mfg.  bill^  which  avails  as  a  defense,  upon  a 
Co.  V,  Hottsmau,  58  Fed.  Rep.  870;  U.  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity. 
S.  Credit  System  Co.  v.  American  Wollensak  v.  Relher,  115  U.  S.  96. 
Credit  Indemnity  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  818.  Oonoral  and  ^^ooiml  Dtmnncr — tiistain- 

S.  Covert  v,  Travers  Bros.  Co.,  70  ing  and  OrormUnff  in  Part. —  In  addition 
Fed.  Rep.  788;  Davock  v,  Chicago,  to  a  demurrer  attacking  the  bill  in  its 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  468;  Drain-  entirety  there  may  be  special  grounds 
age  Constr.  Co.  v.  Englewood  Sewer  of  demurrer  relating  to  each  of  the  re- 
Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  141;  Hanlon  r.  issued  letters  patent  separately.  The 
Primrose,  56  Fed.  Rep.  600;  Krick  v.  demurrer  may  be  sustained  in  part  and 
Jansen,  52  Fed.  Rep.  823;  Lalance,  overruled  in  part.  International  Terra 
etc..  Mfg.  Co.  V,  Mosheim,  48  Fed.  Cotta  Lumber  Co.  v.  Maurer,  44  Fed. 
Rep.  452:  Eclipse  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Adkins,  Rep.  618. 
36  Fed.  Rep.  554.  4.  XtpUoation    Vot  Baisinf    Isino   of 

8.  BiiMno  Vot  fir  lamo  InTontton  ••  Amthortty  to   Liomo.  —  A    replication 

Original.  —  Where  the  bill  sets  forth  in  putting  in  issue  only  the  facts  whether 
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7.  Iiyiuiotioiu    Generally — a.  Preliminary   Injunctions  — 

{})  In  General. — TIm  Btatvtii  of  tlM  Uaitad  Btatii  having  authorized 
the  courts  to  issue  injunctions  according  to  the  course  and  prin- 
ciples of  courts  of  equity,  to  restrain  infringement,  the  general 
rules  relating  to  preliminary  injunctions  obtain  in  patent  cases  as 
in  other  equitable  cases.^  Therefore  the  subject  is  here  treated 
only  in  a  general  manner,  and  for  fuller  information  the  article 
on  Injunctions,  vol.  lo,  p.  869,  is  to  be  consulted. 

(2)  Proceedings  and  Evidence  to  Obtain  —  BUI  and  AffldATlts.  —  The 
plaintiff  should  set  out  his  rights  and  his  injuries  by  his  bill,  and 
it  is  often  required  that  he  shall  support  his  case  by  affidavits.' 

Befendant't  Aatwvr  or  Aff^iaTlts.  —  The  defendant  must  be  prepared 
to  make  his  entire  defense  to  the  application  for  an  injunction  in 
the  first  instance  by  showing  by  his  answer  or  by  affidavit  a  want 

the  things  which  the  defendants  have  ant's  claim,  and  if  they  do  not,  to  over- 
employed  in  making  an  infringing  rule  the  plea.  American  Graphophone 
article  were  purchased  by  them  from  a  Co.  v.  Edison  Phonograph  Works,  68 
certain  person,  and  whether  that  person  Fed.  Rep.  451. 

was  licensed  by  complainants  to  manu-  1.  Acts  1836,  §  17;  1870,  §55;  Rev. 

facture  his  patented  article,  laises  no  Stat.,  §  4921;    Irwin  v,  Dane,  2  Biss. 

issue  as  to  whether  the  complainants  (U.  S.)  442,   13  Fed.  Cas.  No.   7,081; 

have  authorized  such  person  to  license  Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting,  etc.,  Co.,  31 

others  to   use    complainant's    patent.  Fed.  Rep.  560. 

Birdseye  v.  Heilner,  26  Fed.  Rep.  147.  Votioe  of  aa  Application  far  an  Ix^iino- 

Abandonment  of  License — Amendment  tion  is  required  by  sutute.    Sickels  v. 

ofBiUor^^ecimlSoplication.  — In  Brooks  Borden,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  14,  22  Fed. 

V,  Stolley,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  275,  4  Fed.  Cas.   No.   12,833.    And  see  article  In- 

Cas.   No.   1.963,   the   answer  set  up  a  junctions,  vol.  10,  pp.  996  et  seq. 

license,  and  the  complainant  did  not  Time  of  Xotion  and  Heuing  of  Ii^jnno- 

deny  the  license,  but  insisted  that  the  tion.  —  The  court  will  not  grant  a  pre- 

defendant  had  abandoned  it  and  made  liminary  injunction  for  infringement  of 

it  void,  without  stating  by  what  acts,  a  patent  where  the  application  was  not 

The  court  held  that  no  issue  as  to  the  made  until  the  suit  had  been  pending 

abandonment  was  made  by  the  plead-  many  months,  and  was  nearly  ready 

ings,  and  since  by  the  forty-fifth  rule  of  for  final  hearing,  and  no  ground  for 

practice   a  special   replication    is    not  the  injunction  was  shown  which  was 

allowed,  the  question  of  abandonment  not  known  at  the  time  of  the  institution 

of  the  license  could  only  be  brought  of  the  suit.     Andrews  v.  Spear,  4  Dill, 

before  the  court  by  an  amendment  of  (U.  S.)  472,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  380. 

the  bill.  Discretion  of  Court.  —  But  whether  the 

By  Taking  Issue  npon  the  Flea  the  com-  court  will  hear  the  motion  when  not 

plainant  admits  its  sufficiency  in  form  made  until  the  case  is  nearly  ready  for 

and  substance,  and  if  its  allegations  final  hearing  is  peculiarly  a  matter  for 

are    established,  the  legal  conclusion  the  determination   of  the  judge,  with 

that  they  are  a  good  defense  to  the  suit  which  an  appellate  coutt  will  not  in- 

for  infringement  is  not   open  to  con-  terfere.     Consolidated  Electric  Storage 

tention.     Birdseye  v.  Heilner,  26  Fed.  Co.  v.  Accumulator  Co  ,  55  Fed.  Rep. 

Rep.  147.  485. 

Examination  to  Determine  Whether  Al-  2.  Vecenity  for  AAdaTlti.  -^  It  is 
legations  of  Flea  Sustained.  —  Where  a  hardly  proper  to  grant  a  preliminary 
plea  relying  upon  a  license  in  perpe-  injunction  in  a  patent  suit  upon  a 
tuity  and  setting  out  the  agreements  theory  which,  although  it  may  be  true, 
under  which  the  defendant  claims  is  is  not  supported  by  affidavits.  A  men- 
met  by  a  replication,  it  is  incumbent  can  Diamond  Rock  Boring  Co.  v,  Sulli- 
upon  the  court  to  look  into  the  agree-  van  Mach.  Co.,  14  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  119, 
ments  to  see  if  they  sustain  the  defend-  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  298. 
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of  right  in  the  plaintiff  or  a  superior  right  in  himself.' 

FUlmtiirt  tnvpl^tory  or  BabmttlBf  BTidonM.  —  The    plaintiff  may,   it 

would  seem,  obviate  the  defense  by  suppletory  or  rebutting  evi- 
dence.* 

1.  Day  V.  New  England  Car  Co.,  3  as  manafactared  by  ihe  defendant  prior 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  154,  7  Fed.  Gas.  No.  to  the  date  of  the  issuing  of  the  said 

3,686.  letters  patent,  there  being  no  evidence 

The  Befuise  that  the  Patent  Sued  on  Had  to  show  the  character  of  the  conception 

Expired  because  of  the  expiration  of  a  or  whether  or  not  it  was  reduced  to 

foreign  patent  for  the  same  invention  practice.     The  same  criticism  would  be 

is  an  original  defense  and  must  not  be  applied  to  a  statement  in  the  affidavit 

left   to   be  introduced  in  surrebuttal.  that  the   exhibits   were  suggested   to 

American   Paper  Barrel  Co.    v.    Lar-  take  the  place  of  some  imported  device 

raway,  28  Fed.  Rep.  141.  alleged  to  have  been   in   use  in  this 

AffldaTlt  that  Defendant  ManufMtnrss  country  prior  to  the  date  of  the  patent. 
under  Patant  Granted  Him. —  It  has  been  Traut,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Waterbury 
held  that  the  defendant's  oath  that  he  Buckle  Co..  64  Fed.  Rep.  492. 
manufactures  under  a  patent  granted  Estoppel  te  Bet  ITp  Mor  Xakiiig  of 
to  him,  is  insufficient  without  the  affi-  Artides.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity  to  re- 
davits  of  third  persons  to  that  effect,  strain  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  the 
Lombard  v.  Still  well,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  defendants,  who  had  obtained  a  patent 
8,472.  for  the  invention,  claimed  that  their 

AffldaTit  Donj^Bg  Infringement. —  invention  was  a  new  and  useful  im- 
Where,  in  a  former  case,  an  injunction  provement  in  the  art,  not  known  prior 
had  been  granted  against  another  de-  to  the  invention  thereof  by  the  paten- 
fendant.  and  the  defendant  in  the  tee.  The  pl&intiffs'  and  defendants' 
present  case  did  not  deny  by  his  own  articles  were  substantially  the  same, 
affidavit  or  that  of  any  expert  that  the  The  court  held  that  the  defendants 
machine  on  which  the  present  suit  was  were  estopped  by  their  answer  from 
founded  was  an  infringement  of  the  setting  up  by  affidavits  that  articles 
plaintiff's  patent,  but  an  affidavit  was  substantially  the  same  as  their  own 
made  by  his  solicitor  that  he  was  ad-  and  the  -plaintiffs'  had  been  made 
vised  by  his  client  and  by  experts  that  before  either  was  invented.  Morse 
there  was  no  infringement,  it  was  held  Fountain  Pen  Co.  r.  Esterbrook  Steel 
that  in  the  absence  of  the  personal  affi-  Pen  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  515, 
davit  of  the  defendant  or  his  procure-  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,862. 
ment  of  the  affidavit  of  an  expert  ITnoorroboratod  Affidavit  Whore  Defend- 
instead,  the  court  would  presume  an  in-  ant's  Condnet  Suspicions  or  Inequitable.  — 
fringement  of  the  plaintiff's  rights  and  Where  the  plaintiff  shows  a  decree 
would  grant  a  provisional  injunction,  establishing  the  validity  of  the  patent 
Conover  v.  Mers,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  andinfringementby  the  defendant,  the 
386.  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,123.  latter  cannot  defeat  the  issuance  of  a 

Information  and  Belief  as  to  Antidpa-  preliminary  injunction,  by  his  uncor- 

tion.  —  A  general  allegation  in  an  affi-  roborated  affidavit,   stating  the  exist- 

davit  on  information  and  belief  that  the  ence  of  facts  which,  if  true,  show  the 

plaintiff's    invention  was  known  and  patent  to  be  void,   where  during  the 

used  publicly  before  the  date  of  the  pendency  of  the  former  suit  the  defend- 

plaintiff's  patent  amounts  to  nothing,  ant,  though  not  a  party,  had  taken  an 

The    defendant    should    disclose    the  active  interest  therein,  had  knowledge 

sources  and  particulars  of  his  informa-  then  of  the  invalidity  of  the  patent,  but 

tion.     Young  v.  Lippman,  9  Blatchf.  remained  silent  and  allowed  a  decree 

(U.  S.)  277,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,160.  to  be  rendered  establishing  the  validity 

Gharacter  of  Antioipating  l^Tontion —  of  the  patent.     Robinson  v.  Randolph, 

Eodnotion  to  Praetico.  —  An  affidavit  of  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,962. 

the   defendant   as   to  certain   exhibits  2.  Day  v.  New  England  Car  Co.,  3 

claimed  to  anticipate  or  limit  the  scope  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  154,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

of  the  patent  in  suit  is  not  sufficiently  3,686. 

definite  to  constitute  a  defense,  where  A  complainant,  not  knowing  when 

it  is  merely  stated  that  they  were  con-  he  gave  notice  of  his  application  for 

ceived  by  hfm  prior  to  the  date  of  the  an  injunction  what  defense  would  be 

application  for  the  patent  in  suit  and  alleged  in  the  affidavit  of  the  respond- 
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Defoadut'i  B«ply  to  B^bntdaf  StMmm.  —  The  defendant  is  precluded 
from  replying  to  the  rebutting  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  by  further 
proofs  for  the  defense.* 

(3)  Granting  or  Denying — MfervCioA  ef  Court — The  issuing  of  a 
preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  infringement  is  always  a  mat* 
ter  of  discretion  with  the  court,  and  depends  on  the  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case.* 

Bight  to  Ii^vnotioA  tetiillMtorily  Aowm.  —  Where  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  the  patent  and  its  validity  and  its  infringement  are  satisfactorily 
shown  to  the  court,  a  preliminary  injunction  may  and  usually 
will,  if  necessary  to  adequately  protect  the  plaintiff,  be  granted  ta 
restrain  the  infringement.' 

ent,   has  a  right    to  rebnt  by  proper  entirely  upon  the  affidavits  previously 

testimony  the  allegations  so  made  or  presented,  and  in  them  the  defendant 

defense  set  up  against    the    motion,  should  have  stated  his  entire  defense 

Goodyear  v,  MuUee,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  and  not  divided  it  into  fragments. 

420,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,579.  %•  Parker  v.  Sears,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas. 

•trongthOBiag  Omo  on  Qvoition  of  In-  93,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748;  Irwin  v, 

fri]ij|«iiioat  —  ft  has  been  held  that  the  Dane,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.)  442,  13  Fed.  Cas. 

plaintiffs  should  not  in  reply  to  the  de-  No.    7,081 ;    Forbush    v,   Bradford,     i 

fendant    strengthen    his  case  on   the  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  317,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

question  of  infringement  by  putting  in  4,930;    Bailey  Wringing  Mach.  Co.  v^ 

affidavits  in  rebuttal.     There  would  be  Adams,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  752. 

great  danger  of  surprise  if  the  plain-  8.  As  to  establishment  of  plaintiff's 

tiffs  could  do  this  under  the  guise  of  a  right  at  law,  see  supra^  IX.  i.  a.  (3)  (^) 

reply.     Union  Paper-Bag  Mach.  Co.  v.  Establishment  of  Right  at  Zmw. 

Binney,  5  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  166,  24  Fed.  As  to  effect  of  prior  adjudications  on 

Cas.  No.  14,387.  motion  for  preliminary  injunctions,  see 

Proprioty  ii  Coniiteiiig  Answor  and  infra,  XIII.  8.  Effect  of  Prior  Adjudi- 

Afldavits    OonoliislTO.  —  In    Parker    v.  cations. 

Sears,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  93,  18  Fed.  Pondon^of  Anothor  laii.  —  In  a  suit 

Cas.  No.  10,748,  it  was  held  that  the  to  enjoin  the  infringement  of  reissued 

court  should  rigidly  adhere  to  the  rule  letters  patent  where  the  validitv  of  the 

of  considering  the  affidavit  and  answer,  patent  has  already  been  sustained  on 

especially  if  accompanied   by  one  or  final  hearing  in  the  circuit  court,  that 

two  depositions  of  witnesses  denying  court  will  not  postpone  the  granting  of 

the  infringement  as  conclusive  on  the  a  preliminary  injunction  because  an- 

preliminary  motion  for  an  injunction.  other  suit  is  pending  on  the  patent  in 

1.  Day  V,  New  England  Car  Co.,  3  another  circuit.    Atlantic  Giant  Powder 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  154,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Co.  v,  Goodyear,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  623. 

3,686.  And  where  a  defendant  has  always 

Mpolatloa  of  OoudmL  —  In  American  been  notified  that  it  was  claimed  he  in- 
Paper  Barrel  Co.  v,  Laraway,  28  Fed.  fringed,  and  has  not  been  misled  by  any 
Rep.  I4r,  by  stipulation  of  the  respec-  action  of  the  plaintiff  into  making  in- 
tive  counsel  the  defendant  was  allowed  vestments,  and  has  no  peculiar  equity 
until  a  certain  day  to  file  his  evidence,  as  against  the  plaintiff,  an  injunction 
and  the  plaintiff  a  few  days  longer  to  will  not  be  witbtiield  because  the  plain- 
file  rebutting  evidence.  The  stipula-  tiff,  having  sued  the  defendant  for  in- 
tion  provided  "  that  hearing  shall  then  fringement,  permitted  the  suit  to  rest 
be  had  as  soon  as  the  court  will  hear  until  a  recovery  was  had  on  the  patent 
us.'*  Affidavitson  both  sides  were  filed  in  other  suits,  and  then  discontinued  it 
accordingly,  but  after  the  expiration  of  and  brought  a  new  suit  against  the  de- 
the  day  set  in  the  stipulation,  the  de-  fendant.  Atlantic  Giant  Powder  Co. 
fendant  without  further  stipulation,  v.  Rand,  16  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  250,  2  Fed. 
and  without  any  order  or  consent  of  Cas.  No.  626. 

the  court,  filed  other  affidavits  in  reply  Donial  of  Ii^vatttion  with  Ltavo  to  Bo- 

to  the    plaintiff's  rebutting  affidavits,  bow  AppUcatlM.  —  But  where   the  de- 

The  court  held  that  the  case  must  rest  fendants    do     not     manufacture   the 
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• 

OmM  m  to  Talldity  of  Pfttnt  and  laMagaMBt.  —  In  order  to  obtain  a 
preliminary  injunction  the  plaintiff  must  clearly  show  the  validity 
of  the  patent  and  its  infringement.^     Where  these  matters  are 

not  clearly  shown,  and  the  court  is  in  doubt  about  them,  it  will 
refuse  the  injunction.* 

Pfttoit  Vmt  Bxpinti«a.  —  Where  the  plaintiff  can  be  compensated 
in  damages,  a  preliminary  injunction  will  not  usually  be  issued 

alleged  infringing  articles,  but  obtain  the   result;   such  an  order   would  of 

them  from  the  manufacturer,  against  course  be  futile  if  the  fact  of  the  grant- 

whom  a  suit  is  pending  in  another  dis-  ing  of  the  injunction  had  already  been 

trict,  in  which  suit  a  preliminary  in-  made  public.     Westinghouse  Air  Brake 

junction  has  been  dented  with  leave  to  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  3a  Fed.  Rep.  545. 

renew,  a  preliminary  injunction  against  I.  Crowell  v.   Harlow,  6  Fed.  Cas. 

the  deifendants  in  the  present  suit  will  No.  3,444;  Burleigh  Rock-Drill  Co.  v, 

be  denied,  though  the  validity  of  the  Lobdell,  i  Holmes  (U.  S.)  450,  4  Fed. 

patent  is  vigorously  denied,  but  with  Cas.  No.  2,166;  Kirby  Bung  Mfg.  Co. 

leave  to  renew  the  motion  when  an  in-  v.  White,  i  Fed.  Rep.  604;  Sickels  v. 

junction  preliminary  or  final  is  obtained  Youngs,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  293,  2  Fed. 

in  the  suit  against  the  manufacturer.  Cas.  No.  12,838;  Edward  Barr  Co.  v. 

Hicks  V.  Beardsley,  32  Fed.  Rep.  281.  New  York,  etc..  Automatic  Sprinkler 

Against  Whom   Injimetioii    Issned. —  Co.,  32   Fed.  Rep.   79;    American  F. 

Where  one  respondent  runs  a  planing  Hose  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cornelius  Callahan 

machine  and  two  others  own  it,  an  in-  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  50;  George  Ertel  Co. 

junction  is  proper  against  the  three,  v.  Stahl,  65    Fed.   Rep.  519;    Bower» 

Wood  worth  v.  Edwards,  3  Woodb.  &  Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging 

M.  (U.  S.)  121.  Co..   77   Fed.  Rep.   980;    Williams  v, 

lalniietioii  Eztoidtd  to  Party  Brought  Breitling    Metal   Ware    Mfg.   Co.,   77 

la  by  Sapplomontal  Bill.  —  Where  an  in-  Fed.  Rep.  285;  Stuart  v.  Thorman,  37 

junction  was  granted  to  prevent  a  de-  Fed.  Rep.  90. 

fendant  from  infringing  the  plaintiff's  S.  Fales  v.  Wentworth,  i  Holmes  (U. 

patent,    and    in    pursuance    of    leave  S.)  96,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,623 ;  McGuire 

granted  a  supplemental  bill  was  filed  v.  Eames,  15  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  312,  16 

making  another  person  a  party  defend-  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,814;  Bailey  Wringing 

ant  to  the  suit,  which  alleged  that  such  Mach.  Co.  v,  Adams,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

party  had  acquired  an  interest  in  the  752;    Dodge  v.  Card,  z  Bond  (U.  S.) 

suit  since  its  commencement,  and  en-  393,7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,951;  Cooper  v. 

larged  the  charges  in  the  original  bill  Mattheys,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,200 ;  Ray- 

against  the  defendant  so  as  to  express  mond  v,  Boston  Woven  Hose  Co.,  39 

transactions  of  his  not  covered  by  the  Fed.  Rep.  365;    Morss  v,   Knapp,  39 

injunction  originally  awarded  against  Fed.  Rep.  608;  Russell  v.  Hyde,  39  Fed. 

him.  it  was  held  that  as  the  transac-  Rep.  614;    Thompson  v.  Kand-Avery 

tions  of  the  new  party  defendant  set  Supply  Co..  38  Fed.  Rep.  112;  Keyes 

forth  in  the  supplemental  bill  were  of  v.  Pueblo  Smelting,  etc.,  Co.,  31  Fed. 

the  same  character  with  those  first  en-  Rep.  560;  Ironclad  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jacob 

joined,  they  came  within  the  scope  of  J.  Vollrath  Mfg.  Co.,  52  Fed.  Rep.  143; 

the  former  injunction,  and  it  should  be  George  Ertel  Co.  v.  Stahl,  65  Fed.  Rep. 

extended  as  to  him  so  as  to  include  517,  24  U.  S.  App.  563;  Edison  Electric 

them.        Parkhurst    v.     Kinsman,    2  Light  Co.  v,  v^olumbia   Incandescent 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  78,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Lamp  Co.,  56  Fed.  Rep.  496;  Western 

10,760.  Telephone  Constr.  Co.  v.  Strom  berg, 

Soeroey  as  to  tfao  Granting  of  tho  In-  66  Fed.  Rep.  550. 

jnaetion  will  not  usually  be  enjoined  on  Thou^  Sorious   Bonbts  are  not  cast 

either  party.     It  would  be  the  exercise  upon  the  validity  of  the  patent  by  the 

of  an  extraordinary  power  for  a  court  showing  of  the  defendant,  yet  a  pre- 

afterit  has  heard  a  cause  in  the  usual  llminary  injunction  may  be  refused,  if 

open    and   public    manner,    and    has  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  this 

openly  and  publicly  declared  its  judg-  seems  to  be  the  safer  and  wiser  course, 

ment  upon  the  matter  at  issue,  to  re-  Hurlburt    v.    Carter,    39    Fed.    Rep. 

strain  tne  parties  from  making  known  802. 
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during  the  last  few  days  or  weeks  of  the  life  of  a  patent.^  But 
where  damages  would  not  afford  adequate  compensation,  or  the 
profit  to  the  plaintiff  arises  from  the  monopoly  of  the  patent,  an 
injunction  may  be  granted  though'  the  patent  is  near  its  expira- 
tion.* 

(4)  Security  Instead  of  Injunction.  —  Instead  of  issuing  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  the 
court  may,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  refuse*  it,  if 
the  defendant  will  give  sufficient  security  for  observing  the  decree 
in  case  he  should  be  defeated  in  the  suit,  the  defendant  often 
being  required  to  file  periodical  accounts  of  his  business.'  But 
where  the  infringement  and  the  validity  of  the  patent  are  clear 
the  court  will  often  refuse  to  allow  the  plaintiff's  right  to  an 
injunction  to  be  defeated,  by  a  tender  of  security,  even  though 
in  some  cases  this  may  entail  hardship.^ 

1.  Parker  v.  Sears,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  184,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
03,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748;  Howe  v.  No.  16,790;  Howe  v.  Morton,  i  Fisher 
Morton,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  586, 12  Fed.  Pat.  Cas.  586,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,769; 
Cas.  No.  6.769.  See  also  Gold,  etc.,  Jones  v,  Merrill,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
Tel.  Co.  V,  Commercial  Tel.  Co.,  22  7,481;  Morris  v.  Shelboume,  8  Blatchf. 
Fed.  Rep.  838.  (U.  S.)266,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,836:  Ely 

2.  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v,  v,  Monson,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Fisher 
Brown  Telephone,  etc.,  Co..  58  Fed.  Pat.  Cas.  64,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,431; 
Rep.  409;  Parker  v.  Sears,  i  Fisher  National  Hat- Pouncing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Pat.  Cas.  93,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748.  Hedden,  29  Fed.  Rep.  147;  New  York 

Umitiiig  L^nnotioii  to  Expire  When  Belling,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Magowan,  23  Fed. 

Patent  Ei^irei.  —  When  an  injunction  Rep.  596;    Bryan   v,  Stevens,  4  Fed. 

is  issued  it  will  not  be  limited  to  expire  Cas.  No.  2,066a;  Greenwood  v.  Bracher, 

at  a  certain  date  not  far  removed  be-  i  Fed.  Rep.  856;  McMillan  v,  Conrad, 

cause  it  is  alleged  that  the  plaintiflf's  16  Fed.  Rep.  128;  Edison  Electric  Light 

patent  will  expire  on  that  date,  partic-  Co.  v,  Columbia  Incandescent  Lamp 

ularly   where    the  exact    question    is  Co.,  56  Fed.  Rep.  496;    Westinghouse 

pending    before    the  appellate  court.  Air-Brake  Co.  v.  Burton  Stock  Car  Co. » 

When  the  date  alleged  for  the  expira-  77  Fed.  Rep.  301;  Geo.  A.  Macbeth  Co. 

tion  of  the  patent  arrives  it  will  be  v,  Lippencott  Glass  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep. 

open  to  the  defendant  then  to  move  167;     Duplex    Printing- Press    Co.    v. 

for  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction  upon  Campbell  Printing-Press,  etc.,  Co.,  69 

the  ground  that  the  patent  has  expired.  Fed.  Rep.  250. 

and  by  that  time  the  court  may  have  SnAeient  CompUanoe  with  Order  Seqnir- 

the  aid  of  a  final  decision  on  the  point  Ing  Aoeonnti.  —  See  Wilder  v,  Gayler,  i 

by  the  Supreme  Court.     Westinghouse  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  511,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Air  Brake  Co.   v.  Carpenter,  32  Fed.  17,648. 

Rep.  545.  4.  Norton  v.  Eagle  Automatic  Can 

8.  Blake  v.   Robertson,   ix   Blatchf.  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  029;    Consolidated 

(U.   S.)  237,   3   Fed.   Cas.   No.    1,500;  Fruit-Jar  Co.  v,  Whitney,  6  Fed.  Cas. 

American    Middlings   Purifier  Co.    v.  No.  3,132;  Conover  v,  Mers,  3  Fisher 

Atlantic  Milling  Co., 4  Dill. (U.S.)  100,  Pat.  Cas.  386,6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,123; 

I   Fed.  Cas.  No.  305;  American  Mid-  Westinghouse    Air-Brake    Co.  v,  Car- 

dlings  Purifier  Co.  V.  Christian,  4  Dill,  penter,  32  Fed.  Rep.  545;    Campbell 

(U.  S.)  448, 1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  307 ;  Blake  Printing  Press  Co.  ».  Prieth,  77  Fed. 

V,  Greenwood    Cemetery,  14  Blatchf.  Rep.    976;    McWilliams  Mfg.    Co.   v, 

(U.   S.)  342,   3   Fed.   Cas.   No.    1,497;  Blundell,  11  Fed.  Rep.  419;  American 

Stainthorp  v,  Humiston,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Bell    Telephone   Co.  v.   Brown   Tele- 

Cas.   311,    22    Fed.   Cas.  No.    13,280;  phone,  etc.,  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  409.    See 

Wells  V,  Gill,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  89,  29  Sickels  v,  Mitchell,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

Fed.  Cas.  No.   17,394;   U.  S.  Annun-  548,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12.835;  Hodffe  ». 

ciator,  etc.,   Mfg.   Co.    v.   Sanderson,  Hudson  River  R.  Co., 6 Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 
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(5)  Questions  far  Consideration  and  Determination  —  Vtw,  DmM- 
M,  or  Mflffidt  Q^aitioiis.  —  A  motion  for  a  temporary  injunction  is 
not  designed  for  the  adjudication  of  new,  doubtful,  or  difficult 
questions.  ^ 

Mtriti  of  OiM.  —  The  court  does  not  upon  this  motion  adjudicate 
upon  the  merits  of  the  case.* 

doMtioBt  of  Talidity  or  InftingomoBt  Aro  Not  Fully  »*^*»'"^  or  decided 
as  upon  final  hearing,  but  the  court  goes  into  the  case  only  so  far 

as  to  decide  whether  or  not  a  case  has  been  made,  in  which, 

upon  the  established  principles  of  equity,  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion should  be  issued.^ 

165,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,560;  Tracy  v,  R.  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  356,  10  Fed. 

Torrcy,  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  275;  Tilgh-  Cas.  No.  5,563. 

man  t^.  Mitchell,  4  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  615;  Where  the  Question  Is  Difficult  and 

Gibson  v.  Van  Dresar,  i  Blatchf.  (U  must    be     examined    with    care    and 

S.)  532.  patience,  the  motion  may  be  denied, 

1.  Gold,  etc.,  Tel.  Co.  v.  Commercial  and  the  case  decided  upon  final  hearing 
Tel.  Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep.  838;  Union  where  the  necessary  attention  can  be 
Paper-Bag  Mach.  Co.  v.  Binney,  5  given  it.  Gold,  etc.,  Tel.  Co.  v.  Com- 
Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  166,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  mercial  Tel.  Co.,  22  Fed.  Rep.  838. 
14,387;  Bailey  Wringing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Mere  Construction  of  Patent, — Where 
Adams,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  752;  Goodyear  the  question  as  stated  admits  the  facts, 
V.  Central  R.  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  and  its  solution  depends  upon  the  con- 
356,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,563;  Union  struction  of  the  patent,  a  hearing  upon 
Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Philadelphia,  etc.,  the  preliminary  motion  may  be  as  sat- 
R.  Co.,  75  Fed.  Rep.  1,004;  Parker  v.  isfactory  as  a  final  hearing  and  shorten 
Sears,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  93,  18  Fed.  litigation.  Goodyear  v.  Central  R. 
Cas.  No.  10,748;  Bailey  Wringing  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C)  356, 10  Fed.  Cas. 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Adams,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  No.  5,563;  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v, 
752.  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  75  Fed.  Rep. 

2.  Kirby  Bung  Mfg.  Co.  v.  White,  i  1004. 

Fed.  Rep.  604;    United  Nickel  Co.  v.  I^jnnetiOB    Qranted    aftar   OppotitioB 

New  Home  Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  17  Fed.  Withdrawn  —  Befnial   to    Dedde    Othar 

Rep.  528.  Qnaitioni.  —  After  a  motion  for  a  pre- 

S.  Geo.  A.  Macbeth  Co.  v,  Lippencott  liminary  injunction  had  been  heard. 
Glass  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  167;  Bowers  and  before  it  was  decided,  the  defend- 
Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging  ants  filed  a  paper  withdrawing  tbeir 
Co.,  77  Fed.  Rep.  980;  Sickels  v.  opposition  to  the  motion.  Thereupon 
Youngs,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  293,  22  Fed.  the  court  granted  the  injunction  and 
Cas.  No.  12,838;  Onderdonk  i*.  Fan-  refused  to  make  any  other  decision  on 
Ding,  4  Fed.  Rep.  148;  Kirby  Bung  the  motion,  although  the  plaintiff  in- 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  White,  I  Fed.  Rep.  604;  sisted  that  the  motion  should  be  de- 
Sessions  V.  Gould,  49  Fed.  Rep.  855;  cided  on  the  merits,  with  a  view  to 
Corbin  Cabinet  Lock  Co.  v,  Yale,  etc.,  other  cases.  American  Middlings 
Mfg.  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  563;  Greenwood  Purifier  Co.  v.  Vail,  15  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 
p.  Bracher,  I  Fed.  Rep.  858;  Ameri-  315,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  308. 
can  Paper  Barrel  Co.  v,  Laraway,  Questions  BeMrrod  fbr  Final  Deoroe.  — 
28  Fed.  Rep.  141;  Standard  Paint  Co.  On  a  preliminary  hearing  the  court 
V.  Reynolds,  43  Fed.  Rep.  304;  Orr  v.  should  not  commit  itself  so  definitely 
Uttlefield,  I  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  13,  in  regard  to  the  validity  of  the  patent 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,590.  as  to  prejudice  the  hearing.     It  is  bet- 

(loMtiotts  of  Infkingemont  —  Facts  in  ter  always  to  reserve  all  final  conclu- 

Dispute,  —  Where  the  question  of  in-  sions  and  determination  until  all  the 

fringement  is  one  that  admits  of  doubt,  testimony  is  in  and  the  case  is  finally 

or  where  the  facts  are  in  dispute,  the  heard.     Irwin  v.  Dane,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.) 

coart  will  not  decide  it  summarily  on  a  442,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,081. 

motion  for  a  preliminary  ,or  interlocu-  I^jnnetion  on  Ono  Claim  —  Other  Claim 

tory  injunction.    Goodyear  v.  Central  VotPMMd  On.  —  A  provisional  injunc- 

127  Volume  XVI. 


Mt  U  Eqvitj  PA  TENTS.  for  ZafHagtiMBt. 

(6)  Imposing  Terms.  —  The  court  in  its  discretion  may  impose 
terms  on  either  party  as  conditions  of  granting  or  refusing  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  to  restrain  infringement.  ^ 

b.  Dissolution,    Modification,  and    Reinstatement  — 

(i)  In  General.  —  The  general  rules  governing  the  dissolution, 

modification,  and  reinstatement  of  injunctions  apply  in  suits  for 
the  infringement  of  patents.* 

tion  may  be  ^ranted  to  prevent  the  in-        8.  See  article  Injunctions,  vol.  lo, 

fringement  of  two  claims  of  a  patent,  pp.  1027,  1091,  1093. 
and  the  court  may  refrain  from  pass-       AppMuraiioe  Cvring  DflteetiTe  Votiet.  — 

ing  upon  a  question  raised  in  regard  to  Where    a    preliminary    injunction    is 

the  first  claim  until  the  case  comes  up  granted  without  appearance  by  the  de- 

for  hearing    upon  the   pleadings  and  fendants  or  resistance  to  the  motion, 

proofs,  when  it  will  be  more  fully  in  informality  in  the  service  of  notice  of 

possession  of  the  facts  bearing  upon  the  motion  for  the  injunction  is  cured 

that    question.        Colt    v.    Young,     2  by  the  appearance  of  the  defendants  for 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  471,  6  Fed.  Cas.   No.  the  purpose  of  moving  to  dissolve  the 

3,032.  injunction.     Brammerv.  Jones,  2  Bond 

<|iiMti02is  Whioh  Should  Bo  Coniidorod.  (U.  S.)  100,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,806. 
—  The  state  of  the  litigation  where  the        Xodilleatioii.  —  In  Sickels  v,  Borden, 

plaintiff's  title  is  denied,  the  nature  of  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  14,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

the  improvement,  the  character    and  12,833,  it  was  held  that  where  a  pre- 

extent  of  the  infringement  complained  liminary  injunction  is  broader  than  it 

of,  and  the  comparative  inconvenience  was  intended  to  be  the  defendant  must 

which  will  be  occasioned  to  the  respec-  ask  relief  against  it,  and  that  if  no  ob- 

tive  parties  by  allowing  or  denying  the  jection  is  taken  until  a  motion  for  an 

injunction,   must    all    be    considered,  attachment  for  the  violation  of  the  in- 

Forbush    v.   Bradford,   i   Fisher   Pat.  junction  is  made,  the  court  will  hold 

Cas.  317,  Q  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,930.  the  injunction  valid  and  effectual  to  the 

IntoprotatioB  of  Lietnse. —  Where  the  extent  of  the   language  employed  to 

plaintiff's  title  to  an  injunction   does  indicate  the  restraints  imposed, 
not  depend  upon  any  controverted  or        Paisliig  upon  Quootioa  of  InfriiigtmiBt. 

doubtful  facts,  but  upon  the  interpreta-  —  Upon  a  motion  by  the  plaintiff  to 

tion   to   be   put  by   the  court  upon  a  discharge  the  defendant's  rule  to  show 

license,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  in-  cause   why   a    preliminary   injunction 

terpret  the  instrument  on  the  motion  should  not  be  modified  or  restated,  the 

for  the  injunction  and  to  grant  or  re-  court  refused  to  pass  upon  the  question 

fuse  the  injunction   according  to  the  whether  an  article  sold  since  the  in- 

resultof  such  interpretation.    Hodge  v.  junction  was  granted  was  an  infringe- 

Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  6  Blatchf.  U.  S.  ment,  and  held  that  unless  the  plaintiff 

165,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,560.  moved  for  an  attachment  for  violation 

1.  Fisk  V,  West  Bradley,  etc.,  Mfg.  of  the  injunction  the  question  would 
Co.,  9  Fed  Cas.  No.  4,830^;  Forbush  r.  have  to  wait  till  the  final  hearing. 
Bradford,  i  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  317,  9  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Westing- 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,930;  Westinghouse  Air-  house  Electric,  etc.,  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep. 
Brake  Co.  v.  Burton  Stock  Car  Co.,  77  504. 
Fed.  Rep.  301.  Pondeney  of  Ponnor  Init  —  SiiftoloBey 

▲  Bond  ftom  tho  OomplaiBUit  may  be  of  Xoving    Papon.  —  In    Consolidated 

required  as  a  condition  for  granting  the  Fruit-Jar  Co.  9.  Whitney,  6  Fed.  Cas. 

injunction.      Tobey  Furniture  Co.   v.  No.   3,132,   an     injunction    had    been 

Colby,  35   Fed.   Rep.  592;  Brush  Elec-  issued,  and  it  appeared   that   the  de- 

tric  Co.  V,  Accumulator  Co.,  50  Fed.  fendant  was  the  assignee  of  a  part  only 

Rep.   833.      See   also  article    Injunc-  of  the  rights  secured  to  his  assignors 

TIONS,  vol.  10,  p.  1012.  by  license  from  the  patentee,  and  that 

Where  the  Defendant  Has  Been  Guilty  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  the 

cf  Bad  Faith  towards  the  complainant,  defendant  a  suit  was  pending  between 

the  court  may  refuse  to  impose  such  a  the  complainant  in  the  present  case  and 

condition.     Pasteur  Chamberlaod  Fil-  the  assignors  of  the 'defendant,  for  the 

ter  Co.  V,  Funk,  52  ^cd.  Rep.  146.  purpose  of  having  the  license  from  the 
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DiforttiaB  0f  Gnrt.  —  The  matter  is  one  within  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  court  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances.^  And  the 
motion  to  dissolve  will  be  granted  or  denied  according  to  whether 
the  evidence  and  grounds  for  dissolution  are  sufficient  or  insuffi- 
cient.* 

(2)  Evidence  —  a?«rMming  Eqvlty  of  Bm  ud  PlatatUPi  XTidtiM.  — 
Where  an  injunction  has  been  granted  on  the  bill^  a  motion  to 
dissolve  it  will  be  denied  unless  the  defendant's  proofs  overcome 
the  equity  of  the  bill  and  the  evidence  supporting  it.' 

Vtw  and  Xatarial  XrideiM.  —  The  defendant's  evidence  in  order  to 
warrant  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction  must  be  new  and  mate- 
rial evidence,  which  he  has  not  improperly  neglected  to  offer 
before."* 

SahMqumt  Answtr.  —  The  new  matter  usually  relied  on  is  a  subse- 
quent answer  denying  the  originality  of  the  patent  or  its  validity 
in  other  respects,  and  supported,  if  contested  by  the  plaintiff, 
with/r/i«/j  facie  proof  not  rebutted.* 

patentee  to  the  defendant's  assignors  solution,   if    the    case  sunds  on   the 

declared  fraudulent  and  void,  of  which  original  bill.     But  if   a  supplemental 

suit  the  defendant  admitted  having  re-  bill  is  filed  on  the  reissued  patent  the 

ceived  notice.     An  application  to  mod-  injunction  may  be  continued.     VSTood- 

ify  the  injunction  so  as  to  allow  the  worth  v,  Stone»  3  Story  (U.  S.)  749,  30 

defendant    to  manufacture   a   limited  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,021. 

number  of  the  articles  in  order  to  meet  Btrerial  of  Dedfioa  upon  Whioh  tho 

contracts  with  third  parties  was  denied  I^jonetioii  Was    Qrantod.  —  Where  the 

because   the   moving   papers  did    not  decision,  upon  the  strength  of  which 

<:ontain  sufficient  proof  that  the  notice  the  injunction  was  granted,  is  reversed, 

to  the  defendant  of  the  pendency  of  the  the     injunction     will     be     dissolved, 

former  suit  was  subsequent  and  not  Campbell  Printing.Press  Co.  v,  Piieth, 

prior  to  the  making  of  the  contracts.  80   Fed.    Rep.   539,   reversing   77  Fed. 

1.  Orr    V,    Badger,    Brunner*s  Col.  Rep.  976. 

Cas.  536,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,587.  S.  Sparkman  v.  Higgins,  1   Blatchf. 

Patent  Valid  and  Iignnotion  of  Long  (U.  S.)  205,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,208. 

•tbuidlng. —  Where  the  patent  is  valid,  4.  Woodworth  v,  Rogers,  3  Woodb. 

and  the  injunction  has  been  in  force  a  &   M.   (U.   S.)  135,   30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

long  time,  and  the  cause  can  readily  be  18,018. 

brought  to  final  hearing,  a  motion  for  Defense  Not  Pyieented  on  Xotioni  for 

•dissolution  will  be   denied.     Holmes  IiQunetion  and  AttaehaMnt. —  Where,  on 

Electric  Protective  Co.  v.  Metropolitan  both  the  motion  for  the  injunction  and 

Burglar  Alaim  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  562.  the  motion  to  punish  the  defendants  for 

S.  The  Aasignment  of  the  Patent  by  violating  the  injunction  granted,  the 
the  complainant,  after  the  preliminary  defendants  fail  to  present  the  defense 
injunction  has  been  granted,  is  no  that  they  had  made  the  articles  alleged 
ground  on  which  to  dissolve  the  in-  to  be  infringed,  previous  to  the  plain- 
junction.  Thompson  v,  Barry,  23  Fed.  tiff*s  invention,  they  will  not  be  allowed 
Cas.  No.  13,942.  to  present  such  facts  upon  a  motion 

Ve^jeiader  ef  Par^.  —  Where  it  is  to  dissolve  the  injunction.     National 

not  clear  that  the  suit  for  infringement  School    Furniture    Co.   v,    Paton,    16 

-is  not  well  brought  in  the  plaintiff's  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  563,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

name  alone,  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  10,050. 

injunction  because  of  the  nonjoinder  h,  Woodworth  v.  Rogers,  3  Woodb. 

of  a  party  will  be  denied.     Bassett  v.  A  M.  (U.  S.)  135,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Malone,  ix  Fed.  Rep.  801.  18,108. 

aadleliiaeef  Patent.  — The  IMiiolntion  en  Coming  In  ef  Answer. — 


surrender  of  a  patent  after  the  grant-    An  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved,  as 
ing  of  an  injunction  is  ground  for  dis-    a  matter  of  course,  on  the  coming  in 
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THal  and  Indgnnit  mt  Law.  —  The  new  matter  may  be  a  trial  at 
law  since  had  between  the  parties  to  the  injunction,  or  one 
involving  like  questions  between  others,  and  a  judgment  rendered 
against  the  validity  of  the  patent.* 

(3)  Right  tOy  Originality^  or  Validity  of  Patent  Questioned.  — 
Doubt  concerning  the  right  to  or  the  originality  or  validity  of  the 
patent  often  furnishes  sufficient  grounds  for  the  dissolution  of 
the  injunction.* 

of  the  answer  denying  the  equity  of  &  M.  (U.   S.)  135,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

the   bill,   if  the  complainant  had  ad-  z8^i8. 

duced  auxiliary  evidence  of  his  right.  Jl.  Cary  v.  Domestic  Spring-Bed  Co., 

Orr  V.  Littlefield,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  26  Fed.  Rep.  38. 

S.  13,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,590,  OIJMtioB   to    Form   or   fll|puitiiri    of 

But  when  an  answer  is  filed  to  the  Pftpon.  —  Where   the  objection  relates 

bill  denying  the  validity  of  the  patent,  not  to  the  merits  but  to  the  technical 

and  evidence  supporting  the  answer,  form  or  signature  of  papers  connected 

prima  facie^  is  offered,  the  injunction  with  the  letters  patent,  and  the  doubta 

will  be  dissolved,  unless  the  other  side  arise  from  acts  of  public  officers,  and 

file    counter   evidence    sustaining    it.  not    any    neglect    or    wrong   of    the 

Wood  worth  v.  R^ers,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  patentee,   the    injunction  should    not 

(U.  S.)   135,   30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,018  ordinarily  be  dissolved.     Woodworthv. 

[citing  Poor  v,  Carleton,  3  Sumn.  (U.  S.)  Hall,  x  Woodb.  &   M.  (U.  S.)  389,  30 

70.  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,272;  Perry  v.  Fed.  Cas.  No,  18,0x7. 

Parker,  x  Woodb.  ft  M.  (U.  S.)  280,  19  Whsro  tfao  Ffttont  Would  Vot  Bo  Do* 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  ix.oio].  llMktod  on  a  final  HOartiiy  by  the  state 

Auswor  Showing  licwnso.  —  Where  the  nf  facts  disclosed  by  the  affidavits  the 

answer  supported    by  affidavit  shows  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved.    Rich- 

that  the  alleged  infringing  articles  were  ardson  v.  Croft,  ix  Fed.  Rep.  800. 

made  under  a  license  from  the  plaintifif,  Appoal  from  Dooiiion  tostuniag  Valid- 

the  injunction  will  be  dissolved,  and  of  ity.  —  Where  a  patent  had  been  sus- 

course  a  motion  for  a  further  injunc-  tained  by  a  circuit  court  prior  to  the 

tion  be  denied.    Goodyear  v.  Bourn,  3  organization  of  a  corporation  to  make 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  266,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  the  infringing  articles,  an  injunction 

5,561.  will  not  be  dissolved  because  an  ap> 

ImaAeiont  Answor  as  to  Prior  Vso.  —  peal  had  been  taken  and  the  defend- 

An  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved  on  ants  believed  the  patent  was  invalid 

affidavits  of    prior    use    or  invention  according  to  prior  decisions.     Edison 

where    the    answer  does   not  contain  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Universal  Electric 

averments    sufficient  to  admit    proof  Co.,  64   Fed.   Rep.  229,   disttngiiishing 

thereof  on  the  final  hearing.      Union  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Buckeye 

Paper. Bag   Mach.   Co.   v.   Newell,    11  Electric  Co.,  59  Fed.  Rep.  691. 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  549>  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  Bight  to  Patent  Qnootions  —  Manner  of 

X4.389.  Dotonnining  Validity.  —  Where  the  right 

Proooodinp  on  the  Xvidonoo  —  Trial  at  to  a  patent  is  put  in  question  by  the 
Law.  —  It  IS  the  duty  of  the  court  to  defendant  the  injunction  maybe  dis- 
weigh  the  evidence,  and,  if  the  balance  solved  if  not  proper  to  be  retained,  and 
seems  in  favor  of  the  plaintifif,  to  con-  the  plaintiff  referred  to  a  court  of  law 
tinue  the  injunction  until  a  trial  of  the  to  try  the  validity  of  the  patent  there, 
right  can  be  had  at  law,  by  an  issue  Or  the  injunction  may  be  retained  un- 
out  of  the  chancery  side  of  the  court,  til  the  validity  of  the  patent  is  settled, 
or  by  an  action  at  law.  If  the  parties  although  if  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  agree  on  an  issue,  the  court  will  has  supported  the  validity  of  the  pat- 
direct  an  actioq  at  law  to  be  brought  ent  in  other  trials,  and  been  some  time 
speedily,  to  settle  the  conflicting  title;  in  the  use  and  possession  of  it,  that 
and  if  not  done,  will  dissolve  the  in-  question  can  be  settled  by  an  issue 
junction.  Wood  worth  v.  ,  Rogers,  3  framed  and  sent  to  a  jury  and  to  the- 
Woodt.  ^  M.  (U.  S.  135,  30  Fed.  Cas.  law  side  of  the  court  when  desired  by 
No.  1^,018.,  the   respondent,  or  by   a  new  action 

1.  Wood  worth  v.  Rogers,  3  Woodb.  brought  at  law  for  damages.     Orr  v.. 
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(4)  Expiration  of  Patent.  —  Ordinarily  where  a  patent,  the 
infringement  of  which  had  been  enjoined,  expires,  there  is  noth- 
ing left  for  the  injunction  to  act  on,  and  it  will  be  dissolved.^ 

c.  Violation  of  —  (i)  In  General — Attachment  for  Contempt. 

—  Where  an  injunction  restraining  the  infringement  of  a  patent 
has  been  violated,  the  usual  method  of  redress  is  by  motion  for 
an  attachment  for  contempt,  which  the  court  will  grant  or  deny 
in  its  sound  discretion  according  to  the  general  rules  and  princi- 
ples applicable  to  the  proceeding.' 

(2)  Attachment  Only  against  Party  Having  Notice  of  Injunction. 

—  In  order  to  attach  for  the  breach  of  an  injunction  granted  to 

Merrill,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  376,  18  not  amount  to  such  a  general  decree  as 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,591  \ciiing  Orr  v.  Lit-  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  move  for  an 
tlefield,  I  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  13,  18  atUchment.  Higby  v,  Columbia  Rub- 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,590! ;  Pierpont  v,  be r  Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep.  601. 
Fowle,  2  Woodb.  ft  M.  (U.  S.)  23,  Tht  ^vnetlon  Writ  as  Foimdatlon  te 
19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,152.  See  also  Attanhmimt.  —  Wherethe  writof  injunc- 
Woodworth  v.  Rogers,  3  Woodb.  &  tion  does  not  describe  the  particular 
M.  (U.  S.)  135,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  things  enjoined,  but  merely  refers  to 
18,018.  the  bill  for  this  purpose,  ii  cannot  be 

1.  Westinghonse    v.    Carpenter,    43  the    foundation    for    an     attachment 

Fed.  Rep.  894;  Game  well  Fire-Alarm  against  any  person,  except  perhaps  a 

Tel.   Co.  V.  Municipal  Signal  Co.,  61  defendant  who  has  been  serred  with 

Fed.  Rep.  208;  Bate  Refrigerating  Co.  the    bill.    Whipple  v,   Hutchinson,  4 

V.   Gillett,    31   Fed.    Rep.    809.      See  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  190,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

American  Diamond  Rock  Boring  Co.  v,  17,517. 

Rutland  Marble  Co.,  2  Fed.  Rep.  356;        Ths  Beope  of  tfas  Ii4iuiotia&  cannot  be 

Electric    Accumulation  Co.   v,  Julien  attacked  on  a  motion  for  an  attachment 

Electric  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  892.  for  violation.     Sickels  v.   Borden,    4 

%.  See  generally  article  Injunctions,  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  714,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

vol.  10,  p.  1098  et  seq.  12,833. 

WUtel  Tiolation.  ~  If  the  violation  of        Votios  sf  the  Motion  for  AttaehBMiit 

an  injunction  restraining  infringement  should  be  served  on  the  party  guilty  of 

has  been  wilful,  the  summary  method  the  violation.     Bate  Refrigerating  Co. 

of  redress  is  imperative.     Wetherill  v.  v.  Gilett,  24  Fed.  Rep.  696. 
New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.        Costs  on  ICotloii  for  AttaohmeBt  for  Oon- 

i7«463.  tompt.  —  Where  a  plaintiff  who  had  ob- 

Infringemoiit  Induood  by  FlaintliF.  —  A  tained  an  injunction   restraining  the 

violation  of  an  injunction  induced  by  infringement  of  a  patent  set  on  foot  a 

a  stratagem  of  the  plaintiff  does  not,  it  stratagem  to  lead  the  defendant  to  vio- 

seems,  in  law  or  in  conscience,  j  ustify  late  the  injunction,  and  immediately 

a  motion  for  an  attachment.     Spark-  made  a   motion    for   an    attachment, 

man  v.  Higgins,  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  29,  knowing  the  defendant  to  be  innocent 

22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,209.  of  any  wrongful  act,  and  it  clearly  ap- 

•nit  for  Infringemflnt  Instoad  of  Pro-  peared  that  there  had  been  no  violation 

Beading  Ibr  Tiolaaon.  -  -  A  party  having  of  the  injunction,  the  plaintiff  must  pay 

the  right  to  maintain  proceedings  for  the  costs  of  the  motion.     Sparkman  v, 

the  violation   of  an  injunction  may,  Higgins,  2  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  29,  22  Fed. 

instead  thereof,   maintain   a  suit  for  Cas.  No.  13,209. 

infringement.   Roemert/.  Neumann,  23        But  where  the  injunction  has  been 

Fed.  Rep.  447.  violated,  and  the  defendant  is  protected 

Consent  Deoree  —  InfUngonient  Depend-  from  the  consequences  only  by  a  defect 

ont  on  Gonitmetion  of  Patent.  —  Where  in  the  service  of  the  writ,  no  costs  will 

the  question  of  infringement  depends  be  allowed  to  him  on  the  denial  of  a 

upon  a  construction  of  the  claims  of  motion   for  an    attachment  for    such 

the  patent,  and  the  patent  has  never  violation.     Whipple  v.  Hutchinson,  4 

been    construed,    a    decree     entered  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  190,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

against  the  defendant  by  consent  does  17,517. 
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restrain  infringement,  the  party  to  be  proceeded  against  must  be 
a  party  to  the  suit,  and  must  have  had  notice  of  the  application 
for  the  injunction  or  its  issuance.^ 

(3)  Determining  Violation  or  Infringement  —  Violatioii  Xvit  Bo 
Clour.  —  Before  granting  an  attachment  the  court  should  be  clear 
on  the  point  that  the  person  enjoined  from  infringing  has  been 
guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  injunction.* 

WhoFO  tho  Quootion  of  Violation  or  InfHngomont  Ii  Donbtftil  and  not  satis- 
factorily shown  to  the  court,  that  question  will  not  generally  be 
determined  on  this  summary  proceeding,  but  the  party  will  be 
left  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  in  the  pending  suit,  or  to  file  an 
original  bill  in  a  new  suit.* 

Whoro  tho  AUo^  Infringing  Artiolo  If  in  Difforont  or  Xodiflod  Ponn  from 
the  one  restrained  by  injunction  or  is  made  under  a  patent  granted 
since  the  injunction,  the  question  of  infringement  should  not 
usually  be  tried  on  contempt  proceedings,  but  the  plaintiffs 
rights  should  be  determined  as  indicated  in  the  preceding  section.* 

1.  Sickels  V.  Borden,  4  Blatchf.  (U.     termine  the  question  upon  them  if  it 
S.)  14,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,833.  sees  fit  to  do  so.     Burdett  v.  Estey,  16 

Whoro  thoro  Ii  Doubt  about  tho  Sorrioo  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  105,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

of  tho  Writ  of  Injunction,  a  motion  for  2,146. 

anattachment  will  be  denied.    Whipple  Dooifdon  on  Infringoment  Ordorod  Hot 

V.   Hutchinson,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  190,  Gonoluiivo. —  In    Burdett  v.  Estey,    16 

29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,517.  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  105,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Tho  Proiidont  of  a  Corporation  may  be  2.146,  the  court  ordered  that  its  deci- 

aitached   where    he   has   been   served  sion  that  there  had  been  a  violation 

with  the   injunction,  and  has  devised  should  not  be  conclusive,  and  should 

and  practiced   the   infringing  process,  not  prevent  the  defendant  from  raising 

Wetherill  r.   New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.,  29  the  question  of  infringement  upon  the 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,463.  accounting  had  under  an  interlocutory 

Son*f  , Violation    of  Iigunotion  againit  decree  in  the  case;  for  it  was  of  more 

Fkthor.  —  Where  a  father  was  enjoined  importance   that  the   decision   of    the 

from  infringing  a  license,  and  his  son,  question  upon  the  accounting  should  be 

who  was  under  his  control,  continued  correct  than  that  the  decision  upon  the 

the  infringement,  the  court  refrained  motion  for  an  attachment  should  be. 

from  issuing  the  attachment  against  8.  California  Artificial  Stone  Paving 

the  father  upon  the  filing  in  court  of  Co.  t/.  Molitor,  113  U.  S.  609;  Birdsell 

an  agreement   by   the   son   to   refrain  z/.     Hagerstown    Agricultural    Imple- 

from    future    infringement;     but    the  ment  Mfg.  Co.,  i  Hughes  (U.  S.)  59,  3 

court  ordered  that  the  father  pay  the  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,436;    Putnam  v.  HoU 

master's  fee,  the  other  costs  to  abide  lender,  11  Fed.  Rep.  75;    Wetherill  v. 

the  final  result  of  the  cause.     Dunks  v.  New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Grey,  3  Fed.  Rep.  862.  17.463;    AUis  r.  Stowell,  15   Fed.  Rep. 

2.  Roemer  v,  Newman,  19  Fed.  Rep.  242;  Roemer  v,  Newman,  19  Fed.  Rep. 
98.  98. 

Xotliod  of  0otonnining  InfHngomont.  —  Conflioting  Xridonoo  at  to  InfHngomont 

On   a   motion   for  an   attachment   for  —  The  mere  fact  that  the  proofs  of  in- 

contempt  for  violating  an  injunction  fringement  are  conflicting  does  not  ar- 

granted  to  restrain  infringement  of  let-  rest  the  power  of  the  court  on   pro- 

ters  patent,  it  is  competent,  and  some-  ceedings    for    the     violation    of    an 

times  the   practice,   for  the    court  to  injunction.     Wetherill  v.  New  Jersey 

require  expert  testimony  to  prove  the  Zinc  Co.,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17  463. 

infringement  or  violation,  but  that  is  4.  Htgby  r.  Columbia  Rubber  Co., 

wholly  a  matter  of  discretion,  and  it  18  Fed.  Rep.  601;    Temple  Pump  Co. 

must  be    equally    competent  for    the  v.  Goss  Pump,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  31  Fed. 

court  to  examine  the  exhibits  and  de-  Rep.  292;    Enterprise  Mfg.  Co.  v^  Sar- 
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(4)  Trial  of  Validity^  Usefulness^  or  Originality.  —  Questions 
relating  to  the  validity,  usefulness,  or  originality  of  the  patent  or 
invention,  cannot  usually  be  tried  on  this  proceeding.^ 

8.  Effect  of  Prior  A^jndioationi  — ^.  In  Ge.neral.  —  In  patent 
suits  where  the  issues  have  been  passed  upon  by  the  circuit  court 
of  another  district,  it  is  only  in  a  case  of  clear  misunderstanding 
of  law  or  fact,  or  of  newly  discovered  testimony,  or  upon  some 
question  not  considered  by  such  court,  that  its  decision  will  not 
be  followed  or  its  findings  will  be  reviewed.* 

b.  As  TO  Validity  of  Patent — ^  drevit  courts.  —  The  rule 
is  well  settled  that  where  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  a  patent  has 
been  passed  on  by  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  its  deci- 
sion will  be  followed  by  the  federal  courts  in  other  circuits, 
unless  additional  material  evidence  is  discovered,  or  new  defenses 
are  presented.* 

gent.  48  Fed.  Rep.  453;  Wirt  r.  Brown,  Fed.  Rep.  90;  Campbell  Printing-Press 

30  Fed.  Rep.  187;  Truax  v.  Detweilcr,  Co.  r.  Prieth,  77  Fed.  Rep.  976.     See 

46  Fed.  Rep.  117;    Pennsylvania  Dia-  Fenton  Metallic  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Chase»  73 

mond   Drill  Co.  v.  Simpson,  39  Fed.  Fed.  Rep.  831. 

Rep.  284;    Bonsack  Mach.  Co.  v,  Na-  Chroiiiids  ^  Bnle.  —  Comity  and  the 

tional  Cigarette  Co.,  64  Fed.  Rep.  858;  avoidance  of  litigation  and  conflicting 

Liddle  v.  Cory,  7  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  i,  15  decisions  are  the  grounds  upon  which 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,338.  P'^^^   decisions    are    followed.     Office 

Detarmining  Tiolatioa  Where  Artiolee  Specialty  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wintemight, 
Diffnrent.  —  The  mere  fact  that  the  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  928. 
thing  used  by  the  defendant  is  in  some  Effeet  of  XTnproved  ▲▼emieat  of  CoUti- 
respects  different  from  the  thing  whose  lioii.  —  If  an  assignment  of  a  patent 
use  had  been  enjoined,  does  not  pre-  has  been  construed  b^  a  circuit  court, 
vent  the  court  from  determining  its  controlling  effect  will  not  be  avoided 
whether  the  injunction  has  been  vio-  on  the  ground  that  the  suit  was  a  col- 
lated. Wetherill  v.  New  Jersey  Zinc  lusive  one,  where  the  only  affidavit 
Co.,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,463  submitted  is  one  on  information  and 

1.  Whipple  V.  Hutchinson,  4  Blatchf.  belief,  in  which  the  affiant  sets  forth 

(U.  S.)  190,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  !i7,5i7;  neither  the  sources  of  his  information 

Enterprise    Mfg.   Co.   r.   Sargent,    48  nor  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  except 

Fed.  Rep.  453;  Roemer  v.  Newman,  19  by  affixing  to  his  affidavit  a  clipping 

Fed.  Rep.  98.  from  a  distant  paper.     Siebert  Cylinder 

Following  Prior  A4Jiidioatioii.  —  Where  Oil-Cup  Co.  v.  Beggs,  32   Fed.  Rep. 

the  injunction    was    granted    on    the  790. 

strength  of  a  prior  adjudication  in  an-  Irregularity  er  InTalidity  of  Deeree.  — 
other  circuit  construing  the  patent.  Where  a  final  decree  has  been  rendered 
such  construction  will  be  followed  on  a  in  a  patent  suit  in  one  circuit  court, 
motion  for  attachment  for  violating  the  another  circuit  court  on  motion  for  a 
injunction.  Accumulator  Co.  v.  Con-  preliminary  injunction  will  not  con- 
solidated Electric  Storage  Co.,  53  Fed.  sider  contentions  that  the  decree  while 
Rep.  793.  apparently  final   is    irregular  and  of 

%,  Searls  v.  Worden,  11  Fed.  Rep.  doubtful  validity.  Campbell  Printing- 
501;  Brown  Mfg.  Co.  t/.  Mast,  53  Fed.  Press  Co.  v,  Prieth,  77  Fed.  Rep.  97^. 
Rep.  578;  Hayes  v.  Dayton,  20  Fed.  EiEMt  of  Pro  OonfetM  Deeree.  — A  de- 
Rep.  690;  Green  v.  French,  11  cree  in  a  patent  suit  rendered  pro  con- 
Ted.  Rep.  591;  U.  S.,  etc..  Salamander  /csso  without  answer  or  hearing,  is  not 
Felting  Co.  v.  Asbestos  Felting  Co.,  4  such  a  decree  as  to  preclude  full  in- 
Fed.  Rep.  814;  Overman  Wheel  Co.  9.  quiryby  a  circuit  court  in  a  subsequent 
Curtis,  53  Fed.  Rep.  247;  S.  S.  White  suit.  Everett  v,  Thatcher,  2  Flipp.  (U. 
Dental  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  56  Fed.  S.)  234,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,578. 
Rep.  262;  Carroll  v,  Goldschmidt,  80  8.  Enterprise  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Deisler,  46 
Fed.  Rep.  520;   Stuart  t-.  Thorman,  37  Fed.   Rep.   854;    Accumulator  Co.   v, 
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By  Apfellafee  Court.  —  Where  the  validity  of  a  patent  has  been 
passed  upon  by  an  appellate  court,  its  decision  will  in  general  be 
deemed  conclusive  by  the  circuit  courts  in  another  suit  on  the 
patent.* 

c.  As  TO  Infringement.  —  Under  the  rule  of  comity  the 

United  States  circuit  courts  will  be  governed  by  the  decisions  of 

Consolidated  Electric  Storage  Co.,  53  Cas.  No.  11,925:  Philadelphia  Trust, 
Fed.  Rep.  793;  Heaton-Peninsular  etc.,  Co.  v,  Edison  Electric  Light  Co., 
Button-Fastener  Co.  v.  Elliott  Button-  65  Fed.  Rep.  551.  See  American  Bell 
Fastener  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  220;  Jones  Telephone  Co.  v.  National  Improved 
V.  Merrill,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,481;  Cary  Telephone  Co.,  27  Fed.  Rep.  665;  Edi- 
V,  Domestic  Spring-Bed  Co.,  26  Fed.  son  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Beacon 
Rep.  38;  U.  S.,  etc..  Salamander  Felt-  Vacuum  Pump  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  679. 
Ing  Co.  V.  Asbestos  Felting  Co.,  4  Fed.  A4Jiidioatio]is  Vot  ConeliuiTe  on  Valid- 
Rep.  814;  Macbeth  v,  Gillinder,  54  Ity.  —  Where  preliminary  injunction 
Fed.  Rep.  169;  Carter  v.  WoUschlaeger,  was  granted  without  appearance  of 
53  Fed.  Rep.  573;  Wanamaker  v.  En-  counsel  for  defendant.  Covert  v.  Trav- 
terprise  Mfg.  Co.^  53  Fed.  Rep.  791;  ers  Bros.  Co.,  70  Fed.  Rep.  788;  where 
Bresnahan  v.  Tripp  Giant  Leveller  decree  entered  by  consent.  Bowers 
Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  920;  Green  v.  Dredging  Co.  v.  bfew  York  Dredging 
French,  11  Fed.  Rep.  591 ;  Sawyer  Co.,  77  Fed.  Rep.  980;  where  appeal 
Spindle  Co.  v,  Taylor,  69  Fed.  Rep.  taken  and  undetermined.  Bowers 
837;  Tannage  Patent  Co.  v.  Donallan,  Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging 
75  Fed.  Rep.  287;  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.,  77  Fed.  Rep.  980. 
Co.  v.  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  TA^  Overruling  of  a  Demurrer  to  a 
616,  18  U.  S.  App.  637,  61  Fed.  Rep.  bill  for  n on- patentability,  is  not  an  ad- 
834;  Earl  t/.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  75  Fed.  judication  of  patentability.  Wollensak 
Rep.  609;  Brush  Electric  Co.  v.  Accu-  v,  Sargent,  33  Fed.  Rep.  840. 
mulator  Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  833;  Wood-  Extent  to  Whieh  Validity  PntiunBd. — 
ard  V.  Ell  wood  Gas  Stove,  etc.,  Co.,  68  On  motion  for  preliminary  injunction 
Fed.  Rep.  717;  Bowers  v.  Pacific  Coast  the  patent  will  be  presumed  valid  only 
Dredging,  etc.,  Co.,  81  Fed.  Rep.  569;  to  the  extent  expressly  covered  by  prior 
Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting,  etc.,  Co.,  31  decisions.  Carey  v.  Miller,  34  Fed. 
Fed.  Rep.  560;  Heysinger  v.  Rouss,  ^o  Rep.  392. 

Fed.  Rep.  584;  Norton  v.  Eagle  Auto-  Deoroe  Set  Arida  aiOoUvsiTf.  —  Where 
matic  Can  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  929;  Gib-  a  decree  sustaining  a  patent  was  va- 
son  V,  Betts,  i  Blacchf.  (U.  S.)  163.  cated  because  at  the  lime  of  the  hear- 
Sec  Whitcomb  v.  Girard  Coal  Co.,  47  ing  there  was  no  controversy  between 
Fed.  Rep.  315;  Acme  Harvester  Co.  v.  the  parties,  this  fact  does  not  destroy 
Frobes,  69  Fed*  Rep.  149;  Brown  Mfg.  nor  much  weaken  the  force  of  reason- 
Co.  V.  Mast,  53  Fed.  Rep.  578 ;  Carroll  ing  by  which  the  decision  was  reached, 
V,  Goldschmidt,  80  Fed.  Rep.  520;  but  may  make  further  examination  by 
Butler  V.  Bainbridge,  29  Fed.  Rep.  a  court  of  another  circuit  more  neces- 
143.  ^^^Z*     ^'  ^*  Dick  Co.  V.  Wickelman, 

Where  Patent  SnetaiBed  Inftingement  74  Fed.  Rep.  799. 
Alone  Goniidered.  —  On  a  motion  for  a  1.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Phila- 
preliminary  injunction,  where  the  pat-  delphia  Trust,  etc.,  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep. 
ent  has  been  sustained  by  adjudica-  397;  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v, 
tions  in  other  ciicuits,  the  court  will  Cushman,  57  Fed.  Rep.  842:  American 
generally  consider  only  the  question  of  Middlings  Purifier  Co.  v.  Christian,  3 
infringement,  unless  there  is  additional  Bann.  &  Ard.  44;  American  Bell  Tele- 
evidence.  Sawyer  Spindle  Co.  v.  Tur-  phone  Co.  v.  McKeesport  Telephone 
ner,  55  Fed.  Rep.  979;  Norton  r.  Eagle  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  661;  Bowers  Dredg- 
Automatic  Can  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  929;  ing  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging  Co.,  80 
Tannage  Patent  Co.  v,  Adams,  77  Fed.  Fed.  Rep.  119;  New  York  Filter  Mfg. 
Rep.  191;  Philadelphia  Trust,  etc.,  Co.  Co.  v.  Niagara  Falls  Waterworks  Co., 
V,  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.,  65  Fed.  80  Fed.  Rep.  924.  See  Green  v,  Lynn, 
Rep.  551;  Odorless  Excavating  Co.  r.  55  Fed.  Rep.  516;  Westinghouse  Air- 
Lauman,  12  Fed.  Rep.  788;  Robertson  Brake  Co.  v.  Burton  Stock-Car  Co.,  77 
».  Hill.  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  465,  20  Fed.  Fed.  Rep.  301. 
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the  courts  of  other  circuits  on  the  question  of  infringement,  where 
the  patent  and  the  proofs  are  the  same.  ^ 

d.  When  Prior  Adjudication  Not  Followed  — New 
Defenses  and  Evidence.  —  A  prior  adjudication  on  a  patent 
is  not  conclusive  in  another  suit  where  questions  not  passed  upon 
areraisedy  new  defenses  presented,  or  additional  evidence  given.* 
But  in  order  to  prevent  the  prior  decision  from  being  followed, 
the  new  defense  or  additional  evidence  must  generally  be  of  such 
a  character  and  of  such  significance  that  if  it  had  been  introduced 
at  the  former  hearing  it  would  have  led  the  court  there  to  a 
different  conclusion.' 

1.  American  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v,  583;    Norton  v.  Eagle  Automatic  Can 

Cushman,  57Fed.  Rep.  842;  Thompson  Co.,  61  Fed.  Rep.  393;    Nev  Mfg.  Co. 

V.   E.    P.   Donnell   Mfg.  Co.,  40  Fed.  v,  Superior  Drill  Co.,  56  Fed.  Rep.  152. 

Rep.  383;  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Bight  Olaliiisd  hy  Plaindir  Vot  Freri- 

Citizens'  Electric  Light,  etc.,  Co.,  64  oiisly   in  OoatroTenj.  — "  It  has  been 

Fed.    Rep.  491;    Stuart  v.  Thorman,  held  to  be  well  settled  that,  even  after 

37  Fed.  Rep.  90;  Macbeth  v.  Gillinder,  54  the  validity  of  a  patent  has  been  estab- 

Fed.  Rep.  169.    See  also  National  Cash  lished  in  a  suit,  and  notwithstanding 

Register  Co.  v.  American  Cash- Regis-  the  presumption  thereby  raised  that  the 

ter  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  212;   Thompson  patent  is  valid,  it  mav  always  be  shown 

V.  Rand-Avery   Supply  Co.,   38  Fed.  in  another  suit  on  the  patent,  against 

Rep.  112;   Hammerschlag  Mfg.  Co.  v,  another  defendant,  and  even  in  answer 

Tudd,  28  Fed.  Rep.  621;   Stahl  9.  Wil-  to  an  application  for  a  preliminary  in- 

liams,  52  Fed.  Rep.  648 ;  Westinghouse  junction  in  such  suit,  that  the  right 

Air-Brake  Co.  v,  Burton  Stock-Car  Co.,  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  new  suit 

77  Fed.  Rep.  301.  was  not,  either  as  to  its  nature  or  its 

Infrtngliiy  Ajrtilde  Difisreiit  in  Babss-  extent,  fairly  in  controversy  in  the  for- 

fiimt  lut.  -^  A  prior  adjudication  in  mer  suit,  or  that  material  facts  were 

one  circuit  on  the  question  of  infringe-  not  known  or  considered  when  the  for- 

ment  is  not  binding  in  a  subsequent  mer  suit  was  tried,  or  that  there  are 

suit  in  another  circuit  where  the  alleged  relevant  matters  which  were  not  adju- 

inf ringing  articles   in    the  two   suits  dicated  in  the  former  suit.*'     National 

are  materially  different.    Stahl  v,  Wil-  Hat  Pouncing  Mach.  Co.  v,  Hedden, 

liams,    52    Fed.    Rep.    648;     Hoyden  29  Fed.  Rep.  147. 

Power-Brake  Co.  v,  Westinghouse  Air-  8.  Accumulator  Co.  v.  Consolidated 

Brake  Co.,  25  U.  S.  App.  475,  70  Fed.  Electric  Storage  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  796; 

Rep.  816.  Hayes  v.  Dayton,  20  Fed.  Rep.  690; 

S.  American    Graphaphone    Co.     v.  Electric   Mfg.  Co.  v.  Edison   Electric 

Leeds,   77   ("ed.   Rep.    193;     Mack    v.  Light  Co.,  61   Fed.  Rep.  834;    Edison 

Spencer,    44    Fed.    Rep.    346;    Blake  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Electric  Mfg.  Co., 

V.  Rawson,  I  Holmes  (U.  S.)  200, 3  Fed.  57   Fed.    Rep.   616;    Earl  v.  Southern 

Cas.  No.  1,499;   Empire  State  Nail  Co.  Pac.  Co.,   75  Fed.  Rep.  609;    Bowers 

V,  American  Solid  Leather  Button  Co.,  Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging 

61  Fed.  Rep.  650;  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.,   80    Fed.    Rep.    119;    Bowers    v, 

Co.  V.  Columbia  Incandescent   Lamp  Pacific  Coast  Dredging,  etc.,  Co.,  81 

Co.,  56  Fed.  Rep.  496;  Norton  V.  Jensen,  Fed.  Rep.  569;    AUingion,  etc.,  Mfg. 

81  Fed.  Rep.  4^;  Bowers  v.  San  Fran-  Co.  v.  Lynch,  71  Fed.  Rep.  409;  Geo.  A. 

Cisco  Bridge  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.   640;  Macbeth  Co.  v.  Lippencott  Glass  Co.,  54 

New  Departure  Bell  Co.  v.  Hardware  Fed.  Rep.  167;    Macbeth  v.  Braddock 

Specialty  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  152;  Jacob-  Glass  Co.,  54   Fed.  Rep.  173;    Brush 

son  V.  Alpi,  46  Fed.  Rep.  767;   Wana-  Electric  Co.   v.   Accumulator  Co.,  50 

maker  v.  Enterprise  Mfg.  Co.,  53  Fed.  Fed.    Rep.    833;    Singer  Mfg.   Co.   v. 

Rep.  791;  Enterprise  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Deis-  New  Home  Sewing-Mach.  Co.,  70  Fed. 

ler,  46  Fed.  Rep.  854;    Barnes  Auto-  Rep.  985:  Loewer  Sole-Rounder  Co.  f. 

matic  Sprinkler  Co.  v,  Walworth  Mfg.  Gibbon,  74  Fed.  Rep.  555;    Bresnahan 

Co..  51  Fed.  Rep.  88,60  Fed.  Rep.  605;  v.  Tripp  Giant  Leveller  Co.,  33  U.  S. 

Glaenzer  v.   Wiederer,   33    Fed.   Rep.  App.  421,  72  Fed.  Rep.  920;   Sawyer 
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9;  Hearing  and  Determination  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  plead- 
ings in  the  case  being  filed  and  the  evidence  ready  the  cause 
comes  on  for  hearing  in  the  usual  way.^ 

b.  Proceedings  and  Evidence.  —  The  rules  governing  the 
proceedings  on  the  hearing,  the  taking  of  evidence,  etc.,  in 
infringement  suits  are  in  general  similar  to  those  pertaining  to 
other  suits  in  equity.* 

c.  Determining  Validity  of  Patent.  —  The  validity  of  the 
patent,  if  contested,  should  be  determined,'  which  may  be  done 

Spindle  Co.  v,  Taylor,   56  Fed.   Rep.  the  defendants  deny  infringement,  and 

no,  69  Fed.  Rep.  837;  Tannage  Patent  meet  fully  the  interrogatories  of  the 

Co.   f/.    Donallan,   75   Fed.   Rep.   287;  bill,  and  the  plaintiff  has  neglected  to 

Tannage  Patent  Co.  v,  Adams,  77  Fed.  take  any  evidence  to  sustain  the  issues 

Rep.  T91;    Norton  v.  Eagle  Automatic  on  his  part,  a  motion  for  an  order  to 

Can.  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  929;    Philadel-  compel  the  defendants  to  submit  their 

phia  Trust,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Edison  Electric  factory  and  processes,  which  were  se- 

Light,  etc.,  Co.,  65  Fed.   Rep.  551,   13  cret  and  in  use  long  before  plaintiff's 

C.  C.  A.  40.  patent,  to  inspection  will  be  denied  as 

1.  PostponemsBt  of  Hearing  and  Fnrtlimr  unjust  and  inequitable.    Stokes  Bros. 

Tims  to  Answor.  —  Where  the  defend-  Mfg.    Co.    v.    Heller,    56    Fed.    Rep. 

ants  have  had  ample  time  to  prepare  297. 

their  defense,  and  show  no  reasonable  CompoUing  Filing  of  Exhibit  in  Ink.  — 

ground  for  requiring  more  time,  a  mo-  It  is  not  proper  to  make  an  order  re- 

tion   urging    a    postponement  of    the  quiring  the  defendant  to  file   an  ink 

hearing  and  for  further  time  to  answer  drawing  of  an  exhibit  instead  of  one  in 

the  bill  will  be  overruled.     Goodyear  pencil  on  file.     The  counsel  for  the  de- 

V,  HuUihen,  2  Hughes  (U.  S.)  492,  10  fendant  has  charge  of  putting  in  proofs 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,573.  on  his  side  of  the  case,  and  he  may,  at 

8.  notion    to    Take    Tostimony    After  the  defendant's  risk,  offer  an  exhibit  in 

Time  Expired. —  Where    the    time   for  one   form   or  another.     If    the  pencil 

taking  testimony  has  been  allowed  to  lines  on  the  exhibit  should  become  in- 

expire  pending  the  decision  of  another  distinct  or  obliterated,  it  would  seem 

suit  for  infringement  of  the  same  pat-  to   be  a  loss  to  the  defendant  rather 

ent,  the  complainant's  motion  for  leave  than  to  the  complainant.     Tubman  v. 

to  take  testimony,  upon  affidavits  stat-  Wason  Mfg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  429. 

ing  that  he  has  obtained  further  and  Commission  to  Take  Export  TottbBionj 

fuller  evidence  of  the  facts  relating  to  Abroad.  —  Com  missions  to  examine  wit> 

his  invention  since  the  decision  in  such  nesses  abroad  may  be  granted  where 

other  suit,  and  has  other  and  further  it  is  probable  that  the  experts  who  can 

proofs  to  show  that  he  is  the  true  in-  best  inform  the  court  as  to  the  prior 

ventor  of  the  design  and  that  the  addi-  state  of  the  art  are  to  be  found  abroad 

tional  proof  will  show  that  he  was  the  rather  than  in  this  country.     HoUiday 

sole  inventor,  will  be  denied  where  the  v,  Schultzeberge,  57  Fed.  Rep.  660. 

affidavits  contain  merely  general  state-  Booord  of  Original  and  Eoisinod  Patent, 

ments,  which  disclose  nothing  in  re-  — The   parties,  in   order  to  have  the 

gard  to  the  character  of  the  testimony,  court    decide    whether    a    reissue    is 

Streat  v.  Steinam,  38  Fed.  Rep.  548.  broader  than  the  original  patent,  have 

CompoUing    Aniwers   to    Qnoitions. —  a  right  to  introduce  in  evidence  prop- 

The  court  may  compel  the  defendant  erly  authenticated  records  of  the  origi- 

to  answer  whether  or  not,  subsequent  nal  and  reissue.    Johnson  v.  Beard,  13 

to  the  date  of  the  patent  and  prior  to  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,371. 

the  commencement  of  the  suit,  he  had  8.  See  Miller  v.  Smith,  5  Fed.  Rep. 

upon  his  premises  a  certain  machine,  359. 

for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  Validity  Not  Examinod  Where  Eo  In- 
machine  he  had  used  was  an  infringe-  fUngoment  Found.  —  Where  the  court 
ment.  Delamater  v.  Reinhardt,  43  finds  there  has  been  no  infringement  it 
Fed  'Rep.  76.  will  not  pass  upon  the  validity  of  the 

Compelling  Defendant  to  Babmit  Tketory  patent.    Saxe  v,  Hammond,  i  Holmes 

to  Inspection. —  Where  the  answers  of  (U.  S.)456,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,411. 
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by  the  court  on  the  evidence  presented,  or  by  issues  to  the  jury 
or  a  trial  at  law,  or  by  following  prior  adjudications.^ 

d.  Determining  Infringement.  —  The  question  of  infringe- 
ment  may  be  determined  by  the  court  on  the  evidence,  by  a 
comparison  of  the  patent  and  the  article  alleged  to  infringe  it,  or 
by  issues  to  the  jury,  or  by  following  prior  adjudications.^ 

f.  Issues  to  the  Jury.  —  According  to  the  chancery  practice 
of  directing  an  issue  to  the  jury  where  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  the  existence  of  doubt,  or  the  conflict  of  testimony  the  facts 
can  best  be  decided  by  a  jury,  an  issue  will  often  be  directed  in  a 

Validity   Prvrioiuly    BelemiiiMd    and  See  also  supra,  XlU.S.cAt  /c  Infringe^ 

iloMtloB  Panding  on  AppeaL  —  The  court  ment;  injra,  9.  e.  Issues  to  the  Jury  ;  9. 

will  refrain  from  passing  on  the  valid-  f.  Judicial  Notice. 

ity  of  a  reissue  where  it  has  been  fully  iDHermiidng  8oope  of  aeiawod  Pat«Bt» 

considered   and  adjudicated   in   other  — Where  the  defense  is  that  the  reis- 

cases,  and  where  the  law  is  unsettled  sued  patent  is  broader  in  its  scope  than 

and  the  question  is  pending  in  the  su-  the  original,  the  court  is  bound  to  de- 

preme  court  on  appeal  from  the  circuit  termine  that  question  by  an  examina- 

court    of    another    circuit.     Green    v,  tion  of  the  record,  and  cannot  go  out* 

French,  11  Fed.  Rep.  591.  side  of  it  for  examination.     The  court 

TTtOity.  —  The  fact  that  a  patent  has  is  to  look  at  the  record  of  the  original 

been   infringed   by  the  defendants  is  patent  and  of  the  reissue  to  determine 

sufficient  to  establish  its  utility,  at  least  as  a  matter  of  law  whether  or  not  the 

as  against  them.     Lehnbeuter  v.  Holt-  reissue   is  a  lawful  one.    Johnson  v^ 

haus,  105  U.  S.  94.     And  every  doubt  Beard,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,371. 

upon  the  question  of  utility  should  be  8.  See  supra,  XIII.  8.  r.  As  to  In^ 

resolved   against  an  infringer.     Whit-  fringement ;  infra,  9.   e.    Issues  to  the 

ney  v.  Mo  wry,  4  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  207.  Jury ;  9.  f.  Judicial  Notice, 

PattBtaUli^  and  Utility  of  Antiflipatory  Dotormination  by  Inspootipii  and  Com- 

Xaehiiio.  —  Where  a  machine  is  relied  parisoa.  —  The  question  of  infringement 

on  by  the  defendant  merely  as  antici-  may  often  be  determined  by  the  court 

patory,  it  is  not  necessarily  of  import-  by  inspection  and  comparison  without 

ance  to  inquire  whether  it  possessed  the  aid  of  expert   testimony.     Hard* 

utility  or  was  in  all  respects  patentable,  wick  v.  Masland,   71   Fed.    Rep.  887* 

Packard   v,  Lacing-Stud  Co.,  70  Fed.  Doyle  v.  Spaulding,  19  Fed.  Rep.  744; 

Rep.  66.  Hayes  v.   Bickelhoupt,  23   Fed.   Rep.  ■ 

IMBiiduit  CoBsidorod  as  Adaittiiig  Va-  183;    Freese    v.    Swartchild,   35    Fed. 

Uditj.  —  Where  a  party  uses  a  contriv-  Rep.    141.    See  also  Seymour  v.  Os> 

ance  to  supplant  another  in  the  use  of  borne,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  545;    Pennsyl- 

a  patent  by  obtaining  the  assignment  vania  Salt  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Gugenheim,  3 

of  the  extended  term  of  the  patent,  and  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  423. 

in  a  suit  in  equity  against  him  he  ad-  The  Abionoo  of  ToitiiiiOBy  as  to  tho- 

mits  in  his  answer  the  use  of  the  pat-  Idontity  of  the  Defendant's  Design  with 

ented  invention,  but  claims  that  he  was  the  plaintiff's  patent  does  not  make  it 

the  true  owner  of  the  extended  patent,  improper  for  the  court  to  compare  the 

and   by  a  cross-bill  prays  that  com-  two  designs  and  to  determine  the  ques> 

plainants  be  enjoined  from  using  the  tion  of  identity  from  such  comparison, 

invention,  he  will  be  considered  as  ad-  Kibbe  v.  Jennings,  30  L.  ed.  (U.  S.)  861. 

mitting  the  value  and  originality  of  the  Following  Deoiiion  on  Xotion  ibr  Pre* 

patent,  though  he  had  obtained  leave  Uminary  I^nnetion.  —  On  the  question 

to  withdraw  the  answer  and  cross-bill  of  infringement  the  decision    of    the 

which  admitted  the  validity  of  the  pat-  court  on  a  motion  for  a  preliminary 

eot,  and  file  another  denying  its  origi-  injunction  should  be  followed  on  the 

nality  and    validity.       Livingston    v,  subsequent  hearing,  especially  where 

Jones,  I  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  521,  15  Fed.  no  injunction  can  issue  because  of  the 

Cas.  No.  8,413.  expiration  of  the  patent  pendente  lite^ 

1.  See  Orr  v.  Merrill,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  National     Folding-Box,    etc.,    Co.    9. 

(U.  S.)  376,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,591.  Elsas,  65  Fed.  Rep.  loox. 
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suit  to  restrain  an  infringement  of  a  patent  to  determine  ques- 
tions of  infringement,  the  validity  of  the  patent,  and  other 
questions  of  fact.^ 

It  If  Entirtlj  %  lUttar  of  Disvttfon  with  tke  Oowt  whether  it  will  order 
issues  to  the  jury  or  a  trial  at  law,  and  if  the  questions  are  free 
from  doubt  or  it  appears  they  can  be  more  properly  determined 
by  the  court  a  jury  trial  of  the  issues  will  be  refused.* 

The  y«rdiet  of  the  jury  is  entitled  to  great  weight,  but  is  not  con- 
clusive.* 

/.  Judicial  Notice.  —  The  court  may  take  judicial  notice  of 
matters  of  common  knowledge  and  things  in  general  use  tending 
to  show  that  the  complainant's  patent  lacked  invention  or 
novelty,  and  was  therefore  void,  or  to  show  that  the  defendant 
was  not  guilty  of  any  infringement.*  To  enable  the  court  thus 
to  take  judicial  notice,  it  must  be  able  to  show  positively  that 
such  matters  are  matters  of  common  and  general  knowledge ;  it 
must  have  no  doubt  on  this  point,  and  must  not  confound  any 
special  knowledge  it  may  possess  with  knowledge  of  common  and 
general  import.* 

1.  Brooks  V,  Bicknell,  4  McLean  (U.  70,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,946;  Ely  v.  Men- 
S.)  70,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,946,  3  McLean  son,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Fisher  Pat.  Cas. 
(U.  S.)25o,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  i,^;  Ely  v,    64,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,431. 

Monson,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  4  Fisher  Pat.  4.  Browo  v.  Piper,  01  U.  S.  37;  Ter- 
Cas.  64,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,431;  Sloat  hune  v,  Phillips,  99  U.  S.  592;  King  9. 
V.  Spring,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,948a;  Gailun,  109  U.  S.  99;  Phillips  r/.  De- 
Van  Hook  V,  Pendleton,  i  Blaichf.  trott,  iii  U.  S.  604;  Buckingham  v, 
(U.  S.)  187,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,851;  Springfield  Iron  Co.,  51  Fed.  Rep.  236; 
Brooks  V.  Norcross,  2  Fisher  Pat;  Cas.  Aron  v,  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  132  U.  S. 
661,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,957;  Allen  v.  84,  26  Fed.  Rep.  314;  Knapp  v,  Bene- 
Sprague,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  567,  i  Fed.  diet,  26  Fed.  Rep.  627. 
Cas.  No.  238;  Sides  v.  Pacific  Mail  6.  See  supra,  XIIL  5.  6.  {2)  Jtididal 
Steamship  Co.,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,842;  Notice  on  Demurrer, 
Bryan  v,  Stevens, 4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2/3660;  Judicial  Hotioe  as  to  Horalty  of  Bodgn. 
Orr  V.  Merrill,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  —  In  New  York  Belting,  etc.,  Co.  v, 
376,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,591.  See  also  New  Jersey  Car  Spring,  etc.,  Co.,  137 
article  Issues  to  thb  Jury,  vol.  11,  p.  U.  S.  445,  the  court  considered  that  it 
599.  was  a  question  of  fact  whether  or  not 
Initn&otions  to  tho  Jury.  —  Where  a  design  was  new,  and  whatever  its 
issues  at  law  are  granted  out  of  chan-  impressions  might  be,  did  not  think  it 
eery  on  a  motion  to  restrain  infringe-  proper  to  determine  the  question  by 
ment  of  a  patent,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  taking  judicial  notice  of  the  various 
court  to  construe  the  plaintiff's  patent  designs  which  had  come  under  its 
as  a  matter  of  law  and  to  instruct  the  observation. 

jury   in   what  his  invention  consists.  Judioial  Hotioo  of  Lottora  PatOBt.  —  In 

Cahoon  v.  Ring,  x  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  592,  4  Bottle  Seal  Co.  v.  De  La  Vergne  Bot- 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,292.  tie,  etc.,  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  59,  it  was 

2.  Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting,  etc.,  said:  **  It  has  never  been  supposed 
Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  560;  Goodyear  v,  that  letters  patent  could  be  taken  ju- 
Day,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,566;  Brooks  dicial  notice  of  by  courts.  There  is 
V,  Norcross,  2  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  661,  4  nothing  in  their  character  nor  their 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,957;  Van  Hook  v.  contents  to  so  dignify  them.  They  are 
Pendleton,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  187,  28  simply  contracts  reduced  to  writing. 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,851.  capable  of  being  recorded  and  of  being 

8.  Sickels  v.  Youngs,  3  Blatchf.  (U.  proved  in  a  particular  way.  A  court 
S.)  293,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,838:  is  no  more  bound  to  take  notice  of 
Brooks  V,  Bicknell,  4  McLean  (U.S.)    their  contents  or  their  existence  than  it 
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10.  Inttrloeatory  Seerae  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  interlocutory 
decree  in  a  suit  (or  infringement  is  the  one  which  settles  the 
merits  of  the  case  and  the  rights  of  the  parties,  adjudging  the 
patent  valid  or  invalid,  declaring  infringement  or  noninfringe- 
ment, awarding  or  disallowing  a  permanent  injunction,  and  an 
account  of  profits  and  damages,  referring  the  case  to  a  master, 
etc.  A  final  decree,  generally  speaking,  deals  only  with  the  cor- 
rectness or  incorrectness  of  the  master's  report,  and  the  conse- 
quent action  of  the  court  thereon.^ 

b.  Validity  and  Infringement  Proved  or  Admitted.  — 

Whbre  the  infringement  charged  is  proved  or  admitted,  and  the 
patent  is  held  to  be  valid,  the  usual  and  correct  practice  is  to 
enter  an  interlocutory  decree  for  the  complainant,'  and  send  the 
cause  to  a  master  to  ascertain  the  amount  which  the  complainant 
is  entitled  to  recover.* 

c.  On  One  or  More  Claims  or  Patents.  —  Where  there 

IS  bound  to  notice  a  deed  of  conveyance  American  Iron- Works  v,  Fiske,  30  Fed. 

or  a  mechanic's  lien  unproved."  Rep.  622. 

1.  See  Walker  on  Patents  (ad  ed.),  Admlntim  in  Pita  or  Aaswar  —  A^fw 

pp.  461,  469,  473.  Matter  Not  Proved,  —  Where  the  plea 

TiifawMW  upon  Court  of  Oondnat  of  Par^.  admits  the  main  facts  alleged  in  the 

—  The  conduct  of  the  complainant  in  bill  and  is  not  proved  as  to  tne  matters 

harassing  purchasers  with  threats  of  lit-  alleged  in  avoidance,  the  complainants 

igation  when  no  possible  ground  for  an  are  entitled  to  a  decree  as  though  the 

action  against  them  existed,  whether  bill  had  been  confessed  or  admitted, 

the  patent  was  valid  or  not,  and  in  at-  Lilienthal  v,  Washburn,  8  Fed.  Rep. 

tempting  to  dismiss  his  bill  after  the  709.    See  also  Lane  r.  Sovereign,  43 

cause  was  at  issue,  in  order  to  prevent  Fed.  Rep.  890. 

which  and  secure  a  hearing  and  decision  Offer  to  Pay  Royalty,  —  Where  the 
of  the  case  the  defendant  was  compelled  defendant  in  its  answer  says  it  **  has 
to  file  a  cross-bill,  does  not  commend  the  never  felt  disposed  to  contest  said  mat- 
cause  to  a  court  of  equity  when  it  goes  ter  with  the  complainant,  but  chose 
to  render  its  decree.  American  Fibre-  rather  to  make  such  terms  as  were  by 
Chamois  Co.  v.  Port  Huron  Fibre-  said  complainant  made  with  the  other 
Garment  Mfg.  Co.,  37  U.  S.  App.  companies,  and  pay  for  its  royalty, 
756.  rather  than  to  have  litigation,  and  pro- 

Dooroo  against  Corporation  in  8iiit  poses  to  do  the  same  now,  and  has  so 
sfslBSt  Agont.  —  Where  in  a  suit  for  offered  to  do  with  said  complainant 
infringement  brought  against  the  both  before  and  after  this  suit  was 
agents  of  a  corporation,  the  complain-  commenced,"  this  is  an  admission  such 
aot  filed  an  amended  bill  making  the  that  there  can  be  but  one  decree,  viz., 
corporation  a  party  defendant,  but  no  one  in  favor  of  the  complainani,  sus- 
sabpoena  was  issued  or  served  on  it,  taining  the  validity  of  the  patent  and 
and  it  neither  answered  the  bill  nor  finding  infringment.  Globe  Nail  Co. 
entered  an  appearance  in  its  own  v,  Superior  Nail  Co.,  27  Fed.  Rep.  454. 
name,  yet  it  was  in  fact  conducting  the  Questioning  Validity  of  Patent  after  Do- 
defense  through  its  agents  and  attor-  oroo  Pro  Confisoo.  —  Where  a  decree  pro 
neys,  the  court  held  that  the  decree  confesso  is  taken,  which  establishes  the 
should  run  against  and  bind  the  cor-  validity  of  the  patent,  the  defendant 
poration.  Eagle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Miller,  cannot  question  the  validity  of  the 
41  Fed.  Rep.  351.  patent  either  before  the  master  or  on 

t.  Carew   v,  Boston  Elastic    Fabric  appeal.     Thomson  v.  Wooster,  114  U. 

Co.,  3  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  356,  5  Fed.  Cas.  S.    104;    Dobson   v.    Hartford  Carpet 

No.  2,397;  Western  Electric  Mfg.  Co.  Co.,  114  U.  S.  439. 

V.  Chicago  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  14  Fed.  8.  Carew  v.   Bosto(i    Elastic   Fabric 

Rep.    6^;    McCrary  v,  Pennsylvania  Co.,  3  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  356,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Canal  Co.,   5   Fed.   Rep.   367;    North  2,397. 
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are  several  claims  in  the  patent  sued  on,  or  several  patents  are 
included  in  the  suit,  there  may  be  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, usually  awarding  an  injunction  and  accounting,  as  to  one  or 
more  of  the  claims  or  patents,  though  not  as  to  the  others.^ 

d.  Granting,  Withholding,  or  Suspending  Injunction. 

—  The  ordinary  practice  is  for  an  injunction  to  follow  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  complainants,  on  the  merits.' 

Powvr  to  Withhold  or  laipoiid  IijiaotloA.  —  There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the 
power  of  the  court  in  a  proper  case  to  withhold  an  injunction  or 
to  interpose  and  modify  a  decree  by  suspending  the  operation  of 
the  injunction  until  the  coming  in  of  the  master's  report.' 

Groundi  for  Xodiiyiiig  Doeroo  or  Soipondiaf  I^jiuotioii.  —  If  a  reasonable 
doubt  exists  in  the  mind  of  the  court  as  to  its  decision  upon  the 
merits,  or  if  there  is  any  reason  to  suppose  that  the  injunction 
had  been  indiscreetly  granted,  it  would  be  quite  proper  to  modify 
the  decree  by  suspending  the  injunction.^ 

Hirdihip  upon  Publio  or  DoCmdant.  —  So,  too,  an  injunction  may  be 
withheld  or  suspended  and  the  decree  be  only  for  an  accounting^ 
where  the  injunction  would  operate  injuriously  upon  the  public, 
or  entail  great  hardship  upon  the  defendant,  without  proportion- 
ately benefiting  the  complainant.' 

1.  Pennsylvania  Diamond-Drill  Co.  and  will  order  a  decree  for  an  tnjunc^ 

V,  Simpson,  29  Fed.   Rep.  288;    Mat-  tion,   and  an  accounting  of  damages 

thews  V,  Lalance,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  2  Fed.  and  profits  arising  from  infringements 

Rep.  232;  New  York  Coffee  Polishing  since   the  former  decree.     Horton   v. 

Co.  V,  Wilson,  2  Fed.  Rep.  904;  Bragg  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,.  R.  Co..  63  Fed. 

V.  Stockton,  27  Fed.  Rep.  509;  La  Rue  Rep.  897. 

V,  Western  Electric  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  80.  8.  Whitney  v,  Mowry,  3  Fisher  Pat. 

S.  Rumford     Chemical     Works     v.  Cas.  157;  Yale,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Norths 

Hecker,  11  Pat.  Off.  Gaz.  330.  20  Fed.  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)455,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Cas.   No.    12,134;    Potter   v.    Mack,   3  18,123;  Barnard  r.  Gibson,  7  How.  (U. 

Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  428.           ^  S.)  650. 

Iignnotioa  Indapendsnt  of  Other  Bslief.  4.  Whitney  v.  Mowry.  3  Fisher  Pat. 

—  Under    Rev.     Stat.,     ^    4921,     the  Cas.  157;  Barnard  v.  Gibson,  7  How. 

authority  of  a  circuit  court,  in  a  case  (U.  S).  650. 

arising  under  the  patent  laws,  of  which  6.  Ballard  v.  Pittsburgh,  12  Fed. 
it  has  jurisdiction,  to  grant  an  injunc-  Rep.  783;  McCrary  v,  Pennsylvania 
tion,  according  to  the  course  and  prin-  Canal  Co.,  5  Fed.  Rep.  367;  Barnard 
cipie  of  courts  of  equity,  to  prevent  the  v,  Gibson,  7  How.  (U.  S.)  650;  Bliss  v. 
violation  of  any  right  secured  by  a  Brooklyn,  4  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  596. 
patent,  is  entirely  independent  of  the  Soeurity  from  Dffmdant  for  Profits  and 
award  of  any  other  relief  in  the  same  Damagos.  —  Where,  upon  the  whole 
suit.  American  Cotton-Tie  Supply  Co.  case,  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  a 
V.  McCready,  17  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  291,  i  decree,  but  he  will  be  adequately  pro- 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  295.  tected  by  the  payment  of  just  compen- 
IigoAOtion  for  Infringemoat  Committod  sation  for  the  use  of  his  invention,  and 
Binoo  Formsr  Dooroo.  —  Where  a  decree  a  sudden  stoppage  of  the  defendant's 
for  a  perpetual  injunction  and  for  dam-  business  would  be  disastrous  to  htm 
ages  and  profits  has  been  rendered,  and  and  would  not  benefit  the  complainant, 
a  suit  afterwards  brought  in  the  same  a  decree  may  be  entered  for  an  injunc- 
court  for  injunction  and  damages  and  tion  and  an  account  with  the  proviso 
profits  for  infringements  committed  by  that  no  injunction  shall  issue  until  the 
the  defendant  since  the  rendition  of  the  further  order  of  the  court,  if  the  de- 
former  decree,  although  another  in-  fendant  within  thirty  days  from  the 
junction  is  unnecessary,  the  court  can  date  of  the  decree  shall  file  a  bond,  1a 
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Th»  li4«B«tioii  mould  Vot  B«  teipMidad  until  the  final  decree  unless 
there  is  shown  some  special  ground  of  peculiar  hardship  to  the 
defendant,  or  unless  he  is  able  to  show  the  court  such  facts  and 
circumstances  existing  in  the  case  as  make  it  manifest  that  the 
equities  between  the  parties  demand  the  withholding  of  the 
injunction  until  after  an  accounting  has  been  had.^ 

SapcrMdaM  Prading  Appoal.  —  Under  the  Act  of  1891,  allowing  an 
appeal  from  an  interlocutory  order  or  decree  granting  an  injunc- 
tion, the  court  may  in  its  discretion  award  a  supersedeas,  for  the 
purpose  of  suspending  an  injunction  pending  an  appeal  from  its 
decree.* 

e.  Decree  for  Accounting.  —  Generally  when  a  decree  is 
rendered  for  the  complainant  in  a  suit  for  infringement  an 
accounting  will  be  ordered  as  an  incident  thereof.' 

such  form  and  amount  and  with  such  the  issuing  of  the  writ  will  involve  the 

security  as  the  court  or  judge  thereof  stoppage    of    a    manufactory    in    the 

may  approve,  to  secure  the  complain-  operation  of  which  a  large  number  of 

ant  the  profits  and  damages  which  he  persons  are  interested.     Hence,  where 

may  ultimately   be    decreed    to    pay.  the  defendant  used  but  one  machine, 

Dorsey  Harvester  Revolving-Rake  Co.  and  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that 

V.  Marsh,  6  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  387.  the  patented  device  might  be  taken  out 

Plaintiff  Hot  ITsiiiff  Fatoat — Bond  U  of  such  machine  without  great  expense 

fleearo  Damages.  —  Where  the  owner  of  or  long-continued  stoppage,  it  was  held 

the  patent  has  not,  after  a  reasonable  that   the  injunction   ought   not  to  be 

time,  put  it  into  use,  an  injunction  in  stayed.      Consolidated  Roller-Mill  Co. 

the  interlocutory  decree  may  be  refused  v.  Coombs,  39  Fed.  Rep.  803. 

upon   the  defendant's  giving  bond  to  8.  Act  March  3,  1891,  c.  517,  §  7;  /» 

secure  any  damages  which  might  be  rg  Haberman  Mfg.  Co.,  147  U.  S.  525; 

awarded  on  the  final  hearing.     Hoe  v,  Bissell  Carpet  Sweeper  Co.  v.  Goshen 

Knap,  27  Fed.  Rep.  204,  criHctsed  and  Sweeper  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  545. 

disapproved  in  Consolidated  RoUer^Mill  Following  Prior  A^ndieations. — Where 

Co.  V.  Coombs,  39  Fed.  Rep.  803.  the  court  follows  prior  adjudications  in 

1.  Potter  V,  Mack,  3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  other  circuits  on  a  motion  for  a  prelim- 

428;     Rumford    Chemical    Works    v,  inary  injunction,  it  will  ordinarily  fol- 

Hecker,  11   Pat.  Off.  Gaz.  330,  20  Fed.  low  them  on  a  motion  for  a  supersedeas 

Cas.  No.  12,134.  pending  an  appeal  taken.     Thomson- 

TMti  and  CirounstanoM  Unit  Bo  Con-  Houston   Electric  Co.   v.   Ohio   Brass 

iidired.  —  Before  granting  a  motion  to  Co.,  78  Fed.  Rep.  142. 

suspend      the      interlocutory     decree  Yaoating  taporsodoat.  —  Where  an  ap- 

awarding    an    injunction,   the    court  peal  with  supersedeas  is  dismissed  by 

should  look  carefully  to  all  the  facts  the  respondent,  and  his  motion  to  open 

and  circumstances  involved,  regarding  the  decree  is  granted,  and  the  patent  is 

the  differences  between   royalties,   li-  near  its  expiration,  the  court,  in  view 

censes,  and  patent  monopolies.    Brown  of  the  time  which  will  elapse  before  the 

V.  Deere,  6  Fed.  Rep.  487.  cause  can  again  be  heard,  may  vacate 

If  Thoro  If  Vo  Soabt  in  tiio  Kind  of  iho  the  supersedeas  and  issue  an  injunction. 

Conrt  as  to  its  decision  on  the  merits,  Campbell  Printing-Press,  etc.,  Co.  v, 

and  if  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant  Marden,  70  Fed.  Rep.  339. 

does  infringe  the  patent,  and  that  the  8.  North    American    Iron- Works  v. 

patent  is  valid,  the  injunction  should  Fiske,  30  Fed.  Rep.  622. 

not  be  suspended.     Whitney  v,  Mowry,  Avoiding  Aooonnting  \ff  Oflinr  of  Cortain 

3  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  157.  Boyolty.  —  Where  it  is  plain  the  defend- 

Vo  PnUie  Intcroot  or  Sarioni  Iignrj  to  ants  have   infringed,   but    they  have 

Pofondant  InYolvod.  —  After  an  adjudi-  denied   infringement    until   after  the 

cation  upon  the  merits  in  a  patent  case,  bringing  of  the  suit,  and  then  in  their 

an  injunction  will  not   be  suspended  answer  deny  the  validity  of  the  patent 

unless  public  interests  are  involved,  or  and  still  deny  infringement,  they  can- 
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B«toati«i  «f  OMd  for  AfloovntiBg  Only.  —  Oftentimes  where  the  right 
to  an  injunction  has  been  lost  pendente  lite^  the  court  will  retain 
the  case  and  decree  an  accounting.^  And  if  an  injunction  can- 
not be  issued  or  would  be  improper  there  will  be  a  decree  for  an 
account  only.* 

/  Profits  and  Damages  —  la  ewanmi.  —  By  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, where  a  decree  is  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  siiit  for 
infringement,  the  court  may  decree  a  recovery  of  the  profits  aris- 
ing from  such  infringement,'  and  the  damages  the  plaintiff  has 

not  avoid  being  subjected  to  the  ex-  Compute  Relit/ —  Profits  and  Damages; 

pense  of  an  accounting  by  offering  to  (6)  Suit  in  Equity  after  Expiration  of 

pay  the  royalty  on  a  certain  number  of  Patent, 

the  infringing  articles  which  they  ad-  S.  Bttaduit  ITilag  bmt  Vot  Cnttnut- 

mit  having  sold,  together  with  the  costs  lag  Artiols.  —  Where  a  company  sued 

of  the  suit.     Fisk  v,   Mahler,  54  Fed.  for  infringement  is  the  user  of  a  single 

Rep.  528.  machine  purchased  of  the  mannfactu- 

Stay  of  Asoranting  Pindiag  AppMl  in  rers,  and  has  had  nothing  to  do  with  its 
AnotlMir  Suit.  —  In  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  construction,  the  interlocutory  decree 
Comstock,  etc.,  Co.,  27  Fed.  Rep.  358,  will  be  for  an  account  only,  and  not  for 
it  was  urged  by  the  defendant  that  in-  an  injunction.  Whitney  v.  Boston, 
asmuch  as  another  circuit  court  had  etc.,  R.  Co.,  48  Fed.  Rep.  444. 
decided  the  plain  tiff's,  patent  to  be  void.  See  supra^  XIII.  10.  d.  Granting^ 
and  the  plaintiff  had  given  notice  of  an  Withholding^  or  Suspending  Injunction, 
appeal,  it  would  be  proper  to  suspend  Bight  to  fi^lmiction  Lost  1^  Aiiigiiinont, 
the  accounting  until  the  appeal  had  —  Where  pendente  lite  the  plaintiff  as- 
been  tried.  The  court  held  that  the  signs  his  patent,  with  a  reservation 
present  case  had  features  which  were  of  past  damages,  and  soon  after  obtains 
not  apparently  brought  out  in  the  suit  a  reassignment,  he  cannot  introduce 
in  the  other  circuit  and  that  there  was  this  reassignment  in  evidence  under 
no  ade(|uate  reason  for  a  stay  of  the  the  original  bill.  In  such  case,  the 
accounting.  right  to  an  injunction  having  been  lost 

GonitnietioA  of  Deoroe  Dixoetiiig    Ao-  by  the  assignment  and  the   reassign- 

eountiiig.  —  An  interlocutory  decree  di-  ment  not  being  before  the  court,  there 

recting  that  an  accounting  of  the  profits  can  only  be  a  decree  for  an  accounting, 

which  had  accrued  to   the  defendant  New  York  Belting,  etc.,  Co.  v.  New 

corporation  by  reason  of  its  infringe-  Jersey  Car-Spring,  etc.,  Co.,  48  Fed. 

ment,  and  of  other  and  distinct  profits  Rep.  556. 

which  had  accrued  to  the  officers  and  Where  DefiendaiLt  Has  Stopped  InfHag- 

stockholders  of    said   corporation    by  iag  and  there  is  no  occasion  for  an  in- 

reason    of    its  said   infringement,   or  junction,  there  will  be  a  decree  for  an 

which  should  before  the  close  of  the  account  only.     North   American  Iron 

accounting  accrue  to  them  by  reason  of  Works  v.  Fiske,  30  Fed.  Rep.  622. 

an  infringement  of  the  same  patent  by  8.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4921;  Asbestine  Til- 

these  individuals  under  cover  of  some  ing,  etc.,   Co.  v.  Hepp,  39  Fed.  Rep. 

other  name,  or  under  the  guise  of  a  new  324.     This  was  also  true  under  the  Act 

corporation,  does  not  direct  an  account-  July  4, 1836.     Allen  v.  Blunt,  i  Blatchf. 

ing  of  profits   arising   from   infringe-  (U.  S.)  480,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  215. 

ments  by    other    previously   existing  Gains,  Profits,  Savings,  and  Advaatages. 

corporations,  in  which  the  said  officers  — The  decree  may  direct  an  account  of 

were  stockholders,  or  in  corporations  the    gains,   profits,   savings,   and   ad- 

which  had  previously  been  formed  in  vantages,    instead   of  profits   merely, 

good  faith,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  Neither  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4921,  nor  Act  July 

evading  the  obligations  or  terms  of  the  8,    1870,    makes    against  this   power, 

decree,  although  in  such  corporations  These  words  seem  to  be  proper  in  the 

the  said  officers  were  controlling  stock-  decree,  but  they  are  not  necessary,  since 

holders.     New  York  Grape  Sugar  Co.  all  questions  as  to  whether  the  gains, 

V,  American  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  42  Fed.  savings,  or  advantages  are  such  as  are 

R^cp.  455.  due  to  the  infringement,  and  as  the 

1.  See  supra,  IX.  z.  tf.  (5)  Decree  for  defendants  are  legally  accountable  for, 
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sustained  thereby.^ 

Pipofttfc  —  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  profits  that 
have  been  actually  realized  from  the  use  of  his  invention.* 

WlMtt  Dmtm  te  Fnflts  Impropw.  —  There  can  be  no  decree  for 
profits  if  the  use  of  the  invention  has  not  contributed  to  the 
profits  of  the  defendant's  business  though  his  business  be  ever  so 
profitable.*  If  an  infringer  of  a  patent  has  realized  no  profit  from 
the  use  of  the  invention,  a  decree  cannot  be  rendered  against  him 
for  profits. "* 

Bunaffis.  —  Prior  to  1870.  a  court  of  equity  could  not  render  a 
decree  for  damages,  in  addition  to  the  profits  recoverable.*  But 
this  power  was  given  courts  of  equity  in  infringement  suits  by 
the  Act  of  1870,  incorporated  in  the  Revised  Statutes.* 

win  arise  upon  the  accounting.     Co-  ment  Co.,  97  U.  S.  126,  citing  Mowry 

bum  tf.  Schroeder,  8  Fed.  Rep.  521.  v.  Whitney,  14  Wall.  (U.  S.)  434,  and 

1.  Asbestine  Tiling,  etc.,  Co.  v.Hepp,  Cawood  Patent,  94  U.  S.  695. 

39  Fed.  Rep.  324.  8.  Elizabeth  v,  American  Nicholson 

An  interlocutory  decree  awarding  a  Pavement  Co.,  97  U.  S.  126. 

recovery  for  the  profits  and  damages  4.  Elizabeth  v,  American  Nicholson 

from  the  infringement  of  a  design,  and  Pavement  Co.,  97  U.  S.  126,  wherein  it 

ordering  an  account  to  be  taken  of  the  is  held  that  where  a  suit  is  brought 

profits  of  the  defendants  from  infring-  against  a  city  and  a  contractor  who  is 

ing  upon  the  exclusive  rights  of  the  laying  an  infringing  pavement  therein, 

plainuffs  *'  by  the  manufacture,  use,  and  it  appears  that  the  contractor  and 

and  sale  of  carpeting  bearing  said  pat-  not  the  city  has  made  all  the  profits, 

ented  design,*'  and  of  the  additional  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree 

damages  suffered  by  the  plaintiff "  by  against  the  contractor  for  profits,  but 

reason  of  said  infringements,"  is  not  not  against  the  city.    As  to  the  latter, 

open  to  objection.     Dobson  v,  Doman,  a  decree  for  an  injunction  could  be  ren- 

118  U.  S.  10.  dered,    and    it    would    be    liable    for 

The  Fwialty  PmerilMd  by  Aet  Feb.  4,  damages,  but  damages  could  not  be 

1887,  for  the  unauthorized  use  of  a  pat-  recovered  in  a  suit  in  equity  prior  to 

ented  design,  is  an  incident  to  a  decree  the  Act  of  July  8,  1870. 

for  an  injunction,  and  must  be  given.  6.  Elizabeth  v,  American  Nicholson 

Pirkl  V.  Smith,  42  Fed.  Rep.  410.  Pavement  Co.,  97  U.  S.  126:  Williams 

8.  Wh«a  the  Entire  Profits  of  a  busi-  v,  Leonard,  9  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  476,  29 

ness  or  undertaking  result  from   the  Fed.  Cas.   No,  17,726.     See  supra,  IX. 

use  of  the  invention,  the  patentee  will  i.  a,  (5)  Decree  for   Complete  Relief — 

be  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  entire  Profits  and  Damages, 

profits,  if  he  elects  that  remedy.     Eliza-  6.  Act  July  8,  1870  §  55;  Rev.  Stat., 

beth  V.  American  Nicholson  Pavement  §  4921 ;   Asbestine  Tiling,  etc.,  Co.  v, 

Co.,  97  U.  S.   126;    Hoke    Engraving  Hepp,   39   Fed.    Rep.    324.     See    also 

Plate  Co.   V,  Schraubstadter,  53  Fed.  Rumford  Chemical  Works  v.  Hecker, 

Rep.  817.  20  Fed.  Cas.   No.  12,134.     See  further. 

Profits  from  Use  of  Inyentioii  though  supra,  IX.  i.  a,  (5)  Decree  for  Complete 

Oonoral  Buaineis  Unprofltablo.  —  A  pat-  Relief —  Profits  and  Damages, 

entee  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  Deoroe   for  Damages  whether  or  Vot 

profits  that  have  been  actually  realized  Bpedfically   Prayed.  —  Under   the    Act 

from  the  use  of  his  invention,  although,  July  8,  1870,  upon  a  decree  in  favor  of 

from  other  causes,  the  general  business  the   complainant  for  an  infringement 

of  the  defendant,  in  which  the  inven-  of  his  patent  damages  follow  as  one 

tion  is  employed,   may  not    have  re-  of  the  results  of  the   decree,  whether 

suited  in  profits  —  as  where  it  is  shown  specifically  prayed  for  or  not.     It  is  not 

that  the  use  of  his  invention  produced  necessary  that  the   bill  of  complaint 

a  definite  saving  in  the  process  of  man-  should  pray  for  damages  ^^  nomine,  and 

ufacture.    Graham  v.  Mason,  i  Holmes  where  the  bill  asks  for  an  account  of 

(U.   S.)  88,    10   Fed.   Cas.    No.    5,672;  gains  and  profits  and  such  other  relief 

Elizabeth  V.  American  Nicholson  Pave-  as  maybe  agreeable  to  equity,  dam- 
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11.  Befer^nee  to  Kaiter  —  a.  In  General.  —  Ordinarily,  as 
before  seen,  where  the  court  renders  an  interlocutory  decree  for 
the  complainant  for  profits  and  damages,  it  will  refer  the  case  to 
a  master  for  a  computation  as  to  these  matters.  The  general 
principles  as  to  the  proceedings  on  the  reference,^  the  evidence 
to  be  heard,  etc.,'  are  in  the  main  applicable  to  a  reference  in  a 
suit  for  infringement.* 

d.  Finding  Extent  of  Monopoly  and  Infringement. — 

The  extent  of  the  monopoly  is  first  correctly  defined  by  the 
master,  then  the  extent  of  the  infringement  ascertained,  and  from 
this  basis  the  consequent  profits  or  damages  found.'* 

ages  may  be  awarded  to  the  complain-  to  furnish  an  account  by  a  certain  day 

ant.     Emerson  z\  Simm,  6  Fisher  Pat.  on  pain  of  punishment  for  contempt. 

Cas.  281,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,443.  We  doubt  the  power  of  the  master  to 

DamagM  for  Infkiagamdats  betwosn  Til-  make  such  an  order  upon  a  mere  in- 

iag  of  BUI  and  Final  Iiguaotion,  —  The  spectionof  the  record,  and  we  consider 

right  to  recover  damages  for  infringe-  the  practice  inexpedient  if  it  is  lawful." 

ments  between  the  filing  of  the  bill  and  8.  The  ETidoaoo  PrwUraily  Taken  or 

the  final  injunction  is  incidental  to  the  Uiod  la  Conrt  may,  under  rule  of  court, 

right  to  an  injunction,  and  is  required  be  brought  before  the  master  without 

tomake  the  remedy  complete.     Canton  being  retaken,  by  calling  his  attention 

Steel   Roofing  Co.   v,   Kanneberg,   51  to  the  parts  relied  upon  in  making  up 

Fed.  Rep.  599.  the  case,  when  the  opposite  side  may 

1.  General  Btetemeat  of  Proeeediage.  —  have  opportunity  to  answer  and  explain 

In    Kerosene    Lamp    Heater    Co.    v,  it.     Bell  v.  U.  S.  SumpingCo.,  32  Fed. 

Fisher,  i  Fed.  Rep.  gi,  the  court  said:  Rep.  549. 

'*  The  master  appoints  a  day  for  pro-  Opeaiag  Aoooaatiag  for  Further  EtI- 
ceeding  with  the  reference,  and  gives  denoe. —  Where  it  is  manifest,  from  the 
notice,  by  mail  or  otherwise,  to  the  par-  circumstances  which  surround  the  case, 
ties  or  their  solicitors.  We  think  the  that  all  the  testimony  of  importance 
solicitor  should  be  notified,  whether  the  has  been  found  and  presented,  excep- 
party  is  or  not;  though,  probably,  tions  to  the  refusal  of  the  master  to 
under  rule  75,  notice  to  the  party  is  a  open  the  accounting  after  it  was  closed 
good  notice.  If  the  defendant  does  not  to  receive  further  evidence,  will  be 
appear,  the  master  proceeds,  fx  parte^  overruled.  Morss  v.  Union  Form  Co., 
and  makes  out  the  profits  and  dam-  39  Fed.  Rep.  468. 
ages,  if  he  can,  from  the  evidence  pro-  Use  of  Oriirhial  Beeord on tnpplementary 
duced  by  the  plaintiff.  If  it  appears  Aoooaatia{^.  —  Where,  on  the  rehearing 
that  an  account  of  profits  is  necessary  of  a  suit  in  equity  for  infringement  of 
to  a  just  decision  of  the  cause,  and  is  a  patent,  an  accounting  from  the  date  of 
desired  by  the  plaintiff,  he  makes  an  the  termination  of  the  accounting  had, 
order  that  the  defendant  furnish  an  ac-  pursuant  to  the  interlocutory  decree, 
count  by  a  certain  day,  and  adjourns  entered  on  the  original  hearing,  is 
the  hearing  to  that  day.  The  defend-  ordered,  the  master,  on  this  supple- 
ant  should  be  served  personally  with  a  mentary  accounting,  is  at  liberty  to 
notice  of  this  adjournment,  and  of  the  take  cognizance  of  the  original  record 
order  to  produce  his  account,  if  it  is  used  on  the  first  accounting,  without 
intended  to  move  for  an  attachment  in  its  being  put  in  evidence  before  him. 
case  he  fails  to  appear.  The  service  Reed  v.  Lawrence,  29  Fed.  Rep.  915. 
may  be  made  by  any  disinterested  per-  8.  See  generally  article  Repsrencks. 
son,  and  need  not  be  by  the  marshal.  4.  Ruggles  v,  Eddy,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
If  the  defendant  then  fails  to  appear  I2,iz6. 

and  account,  he  will  be  in  contempt.  Betermiaatioa  of  lafriagemeat  hy  Mai- 

The  mode  of  proceeding  which  we  do  ier.  —  Where,  by  interlocutory  decree, 

not  approve  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  take  the  court  affirms  the  validity  of  the 

out  a  notice,  in  the  first  instance,  be-  patent  and  refers  the  case  to  a  master 

fore  any  hearing  has  been  or  can  law-  to  ascertain  and  report  which,  if  any, 

fully  be  had,  requiring  the  defendant  of  the  machines  used  by  the  defendant 
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c.  Period  for  Which  Account  Taken.  —  In  taking  the 
account  the  master  is  not  limited  to  the  date  of  the  decree,  and 
it  is  proper  to  extend  the  account  down  to  the  time  of  the  hear- 
ing before  him,  unless  the  infringement  ceased  prior  to  that  time.^ 

d.  Allowance  of  Nominal  Profits   and   Damages. — 

Where  the  evidence  does  not  furnish  information  upon  which 
the  master  can  base  an  estimate  of  the  profits  or  damages,  he 
should  report  only  the  recovery  of  nominal  profits  or  damages  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff.* 

e.  Exceptions  to  Master's  Report.  —  If  the  report  of  the 

master  is  unsatisfactory  or  incorrect,   the  usual  practice  is   to 
except  to  it.' 
/.  Questions  Foreclosed  by  Interlocutory  Decree.  — 

Upon  a  motion  to  confirm  or  reject  the  master's  report,  or  upon 

infringed  the   patent,  and  what  dam-  measurement  of  the  defendant's  profits, 

ages  the  patentee  sustained,  the  mas-  he  should  also  find  the  advantage  ac- 

ter  should  not  go  into  the  general  state  cruing  to  the  defendant  by  the  use  of 

of  the  art  either  as  to  the  general  con-  the  plaintiff's  patent,  over  what  would 

struction  of  the  patent  or  the  infringe-  have  accrued  by  the  use  of  the  afore- 

ment.     He  should  only  decide  as  to  the  said  prior  device.     Webster  Loom  Co. 

extent  of  the  infringement,  and  as  to  v.  Higgins,  39  Fed.  Rep.  462. 

the  particular  machines  used  by  the  de-  Fsilure  to  Find  on  Certain  Infkingomonts 

fendants.     But  the  master,  in  case  the  —  Evidonee    Hot   Properly  Prwentad.  — 

evidence  before  him  presents  the  pat-  Exceptions  to  a  master's  report  for  fail- 

ent  in  any  aspect  not  previously  con-  ure  to  find  the  profits  and  damages  aris- 

sldered  by  the  court,  may  report  facts  ing   from   certain    sales    will    not    be 

for  its  instruction.     Turrill  v,  Illinois  sustained,  when  the  evidence  thereof 

Cent.   R.  Co.,  5  Biss.  (U.  S.)  344,  24  which  was  taken  by  the  examiner  for 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,272.  the  hearing  in  chief  was  merely  referred 

CoaelnsiYeneisof  Deoroe.  —  The  decree  to  in  argument,  and  requests  for  find- 
as  to  the  fact  of  infringement  is  as  con-  ings  on  the  case  made,  and  was  not,  as 
elusive  upon  the  parties  and  upon  the  required  by  rule  of  court,  brought  be- 
master  as  it  is  with  reference  to  any-  fore  the  master  in  making  up  the  case 
thing  else  covered  by  it,  and  this  ex-  on  the  accounting,  so  that  it  could  have 
tends  to  everything  that  is  substantially  been  answered  or  explained  on  the 
like  the  infringement  decreed  against  other  side.  Bell  v.  U.  S.  Stamping 
for  which  the  defendant  is  responsible.  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  549. 
If  there  is  something  claimed  to  be  an  1.  Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Good- 
infringement  which  has  not  been  passed  year,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788. 
upon  by  the  decree,  then  the  question  €k>mplainant  Limltliig  Period  of  In- 
concerning  that  is  open  to  be  passed  Mngement.  —  Where,  however,  the 
upon  by  the  master.  But  where  there  complainant  has  limited  the  period 
is  nothing  before  the  master  that  is  within  which  he  claims  the  infringe- 
sobstantially  different  from  the  device  ments  were  committed,  the  master 
covered  by  the  decree,  the  question  of  should  not  extend  the  accounting  to  a 
infringement  cannot  be  passed  upon  by  later  time.  Creamer  v.  Bowers,  35 
the  master  without  reviewing  the  de-  Fed.  Rep.  206. 

cree,  and  this  is  not  within  his  prov-  2.  Fisk  v.  West  Bradley,  etc.,  Mfg. 

ince.      Wooster  v,  Thornton,  26  Fed.  Co.,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,830a;  Kirby  v. 

Rep.  274,  ciiing^  Thomson  z^.  Wooster,  Armstrong,  5  Fed.  Rep.  8ox;  Fischer  v. 

114  U.  S.  104.  Hayes,  39  Fed.  Rep.  613. 

Finding  AdvantagM  Aoeming  by  ITio  of  8.  Testing   Extent  of  Infringomont  — 

Taiiens  Sovioes.  —  Where    the    master  Beriew  of  InoidentalBalingi.  —  The  reg- 

finds  that  an  article,  used  before  the  ular  and  orderly  way  to  test  the  ques- 

plaintiff  obtained  his  patent,  produced  tion  of  the  extent  of  the  defendant's 

results  superior  to  the  device  adopted  infringement  is  upon  exceptions  to  the 

by  the  plaintiff  as  a  standard  for  the  master's  report  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
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exceptions  thereto,  it  is  not  ordinarily  proper  to  consider  open 
any  question  which  was  foreclosed  1^  the  decree  by  which  the 
case  was  referred  to  the  master,  such  for  instance  as  the  validity 
of  the  patent.* 

£-.  Recommitment  to  Master.  —  If  the  court  considers  it 
necessary  for  a  correct  determination,  it  may  recommit  the  case 
to  the  master  for  further  proofs  and  proceedings.*  But  if  the 
interests  of  justice  do  not  require  it,  and  no  good  would  result 
therefrom,  a  recommitment  will  be  denied.' 

A.  Accepting   or   Rejecting    Master's   Report.  —  The 

accounting.  It  is  only  in  case  of  ex-  for  computing  the  defendant's  savings 
treme  hardship  to  a  defendant  that  the  or  profits,  but  the  court  is  of  opinion 
court  should  be  asked  to  review  an  in-  that  if  profits  were  made,  evidence  can 
cidental  ruling  of  the  master,  in  the  be  furnished  which  will  give  the  mas- 
course  of  the  accounting,  which  can  be  ter  and  the  court  a  satisfactory  method 
reviewed  upon  exceptions  to  his  report,  of  ascertaining  how  much  they  were, 
Welling  z:  La  Bau,  32  Fed.  Rep.  293.  it  will  send  the  case  back  to  the  master 

Qnestioiui  BeUtiiig  to  EvidAnoe  AriSiig  for  review.     Fischer  z\  Hayes,  16  Fed. 

upon  Ezoeptioiui.  —  Where,  upon  an  ac-  Rep.  469. 

counting  before  a  master,  evidence  is  Inoorreot  Detenninatioii  as  to  Xoaopoly. 

offered  which  is  objected  to,  and  which  —  Where  the  decree  establishes  fully 

the  master  does  not  exclude,  the  ob-  the  validity  of  the  patent  in  all  its 

jection  that  the  master  erred  in  failing  parts,  and  the  master,  placing  too  lim- 

to  exclude  the  evidence,  does  not  prop-  ited  a  construction   upon  the  patent, 

erly  come  before  the  court  upon  excep-  finds  the  extent  of  the  infringement  to 

tions    to    the    master's    ruling.     .The  be  a  small  part  only  of  the  infting- 

testimony  should  be   taken  down,   a  ing  article,   because  he  considers  the 

note  made  of  the  objections  of  the  op-  monopoly  to  be  of  that  part  only,  the 

posing  counsel,  and  the  reasons  for  its  case  will  be  referred  back  to  the  mas- 

incompetency  stated,  and  its  admissi-  ter    for    further    proofs.     Ruggles    7. 

bility  determined  by  the  court,  on  the  Eddy,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,116. 

argument,  where  the  question  would  Bocominitnuwit  for  Findings.  —  Where 

arise  upon  a  motion  to  strike  out  by  the  defendant  employed  in  his  factory 

those  objecting.     American  Nicholson  looms  which  infringed  the  plaintiff's 

Pavement  Co.  v,  Elizabeth,  i  Fed.  Cas.  patent  and  others  which  did  not,  and 

No.  309.  the  master  failed  to  find  specifically  as 

Where  the  Evidence  Was  Takon  Orally  to  the  profits  made  by  using  the  non- 

Before  the  Xaster,  who  only  took  notes,  infringing  looms  over  those  derived 

and  no  request  was  made  at  the  time  from  use  of  the  others,  the  court  will  not 

that  it  should  be  reported  to  the  court,  accept  indefinite  answers  to  the  defend- 

and  the  master  says  it  would  be  impos-  ant's  requests  for  such  findings,  but 

sible  to  convey  to  the  court  a  correct  will  send  the  case  back  to  the  master 

idea  of  all  the  evidence  upon  this  ac-  for  a  clear  statement  of  the  conclusions 

counting,   the  court    cannot  properly  drawn   from   the   evidence.      Webster 

comply  with  the  request  of  the  defend-  Loom  Co.  v.  Higgins,  43  Fed.  Rep.  673. 

ant  to  direct  the  master  to  report  the  Kewly   lUiooveirad   Svidenoo  may  be 

evidence  necessary  to  a  clear  under-  presented  to  the  master  after  the  cause 

standing    of    the    exceptions.      Ham-  has  been  recommitted  to  him,  where 

macher  v,  Wilson.  32  Fed.  Rep.  796.  the  circumstances  make  the  hearing 

1.  Whitney  V.  Mowry,  4  Fisher  Pat.  of  such  evidence  equitable.  Webster 
Cas.  207,  29  Fed  Cas.  No.  17,594:  Tim-  Loom  Co.  v.  Higgins,  43  Fed.  Rep. 
ken  y.  Olin,  41  Fed.  Rep.  169;  Skinner  673. 

I/.  Vulcan  I  ton- Works,  39  Fed.  Rep.  870.  8.  Mosher  v.  Joyce,   51   Fed.    Rep. 

2.  Becommitment  to  Asoertain  Amount  441;  Fischer  z^.  Hayes,  16  Fed.  Rep. 
df  Profits.  —  Where  the  master  reports  469;  Union  Metallic  Cartridge  Co.  v, 
that  the  testimony  is  not  such  as  to  fur-  U.  S.  Cartridge  Co.,  8  Fed.  Rep.  446; 
nish  a  satisfactory  and  reliable  basis  Jennings  v.  Dolan,  29  Fed.  Rep.  861. 
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master's  report  is  entitled  to  great  weight  and  will  not  be  lightly 
disturbed.* 

Serlew  of  Xvidmoe.  —  The  conclusions  of  the  master,  depending 
upon  the  weighing  of  conflicting  testimony,  have  every  presump- 
tion in  their  favor,  and  are  not  to  be  set  aside  or  modified  unless 
there  clearly  appears  to  have  been  error  or  mistake  on  his  part.* 

12.  Final  Decree  —  a.  Dismissal  of  Bill.  —  Where  the  plain- 
tifif's  patent  is  found  to  be  invalid  the  bill  will  be  dismissed.' 
And  in  addition  to  this  the  decree  will  often  specifically  declare 
the  patent  void.*  Likewise  if  the  defendant  has  not  been  guilty 
of  infringement  the  bill  will  be  dismissed.* 

1.  Fixiding  Baaed  upon  Eridenoe  and  which  will  give  to  the  defendant  all  the 
Ezamination.  —  The  finding  of  a  master,  benefit  of  a  direct  adjudication  that  the 
upon  a  question  of  fact  as  to  the  con-  patent  is  void,  and  which  at  the  same 
struction  of  an  apparatus,  will  not  be  time  shows  that  the  court  declined  to 
reversed  where  it  is  based  not  only  look  into  the  question,  because  in  com- 
upon  evidence  before  him  not  fully  ity  it  was  not  an  open  one.  Rumford 
reported  to  the  court,  but  also  on  his  Chemical  Works  v.  Hecker,  20  Fed. 
own   examination    of    the    apparatus,  Cas.  No.  12,134. 

made  by  consent  and  in  the  presence  Enjoining  Soitt  in  Addition  to  Ufoal 

of   the    parties.     Piper    v.   Brown,    i  Decree.  —  Where  it  is  manifest  from  the 

Holmes  (U.  S.)  ig6,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  past  conduct  of  a  complainant  that  un- 

11,181.  less  other  and   more  stringent  orders 

Defendant  Befndng  to  Aid  in  Making  than  the  dismissal  of  his  bill  are 
out  Case.  —  Where  the  defendants  were  granted,  he  will  again  institute  pro- 
intentional  and  deliberate  infringers,  ceeding^  against  persons  who  have 
and  they  left  the  complainant  to  make  purchased  or  who  may  manufacture 
out  his  case  as  best  he  might,  when  it  articles  tovered  by  a  patent  which  he 
was  in  their  power  to  exhibit  to  the  seeks  to  have  avoided  rn  the  ground 
master  the  exact  number  of  infringing  of  his  having  a  prior  patent  for  them, 
registers  made  and  used  by  them,  and  and  it  has  been  decided  that  his  patent 
the  master  performed  this  difficult  task  is  void,  the  court  will  not  merely  de- 
with  as  near  an  approach  to  accuracy  clare  his  patent  void,  but  will  further 
as  could  be  looked  for  under  the  cir-  order  and  decree  that  he  be  perpetu- 
cumstances,  the  report  will  not  be  dis-  ally  enjoined  from  bringing  suits  or 
turbed.  Creamer  v.  Bowers,  35  Fed.  threatening  suits  against  the  respond- 
Rep.  206.  ent,  or  against  persons  purchasing  or 

Unwarranted  Adoption  of  Lioense  Fee.  who  have   purchased  from  him,  and 

*—  The  report  of   the  master  as  to  the  against  all  others  who  have  bought  or 

amount  of  damages  sustained  by  the  used  or   are   using  articles   manufac- 

plaintifl,   by  the  infringement  of   his  tured   in   accordance   with   the  patent 

patent,    may    be     set    aside,    on    the  held  valid.     Sawyer  v.  Massey,  25  Fed. 

ground  that  what  he  had  reported  as  Rep.  144. 

an    established    license    fee    was    not  5.  Diamiising  Bill  on  Authority  of  7or- 

shown  to  have  been  such.     Greenleaf  mer    Snit,    though    Appeal    Pending. — 

V.  Yale  Lock  Mfg.  Co.,  17  Blatchf.  (U.  Where  a  suit  has  been  brought  in  one 

S).  253,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,783.  circuit  against  a  manufacturer  and  a 

2.  Tilghman  v.  Proctor,  125  U.  S.  decree  entered  finding  no  infringement 
136;  Wooster  v,  Thornton,  26  Fed.  and  dismissing  the  bill,  and  another 
Rep.  274;  Welling  v.  La  Bau,  32  Fed.  suit  brought  in  another  circuit  is  left 
Rep.  293.  pending  for  more  than  four  years  and 

8.  Raymond  v.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  11  is  submitted  upon  the  same  evidence 

Fed.  Rep.  427.  as  in  the  former  suit,  the  bill  in  the 

4.  Proper  Decree  Where  Prior  Adijndioa-  latter  suit  will  be  dismissed,  and  the 

tion  of  Invalidity  Followed.  —  Where  a  case  will  not  be  kept  open  until  an  ap- 

patent  has  been  held  void  by  one  cir-  peal  in  the  first  suit  has  been  heard 

cuit  court  and  another  follows  the  de-  and  determined.     Grain-Drill  Mfg.  Co. 

cision,  it  is  proper  to  enter  a  decree  v,  Reinstedler,  25  Fed.  Rep.  198. 
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b.  After  Master's  Report.  —  After  the  master's  report  has 
been  received  and  disposed  of  the  final  decree  is  rendered,  which 
settles  the  right  of  either  party  to  recover,  and  fixes  definitely 
the  amount  of  profits  and  damages  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to, 
often  awarding  a  final  injunction  against  the  defendants.^ 

Ineroaiing  BamagM.  —  The  court  has  power  under  the  Revised 
Statutes  to  increase  or  treble  the  damages  allowed  the  plaintiff.* 

Boatons  for  Inereaiing  Damagot.  —  The  court  may  increase  the  dam- 
ages if  the  defendant's  conduct  has  been  reprehensible  or  very 
injurious  to  the  plaintiff.'  But  it  will  in  general  deny  the 
increase,  if  in  its  sound  discretion  justice  does  not  require  it."^ 

Bill  IMimiiMd  as  to  Corporation  Ofloer  established  by  the  decree.     Munson  r. 

Vot  IndiTidnaUy  Infringing.  —  Where  a  New  York,  19  Fed.  R<^p.  313. 

corporation  and  an  officer  thereof  are  8.  National  Folding  Box,  etc.,  Co.  v, 

sued  for  infringement,  and  there  is  no  Elsas,  81  Fed.  Rep.  197. 

evidence  that  the  officer  as  an  Individ-  AUowanoo  or  B^hisal  Bisoretionary. — 

ual  has  violated  any  rights  of  the  com-  The  allowance  or  refusal  of  an  increase 

plainant,    nor    does   it  appear  that  a  of  damages  under  the  statute  is  a  mat- 

decree   against   the  corporation  alone  ter  which  rests  somewhat  in  the  discre- 

would  not  fully  protect  the  complain-  tion  of  the  court,  and  its  finding  upon 

ant  in  the  use  of  his  patent,  the  bill  this  point  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the 

will  be  dismissed  as  to  such  defendant  appellate  court    unless    the    evidence 

officer.     Boston   Woven   Hose  Co.    v.  clearly  demands  it.     Topliff  v,  Topliff, 

Star  Rubber  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  167.  145  U.  S.  156. 

1.  Final  Dooroo  for  Party  Agunit  Whom  Inoroaaing  to  Any  Amount  np  to  Trehlo. 
Interloontory  B  0  0  r  0  0  BeiSlorod.  —  Al-  —  T|ie  authority  to  treble  the  damages 
though  there  has  been  an  interlocutory  includes  authority  to  multiply  or  in- 
decree  for  the  plaintiff,  still,  if  upon  the  crease  to  any  amount  within  what 
master's  repot t  the  plaintiff  is  not  en-  trebling  would  reach.  National  Fold- 
titled  to  recover,  a  final  decree  for  the  ing  Box,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Elsas,  81  Fed. 
defendant    is    proper.     Steam    Stone-  Rep.  197. 

Cutter  Co.  v.  Sheldons,  21  Fed.   Rep.  3.  Morss  v.  Union  Form  Co.,  39  Fed. 

875;    American   Diamond  Drill  Co.  v.  Rep.  468. 

Sullivan  Mach.  Co.,  21  Fed.  Rep.  74.  Where  the  Case  Shows  Boliberato  In- 

Dooroe  for  Aotnal  Profits  or  Damages. —  fkingement  and  spiriting  away  of  the 
Only  (he  actual  profits  or  damages  books  of  the  defendant  after  the  de- 
shown  10  have  been  made  or  suffered  cree,  to  the  great  embarrassment  of 
by  the  use  of  the  infringing  article  are  the  accounting,  a  motion  to  increase 
to  be  allowed.  Dobson  v.  Hartford  the  damages  reported  will  be  granted. 
Carpet  Co.,  114  U.  S.  439;  Dobson  v.  National  Folding  Box,  etc.,  Co.  v, 
Dornan,  iz8  U.  S.  10.  Elsas,  81  Fed.  Rep.  197. 

Beeree  for  Kominal  Profits  or  Bamagea.  4.  Welling  v.  La  Bau,  35  Fed.  Rep. 

—  If  the   master  has  or  should  have  302;  Morss  v.  Union  Form  Co.,  39  Fed. 

allowed  only  nominal  profits  or  dam-  Rep.  468. 

ages  the  decree  will  be  for  the  recovery  Award  or  Inorease  of  Bamaget  Wiihont 

of   nominal  profits  or  damages  only.  Proot  —  In  Bell  v,  U.  S.  Stamping  Co., 

Woosterz^.  Thornton,  26  Fed.  Rep.  274;  32   Fed.    Rep.    549,   it   was  suggested 

Fischer  v.  Hayes,  39  Fed.   Rep.  613;  that  it  was  obvious  that  the  orators  had 

Kirby  v.  Armstrong,  5  Fed.  Rep.  801.  sustained  damages  in  consequence  of 

Snipention  of  Final  iounnotion  Pending  the    infringement     bevond    those    al- 

Appeal.  —  After  a  decree  on  final  hear-  lowed;  and  that  this  failure  to  award 

ing,  establishing  an  exclusive  right  to  to  them  what  they  might  be  entitled  to, 

a  patent  and  awarding  an  injunction  to  if  proved,  should  be  made  up  by  in- 

protect  the  right,  the  injunction   will  creasing  the  damages  under  Rev.  Stat., 

not  be  suspended  during  the  pendency  §§  4919,  4921.     But  the  court  held  that 

of  an  appeal  from  the  final  decree,  un-  this  would  be  awarding  damages  with- 

less  some  extraordinary  cause  is  shown  out  proof,  and  might  not  be  any  nearer 

to  exist  outside  the  rights  of  the  parties  right. 
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18.  Eehearing  —  ^j.  In  General.  —A  motion  for  a  rehearing 
in  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  is  one 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  which  will  be 
granted  or  denied  with  a  view  of  serving  the  best  interests  of 
justice  or  the  rights  of  the  parties.* 

d.  New  Evidence  —  Method  of  PrMoatlng.  —  Where  after  an 
interlocutory  decree  in  a  suit  for  infringement,  it  is  desired  to 
bring  before  the  court  newly  discovered  evidence  and  have  a 
hearing  thereon,  the  proper  practice  is  to  petition  for  a  rehear- 
ing, and  not  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of 
review.* 

Tho  SohoariBg  Kay  Bo  Onuitod  if  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  court 
to  consider  the  new  evidence,  and  if  it  is  of  importance  to  hear  it 
in  order  to  a  correct  determination  of  the  cause.' 

Failuro  to  Prooont  on  Formor  Hoaring.  —  A  rehearing  on  the  ground  of 
new  evidence  will  be  denied  unless  it  is  shown  that  such  evidence 

Conddorntion  of  InTftlidity  on  Motion  to  one  of  the  plaintiff's  patents  was 
to  Ineroaao.  —  When  the  court  is  asked  proper*  the  court  may  order  a  rehear- 
to  exercise  an  exceptional  discretion,  ing  of  the  case  upon  the  question  of  the 
and  compel  the  defendant  to  pay  ex-  validity  of  the  patent,  and  give  leave 
traordinary  damages,  it  is  the  duty  of  to  the  defendant  to  amend  the  answer, 
the  court  to  take  into  consideration  the  Schneider  v.  Thill,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
fact  that  the  patent  upon  which  the  12,470^. 

application  is  founded  is  void,   even  TUhoaring  in  Intoroit  of  Third  Fartioi. 

though  the  proof  which  demonstrates  —  In  Schneider  v.  Thill,  3  Fed.   Rep. 

its  invalidity  is  then  for  the  first  time  95,  while  the  application  for  permission 

brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court,  to  take  further  proofs  and  reargue  the 

Welling  V,  La  Bau,  35  Fed.  Rep.  302.  case  was  made  by  the  defendant  it  was 

Trobttng  Profits. —  Rev.  Stat.,  §  4921,  apparent  that  the  reason  for  it  was  not 

does  not  confer  authority  upon  a  court  because  of  the  defendant's  interest  in 

of    equity    to    treble    profits    decreed  the  result,   but  because  of  the  effect 

against  the  infringer  of  a  patent,  but  upon  the  interest  of  a  third  party  in 

distinctly   discriminates    between    the  certain  other  patents  which  such  party 

profits     which    are    recoverable    in    a  had  come  to  believe  might  be  produced 

court  of  equity  and  the  damages  which  by  the  determination  of  the  cause  in 

were  formerly  recoverable  in  actions  at  favor  of  the  plaintiff.     The  court  held 

law  only,  and  confines  the  power  of  in-  that   this  circumstance   would  be  no 

creasing    the   recovery    to  the   latter,  reason  for  refusing  the  defendant's  ap- 

Where  the  complainant  has  not  recov-  plication  if  it  were  a  matter  of  right, 

ered  damages,  he  must  be  content  with  but  since   it   was    an   application   for 

such  indemnity  for  the  violation  of  his  favor  and  was  strongly  opposed  by  the 

rights  as  he  will  receive  by  a  recovery  plaintiff,  it  would   not  in  view  of  all 

of  the  profits  which  the  master  found  the  circumstances  grant   the  applica- 

were  realized  by  the  defendant.     Cov-  tion.     See  also  Page  v.  Holmes  Bur- 

ert  V.  Sargent,  42  fed.  Rep.  298.  glar  Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  2  Fed.  Rep.  330. 

1.  American  Diamond  Rock  Boring  8.  Poits  v.  Creager,  71  Fed.  Rep.  574. 

Co.  V.  Sheldon,  i  Fed.  Rep.  870.     See  8.  Winchester  Repeating  Arms  Co. 

also  Puetz  v.  Bransford,  32  Fed.  Rep.  v.  American  Buckle,  etc.,  Co.,  58  Fed. 

318;    Ruggles  V.  Eddy,  11  Blatchf.  (U.  Rep.   309;    Hake   v.   Brown,   44  Fed. 

S.)  524,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,118.     For  Rep.  283. 

matter  penaining  to  rehearing  in  gen-  (tnestion  Settlod  by  8apr«mo  Court  — 

eral,  see  article  Rehearing.  The  Circuit  Court  cannot  grant  a  re- 

Froprioty  of  Doeroo  DonbtfU.  —  Whoro  hearing  for  newly  discovered  evidence 

It  Appears  doubtful  whether,  under  the  as    to    novelty,    where    the    Supreme 

state  of  the  pleadings  and   the  aver-  Court  has  finally  settled  that  the  patent 

ments  of  the  answer,  a  decree  adverse  is  valid.    In  re  Potts,  166  U.  S.  263. 
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could  not  with  reasonable  diligence  have  been  presented  to  the 
court  on  the  former  hearing.* 

Charaoter  of  Eridenoe  BeqnirecL  —  The  evidence  on  which  it  is  sought 
to  obtain  a  rehearing  must  be  new,  important,  and  trustworthy ;  • 
and  it  must  ordinarily  be  such  as  to  furnish  adequate  reason  to 
believe  that  it  will  change  the  decree.* 

c.  Subsequent  Decisions  of  Supreme  Court.  —  Whether 

after  an  interlocutory  decree  in  a  patent  case,  a  rehearing  will  be 
granted  on  the  ground  that  since  the  decree  the  Supreme  Court 
has  decided  questions  in  a  different  manner  from  the  Circuit 
Court,  does  not  seem  to  be  entirely  settled.* 

1.  Hicks  V.  Ferdinand,  20  Fed.  Rep.  the  reissuing  of  patents,  this  affords 
III;  Burdsall  v.  Curran,  31  Fed.  Rep.  sufficient  grounds  to  grant  a  rehearing 
918;  Hitchcock  f.  Tremaine,  9  Blatchf.  to  review  the  interlocutory  decision 
(U.  S.)  550,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,540;  made.  American  Diamond  Rock  Bor- 
Albany  Steam-Trap  Co.  v.  Felthousen,  ing  Co.  v,  Sheldons,  24  Fed.  Rep.  374, 
26  Fed.  Rep.  318;  New  York  Filter  Co.  citing  Coon  v,  Wilson,  113  U.  S.  268. 

V.  O.  H.  Jewell  Filter  Co.,  62  Fed.  Construction  0/ /^ule  SS,  —  Bui  in  slti- 
Rep.  582.  other  case,  an  interlocutory  decree  hav- 
flatiifyiiig  Strict  BuIm.  —  "  The  gen-  ing  been  made  in  a  suit  on  reissued 
eral  interests  of  litigation  require  that  patents  and  the  case  referred  to  a  mas- 
applications  for  reheating  based  on  al-  ter  to  take  testimony  on  the  account- 
leged  anticipatory  publications,  which  ing,  an  application  was  made  to  the 
may  well  be  presumed  to  be  accessible  court  for  a  rehearing  upon  the  ground 
to  a  search  if  sufficiently  diligent,  that  according  to  late  decisions  of  the 
should  not  be  made  the  basis  of  new  Supreme  Court  the  rules  of  law  in  re- 
proceedings  unless  strict  rules  are  spect  to  reissues  had  been  established 
satisfied."  /»  r^  Game  well  Fire- Alarm  in  a  different  manner  from  those  de- 
Tel.  Co.,  73  Fed.  Rep.  908, /^r  Put-  cided  to  be  proper  in  certain  circuit 
nam,  J.  courts,  and  that  such  decisions  were  di- 

2.  New  York  Grape  Sugar  Co.  v  rectly  in  point;  but  the  court  denied  the 
American  Grape  Sugar  Co.,  35  Fed.  rehearing  as  not-  being  within  rule  88 
Rep.  212.  of  the  Supreme  Court  rules  which  con- 

Bisoov»ry  of  Beissne  of  Prior  Patent.  —  templated  a  rehearing  after  a  final  de- 
In  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  infringement  cree  or  one  which  is  of  an  appealable 
the  fact  that  the  defendants  have  dis-  character.  The  court  stated  that  inter- 
covered  since  the  first  hearing  that  the  locutory  decrees  remain  under  the  con- 
patent  issued  to  a  party  prior  to  the  trol  of  the  court  subject  to  its  revision 
plaintiffs,  and  set  up  in  the  answer  as  until  the  master's  report  comes  in  and 
anticipating  it,  has  been  twice  reis-  has  been  finally  acted  upon  by  the 
sued,  the  last  of  such  reissues  having  court  and  the  whole  of  the  matters  in 
been  granted  since  the  first  hearing,  is  controversy  are  disposed  of  by  final 
no  ground  for  granting  a  rehearing,  decree;  and  if  an  interlocutory  decree 
Hitchcock  V,  Tremaine,  9  Blatchf.  (U.  is  in  conflict  with  a  later  decision  of  the 
S.)  550,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,540.  Supreme  Court,  it  may  be  changed  to 

8.  Brown  v,  Deere,  6  Fed.  Rep.  487;  accord  therewith.     Wooster  v.  Handy, 

Kerosene  Lamp  Co.  v,  Littell,  14  Fed.  21    Fed.    Rep.    51,    citing    Perkins    v. 

Cas.  No.  7,723.  Fourniquet,   6   How.   (U.   S.)  206,    16 

The  Former  Decree  Will  Be  Affirmed  How.  (U.  S.)  82. 
where  on  rehearing  the  alleged  newly        Adverse  Beeiaion  Affirmed  Withont  Ad- 
discovered  evidence  fails  to  prove  the  vaneing  Kew  Bootrinee.  —  A  rehearing 
prior  use  which  it  sought  to  establish,  will  not  be  granted  because  of  subse- 
Robinson  v.  Sutter,  11  Fed.  Rep.  798.  quent  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 

4.  Beoiiion  as  to  Beissnanoe  of  Patents,  which  merely  affirm  adverse  decisions 

—  It  has    been    held   that  where    an  of  circuit  courts,  where  such  decisions 

interlocutory  decree  is  made  in  a  pat-  were  all  published  and  accessible  be- 

ent  case,  and  decisions  have  since  been  fore  the  argument  of  the  present  cause, 

made  changing  the  law  in  respect  to  and  the  Supreme  Court  has  advanced 
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^/.  Disclaimers.  —  A  disclaimer  of  part  of  a  claim  set  up  on 
the  hearing  of  a  suit  in  equity  on  a  patent,  does  not  change  the 
issue  on  a  rehearing ;  it  only  narrows  the  issue,  and  an  interlocu- 
tory decree  will  not  be  opened  and  opportunity  given  to  prepare 
the  case  over  again  by  reason  of  such  disclaimer.^ 

14.  Opening  or  Taeating  Decree  —  a.  In  General.  — An  appli- 
cation to  open  or  vacate  a  decree  rendered  in  a  patent  suit,  for 
the  purpose  of  correcting  it  or  of  admitting  a  further  answer  or 
new  evidence,  etc.,  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  is  governed  in  the  main  by  the  general  rules  relating 
to  the  opening  or  vacating  of  decrees.* 

no  new  doctrine  and  formulated  no  new  only  be  opened  or  vacated  to  correct  a 

test  of  inventions.     Everest  v,  Buffalo  formal  or  clerical  error.     Stuart  v,  St. 

Lubricating  Oil  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  742.  Paul,  63  Fed.  Rep.  644. 

1.  Coburn  v.  Schroeder,  11  Fed.  Rep.  Seeurity  f6r  Cocti  When  Cue  Opened.  — 

425.     See  Electrical  Accumulator  Co.  When  a  suit  in  eauity  has  been  once 

tf.  Julien  Electric  Co.,  39  Fed.  Rep.  490.  heard,  on  issue  joined,  and  is  opened 

%,  See  articles  Decrees,   vol.   5,   p.  for  a  further  hearing,  on  an  amended 

1041 ;    and    Opening,  Amending,  and  answer  only  as  a  matter  of  favor,  it  is 

Vacating  Judgments,  ante^  p.  302.  too  late  to  move  for  security  for  costs 

A  fltranger  to  the  suit  will  not  ordi-  on  the  ground  of  the  nonresidence  of 

narily  be  allowed    to  intervene    and  the  plaintiff,  that  having  appeared  on 

have  the  decree  opened  or  set  aside,  the  face  of  the  original  bill.     Bliss  v. 

merely  because  he  will  be  incidentally  Brooklyn,    10   Blatchf.   (U.  S.)  217,  3 

affected  by  the  decision.     Ring  Refrig-  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,545. 

erator,  etc.,  Co.  v,  St.  Louis  Ice  Mfg.,  Opening  for  Alleged  Mistakei  in  Admls- 

etc,  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  535;  Washburn,  lion  Xade  in  Answer. —  In  Ruggles  v, 

etc.,   Mfg.  Co.  V,  Col  well  Steel  Barb  Eddy,  11   Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  524,  the  de<i 

Fence  Co.,  I  Fed.  Rep.  225.  fendants  admitted  in  their  answer  the 

Opening  Decree  to  Stoike  Out  Fart  Be-  infringement  charged,  and  set  forth 
lating  to  Expired  Patent. —  Where  a  suit  the  number  of  infringing  articles  they 
was  brought  for  the  infringement  of  a  had  made  and  sold,  and  rested  their  de- 
patent  which  had  expired  and  of  one  fense  on  their  claim  of  ownership  of  the 
which  was  in  existence,  the  court  will  patent.  The  plaintiff  had  a  decree, 
open  the  decree  on  application  and  A  motion  by  the  defendants  for  a  re- 
strike  out  so  much  thereof  as  directs  hearing  was  denied,  and  an  accounting 
the  taking  of  an  account  of  profits  and  in  regard  to  profits  was  had,  in  which 
damages  arising  out  of  the  infringe-  the  defendants  were  charged  with  the 
ment  of  the  expired  patent.  Since  the  profits  on  the  said  number  of  articles, 
court  never  had  jurisdiction  of  that  and  the  report  of  the  master  was  made, 
portion  of  the  bill  which  prayed  for  an  The  defendants  then,  upon  allegations 
injunction  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  mistake  and  error  in  such  admis- 
of  the  expired  patent,  it  was  equally  sion,  moved  for  leave  to  amend  their 
without  power  to  order  an  account  as  answer  and  open  the  case,  so  as  to 
incident  thereto.  Creamer  v.  Bowers,  contest  the  question  of  infringement, 
30  Fed.  Rep.  185.  or  at   least  the  extent  thereof,  before 

Laehes.  —  Where  a  corporation  with-  the  master,  but  the  motion  was  denied, 

out  objection  appeared,  answered,  and  Opening  Decree  Pro  Gonfeno.  —  In  An- 

proceeded  in  the  suit  under  the  name  drews  v.  Denslow,  14  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

by  which  it  was  sued,  an  application,  182,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  372.  a  preliminary 

made  after  a  delay  of  four  years,  to  injunction  was  issued,  after  which  a 

open  the  decree  and  set  aside  the  pro-  decree  pro  cofpfesso  was  entered.     This 

ceedings  on  the  ground  of  misnomer  decree  the  defendants  moved  to  have 

and   ignorance  of  the  patent,  will  be  set  aside  and  asked  leave  to  file  an  addi- 

denied.       Bate  'Refrigerating    Co.    v.  tional  answer.     The  decree/r<7  confesso 

Gillett,  31  Fed.  Rep.  809.  having  been  entered  without  fault  or 

After  the  Term  at  Whieh  It  Wat  En-  negligence  of  counsel  the    court   de- 

tered  a  final  decree  in  a  patent  suit  will  dined  to  set  it  aside,  upon  the  plain* 
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b.  New  Evidence.  —  A  decree  may  be  opened  on  evidence 
newly  discovered  and  material.^  But  it  is  well  settled  that  an 
application  to  vacate  the  decree  and  allow  the  answer  to  be 
amended  and  the  case  to  be  retried  can  be  granted  only  for 
the  gravest  reasons  and  on  the  plainest  proof  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  newly  offered  evidence  to  lead  the  court  to  a  different  result.* 
And  it  must  be  shown  that  the  evidence  could  not  with  reason- 
able diligence  have  been  presented  on  the  former  hearing.' 

tiff's  stipulating  to  limit  their  recovery  utory  decree  sustaining  the  validity  of 

to  an   kmount  less   than   the  desired  reissued  letters  patent  granted  to  joint 

proceedings  would  have  cost  the  de-  inventors  was  not  allowed  to  be  opened 

fendants.  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  defend- 

A  decree /r^  confesso  will  not  be  set  ants  to  file  an  additional  answer  set* 

aside  and  answer  allowed  where  prior  ting  up  the  newly  discovered  fact  that 

adjudications  have  sustained  the  patent  one  of  the  patentees  was  the  sole  in- 

and  the  proposed  answer  does  not  spe-  ventor    of    the    improvement,  where 

cify  prior  patents  or  public  use  to  in-  the  affidavits  were  contradictory  and  the 

validate  the  plaintiff's  patent.     Stuart  circumstances  did  not  uphold  the  de-> 

V.  St.  Paul,  63  Fed.  Rep.  644.  fendant's    intention.      Argument    for 

1.  IntrodQjOlion  of  Fortign  Patent.  —  A  opening  the  case  was  that  another  ac- 
decree  may  be  opened  and  an  answer  tion  was  pending  in  which  the  above 
amended  in  a  suit  for  the  infringement  matters  might  be  investigated;  and  if 
of  a  patent  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  it  should  turn  out  upon  the  hearing  of 
a  foreign  patent  to  be  introduced  to  that  case  that  the  patent  was  void  il 
show  the  life  of  the  same  patent  would  work  a  great  hardship  upon  the 
granted  in  this  country;  but  not  for  the  defendants  I0  be  obliged  to  pay  dam- 
purpose  of  setting  up  matters  to  defeat  ages  and  be  enjoined  when  all  the  rest 
the  patent  for  want  of  novelty.  De  of  the  world  could  use  the  invention. 
Florez  v.  Raynolds,  8  Fed.  Rep.  434.  The  court   held,    however,  that  there 

Evidenoe  Showing  Change  of  Xodei  on  was  not  enough  doubt  thrown  by  the 
BoiMoe.  —  On  the  final  hearing  of  a  affidavits  upon  the  soundness  of  the 
suit  in  equity  for  an  infringement  of  a  original  decree  to  require  it  to  be  re- 
patent  amotion  was  renewed  to  have  opened;  and  especially  so  since  the 
the  record  opened  in  order  to  introduce  plaintiff  in  its  printed  brief  averred 
evidence  to  show  that  the  original  that  it  was  willing  to  defer  taking  the 
model  of  an  invention  in  the  Patent  final  decree  in  this  case  until  time  had 
Office  had  been  changed  when  the  pat-  been  given  to  bring  the  other  cause  to 
ent  was  reissued,  it  being  alleged  that  a  hearing.  Collins  Co.  v,  Coes,  8  Fed. 
the  evidence  to  this  end  was  newly  dis-  Rep.  517. 

covered.     The  court  held  that  since  its  3.  India      Rubber     Comb     Co.     v. 

examination  was  confined  to  the  record  Phelps,  8  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  85;    Hitch- 

the  motion  should  be  granted.     John-  cock  v.   Tremaine,  9  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 

son  V,  Beard,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,371.  550. 

8.  De  Florez  v,  Raynolds.  16  Blatchf.  tapplomiontal  BUI.  —  An  interlocutory 

(U.  S.)  397:    Buerk  v.   Imhaeuser,  10  decree  in  a  patent  suit  may  at  times  be 

Pat.  Off.  Gaz.  907;  Adair  v.  Thayer,  7  reviewed  by  obtaining  leave  to  file  a 

Fed.  Rep.  920.   •  supplemental  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill 

In   Campbell   Printing    Press,   etc.,  of  review.      Municipal  Signal  Co.   v, 

Co.  V,  Marden,  70  Fed.   Rep.  339,  it  Gamewell  Fire-Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  77  Fed. 

was  stated  that  a  motion  to  open  ihe  Rep.  452. 

decree   for  the  purpose  of  amending  Where  after  a  decree  has  been  ren- 

the  answer  and   presenting  new  evi-  dered  dismissing  the  bill,  a  petition  is 

dence  is  not   governed   by   the  strict  made  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental 

rules  applicable  to  a  motion  for  a  tech-  bill  of  complaint  in  the  nature  of  a  bill 

uical  rehearing  and  the  court  in  its  dis-  of  review  on  the  ground  that  new  evi- 

cretion  may  grant  the  motion  though  dence  has  been  discovered  in  connec- 

it  is  not  certain  that  the  decree  would  tion     with     two    patents    previously 

thereby  be  changed  or  modified.  issued,  the  petition  must  show  that  the 

ETidenoe  Gontradiotory  and  Tninffldont  petitioner  could  not  with  reasonable 

—  Aija^f  isit  Fmding.  —  An  interloc-  diligence  have  obtained  prior  to  the 
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16.  Coiti  —  a.  At  What  Stage  of  Cause  Given.  —  Though 
the  final  settlement  of  the  costs  is  usually  to  be  made  on  the  final 
hearing  after  the  master's  report  is  in,  and  not  on  the  interlocu- 
tory hearing,  yet  the  court  has  a  large  discretion  in  the  matter, 
and  frequently  gives  costs  in  the  intermediate  stage  of  the  cause 
without  waiting  for  the  final  decree.^ 

*.  When  and  to  Whom  Given  in  General.  —  The  general 
rule  of  course  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs  where  a 
decree  is  rendered  in  his  favor.*  But  under  certain  circum- 
stances the  plaintiff  will  not  be  allowed  his  costs.' 

Ap!p«rtioiiment  of  Costs.  —  At  times  each  party  will  be  made  to  pay 
his  own  costs  or  some  method  of  apportionment  be  arranged.'* 

former  hearing   the  testimony   which  3  Story  (U.  S.)  171,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

he  now  seeks  to  adduce,  and  that  such  18,019. 

new  matter  is  material  to  the  decision  3.  Xffoot    of   Tondor  by  Defendmiit.  •— 

of  the  cause.     Spill  v.  Celluloid  Mfg.  Where    the    penalty  of   $350  allowed 

Co..  22  Fed..  Rep.  94.     See  Bennett  v,  by  statute  is   the  only   recovery    the 

Schooley,  77  Fed.  Rep.  352.  plaintiff  can  have,  and  the  defendant 

1.  Avery  v.  Wilson,  20  Fed.  Rep.  856,  before  suit  makes  a  direct  offer  to  pay 

holding  that  the  discretion  of  the  court  that  sum,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  the 

can     be     properly    exercised     on    the  infringement  was  wilful,  the  plaintiff 

interlocutory  hearing  in  giving  to  the  will    not    be    allowed    costs.     Lowell 

prevailing  party  the  tncidenul  costs  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Whittall,  71  Fed.  Rep.  515. 

which  have  arisen  during  the  progress  4.  ApportLonmont  of  Costs  AoGming  Bo» 

of  the  cause  about  a  matter  completely  fore    aod  Aftor    Intorlooatory  Booroo.  — 

disposed    of    by    the    court,  and    not  Where  upon  a  decree  pro  confesso^  the 

necessary  to  be  considered  on  further  master,  considering  the  nature  of  the 

hearing.  decree  and  the  evidence  introduced  on 

8.  Wboro  tlio  Plaintiif  Has  BecoYored  the  reference,  was  obliged  to  report 
on  tho  Xorlts  for  the  infringement  of  only  nominal  damages  for  the  plain- 
his  patent,  and  the  defendant  has  not  tiffs,  the  court  held  that  the  plaintiffs 
prevailed  upon  any  issue  upon  any  dis-  were  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  cause 
tinct  item  in  the  case,  all  the  costs  to  and  including  the  interlocutory  de- 
should  be  borne  by  the  defendant,  for  cree,  and  the  defendants  were  entitled 
they  are  the  consequence  of  his  wrong-  to  recover  its  costs  from  and  after  such 
f ul  acts  for  which  the  plaintiff  has  re-  decree,  the  one  bill  to  be  set  off  against 
covered.  Urner  v,  Kayton,  17  Fed.  the  other,  and  the  difference  to  be  re- 
Rep.  845.  covered  by  the  party  against  whom  it 

ToWhatAllowanoooaiidCoftiPlaiiitUr  existed.      Fisk  v.  West  Bradley,  etc.» 

Entitled.  —  In  general  the  plaintiff  is  Mfg.  Co.,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,830a.     Sec 

not  entitled  to  any  allowance  beyond  also  Garretson  v,  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cas. 

the  taxable  costs.     Parks  v.  Booth,  102  No.  5,250;  Dobson  v.  Hartford  Carpet 

U.  S.  96.  Co.,  114  U.  S.  439;  Dobson  v.  Dornan, 

As  to  What  Coastitato  Taxable  Costs  118  U.  S.  10. 

in  genera],  and  the  allowance  of  ex-  Costs  Unneoeosarily  Aoetfmnlated  Where 

penses  incurred  in  attending  court,  in  Defendant    Willing   to    Pay    Profits.  — 

procuringcounsel,  in  procuring  models  Where  the  defendants  were  willing  at 

and  copies  of  patents,  exhibits,  etc.,  the  outset  and  through  their  attorney 

see  Wooster  v.  Handy,  23  Fed.  Rep.  offered  to  pay  to  the  complainant  the 

49;  Hussey  v.  Bradley,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  amount  of  the  net  profits  realized  by 

S.)  210:    Ryan  v.  Gould,  32  Fed.  Rep.  them,  but  the  complainant  was  desir- 

754;    Comelly  v,  Markwald,  24  Fed.  ous    of    mulcting    them    in    damages 

Rep.  187.  under  circumstances  not  calling    for 

leeuitjte  Cofti.  —  In  certain  circuits  such  a  course,  and  costs  were  unneces- 

at  least  the  plaintiff  in  patent  suits  has  sarily  accumulated,  it  was  considered 

never  been  required  to  give  any  secur-  just  that  the  parties  be  required  to  pay 

ity  for  costs.     Woodworth  v.  Sherman,  their  own  costs,   each    party    paying 
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c.  Where  Plaintiff  Succeeds  in  Part  and  Fails  in  Part. 

—  Wh«n  Bertnl  ClAiini  or  Patoati  An  InTolTod  in  the  suit,  upon  some  of 
which  the  plaintiff  has  been  successful  and  upon  others  unsuc- 
cessful, it  is  believed  to  be  the  usual  practice  not  to  allow  costs  to 
either  party. ^ 

PlftintUFf  Claim  Xado  in  Good  Faith.  —  But  it  is  held  that  the  general 
rub  of  equity  that  a  plaintiff  is  not  to  be  refused  his  costs  merely 
because  he  may  not  have  recovered  all  that  he  has  in  good  faith 
and  with  reasonable  prudence  supposed  himself  to  be  entitled  to, 
is  entirely  applicable  to  and  should  govern  in  suits  for  infringe- 
ment of  patents.* 

d.  Costs  of  Reference  to  Master — How  sottiod  in  wm 

Instance.  —  The  question  as  to  who  should  pay  the  costs  of  a  refer- 
ence to  a  master  in  the  first  instance  has  been  variously  decided 
in  different  districts,  but  the  practice  more  generally  followed  is 
to  require  each  party  to  pay  his  own  costs  on  the  reference  as  the 
proceeding  goes  forward,  and  ultimately  to  adjudge  upon  whom 
the  payment  of  such  costs  ought  equitably  to  be  devolved.' 

Where  the  Final  Deoree  !■  in  Favor  of  the  Complainant,  but  the  master  has 
reported  no  damages  or  only  nominal  ones,  the  general  practice 
is  to  award  the  costs  of  and  concerning  the  reference  against  the 
complainant.* 

one-half  of  the  master's  fee.     Ford  v,  by  the  defendants  of  one  patent  would 

Kurtz,  12  Fed.  Rep.  789.  not  fail  of  relief  because  as  to  the  other 

1.  Yale,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  North,  5  patent  sued  on  the  conclusion  was 
Blatchf.  (U.  S)  455;  Fay  v,  Allen,  24  favorable  to  the  defendants,  and  added: 
Fed.  Rep.  804;  Thomson-Houston  *'  There  must,  however,  be  some  equi- 
Electric  Co.  v.  Elmira,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  table  apportionment  of  the  costs  of  suit, 
71  Fed.  Rep.  886;  Marks  Adjustable  which  can  be  settled  when  the  decree 
Folding  Chair  Co.  v.  Wilson,  43  Fed.  is  signed." 

Rep.  302;^  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  z/.  8.  U.  S.  Printing  Co.  v.  American 
Electric  Engineering,  etc.,  Co.,  60  Fed.  Playing-Card  Co.,  81  Fed.  Rep.  5.06. 
Rep.  401;  Stewart  v.  Mahoney,  5  Fed.  But  see  Macdonald  v,  Shepard,  10  Fed. 
Rep.  302;  Albany  Steam  Trap  Co.  v.  Rep.  919,  wherein  the  court  considered 
Felthousen,  20  Fed.  Rep.  633;  Hayes  that  in  cases  of  accounting  upon  ad- 
s'. Bickelhoupt,  21  Fed.  Rep.  567;  judged  infringements,  the  master's 
Adams  v.  Howard,  22  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  compensation  should  be  charged  upon 
47;  Schmid  v.  Scovill  Mfg.  Co.,  37  Fed.  and  borne  by  the  complainant  in  the 
Rep.  345;  Green  v.  Lynn,  8i  Fed.  Rep.  first  instance,  and  recovered  in  costs  if 
387.  the  final  decree  is  for  complainants. 
As  to  costs  where  disclaimer  neces-  And  see  Urner  v.  Kayton,  17  Fed.  Rep. 
sary  or  filed  during  suit,  see  supra,  X.  539,  in  which  case  the  court  held  that 
5.  <f.  Costs  tvlure  Disclaimer  Entered  as  the  defendants  were  adjudged  to 
After  Suit.  be  infringers,  and  decreed  to  account, 

2.  Green  r.  Lynn,  81  Fed.  Rep.  387,  they  should  go  forward  in  the  account- 
wherein  the  plaintiff  recovered  on  two  ing  and  bear  the  necessary  expenses  of 
of  the  patents  sued  on,  but  failed  to  doing  so,  among  which  are  the  mas- 
prove  infringement  of  the  third,  and  ter's  fees. 

the  court    held    there    should    be   no  4.  Everest  v,  Buffalo  Lubricating  Oil 

apportionment  of  the   costs,  but  that  Co.,   31  Fed.   Rep.   742;    Garretson  r. 

the    plaintiff    should    have    all  costs.  Clark,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No,  5,250,  iii  U. 

But  see  Pennsylvania  Diamond-Drill  S.    120:    Fisk   v.   West  Bradley,  etc., 

Co.  V,  Simpson,  29  Fed.   Rep.  288,  m  Mfg.  Co.,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,830a;  Kirby 

which   case    the    court  held   that  the  v,  Armstrong,  5  Fed.  Rep.  801 ;  Hill  v, 

'plaintiff  having    shown   infringement  Smith,    32    Fed.   Rep.    753.     But  see 
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Whero  a  Deoree  Againit  the  Dofondant  Ii  BoTonod  and  a  final  decree  is 
rendered  in  his  favor,  the  costs  of  the  reference  including  the 
master's  fee  should  be  taxed  against  the  plaintiff.^ 

XIV.  ACTI0H8  OE  SiriTS  OEOWIHO  OuT   07  FATEVT  COHTRACT8  — 

1.  In  OeneraL  —  Actions  or  suits  growing  out  of  contracts  made 
in  relation  to  patent  rights  are  governed  by  general  principles  of 
law  and  equity  and  not  by  the  patent  laws,  and  the  treatment  of 
this  subject  in  this  article  will  be  brief  and  general.* 

2.  For  Money  Due  under  Contract  —  Motion  at  Law.  —  Where 
money,  royalties,  fees,  etc.,  are  due  under  a  contract  relating  to 
a  patent  an  action  at  law  may  be  brought  to  recover  them,  which 
will  be  governed  by  general  principles.  The  declaration  should 
be  in  the  proper  form,'  and  the  defendant's  pleadings  must  be 
sufficient  and  contain  the  requisite  allegations  to  present  the 
defense  relied  on."* 

Calkins  v,  Bertrand,  8  Fed.  Rep.  755;  of  covenant  on  a  contract  assigning  a 

Fischer  v.  Hayes,  39  Fed.  Rep.  613. '  patent,  misconception  as  to  the  validity 

1.  American  Diamond  Drill  Co.  v,  of  the  patent,  it  seems,  cannot  be  taken 
Sallivan  Mach.  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  552.  advantage  of  by  the  defendant,  where 

Par  IHem  and  Mileage  of  Offloen  of  Be-  such  defense  is  not  pleaded,  but  issue 

fondant  Corporation.  —  Where  the  final  is   taken  on  a  want  of  consideration 

decree  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant  cor-  coupled  with  fraud.     Bellas  v.  Hays,  5 

poration,  the  per   diem    and    mileage  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  427. 
of  its  officers,  while  testifying  before        Alleging  Ftandnlent  Bopeientations  as 

the  master,  should  not  be  taxed  among  to  Yalidi^.  —  In  an  action  to  recover 

the  costs,  for  they  are  representatives  royalties  under  a  license  to  manufac- 

of  the  defendant,  and  for  this  reason  ture  patented  articles,  an  answer  alleg- 

stanl  upon  a  different  footing  from  its  ing  that  fraudulent  representations  of 

other  witnesses.     American   Diamond  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  validity  of  the 

Drill   Co.   V.   Sullivan   Mach.  Co.,  32  patent  induced  the  defendant  to  enter 

Fed.  Rep.  552.  into  the  license  agreement  must  aver 

2.  See  generally  the  various  articles  that  before  the  royalties  accrued  the 
throughout  this  work  dealing  with  ac-  licensee  had  notified  the  licensor  that  it 
tions  or  suits  on  contracts;  and  partic-  repudiated  or  surrendered  the  license, 
ularly  such  articles  as  Rescission  and  so  that  the  latter  may  be  in  a  position 
Cancellation,  Specific  Performance,  to  sue  for  infringements  during  the 
For  jurisdiction  of  suits  on  patent  con-  period  for  which  royalties  were  claimed, 
tracts,  see  supra^  IX.  General  Jurisdic-  Maitland  v.  Central  Gas,  etc.,  Co.,  7 
tion  of  Suits  on  or  concerning  Patents,  Misc.  Rep.  (N.   Y.   C.   PI.)  408.      See 

3.  Allegation  of  Title.  —  In  an  action  Maitland  v.  Drew,  14  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 
at  law  for  money  received  under  a  con-  Y.  C.  PI.)  60. 

tract  relating  to  the  sale  of  the  right  to  Flea  that  Plaintiff  Not  Original  In- 
make  an  article  for  which  the  plaintiff  ventor.  —  In  an  action  to  recover  the 
claims  a  patent,  a  declaration  which  fees  due  under  a  contract  licensing  the 
states  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  pat-  defendant  to  make  and  use  a  patent,  a 
ent.  and  that  the  defendant  possessed  plea  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  original 
and  enjoyed  his  right  under  the  con-  and  first  inventor  is  bad  in  substance  as 
tract,  but  which  does  not  aver  that  the  not  forming  any  defense  to  the  action 
plaintiff  had  obtained  a  patent  or  that  where  the  plea  does  not  allege  any 
the  exclusive  right  was  vested  in  him,  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  ob- 
is defective.  But  in  such  case  the  de-  taining  the  contract,  that  defendant 
feet  in  the  declaration  will  be  cured  by  has  been  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment 
verdict.  Sunley  v,  Whipple,  2  Mc-  of  his  right  by  any  person  holding  a 
Lean  (U.  S.)  35.  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  paramount  title,  the  existence  of  any 
13,286.  such  paramount  title,  nor  the  retrans- 

4.  i^nMtioning  Validity  Whoro  Iwue  fer  of  the  alleged  rights  granted  be- 
Takon  on  Anothor  Ground.  —  In  an  action  cause  of  the  failure  of  consideration. 
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A  Suit  in  iqvity  may  also  be  maintained  for  an  account  of 
moneys  due  under  a  patent  contract.^ 

3.  Por  Breach  of  Contract  —  An  action  or  suit  for  the  breach  of 
a  contract  relating  to  a  patent  right  is  governed  by  the  general 
rules  applicable  to  actions  ex  contractu,^ 

4.  For  Fraud  in  Contract  or  Sale  —  Aotion  fu  DtaafM.  —  Where 
fraud  has  occurred  in  the  sale  of  a  patent  rights  the  injured  party 

Birdsall  v.  Perego,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  patent  was  invalid.    Marston  v.  Swett, 

251.  66   N.  Y.  206,  reversing  4  II an  (N.  Y.) 

Xethod  of  Plfiadiag  Boeoapmont.  —  In  153. 
an  action  at  law  to  recover  fees  due  Aetjon  Whore  Intorosti  of  Somo  Lioonoeoi 
and  unpaid  under  a  contract  granting  Snrroiidorod.  —  Where  five  persons  are 
the  defendant  the  exclusive  right  of  licensed  to  use  a  patented  article,  and 
manufacturing  and  selling  the  plain-  the  licensor  afterwards  consents  that 
tiff's  patent,  the  defendant  cannot  set  three  may  surrender  their  interest,  the 
up  by  special  plea  in  bar  the  defense  remaining  two  may  bring  an  action  in 
that  the  plaintifif  had  infringed  his  ex-  their  names  for  a  breach  of  the  license 
elusive  rights  under  the  license.  Mat*  without  uniting  the  licensees  whose  in- 
ters of  recoupment  cannot  be  pleaded  terest  has  been  surrendered.  Thebe- 
in  bar  of  the  action.  Birdsall  v.  Per-  rath  v.  Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Fed.  Rep. 
ego,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  251.  143, 

Action  in  Court  of  CUinii.  —  The  stat-  Allogationi  in  Doolaration  as  to  Xmoo 
utes  which  allow  individuals  to  ques-  and  Bditne  of  Patent,  —  In  an  action  of 
tion  the  validity  of  a  patent  do  not  assumpsit  for  a  breach  of  a  contract  to 
exclude  the  government  from  doing  so  execute  certain  notes  as  soon  as  a  pat- 
when  it  is  sued  in  the  Court  of  Claims  ent  for  certain  improvements  was  ob- 
upon  a  contract  for  the  use  of  a  pat-  tained,  a  declaration  that  a  certain 
ent.  It  is  proper  for  the  defendant,  improvement,  containing  in  reality  one 
the  government,  to  set  up  by  special  principal  and  three  distinct  minor  im- 
pleas  a  denial  of  the  originality  of  the  provements,  was  patented  on  a  day 
invention,  though  in  a  corresponding  named,  is  supported  by  evidence  that 
case  in  another  court  the  defendant  four  reissued  patents  were  subse- 
might  be  required  to  give  notice  of  the  quently  granted  on  an  original  patent 
proof  he  would  ofifer.  And  a  plea  by  of  the  date  named,  such  original  hav- 
the  government  that  the  patentee  was  ing,  in  its  specification,  described  all 
not  the  original  and  first  inventor  is  an  and  no  more  than  the  improvements 
ordinary  defense,  and  not  a  proceeding  specified  in  the  four  reissues,  the  re- 
to  vacate  a  patent.  Morse  Arms  Mo-  issues  relating  back.  Read  v.  Bowman, 
tion,  16  Ct.  of  CI.  296.  2  Wall.  (U.  S.)  591. 

1.  Dismissal  of  BiU.  —  The  complain-  How  Trial  on  Kew  Xvidenoe.  —  In  an 

ant  is  not  entitled  as  of  right  to  dismiss  action  for  the  breach  of  a  patent  con- 

his  bill  nor  should  he  be  allowed  to  do  tract,   if    newly    discovered    evidence 

so  where,  if  the  defense  set  up  were  which  is  submitted  would  not  change 

made  out  by  proof  the  defendant  would  the  result  of  the  verdict  and  judgment, 

be  entitled  to  a  decree  not  simply  deny-  a    new    trial  should  not  be  granted, 

ing  the  complainant's  right  to  money  Starling  v.  St.   Paul  Plow- Works,   32 

damages  or  an  accounting,  but  also  de-  Fed.  Rep.  290. 

daring  the  license  upon  which  the  suit  BiU   to   Enjoin  Breaoh  of  Lioonso.  ~ 

is  brought  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  Where  a  licensor  of  a  patent  has  agreed 

and  directing    its  cancellation.     Hat-  not  to  manufacture  or  permit  his  name 

Sweat  Mfg.   Co.   v.  Waring,  46  Fed.  to    be    used  in    the    manufacture    of 

Rep.  87.  articles  competing  with  those  made  by 

8.  Pleading  Inyalidity  of  Patent.  *—  In  the  licensee,  the  latter  cannot  maintain 

an  action  in  a  state  court  to  recover  for  a  bill  to  enjoin  ihe  licensor  from  doing 

the  breach  of  a  contract  relating  to  a  the  above  acts  in  competition  with  a 

patent,  a  judgment  of  a  jfederal  court  third  party,  to  whom  the  licensee  has 

declaring  the  patent  void,  though  not  given  a  license,  when  there  is  no  alle- 

set  up  in  the  answer,  is  admissible  in  gation  in  the  bill  that  the  plaintiflF  is 

evidence  under  an  allegation  that  the  thereby  damaged  and  when  such  third 
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may  have  his  remedy  by  an  action  on  the  case  for  damages.^ 

lidt  in  Sfoity  Ust  CftOMllAtion.  —  Or  he  may  sue  in  equity  for  a  can- 
cellation of  the  sale,  or  reformation  of  the  instrument,  etc.* 

XY.  QmsTnre  Titlx  to  Patsitt  avb  Co][fbllih0  AsnenoEVT. 

—  In  a  suit  to  determine  the  title  to  a  patent^  or  to  quiet  it  or 
remove  a  cloud  therefrom»  or  to  compel  an  assignment  thereof, 
the  general  principles  governing  such  proceedings  are  applicable 
so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit.' 

party  is  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings,  the  latter  was  concerned  in  such  fraud- 
Adams,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Westlake,  53  ulent  sale.  Ambler  v,  Chouteau,  i 
Fed.  Rep.  588.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  272,  distinguishing  Am- 

1.  AiBimdimmt  of  BMlaration  to  Mato  bier  v.  Whipple,  20  Wall.  (U.  S.)  546, 

Iiqvry  Xoro  Xinutolj.  —  In  an  action  on  and  affirmed  in  107  U.  S.  586. 

the  case  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  a  pat-  Sill  Not  Showing  Boliof  Doslrod.  —  A 

ent  right  in  an  undivided  fourth  part  bill  in  equity,  alleging  a   fraudulent 

of  certain  territory,  the  plaintiff  may  sale  of  complainant's  patented  inven- 

be  allowed,  at  a  term  subsequent  to  tion,  which  does  not  show  whether  the 

that  to  which  the  suit  was  brought,  to  relief  desired  is  the  cancellation  of  the 

amend    his    declaration,  setting  forth  sale  and  the  return  of  the  patent,  or  a 

substantially  the  same  transaction  and  confirmation  of  the  sale  and  an  account 

the    same    injury,    but    containing  a  of  profits,  is  defective  on  demurrer,  and 

further  and  more  minute  statement  of  should  be  cured  by  amendments.     Am- 

the  injurious  acts  of  the    defendant,  bier  v,  Chouteau,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  272, 

Peck  V.  Bacon,  18  Conn.  377.  affirmed  107  U.  S.  586. 

AmondmoBt   to  Doolaro  for  Broaoh  of  Plea  of  Yalnablo  CondderatioB  to  Bill 

Waxraiity.  —  In  an  action  for  damages  Alloging  Fraud.  —  To  a   bill  in  equity 

resulting  from   the   fraudulent  repre-  brought  to  reform  an  instrument  of  re- 

sentations  of  the  defendant  in   rela-  assignment  of  a  patent  so  as  not  to  in- 

tion  to  the  nature  of  a  patent  right  sold  elude  a  particular  patent  the  defendant 

by  him   to  the   plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  pleaded    to    so    much    of  the  bill  as 

may  so  amend  a  count  which,  out  of  alleged  fraud  in  making  the  instrument 

several   in   his  petition,   he   has   been  that  he  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of 

compelled  to  elect  and  stand  upon,  as  the  letters  patent  for  "  a  good  and  valu- 

to  declare  for  the  first   time  upon  a  able    consideration,   to  wit,  a  certain 

breach  of  warranty  in  such  sale  as  well  sum  of  money  then  advanced  and  paid 

as  for  the  fraud.     Hunt  v.  Hoover,  24  by  him  '*  to  the  patentee  without  notice 

Iowa  231.  of  the  fraud.     The  court  held  that  the 

8.  Xoltiluioiisiioii  and  Amondmont.  —  words  **  good  and  valuable  "  might  re- 

A  bill  in  equity  against  a  fraudulent  fer  to  what  would  be  good  and  valu- 

sale  of  a  patented  invention  should  not  able  between  the  parties,  which  might 

be    multifarious,    though    it    may  be  be  very  slight,  and  *'  a  certain  sum  of 

amended.      Ambler    «/.   Chouteau,     i  money  "  might  be  a  very  small  sum  and 

Fed.  Cas.   No.  272,  affirmed  107  U.  S.  wholly  inadequate  to  make  the  defend- 

586.  ant*s  equity  superior  to  the  plaintiff's  if 

Partifli  to  Salt  lor  Caaoollation  of  As-  the  fraud  did  in  fact  exist,  and  that  un- 

figmnont.  —  In  a  suit  to  cancel  a  fraud-  der  the  rules  of  pleading  the  considera- 

ulent  assignment  of  a  patent  and  to  tion  ought  to  have  been   set  forth  in 

remove  it  from  the  Patent  OflSce  rec-  amount  in  traversable  form,  so  that  the 

ords,  the  assignors  and  assignees  and  plaintiff  could  traverse  it  if  he  chose,  or 

the  commissioner  of  patents  are  neces-  the  court  see  that  it  was  adequately 

sary  parties.     Backus  Portable  Steam  valuable  if  not  traversed.      The  plea 

Heater  Co.  t'.  Simonds,  2  App.  Cas.  (D.  was  accordingly  overruled.     Secombe 

C.)  290.                         '  V,  Campbell,  2  Fed.  Rep.  357. 

BiU  Against  Fraudnlont  8alo  Brought  by  8.  Senrioo  by  Pablioation  in  Salt  to  Do- 

Ono     Fartnor.  —  One    partner    cannot  tormino  Title  to  Patont.  —  In  a  suit  to 

maintain  a   bill  in    equity  against  a  determine  the  title  to  a  patent  right 

fraudulent  sale  of  a  patent,  issued  to  the  petitioner  is  not  entitled  to  an  order 

the  partnership,   without   joining  the  directing    service    of  process   upon   a 

other  partner  as  a  party,  even  though  '  nonresidentcorporation  by  publication. 
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XVI  Appial  avd  Ebbob  iir  Suits  ok  ob  CoBOEBvnre  Fatebts 
—  1.  When  lies,  and  Jnrisdiotion  of  Conrtt  in  OeneraL  —  Under  the 
Revised  Statutes,  which  substantially  re-enacted  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  1870,  a  writ  of  error  from  or  an  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  lay  from  any  final  judgment  at  law  or  final  decree 
in  equity  of  any  circuit  court,  or  of  any  district  court  acting  as  a 
circuit  court,  or  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
or  of  any  territory,  in  any  case  touching  patent  rights,  without 
regard  to  the  sum  or  value  in  dispute.* 

Section  8  of  Judiciary  Act  1875,  which  1.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  699;  Act  July  8,  1870, 

provides  for  such  service   upon  non-  §5^.     See  also  Act  Feb.  15,  1819;  Act 

resident  defendants  when  the  suit  is  Feb.   18,  1861.     For  matters  generally 

commenced  '*  to  enforce  any  legal  or  pertaining  to  appeals  and  writs  of  error 

equitable  lien  upon  or  claim  to,  or  to  see  artide  Appeals,  vol.  2,  p.   i,  and 

removing  any  incumbrance  or  lien  or  articFe  Error,  Writ  of,  vol.  7,  p.  817. 

cloud  upon,  the  title  to  real  or  personal  Amount  or  Yaluo  in  Dispato  —  In  Gen- 

property  within  the  district  where  such  eral,  —  Act  July  4, 1836,  §  17,  granting 

suit  is  brought,"   does  not  cover,  and  a  writ  of  error  from  decisions  in  actions 

was  not  intended  to  cover,  such  incor-  on  patents,  as  in  ordinary  cases,  and 

poral  and  intangible  property  as  a  pat-  then  adding  the  privilege  of  it "  in  all 

ent  right,  possession  of  which  must  of  other  cases  in  which  the  court  shall 

necessity  be  ideal  and  not  actual,  and  deem  it  reasonable  to  allow  the  same," 

which  cannot  be  seized  or  sold  under  was  doubtless  intended  to  reach  suits 

execution.      Non- Magnetic  Watch  Co.  where  the  amount  in  dispute  was  less 

V.  Association,  etc.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  6.  than  $2,000,  on  account  of  the  impor- 

Bomoving  Olond  from  Title  to  Void  Pat-  tance  of  the  points  sometimes  raised, 

ent.  —  A  bill  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  and  the  convenience  of  having  the  de- 

the  title  to  a  void  patent   cannot  be  cisions  on  patents  uniform  by  being 

maintained,  since  there  can  be  neither  finally  settled,  when  doubtful,  by  one 

legal  nor  equitable  ownership  of  a  void  tribunal  such  as  the  Supreme  Court, 

patent.     Kennedy  v,  Hazelton,  128  U.  Hogg  v,  Emerson,  6  How.  (U.  S.)  437. 

S.  667.  Suit  Against  Infringer  or  Rival  Pat- 

Snit  by  BeoeiTor  of  DissolTod  Corpora-  entee,  —  Act  Feb.  18,  1861,  allowing  a 

tion  to  Compel  AwrignmenC  of  Title.  —  A  writ  of  error  or  appeal  in   a  patent 

receiver  of  a  dissolved  corporation  can  case  without  regard  to  the  amount  in 

maintain  suit  against  one  having  the  controversy,   applied  as   well  to  suits 

legal  title  to  a  patent,  where  it  is  al-  against  an  infringer  of  a  patent  as  to 

leged  that  the  title  of  the  defendant  interference  cases  arising  between  rival 

is  subordinate  in  equity  to  the  title  of  patentees,  or  to  controversies  between 

the  complainant,  and  where  the  relief  such  patentees  or  those  claiming  under 

sought  is  to  compel  the  defendant  to  them.     Act  July  8,  1870,  did  not  alter 

execute  a  conveyance  of  the   patent,  the  right  of  appeal  or  to  a  writ  of  error 

McCulloh  V,  Association,  etc.,  45  Fed.  in   this   respect.      Philip  v.   Nock,    13 

Rep.  479.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  185. 

AUegations  of  BiU  for  Assignment  of  Amount  of  Costs  Only  Question  Raised, 

Title.  —  A  bill  brought  by  a  dissolved  —  The  discretionary  power  of  the  Cir- 

corporation  to  compel  one  of  its  former  cuit  Court,  under  Act  July  4,  1836,  to 

employees  to  convey  to  it  the  title  to  allow  a  writ  of  error  in  a  patent  case 

certain  letters  patent,  granted  to  him  where  the  amount  involved  was  less 

for  a  device  invented   and   perfected  than  $2,000,  was  evidently  confined  to 

during  his  employment  by  the  corpora-  cases  which  involved  the  construction 

tion,  cannot  be  sustained  on  demurrer  of  the  patent  laws  and  the  claims  and 

where,  from  the  averments  of  the  bill,  rights     of     patentees     under    them, 

it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  Therefore,   where    the  only    question 

agreement  by  virtue  of  which  the  cor-  was  the  amount  of  costs  to  be  taxed 

poration  was  to  have  the  title  to  the  in-  and  the  amount  allowed  was  less  than 

ventions  made  or  patents  obtained  by  $2,000,  a  writ  of  error  would  be  dis- 

the  employee.      Hapgood   v,   Hewitt,  missedforwantof  jurisdiction,  since  the 

119  U.  S.  226.  question  of  costs  was  not  regulated  by 
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Aet  1891,  Craatlag  the  drenit  Ck>vrt  ef  Appaali,  gave  to  this  court  final 
appellate  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  arising  under  the  patent  laws, 
allowing  such  court  to  certify  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  any  questions  or  propositions  of  law  concerning  which  it 
desired  the  instruction  cf  that  court,  and  providing  that  it  shall 
be  competent  for  the  Supreme  Court  by  certiorari  or  otherwise  to 
require  the  case  to  be  certified  to  it  for  review  and  determina- 
tion, with  the  same  power  and  authority  in  the  case  as  if  it  had 
been  carried  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court.* 

8.  Writ  of  Kror  to  State  Court  —  Federal  Question  InTolTed.  —  If  in 
a  suit  in  a  state  court  on  a  contract  concerning  a  patent  right,  a 
federal  question  is  involved  or  decided,  the  decision  may  be 
brought  up  to  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  for  review  by 
writ  of  error.*    • 

the  patent  laws,  but  by  the  same  prin-  ents,  as  in  ordinary  cases,  and  '*  in  air 

ciples  and  laws  which  would  obtain  in  other  cases  in  which  the  court  shall 

any  other  case  before  the  court.     Sizer  deem  it  reasonable  to  allow  the  same," 

V.  Many,  i6  How.  (U.  S.)  98.  when  the    court  deemed   it  "  reason- 

Suits    on  Patent  Contracts.  —  Under  able  *'  to  allow  a  writ  of  error  at  all,  it 

Act  1836,  §  17,  the  right  of  appeal  from  must  have   been  on   the   whole   case, 

the  Circuit  Court  to  the  Supreme  Court,  Hogg  v,  Emerson,  6  How.  (U.  S.)  437,, 

where  the  sum  in  dispute  is  below  two  11  How.  (U.  S.)  587. 

thousand  dollars,    being    confined   to  Agreed    Statement  of  Faeti.  —  Unaer 

^'actions,  suits,  controversies,  and  cases  Act  1836  patent  cases  could  be  brought 

arising  under  any  law  of  the  United  before    the  Supreme    Court   upon   an 

States,  granting  or  confirming  to  in-  agreed  statement  of  facts.     Stimpsonz/. 

ventors    the  exclusive    right  to   their  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  10  How.  (U.  S.) 

inventions  or  discoveries,"  a  suit  in  329. 

equity  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  set  aside  1.  Act  March  3,  1891,  §  6. 

or  enforce  a  patent  contract,  involving  Certiorari.  —  As   to    certifying  cases 

no  dispute   arising  under   the   patent  from,    and   certiorari    to,    the   Circuit 

laws,   was   not  appealable  to  the  Su-  Court  of  Appeals,  see  articles  Certi- 

preme   Court   unless   the    amount    in  fied  Cases,  vol.  3,  p.  918;  Certiorari^ 

controversy    exceeded    two    thousand  vol.  4,  p.  i. 

dollars.     Wilson  v,  Sandford,  10  How.  Appeal  IHreot  to  Supreme  Conrt  —  A 

(U.  S.)  99;  Brown  z/.  Shannon,  20  How.  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  enjoin  the 

(U.  S.)  55.  collection    of    a    tax    imposed   by   an 

Rev.  Stat.,  §  699,  substantially  re-  alleged  unconstitutional  state  law  on 

enacting  Act  July  8,  1870,  c.  230,  §  56,  letters  patent  is  not  one  arising  under 

varied  the  language  of  Act  1836,  and  the  patent  laws,  so  that  an  appeal  can 

allowed  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal  from  be  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 

any   final  judgment  or  decree  of  the  under  Act  March  3,   1891,  §  7,  but  is 

Circuit  Court  without  regard  to  the  sum  one  involving  the  constitutionality  of  a 

or  value  in  dispute**  in  any  case  touch-  state  law  and  must  be  appealed  directly 

ing  patent  rights."     Under  this  an  ac-  to  the  Supreme  Court  under  section  5 

tion  for  the  breach  of  a  patent  contract  of  the  above  act.     Holtz^.  Indiana  Mfg. 

in  which  the  validity  and  the  infringe-  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  i. 

ment   of    a    patent    right    were    con-  2.  Jurisdiotion  of  State  Court  Involved, 

tro verted   was    undoubtedly   a    '*  case  —  In  an  action  at  law  in  a  state  court, 

touching    patent    rights"   and   within  upon  an  agreement  in  writing  by  which 

the  appellate    jurisdiction  of  the  Su-  the  plaintiffs,  as  owners  of  letters  pat- 

preme  Court  without    regard    to  the  ent  already  once  reissued,  granted  to 

sum  or  value    in   dispute.      St.    Paul  the  defendant  an  exclusive  license  to 

Plough  Works  v.  Starling,   127  U.  S.  make  and  sell   the  patented    articles 

376.  within  a  certain  territory  during  the 

Beview  of  Whole  Gaie.  —  Under  Act  term  of  the  patent  or  any  extension  or 
July  4,  1836,  §  17,  granting  a  writ  of  renewal  thereof,  the  defendant  con- 
error  from  decisions  in  actions  on  pat-  tended  that  the  state  court    had    no 
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Whoa  Tlioro  If  Ko  aoootioa  aador  ?atoat  Lawi.  —  But  the  correctness 
of  a  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  state  upon  the  merits, 
based  upon  the  existence  and  effect  of  an  agreement  relating  to 
a  patent,  and  not  necessarily  passing  upon  any  question  under 
the  patent  laws,  cannot  on  writ  of  error  be  reviewed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.* 

3.  Character  of  Decree  Authorising.  — Prior  to  the  Aet  of  1891  estab- 
lishing the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  an  order  or  decree  in  a  pat- 
ent cause,  whether  upon  preliminary  application  or  upon  final 
hearing  granting  an  injunction  and  referring  the  cause  to  a  master 
for  an  account  of  profits  and  damages,  was  interlocutory  only  and 
not  final  and  therefore  not  reviewable  on  appeal  before  a  final 
decree  in  the  cause.* 

CoBftraotioa  of  Aot  1891.  —  Under  the  Act  of  1 89 1  it  has  been  held 
in  a  number  of  cases  that  a  preliminary  or  interlocutory  order  or 
decree  is  not  appealable  in  its  entirety  so  that  the  merits  may  be 
considered,  but  that  the  appellate  court  is  restricted  to  a  consid- 
eration of  whether  the  injunction  was  rightly  granted  or  denied.* 

jurisdiction  because  the  plaintiffs'  right  questions  involved  was  exclusively  in 
to  maintain  the  action  depended  upon  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  cannot 
whether  the  reissue  of  the  patent  was  supply  the  want  of  all  evidence  to  that 
valid  or  invalid  under  the  patent  laws  effect  in  the  record.  Felix  v,  Scharn- 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  of  that  weber,  125  U.  S.  54. 
question  the  courts  of  the  United  States  Groundi  of  Bowoo  Broad  Enough  With- 
had  exclusive  jurisdiction.  It  was  held  out  Soforonoo  to  7odoral  (Question. — 
that  the  judgment  of  the  state  court  Where  a  controversy  in  a  state  court 
holding  that  the  question  of  validity  of  was  in  respect  to  tne  rescission  of  a 
the  reissue  could  not  be  contested  in  contract  for  the  exchange  of  an  inven- 
an  action,  and  assuming  jurisdiction  lion  for  a  stock  of  merchandise,  and  the 
to  render  judgment  against  the  defend-  decree  rested  on  grounds  broad  enough 
ant,  necessarily  involved  a  decision  to  sustain  it  without  reference  to  any 
against  the  immunity  claimed  by  the  federal  question,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
defendant  under  the  Constitution  and  the  United  States  has  no  jurisdiction, 
laws  of  the  United  States,  which  de-  Wade  v,  Lawder,  165  U.  S.  624. 
cision  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Where  it  does  not  appear  upon  what 
States  had  jurisdiction  to  review  on  ground  the  highest  court  of  a  state  de- 
error  to  the  state  court.  Dale  Tile  Mfg.  cided  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  pat- 
Co.  t/.  Hyatt,  125  U.  S.  46.  ent  contract,  but  it  is  apparent  that  the 

1.  Marsh  v,  Nichols,  140  U.  S.  344;  case  might  properly  have  been  deter- 

Dale  Tile  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Hyatt,  125  U.  mined  upon  a  ground  broad  enough  to 

S.  46.  support  the  judgment  without   resort 

Appeoranoo  of  7odoral  Quostion  in  Boo-  to  a  federal  question,  the  Supreme 
ord.  —  Where  the  record  of  a  suit  in  a  Court  of  the  United  States  has  no  juris- 
state  court  concerning  a  patent  right  diction  on  writ  of  error.  Walter  A. 
does  not  show  that  any  question  under  Wood  Mowing,  etc.,  Mach.  Co.  v.  Skin- 
Che  patent  laws  was  presented  or  de-  ner,  139  U.  S.  293. 
cided  or  was  necessary  to  be  decided,  2.  Smith  v.  Vulcan  Iron  Works,  165 
a  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  U.  S.  518;  Barnard  v,  Gibson,  7  How. 
be  obtained.  Brown  v.  Atwell,  92  U.  (U.  S.)  650;  Humiston  v.  Stainthorp,  2 
S.  327.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  106;    Potter  v.  Mack,  3 

The  petition  upon  which  the  writ  of  Fisher  Pat.  Cas.  428. 

error  was  allowed,  and  the  certificate  of  8.  Columbus  Watch  Co.  v.  Robbins, 

the  chief  justice  of  the  state  court,  rep-  52  Fed.  Rep.  337  \overruUd  in  Bissell 

resenting  that  the  validity  of  the  patent  Carpet  Sweeper  Co.  v,  Goshen  Sweeper 

was  assailed,  and  that  the  defendant  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  545;  Dueber  Watch, 

alleged  that  the  jurisdiction  to  try  the  Case  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robbins,  75  Fed.  Rep. 
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By  the  generally  accepted  practice  and  the  weight  of  authority, 
however,  it  is  believed  now  to  be  settled  that  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  from  an  interlocutory  order  or  decree  in  a  patent  cause 
granting  or  continuing  an  injunction  in  its  entirety,  the  merit3  of 
the  case  considered  and  decided,  and  the  bill  dismissed  if  the 
decision  be  in  the  defendant's  favor.* 

4.  Prooeedings,  Evidenoe,  and  Determination — a.  In  General.  — 
With  such  modifications  as  are  demanded  by  the  nature  of  the 
case,  the  general  rules  governing  the  proceedings,  evidence,  and 
determination  are  applicable  to  appeals  and  writs  of  error  in  suits 
on  or  concerning  patents.' 

b.  Evidence  to  Be  Used.  —  According  to  the  general  rule 
the  only  evidence  to  be  considered  by  the  appellate  court  is  that 
which  was  before  the  court  below. • 

r.  Objections  and  Errors.  —  In  general  the  appellate  court 
will  not  consider  objections  which  were  not  made  in  the  court 

17];    Blount  V.  Societe,  etc.,  53  Fed.  Cable  R.  Co.,  58  Fe^.  Rep.  336;  Butte 

Rep.  98;  Kilmer  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Griswold,  City  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Cable  R.  Co., 

67  Fed.  Rep.  1017;  Duplex  Printing-  60  Fed.  Rep.  410;  Vulcan  Iron  Works 

Press  Co.  v.  Campbell  Printing-Press,  v.  Smith,  62  Fed.  Rep.  444;  Wheaton 

etc.,  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.  250;  Thompson  f.  Norton,  70  Fed.  Rep.  833;   Dueber 

V,  Nelson,  71  Fed.  Rep.  339;  Jensen  v,  Watch-Case  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robblns,  75 

Norton,  64  Fed.  Rep.  662.    See  Dudley  Fed.  Rep.  17;  Bissell  Carpet  Sweeper 

E.  Jones  Co.  r.  Munger  Improved  Cot-  Co.  v.  Goshen  Sweeper  Co.,  72  Fed. 

ten  Mach.  Mfg.  Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  785;  Rep.    67,    545    [overruling     Columbus 

Electric    Mfg.  Co.  v,  Edison  Electric  Watch   Co.  v,  Robbins,  52  Fed.  Rep. 

Light  Co..  61  Fed.  Rep.  834.  337].    See  generally   the    article    Ap- 

1.  Smith  V,  Vulcan  Iron  Works,  165  teals,  vol.  2,  p.  64. 
U.    S.   518;    Richmond  v.  Atwood,  48        8.  Eulingi  onEvideaot  in  an  action  at 

Fed.  Rep.  910,  52  Fed.  Rep.  10;  Dudley  law  upon  a  patent  contract  are  made  in 

£.   Jones  Co.   v.    Munger    Improved  the  discretion  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and 

Cotton  Mach.  Mfg.  Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  will  not  in  general  be  reviewed  by  the 

785;  American  Paper  Pail,  etc.,  Co.  v.  appellate  court  on  writ  of  error.     St. 

National  Folding  Box,  etc.,  Co.,  51  Fed.  Paul  Plow  Works  v.  Starling,  140  U.  S. 

Rep.  229;    Marden  r.  Campbell  Print-  184. 

ing-Press,  etc.,  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  809;  4iiMrtioiis  of  7aot.  —  On  error  to  the 
Wright,  etc.,  Wire-Cloth  Co.  v,  Clin-  Circuit  Court,  in  an  action  at  law  to  re- 
ton  Wire  Cloth  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  790;  cover  royalties  due  on  a  contract  relat- 
Florida  Constr.  Co.  v.  Young,  59  Fed.  ing  to  a  patent  right,  the  Supreme  Court 
Rep.  721;  Featherstone  v.  George  R.  cannot  review  the  finding  of  the  court 
Bid  well  Cycle  Co.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  631;  below  that  earlier  patents  put  in  evi- 
Curtis  V,  Overman  Wheel  Co.,  58  Fed.  dence  by  the  defendant  did  not  antici- 
Rep.  784;  Westinghouse  Air-Brake  Co.  pate  the  plaintiff's  invention.  This  was 
;/.  New  York  Air-Brake  Co.,  63  Fed.  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided  on  the 
Rep.  96a;  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v.  evidence  before  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
Johnson  R.  Signal  Co,  61  Fed.  Rep.  the  appellate  court  cannot  consider  such 
940;  Erie  Rubber  Co.  v,  American  evidence  as  if  the  suit  were  in  equity. 
Dunlop  Tire  Co.,  70  Fed.  Rep.  58;  St.  Paul  Plow  Works  v.  Starling,  140 
Temple  Pump  Co.  v,  Goss  Pump,  etc.,  U.  S.  184. 

Mfg.  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  196;  Northwest-       8.  Consolidated  Electric  Storage  Co. 

ern  Stove  Repair  Co.  v.  Lee,  58  Fed.  v.  Accumulator  Co.,  55  Fed.  Rep.  485; 

Rep.  182;  Canl  v,  Colby,  64  Fed.  Rep.  Vermont  Farm  Mach.   Co.  v,  Gibson, 

594:   Standard  Elevator  Co.  v.  Crane  56  Fed.  Rep.  143. 
Elevator  Co.,  76  Fed.  Rep.  767;  Lock-       ETidniM  M&eimtly  Aiith«itie»t«d. — 

wood  V.  Wickes,  75  Fed.  Rep.  118;  Con-  A  patent  used  in  an  examination  of 

solidated  Piedmont  Cable  Co.  V.  Pacific  witnesses,  and  marked  as  an  exhibit 
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below.  ^  But  the  court  may  and  oftentimes  will  notice  matters 
of  its  own  motion  where  no  exceptions  or  errors  were  assigned 
thereon.* 

d.  Effect  of  Prior  Adjudications.  —  A  prior  adjudication 
in  another  circuit,  on  the  patent  in  suit,  is  entitled  to  great 

weight  with  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  and  it  is  believed  will 

by  the  examiner,  and  made  a  part  of  Booree  Broader  tluui  nndingi.  —  The 
the  record,  is  sufficiently  authenticated  public  has  an  incidental  interest  in  pat- 
as  a  part  of  the  evidence  in  the  case  on  ent  litigation  which  throws  a  duty  on> 
appeal.  Clarlc  Thread  Co.  «/.  Willi-  the  appellate  court  to  notice  certain 
maniic  Linen  Co.,  140  U.  S.  481.  matters  of  its  own   motion.     One  of 

Part  of  BTidonoo  Hot  Boforo  AppoUato  these  is  to  correct  a  decree  which  is. 
Govt.  —  Where  the  Circuit  Court  found  broader  than  the  findings  of  the  court, 
infringement  mostly  from  comparison  The  duty  of  drawing  out  a  proper  de- 
of  two  designs,  and  there  was  conflict-  cree  rests  on  the  solicitor  for  the  com- 
ing evidence  on  the  point  the  appellate  plainant,  and  where  he  draws  an  im-^ 
court,  in  the  absence  of  an  opportunity  proper  one  the  court  will  be  protected 
to  inspect  and  compare  the  two  de-  by  a  proper  adjustment  of  costs.  But 
signs,  will  not  take  it  upon  itself  to  say  where  the  appellant  has  assigned  no- 
that  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  finding  error  on  this  account  he  will  not  be 
infringement.  Dobson  v.  Dornan,  118  allowed  costs.  Shute  v.  Morley  Sewing- 
U.  S.  ID.  Mach.  Co.,  64  Fed.  Rep.  368. 

1.  See  article  Excbptions  and  Ob-        Xstoppol  to  QuftioB  Validity  of  Pato&t- 

JECTIONS,  vol.  8,  p.  153;   and  Western  —  The  estoppel  of  an  assignor  to  ques^ 

Electric  Co.  v.  Sperry  Electric  Co.,  58  tion  the  validity  of  the  patent  in  a  suit 

Fed.  Rep.  186.  for  infringement  brought  against  him. 

AnObjoetioiilnr  Wdoiador  of  Partial  in  by  the  assignee,  is  not  waived  because- 

a    suit    in    equity    for    infringement,  the  complainant  did  not  anticipate  the 

raised  for  the  first  time  in  the  appellate  defense  of  invalidity  in  his  bill,  and. 

court,  after  a  final  decree,  comes  too  the  court  on  appeal  will  give  effect  tot 

late.      Livingston    v.   Woodworth,    15  the  estoppel  though  the  parties  did  not. 

How.  (U.  S.)  546.  wish    to    raise    it.      Otherwise    there- 

Tho  Objoetion  that  tho   Word    "Pat-  would  be    submitted  to  the  court   a 

OAtod  "  Was  Kot  Aflzod  on  the  article  as  moot  patent  cause,  which,  on  account 

required  by  Act  March  2,  1861,  cannot  of  the   public  interest    involved,    the 

be  taken  in  the  appellate  court  where  court  is  ordinarily  disinclined  to  per- 

the  bill  and  answer  are  both  silent  on  mit.      Woodward    v.    Boston   Lasting 

the  point.     Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Mach.  Co.,  63  Fed.  Rep.  609. 
Goodyear,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  788.  Prooeduro  Whoro  Gaso  Gooo  Off  on  Point 

Ck>rrootnesi  of  Maiter'i  Boport.  —  On  Hot  Baited.  —  Where  on  appeal  in  a. 
appeal  from  the  final  decree  in  a  patent  suit  in  equity  for  infringement  it  is  ap- 
suit,  it  is  too  late  to  object  to  the  cor-  parent  that  the  result  has  turned  on  aa 
rectness  of  the  master's  report,  no  ex-  issue  which  the  appellants  did  not  an- 
ceptions  having  been  filed  in  the  court  ticipate,  either  in  the  higher  or  lower- 
below.  Kinsman  v.  Parkhurst,  18  How.  court,  and  the  surprise  comes  from  the 
(U.  S.)  289.  fact  that  the  issue  was  raised  by  the 

Aooount  Boyond  Ordor.  —  Where  the  court  while  the  parties  intended  not  to- 
parties  to  a  suit  in  equity  for  infringe-  raise  it;  and  it  is  suggested  by  the  ap- 
ment  have  consented  to  a  decree  by  pellants  that  the  issue  can  be  met  by 
which  an  account  should  be  taken  of  further  proofs;  the  court  may  deny  a. 
gains  and  profits,  according  to  the  rehearing  of  the  appeal,  but  reserve  to 
prayer  of  the  bill,  the  defendant  is  not  the  appellants  liberty  to  file  in  the  Cir- 
precluded  from  objecting  on  appeal  cuit  Court  an  application  for  leave  to 
that  the  account  went  beyond  the  file  a  bill  of  review,  or  leave  to  adopt 
order.  Livingston  v,  Woodworth,  15  other  appropriate  methods,  and  to  pro- 
How.  (U.  S.)  546.  ceed  thereon  as  the  court  may  deter- 

8.  Standard   Elevator  Co.   v.  Crane  mine.     Woodward   v,  Boston   Lasting, 

Elevator  Co.,  76  Fed.  Rep.  767.  Mach.  Co.,  63  Fed.  Rep.  609. 
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ordinarily  be  accorded  the  same  effect  as  it  would  be  in  the  Cir- 
cuit  Court.* 

TlM  Bale  of  Coadty  Boot  Kot  Ooatrol  the  AppolUto  Ooart,  and  it  is  at 
liberty  to  examine  the  former  adjudication  and  dispose  of  it  in 
accordance  with  its  own  convictions  and  to  examine  independ- 
ently all  the  questions  presented  by  the  record.* 

5.  Judgment  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  appellate  court  disposes 
of  the  case  by  dismissing  the  bill,  or  by  affirming  or  reversing 
the  decree  and  granting  appropriate  relief.  • 

*.  Expiration  or  Surrender  of  Patent  Pending 
Appeal.  —  Where  pending  an  appeal  in  a  suit  in  equity  for 
infringement  the  patent  has  expired  or  has  been  surrendered, 
there  is  generally  nothing  left  for  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
court  to  act  upon,  and  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed.^ 

c.  Appeal  from  Costs  Only.  —  Where  the  question  of 
costs  is  the  only  substantial  one  raised  on  appeal  from  a  decree 
in  a  suit  for  infringement,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed,*  or  the 
decree  affirmed  without  examining  the  merits.* 

1.  Duplex  Printing-press  Co.  v,  affirming  a  decree  dismissing  a  bill  for 
Campbell  Printing-Press,  etc.,  Co.,  69  infringement  tbe  appellate  court  will 
Fed.  Rep.  250;  Bresnahan  v.  Leveller  refuse  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the 
Tripp  Giant  Co.,  72  Fed.  Rep.  920;  bill  to  bring  in  patents  not  previously 
American  Paper  Pail,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Na-  in  issue.  Martin,  etc.,  Cash-Carrier 
tional  Folding  Box,  etc.,  Co.,  51  Fed.  Co.  w.  Martin,  71  Fed.  Rep.  519. /<?/- 
Rep.  229;  Thomson -Houston  Electric  lowing  American  Bell  Telepone  Co.  v. 
Co.  V,  Ohio  Brass  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  U.  S.,  68  Fed.  Rep.  542. 

712.  Award  of  BeU«f  on  Xzpirod  and  TTnoz- 

2.  Curtis  V,  Overman  Wheel  Co.,  58  pirod  Patonti.  —  Where  suits  in  equity 
Fed.  Rep.  785;  Wanamaker  v.  Enter-  are  instituted  for  the  infringement  of 
prise  Mfg.  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  791;  two  patents,  and  the  Circuit  Court  dis- 
American  Paper  Pail,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Na-  misses  the  bills,  the  appellate  court,  in 
tional  Folding  Box,  etc.,  Co.,  51  Fed.  reversing  the  decrees  after  the  first 
Rep.  229;  National  Cash  Register  Co.  patent  had  expired,  but  not  the  second, 
V,  American  Cash  Register  Co.,  53  will  award  an  account  of  profits  and 
Fed.  Rep.  367.  damages  as  to  both  patents,  and  a  per- 

8.  Jnriidietion  Wrongly  Xefiued  in  Oir-  petual  injunction  as  to  the  second  pat- 

enit  Conrt.  —  Wherie  the  jurisdiction  of  ent.     Consolidated  Safety- Valve  Co.  v. 

the  Circuit  Court  in  a  suit  in  equity  Crosby  Steam  Gauge,  etc.,  Co.,  113  U. 

upon  a  patent  is  clear  upon  the  face  S.  157. 

of  the  bill,  but  the  court  dismisses  the  4.  Gamewell  Fire-Alarm  Tel.  Co.  v. 

bill  upon  allegations  in  the  pleadings  Municipal   Signal  Co.,   61   Fed.   Rep. 

relating  to  the  existence  of  a  contract,  208;    Meyer  v,  Pritchard,  23  L.  ed.  (U. 

the  Supreme  Court  on  appeal  will  re-  S.)  961 ;    Lockwood  v,  Wickes,  75  Fed. 

verse  the  decree  and  remand  the  cause  Rep.  118. 

to  the  Circuit  Court  with  a  direction  to  0.  Gamewell  Fire-Alarm  Tel.  Co.  v, 

hear    it    upon  the   merits.     White  v.  Municipal  Signal  Co.,  77  Fed.  Rep.  490. 

Rankin,  144  U.  S.  628.  6.  Elastic  Fabrics  Co.  v.  Smith,  100 

Allowance  of  Amnndmwit  of  BilL  —  On  U.  S.  no. 
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PAYMENT. 

By  Archibald  R.  Watson. 

I  Scops  oy  Axticls,  i66. 
n.  VATmuB,  Opseatiov,  avs  EmcT  07  PuBA  OF  Patmivt,  167. 

1.  In  General^  167. 

2.  Payment  as  Affirmative  Defense^  167. 

3.  Payment  Not  a  General  Issue  Plea,  168. 

4.  Plea  of  Payment  as  Dispensing  with  Proof  of  Cause  of 

Action^  168. 

5.  Construction  of  Plea  of  Payment y  169. 

6.  Right  to  Open  and  Close ^  170. 

in.  VEOB88ITT  YOB  FUBA  07  FATMBKT,  I/O. 

1.  At  Common  LaWy  170. 

2.  Common-law  Pule  in  United  States^  172. 

a.  /«  General,  172. 

^.   Where  Plaintiff  Alleges  Indebtedness  Generally y  173. 

3.  Under  Statutes,  174. 

a.  /«  General — New  Matter,  174. 

b.  Conflict  of  Cases  Considered,  177. 

r.  Matter  in  Discharge  of  Contract,  180. 
d.  Action  for  Existing  Bcdance,  181. 

4.  Payment  in  Mitigation  of  Damages,  182. 

tf.  /«  GenercU,  182. 

^.  Payment  in  Bar  of  the  Action,  182. 

5.  Defendant's  Election  to  Plead,  183. 

IV.  SBQinsiTES  OF  Plea  of  Patxsvt,  183. 

1.  In  General,  183. 

2.  Denial  of  Original  Liability,  185. 

3.  Certainty  and  Particularity,  \%(i. 

a.  /«  General,  186. 

^.  Objection  for  Want  of  Certainty,  188. 
(i)  ^>i^«  Generally  Arises,  188. 

(2)  ZT^w  ra>^»,  188. 

(3)  When  Taken  —  Objection  to  Evidence,  189. 

c.  Amendments,  189. 

4.  Conclusions  of  Law,  190. 

5.  Matters  of  Evidence,  191. 
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6.  Negative  Pregnant^  191. 

7.  Information  and  Beliefs  192. 

8.  Presumption  of  Payment ^  192. 

9.  Payment  in  Manner  Other  than  as  Provided  For  in  Con- 

tract, 193. 

a.  In  General,  193. 

b.  Payment  in  Property,  193. 

r.  Payment  by  Check,  Drafts  or  Note^  194. 
{}\  In  General,  194. 
(2)  Payment  in  Suspension^  195. 

10.  Payment  by  Stranger,  196. 

11.  Payment  as  Garnishee,  196. 

12.  Payment  to  Agent,  196. 

13.  Payment  to  Assignor,  197. 

14.  Payment  After  Brecuh,  197. 

15.  Payment  After  Action  Brought,  198. 

16.  Payment  to  One  of  Several  Joint  Plaintiffs,  198. 

17.  Conclusion  of  Plea,  198. 

18.  Time  to  Plead  Payment,  200. 

19.  Joinder  with  Other  Pleas,  200. 

a.  In  General,  200. 

b.  With  Improper  Matter,  201. 

20.  Actions  on  Bonds  and  Records,  201. 

2 1 .  Part  Payment,  201. 

a.  In  General,  201. 

^.  Definiteness  and  Certainty,  203. 

^.  -^f  Complete  Defense,  203. 

fl^.  SmcUler  Sum  in  Discharge  of  Greater,  204. 

e,  Joinder  with  Other  Pleas,  205. 

/.  Actions  on  SpecicUties  and  Records,  205. 

T.  Stibsvcx  Abmibublx  uvdeb  Fuba  07  Pathivt,  205. 

1.  Early  Doctrine,  205. 

2.  J/i?r^  Modern  Rule,  207. 

a.  /«  GenercU,  207. 

^.  Amount  and  Particulars  of  Payment,  208. 

^.  Payment  in  Property,  208. 

</.  ^j'  Testamentary  Provision,  210. 

f.  Payment  to  Agent,  210. 
y.  Payment  to  Assignor,  210. 

^.  Payment  to  Third  Parties,  210. 
^.  Discharge  of  Sealed  Instrument,  211. 
/,  Accord  and  Satisfaction,  211. 
yl   Set-off,  212. 
i.  Counterclaims,  212. 

/.  Failure  of  Consideration,  Mistc^ke,  etc.^  21  a. 
«r.  Judgment  in  Garnishment,  213. 
«.  Discontinuance  of  Action,  21 1» 
0,  Statute  of  Limitations,  213. 
/.  Partial  Payments,  213. 
^,  Collection  and  Loss  of  Collaterals,  214. 
r.  Equitable  Defenses,  215. 
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3.  Evidence  to  Disprove  Cause  of  AcHofiy  2x5. 

4.  Facts  Excusing  Nonpayment^  2x5. 

5.  Where  Manner  of  Payment  Expressly  Stated^  215. 

6.  Puie  in  Chancery  Pleadings^  216. 

7.  Payment  with  Leave y  etCy  216 

a.  In  General^  216. 

b.  Necessity  for  Notice^  211 , 

YL  Sbpucatiov  to  Plba  of  Patiuvt,  218. 

1.  In  General^  218. 

2.  Pule  as  Affected  by  Conclusion  of  Plea^  219. 

3.  Construction  of  Plea  with  Reference  to  ifecessity  for  Pepli' 

cation^  220. 

4.  Replication  by  Way  of  New  Assignment^  221. 

Vn.  YEBDICT  AVS  JxrSOMBVT,  221. 

ym  Costs,  221. 

1.  In  General y  221. 

2.  Payment  Puis  Darrein  Continuance y  221. 

3.  Reduction  of  Debt  by  Payment  Below  yurisdictional  Limits 

222. 

a.  In  General^  222. 

b.  Where  Plaintiff  Recovers  No  Costs ^  222. 

c.  Discretionary  Costs ^  224. 

d.  Limited  Costs ^  225. 

4.  Payment  into  Courts  226. 

a.  Costs  Accruing  Before  Payment  into  Courts  226. 

b.  Costs  Subsequently  Accruing^  228^ 

c.  Should  be  Set  Up  by  Plea,  228. 

C  ROSS-R  EFERENCES. 

See  in  general,  in  connection  with  this  subject,  articles  FUNDS 
AND  DEPOSITS  IN  COUR  T,  vol.  9,  p.  727 ;  TENDER; 
NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS,  vol.  14,  p.  655. 
As  to  Judgment  Specifying  Means  of  Payment,  see  article  JUDG- 
MENTS, vol.  II,  p.  940. 
Plea  of  Payment  in  Suit  to  Enforce  Mechanic's  Lien,  see  article 

MECHANICS'  LIENS,  vol.  13,  p.  996. 
Alleging  Nonpayment  in  Action  on  Bill  or  Note,  see  article 
NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS,  vol.  14,  p.  542. 

I  Scope  op  Abticle.  —  This  article  is  devoted  to  a  considera- 
tion of  the  manner  of  setting  up  and  relying  on  the  defense  of 
payment  at  common  law  and  under  the  codes.  It  also  includes 
a  discussion  of  the  effect  of  payment,  under  various  statutes 
making  special  provision  as  to  the  costs  of  the  action,  where  the 
plaintiff's  debt  or  demand  has  been  reduced  below  a  stipulated 
amount,  usually  the  minimum  jurisdictional  limit  of  the  court  in 
which  the  action  is  brought.  And  in  addition  to  the  foregoing 
there  will  be  found  a  treatment  of  payment  into  court,  as  affecting 
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the  accrued  or  subsequent  costs,  in  the  various  phases  which  the 
question  assumes. 
XL  HATinuB,  Ofssatiok,  avd  E7FS0T  07  Plea  oy  Patmbvt  — 

1.  In  OtneraL  —  Payment  is  generally  declared  to  be  a  plea  in 
confession  and  avoidance,  the  rationale  of  which  is  an  admis- 
sion of  the  plaintiff's  original  right  of  action,  but  a  denial  of  the 
defendant's  existent  liability  by  reason  of  the  matter  averred  in 
avoidance,  i.  ^.,  discharge  by  payment.^ 

2.  Payment  as  Affirmatiye  Defense,  —  Inasmuch  as  the  defense 
of  payment  operates  by  the  introduction  of  new  matter  after 
cause  of  action  confessed,  it  is  usually  referred  to  and  regarded 
as  an  affirmative  defense.^  But  payment  is  not  necessarily  or 
invariably  either  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  or  an  affirma- 
tive defense  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  usually  so  considered ;  for 
an  averment  of  payment  before  breach  denies,  it  will  be  seen, 
that  any  right  of  action  on  the  contract  sued  on  has  ever  arisen.' 
A  plea  of  payment  after  breach  is,  in  strictness,  merely  an  accord 
and  satisfaction.^ 

1.  Goodchild  v.  Pledge,  i  M.  &  W.  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  83;  Turner  v, 
363;  Marshall,  J.,  in  Wheatly  v.  Hill,  56  N.  T.  Eq.  293;  Lerche  v. 
Phelps.  3  Dana  (Ky.)  302;  Tootle  Brasher,  104  N.  Y.  157;  Tuchfabriken 
V.  Maben,  21  Neb.  617;  Hamilton  v,  v,  Meyer,  31  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  52;  Price 
Moore,  4  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  570.  Printing   House  v,  Jewelers'  Review 

The  OiEoe  of  •  PIm  of  Paymtnt,  said  Pub.  Co.,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.) 

Gibson,  C.  I.,  in  Hellings  v,  Amey,  i  743;  Hellings  v,  Amey,  i  Whart.  (Pa.) 

Wbart.  (Pa.)  63,  Is  to  confess  and  avoid  63;  Knapp  v.  Runals,  37  Wis.  135. 

by  the  introduction  of  the  special  mat-  Mgia  ox  BiitothAtFajoMntAfimatiTt 

ter  relied  on.     With  reference  to  the  Bofonso.  —  The  rule  that  payment  is  an 

plea    of    payment,    Marshall,    J.,     in  affirmative  defense  had  its  origin  under 

Wheatly  v,  Phelps,  3  Dana  (Ky.)  302,  the  common-law  practice  in  ihe  plea  of 

said:     **  It    does  not  deny   what  the  ncn  assumpsit,  SLtid  the  rtsi^on  (or  li  nta 

plaintiff  would,  in  the  first  instance,  be  that  in  assumpsit  the  allegation  in  the 

bound  to  prove  in  suppon  of  his  ac-  declaration  and  the  traverse  in  the  plea 

tion,  or  the  general  issue;  but  admits  were  in  the  past  tense,  and  under  the 

the  contract  as  alleged  in  the  declara-  rule    which    excluded    all    proof    not 

tion  and  avoids  the  cause  of  action  by  strictly  within  the  issue,  no  evidence 

affirmative  matter.*'  was  admissible,  except  such  as  had  a 

Illiistratioii.  —  Where,  therefore,  ac-  tendency  to  show  that  the  defendant 

cording  to  the  text  proposition,  in  an  never  had  made  the  promise.     It  was 

action  on  a  promissory  note  and  ac-  never  applied  in  the  action  of  debt,  the 

count  the  answer  of  the  defendant  is  a  allegation  in  that  form  of  action  being 

plea  of  payment,  and  there  is  a  failure  in  the  present  tense,  and  under  the  plea 

of    proof    to    show    payment   of    the  of  nil  debet  any  fact  tending  to  show 

account,   a  verdict  for  the   defendant  that  there  was  no  indebtedness  on  the 

therein  cannot  be  sustained.      Good-  part  of  the  defendant  was  admissible, 

child  V,  Pledge,  i  M.  &  W.  363.  Brown,  J.,  in  Lent  v.  New  York,  etc., 

2.  Shulman  v.  Brantley,  50  Ala.  81;  R.  Co..  130  N.  Y.  510. 

Wolffe  V.  Nail,  62  Ala.  24;    Carroll  v,  8.  See  McCart  v.   Regester,  68  Md. 

Malone,   28   Ala.    526;    Turrentine  v.  429;    Powesheik  County  v,  Mickel,  10 

Grigsby,  (Ala.  1898)  23  So.    Rep.  666;  Iowa  76;  Stacy  v.  Strichton,9lowa399. 

Blass  V.  La  whom,  64  Ark.  466;  Lake-  Paymont  Before  Dno,  Valid  Ploa  in  Bar. 

side  Press,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Campbell,  39  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  plea  of  pay- 

Fla.    523;    Harlev   V.    Harlev,   67    111.  ment  or  a  tender  of  payment  before  the 

App.  138;    Cox  V,  Hayes,  18  Ind.  App.  debt  became  due  is  a  valid  plea  in  bar. 

220;  Rhodes  v,  Webb-Jameson  Co.,  19  Brent  v.  Fenner,  4  Ark.  160. 

Ind.  App.  195;   White  ».  White,  (Ky.  4.  Kington  v.  Kington,  11  M.  &  W. 
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3.  Fayment  Hot  a  General  Isme  Flea.  —  The  plea  of  payment  is 
a  special  plea ;  that  is,  in  no  case  does  it,  technically  speaking, 
raise  a  general  issue.  ^ 

4.  Flea  of  Fayment  as  Diapeniing  with  Froof  of  Canie  of  Action  — 
In  Qencrai.  —  As  a  natural  sequence  of  what  has  been  said,  —  that 
is,  that  a  plea  of  payment  confesses  a  cause  of  action,  —  such 
plea  has  been  held  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  for  the  plaintiff 
proving  his  cause  of  action.* 

But  in  Asrampiit  on  an  xrnliqnidated  Denumd  a  plea  of  payment  does 
not  admit  a  right  of  recovery  for  the  full  amount  sued  for.' 

SzMntion  of  Instnunont  8nod  On.  —  A  plea  of  payment,  it  has  been 
held,  admits  the  execution  of  the  instrument  sued  on.* 

233.     And  see  Hume  v.  Peploe,  8  East  opinion  that  the  plea  of  payment  is  re- 

168;    Poole  V,  Tumbridge,  2  M.  &  W.  sponsive  to  the  negation  of  nonpay- 

223.  ment  in  the  declaration;  and  that  the 

Paymont  Aftor  Broaeh  —  Booeption  in  act  of  assembly,  by  allowing  a  general 

ladffMStlon  TmpHod.  —  In   the  case    of  plea  of  payment  in  all  cases,  with  a 

Chew  V,  Woollcy,  7  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  401,  right  to  prove  all  anterior  payments  in 

it  was  held  that  a  pies,  puis  darrein  con-  fact,  makes  it  a  general  issue  in  this 

tinuance   of    payment    of  the    several  country." 

sums  in   the    declaration    mentioned,  8.  United  States, — Archer  v,  More- 

without  any  averment  of  acceptance  in  house,  Hempst.  (U.  S.)  184. 

satisfaction,  was  good.    The  court  said :  Arkansas.  —  Day  v,  Lafferty.  4  Ark. 

'*  The  allegation  of  payment  of    the  450. 

demand  implies  the  acceptance  of  the  California,  —  See  Caulfield  v.  Sand- 
money  by  the  plaintiff."     This  case  is  ers,  17  Cal.  571. 

referred  to   in   a  note   to   Kington  v,  Colorado,  —  Mohr  v,  Barnes,  4  Colo. 

Kington,  11  M.  &  W.  233,  as  a  decision  350. 

the  law  of  which,  it  is  declared,  **  may  Florida,  —  Raney  v.   Baron,    i   Fla. 

be  more  than  doubted."  367. 

1.  Wheatly  r.  Phelps,  3  Dana  (Ky.)  Illinois,  —  Witter  v,   McNiel,  4  111. 

303;  Bell,  J.,  in  Covely  v.  Fox,  11  Pa.  433. 

St.  171.  Indiana,  —  Pattison  v,  Shaw,  82  Ind. 

Ploa  of  Paymont  with  Loavo,  ote.,  nndor  32. 

MatntOi. —  In  the  case  of  Hellings  t/.  Pennsylvania, — Gilin^r  v,  Kulp,  $ 

Amey,  i  Whart.  (Pa.)  63,  Gibson,  C.  J.,  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  264;  Hamilton  v,  Moore, 

said  with  reference  to  the  plea  of  pay-  4  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  570;  Abbott  v,  Lyon,  4 

ment  with  leave:    **  But  even  where  it  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  39.    And  see  Long  v. 

is  properly  pleaded  it  has  not  the  prop-  Rhoads,  126  Pa.  St.  378. 

erties  of  a  general  issue  plea."     But  Tennessee, -^^og^nv,  Kinrannon,  3 

compare  xn  this  connection  the  case  of  Humph.  (Tenn.)  252. 

Covely  V.  Fox,  11  Pa.  St.  171,  where  it  Texas,  —  Matossy  v,  Frosh,  9  Tex. 

appeared  that  a  rule  of  court  provided  610. 

that  "  where  a  defendant  has  pleaded  8.  Haley  v.  Caller,  Minor  (Ala.)  63. 
the  general  issue  with  leave  to  give  Whore  a  Plaintiff  Sooght  to  Baoovor 
special  matter  in  evidence  or  to  justify,  npon  an  Allof^od  Contraet  fmt  Servioot  ren- 
he  shall  at  least  fifteen  days  before  the  dered,  alleging  that  he  had  received  a 
trial  give  notice  of  the  special  facts  or  certain  amount  and  no  more,  a  plea  by 
matter  on  which  he  intends  to  rely,  the  defendants  denying  the  contract 
otherwise  he  shall  be  confined  strictly  alleged,  and  averring  that  the  plaintiff 
to  evidence  admissible  on  a  general  had  been  fully  paid,  was  held  not  to 
issue  plea;"  and  it  was  held  that  while  constitute  an  admission  that  the  plain- 
payment  with  leave  was  not  strictly  a  tiff  had  not  received  more  than  he  ad- 
general  issue  plea,  it  was  so  to  be  treated  mitted  in  his  declaration.  Cowan  v, 
within  the  spirit  of  the  rule  referred  to.  Abbott,  92  CaL  100. 
And  in  the  case  of  Henderson  v.  South-  4.  Day  v,  Lafierty,  4  Ark.  450;  Rog- 
all,  4  Call  (Va.)  371,  the  court  said:  ers  v,  Kincannon,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
"  The  court   is    unanimously   of  the  253. 
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la  aa  Aetioa  oa  a  Promliiory  Vote  the  plea  of  payment  admits  that 
the  amount  of  money  named  in  the  note  was  due  from  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  note.^ 

Oapaoity  of  Plaiatiff  to  Sao.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  plea  of  pay- 
ment admits  the  representative  character  of  a  plaintiff  suing  as 
administrator,  and  so  dispenses  with  proof  thereof.* 

5.  Constmotion  of  Plea  of  Payment  —  A  plea  of  payment  will 
generally  be  construed  to  mean  a  payment  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff.*  And,  in  conformity  with  the  rule  that  a  pleading 
in  matters  of  substance  is  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against 

Aotioa  oa  Loot  XaitnuBoat — Yariaaoo.  Oyor  of  Boad  Basd  Oa.  —  There  would 

—  In  an  issue  on  a  plea  of  payment  to  also,  it  has  been  declared,  be  an  excep- 

a  lost  note  or  bond  the  defendant  can-  tion  in  the  case  of  a  bond  of  which  a 

not  introduce  proof  of  a  variance  be-  profert  had  been  made  and  oyer  de- 

tween   the  lost  note  or  bond  and  the  manded.      Under  such  circumstances 

note  or  bond  described  in  the  declara-  the  bond  must  be  produced  to  show 

tion.     Rogers  v,  Kincannon,  3  Humph,  that  there  is  no  variance  between  the 

(Tenn.)  252.    And  see  Pattison  v,  Shaw,  bond  set  out  by  the  oyer  and  the  bond 

82  Ind.  32.  declared  upon.     Gilinger  v.  Kulp,  5  W. 

la  aa  Aotioa  oa  a  Boad  Allogod  to  HaTO  &  S.  (Pa.)  264. 
Boob  Sxooatsd  bj  a  Partaonhip,  a  plea  of  2.  Raney  v.  Baron,  i  Fla.  367. 
payment  by  all  the  partners  admits  the  8.  OoBftnutioa  of  Plea  —  Paymoat  by 
execution  of  the  bond  by  all.  Day  t^.  Bofoadaat.  —  In  an  action  against  the 
Laiferty,  4  Ark.  450.  indorser  of  a  note  the  complaint  alleged 
1.  Archer  v,  Morehouse,  Hempst.  that  no  part  of  the  same  had  been 
(U.  S.)  184.  paid  to  the  plaintiff  except  the  sum  of 
Prodaotioa  of  Voto.  —  But  a  plea  of  S250  paid  by  the  defendant  on  a  certain 
payment,  it  has  been  held,  does  not  day  after  maturity.  The  defendant 
dispense  with  the  necessity  for  the  pro-  in  his  answer  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
duction  of  a  note  which  is  the  founda-  had  been  paid  a  certain  other  sum  on 
tion  of  an  action,  such  a  plea  only  such  note  m  addition  to  that  admitted 
obviating,  as  stated,  proof  of  the  execu-  by  the  complaint  to  have  been  paid, 
tion  of  such  an  instrument.  Matossy  It  was  held  that  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
V.  Frosh,  9  Tex.  610.  dence  as  to  the  particulars  of  the  pay- 
See  also  the  case  of  Sebree  v.  Dorr,  9  ment  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  to  have 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  558,  which  was  an  actioa  been  received,  and  also  referred  to 
on  a  statute  dispensing  with  proof  of  a  in  the  defendant's  answer,  the  con- 
cause  of  action  of  a  note  sued  on  un-  struction  would  be  that  such  payment 
less  the  signature  of  the  maker  be  de-  was  made  by  the  defendant,  so  as  to 
nied  under  oath.  In  this  case  Story,  operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  non-protest 
J.,  said:  *' It  would  be  most  danger-  of  the  note.  Knapp  v,  Runals,  37 
ODS  to  allow  that  because  the  proof  of  Wis.  135. 

the  execution  of  an  instrument  was  And  where  a  plaintiff  in  his  particu- 
dispensed  with,  therefore  no  proof  of  lars  or  demand  admite  a  payment  gen- 
its  existence  or  of  the  right  of  the  party  erally  of  a  certain  amount  this  is  to  be 
to  hold  it  by  assignment  was  to  be  re-  taken  as  a  payment  admitted  to  have 
quired.  The  production  of  the  origi-  been  made  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  de- 
nals  might  still  be  justly  required,  to  fendant.  Smeturst  v.  Taylor,  12  M.  & 
ascertain  its  conformity  with  the  decla-  W.  545. 

ration;  to  ascertain  whether  it  remained  OoBftnutioa  of  Partlealar  Aaiwor. — 

in  its  genuine  state;  to  verify  the  title  Where  an  answer  alleged  that  it  was 

by  assignment  in  the  plaintiff;  to  trace  agreed  between  the  defendant  and  the 

any  payments  which  might  have  been  plaintiffs  upon  the  former's  purchasing 

made  and  indorsed;  and  to  secure  the  goods  of  them  "  that  she  was  to  make 

party  from  a  recovery  by  k  bona  fide  payments  from  time  to  time  as  she  could 

holdernnder  a  subsequent  assignment,  out  of  her  business  and  from  the  pro- 

These  are  important  objects  and  which  ceeds  of  the  sales  "  of  the  goods,  it 

no  wise  legislature  would  lose  sight  of."  was  held  to  have  been  erroneous  for 
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the  pleader,^  where  an  answer  to  which  there  is  no  replication  is 
susceptible  of  being  construed  to  contain  either  of  two  defenses, 
one  of  payment  and  the  other  counterclaim,  the  latter  requiring 
a  reply  but  the  former  not,  the  construction  that  the  defense 
intended  was  payment  has  been  adopted.* 

6.  Eight  to  O^n  and  Close.  —  If,  when  a  plea  of  payment  is 
interposed  there  is  any  evidence  in  support  of  the  plea,  the 
defendant  has  the  opening  and  close  of  the  argument.  But  upon 
a  sham  plea,  unsupported  by  proof,  the  rule  would  be  otherwise.* 

m  Vecessitt  fob  Pua  op  Patxsvt  —  1.  At  Common  Law.  — 
The  rule  as  to  pleading  and  showing  payment  has,  it  would  seem, 
since  the  question  was  first  presented  for  the  consideration  of  the 
courts,  undergone  several  changes. 

Xarlj  Diitinetioii  BotWMii  Otnorml  Lmiim  la  Debt  and  Amiaptit.  —  The 
earliest  authorities,  it  is  believed,  recognized  a  distinction  between 
the  general  issues  in  debt  and  assumpsit,  holding  that  in  the 
former  any  evidence  was  admissible  which  controverted  the  claim 
of  an  existing  indebtedness,  as,  for  example,  payment,  while  in 
the  latter,  only  such  testimony  was  receivable  as  w£nt  to  show 
that  no  liability  had  ever  been  assumed,  which  of  course  excluded 
proof  of  payment.* 

IMitiiietioa  Aboliahed  —  Showing  Paymoat  nad«r  Von  Awniapdt.  —  Later, 

however,  the  practice  arose  and  became  at  length  firmly  estab- 
lished, of  allowing  under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  evidence  of 
various  defenses  which  admitted  all  the  essential  facts  stated 
in  the  declaration,  but  sought  to  avoid  their  effect  by  matter 
subsequent,  such  as  payment,  accord  and  satisfaction,  arbitra- 

the  jud|fe  at  the  trial  to  construe  the  our  practice,   be  entitled   to   the  last 
answer  as  agreeing  that  the  defendant  speech  to  the  jury.     This  is  sometimes 
was  to  make  payments  from  time  to  supposed  to  be  a  matter  of  import- 
time  as  she  conveniently  could.    John-  ance." 
son  V.  Plowman,  49  Barb.  (K.  Y.)  472.  4.  This  was  simply  the  result  of  ad- 

1.  See     article     Construction     op  herence  to  the  natural  import  of  the 

Pleadings,  vol.  4,  p.  741.  terms  of  the  two  pleas  respectively,  nil 

S.  Burke  v.  Thome,  44  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  debet  being  a  denial  of  indebtedness  in 

363;  Bates  V,  Rosekrans,  23  How.  Pr.  the  present  tense,  and  hence  permitting 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  98.  any  proof  tending  to  show  no  existing 

Payment  —  Covntardaim.  —  An  an-  debt,  while  non  assumpsit  was  a  traT- 

swer  which  alleges  that  a  note  sued  on  erse  in  the  past  tense,  relating  to  the 

is  usurious  and  that  a  certain  sum  less  original  assumption  of  liability  sought 

than  the  principal  has  been  paid  on  the  to  be  enforced.     McKyring  v.  Bull,  16 

note,  sets   up  a   payment  and   not  a  N.  Y.  299. 

counterclaim,  the  note  being  valid  to  In  the  case  of  Richmond  City,  etc., 

the  extent  of  the  principal  sum  alone.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  90  Va.  775,  Lewis, 

Schmitz  V.  Schmitz,  19  Wis.  207.  P.  J.,  saicf:    *'  It  is  contended  that  the 

8.  Wheatly  v,  Phelps,  3  Dana  (Ky.)  evidence  ought  to  have  been  admitted, 

302.     See  in  general  article  Open  and  because,  under  the  plea  of  nil  debet. 

Close,  ante,  p.  181.  payment  or  any  other  defense  is  ad- 

In  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Moore,  4  missible  that  tends  to  deny  an  existing 

W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  570,  the  court  said:  "  By  debt;    and   this  is  undoubtedly  so  at 

standing  on  the  plea  of  payment  alone,  common  law.    4  Min.  Inst.  641;  Vir- 

the  defendant's  counsel,  who   makes  ginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Buck,  88  Va. 

the  affirmation,   would,   according   to  517." 
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ment,  or  release.^  Tested  by  the  language  of  the  record,  there 
was  no  difference  in  the  issue  formed  by  the  plea  of  non  assump- 
sit^ whether  the  promise  was  express  or  implied.  The  courts, 
therefore,  lost  sight  after  a  time  of  the  distinction  upon  which 
special  defenses  were  originally  admitted  in  actions  of  indebitatus 
assumpsit  alone,  and,  looking  only  at  the  record,  took  another 
step  forward,  and  admitted  evidence  of  payment  and  pleas  of  a 
similar  nature,  under  non  assumpsit^  without  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  promise.* 

XridMiM  tf  F»ymittt  vadmr  CtoMrml  Imm  Bselndtd  b j  ItoUiU  and  Bute.  — 
When  finally  these  errors  came  to  be  recognized  and  their  effect 
deplored,  the  courts  nevertheless  found  it  impossible  to  retrace 
their  steps  without  authority  from  Parliament.  This  authority 
was  at  length  conferred  by  the  Act  of  3  and  4  William  IV., 
c.  42,  §  I,  and  the  judges  in  Hilarj'^  Term  thereafter  adopted  a 

1.  This  anomaly  has  been  accounted  referring,   doubtlest,    to    this    period: 

for  as  the  development  of  a  departure  "In  an  action  of  assumpsit  or  debt, 

from  principle  originating  in  actions  of  *    *    *    payment  total  or  partial  was 

indebitatus    assumpnU      In    these    ac-  pleadable  at  common  law,  or  provable 

tions  the  promise  aUeged  being  a  mere  under  the  plea  of  fwn  assumpsit  or  nihil 

legal  implication  arising  upon  the  facts  debet^    And   see  also  observation  of 

suted,  a  traverse  of  the  promise  was  Breese,  J.,  in  Kassing  v.  International 

deemed  equivalent  to  a  traverse  of  the  Bank,  74  111.  16. 

allegations  on  which  it  was  predicated.  PaymMt  After  AstioB  Brought.  —  But 

Those  allegations  were  regarded  sub-  if,  after  action  brought,  the  debt  is  paid 

stantially  the  same  as  in  an    action  and  accepted,  it  must  be  pleaded,  or  the 

of  debt  upon  simple  contract  to  pay  plaintiff  will  be  entitled   to  a  verdict 

money,  with   which  an   action  of  as-  for  the   whole  debt  due  when  action 

sumpsit   was  concurrent;    and   hence  brought.    Nosotti  z^.  Page,  20  L.  J.  C.  P. 

the  courts  concluded  that  a  plea  which  81 ;  Ash  v,  Pouppeville,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  86. 

put  them  in  issue  should  have  the  same  S.  Selden,  J.,  in  McKyring  v.  Bull, 

effect  as  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  and  that,  z6  N.  Y.  297.     This  position  seems  to 

therefore,   evidence  of    payment  was  have  been  justified  by  an  early  writer 

admissible.     Selden,  J.,  in  McKyring  (Gilb.  P.  C.  63)  on  the  theor;^  that  the 

V.  Bull,  16  N.  Y.  300.  gist  of  the  action  of  assumpsit  was  the 

Bnla  tad  Batlonals.  —  In  the  case  of  fraud  or  deceit  practiced  by  the  defend- 

Beckford  v.  Clark,  Sid.  236,  which  was  ant  in  not  performing  his  promise;  and 

an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  upon  a  that  this  was  put  in  issue  by  the  plea 

special  promise  to  secure  goods  from  of   mm   assumpsit.      Hence    any    evi- 

perils,  those  of  the  sea  excepted,  the  dence  showing  that  there  was  no  exist- 

conrt  of   King's  Bench   held   that  in  ing  obligation  at  the  commencement 

assumpsit  in  fact,  upon  non  assumpsit  of  the  suit,  and,  consequently,  no  fraud 

pleaded,  a  release  could  not  be  given  which  was  injurious  to  the  plaintiff, 

in    evidence    as    a    defense,    but    in  would  support  the  plea.    To  the  same 

assumpsit  in  law  it  might.     So  in  the  effect  see  Lawes  on  PI.  520,  521.     With 

case  of  Fits  v.  Freestone,  i  Mod.  210,  reference  to  this  reasoning,  however, 

it    was    held    that    "in     an    action  the  court  in  McKyring  v.  Bull,  16  N. 

grounded  upon  a  promise  in  law,  pay-  Y.  297,  said  that   it    was  manifestly 

ment  before  the  action  brought  is  al-  false  and  illogical,  inasmuch  as  fraud 

lowed  to  be  given   in  evidence  upon  and  deceit  never  truly  constituted  the 

ncn  assumpsit;  but  where  the  action  is  gist  of  the  action.     On  the  contrary,  it 

grounded  upon  a  special  promise,  there  has  always  been  held  that  fraud  need 

payment  or  any  other  legal  discharge  not  be  alleged,  and   if   alleged  need 

must  be  pleaded."  not  be  proved.     And,   continued  the 

Paymant  under  Von  Assnupsit  tad  Vil  same  authority,  '*  all  the  other  theories 

Belwt.  —  In  the  case  of  Craig  v.  Whips,  invented  to  account  for  the  anomaly 

I  Dana  (Ky.)  375,  Robertson,  J.,  said,  were  equally  fallacious." 
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rule  providing  that  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  where  the  promise 
was  express,  should  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  promise,  and  where 
it  was  implied,  to  controvert  the  allegations  of  fact  relied  upon  to 
constitute  the  constructive  promise,  effectually  excluding,  in 
either  case,  evidence  of  payment  under  the  general  issue.*  With 
regard  to  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  the  general  issue  in  actions  of  debt, 
which,  construed  according  to  its  terms,  included  every  possible 
defense,  the  judges  did  not  attempt  to  change  the  import  of  the 
terms,  but  abolished  and  abrogated  the  plea,  creating  as  a  partial 
substitute  therefor  the  plea  of  nunquam  indebitatus,  under  which 
evidence  of  payment  was  not  admissible.' 

Vol  Tioi  Sooord.  —  Payments  on  a  judgment  sued  on  cannot  be 
shown  under  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record.* 

2.  Common-law  Enle  in  United  Statei  —  a.  In  General.  —  As 
will  be  seen  hereafter,  most  of  the  states  have  adopted  statutory 
provisions  regulating  the  question  under  consideration.^  But  in 
some  jurisdictions  the  common-law  rule,  or,  more  specifically, 
that  which  was  superseded  by  the  rules  of  court  formulated  pur- 
suant to  the  Act  of  3  and  4  William  IV.,  prevails,  and  evi- 
dence of  payment  is  admissible  under  the  general  issues  in  debt 
and  assumpsit.  And  in  other  states  this  common-law  rule  has 
been  retained  so  as  to  admit  evidence  of  payment  under  the 
general  denials  of  the  codes.  ^ 

• 

1.  In  the  case  of  Kasslng  v.  Inter-  baugh,  23  Cal.  573;    Wetmore  v,  Saa 

national  Bank,  74  111.  16,  Breese,  J.,  de-  Francisco,    44    Cal.    300.      And    see 

live  ring  the  opinion  of  the  court  said:  Brown  v.  Orr,  29  Cal.  120. 

**  Payment  of  a  note  can  be  given  in  In  an  Action  of  Assumpsit  for  Wages^ 

evidence    under    the    general    issue,  payment  may  be  shown  under  an  an- 

This  was  the  doctrine  of  the  common  ^wer  denying  that  there  is  any  sum 

law  prior  to  the  rules  adopted  at  Hi  J-  due  the  plaintiff,  although  payment  is 

ary  Term   in   the   fourth  year  of  the  not  affirmatively  averred.     Mickle  v, 

reign  of  William  IV.     i  Ch.  PI.  (9th  Heinlen,    92    Cal.    596;     Davanay    p. 

Am.  ed.)  477  and  516.  note  /;    Baylies  Eggenhoff,  43  Cal.  395. 

V,  Fetty place,  7  Mass.  325.'^  Denial  of  Complaint  on  Information 

S.  Paymtnt  nader  Vunqvan  Indsbita-  and  Belief.  —  In  the  case  of  Hook  v. 

tiu.  —  Evidence  of  payment  is  not  ad-  White,  36  Cal.  300,  the  pleadings  were 

missible  under  the  plea  of  nunquam  verified,   the  complaint  alleging   that 

indebitatus.    Cooper  v,  Morecraft,  3  M.  the  note  had  not  been  paid.     The  an- 

&  W.  500.     And  see  Belbin  v.  Butt,  2  swer  denied  on  information  and  belief 

M.   &   W.   422;    Ernest    v.   Brown,   3  that  the  note  had  not  been  paid  or  that 

Bing.  N.  Cas.  674,  32  E.  C.  L.  276.  any  sum  of  money  was  due  on  it,  but 

8.  Tunstall  r.    Robinson,    Hempst.  it  was  held  that  a  denial  of  such  aver- 

(U.  S.)  229.  ment  on  information  and  belief  merely 

4.  See  infra^  3.  Under  Statutes,  was  clearly  insufficient.     With   refer- 

5.  CaUfornla.  —  In  California  It  is  ence  to  this  case  it  was  said  in  Dava- 
held  that  a  general  denial  puts  in  issue  nay  v,  Eggenhoff,  43  Cal.  395,  that  "  so 
an  allegation  of  nonpayment  in  the  far  as  it  holds  that  the  allegation  in 
complaint.  In  this  state  the  averment  the  complaint  that  the  note  remains 
of  nonpayment  is  held  to  be  essential,  unpaid  is  immaterial,  and  that  a  denial 
without  which  there  is  no  cause  of  ac-  of  the  allegation  does  not  put  any  fact 
tion  suted,  so  that  a  denial  of  that  is  a  in  issue,  [it]  ought  in  our  opinion  to  be 
denial  of   a  material  allegation,  evi-  overruled. 

dence  of  which  is  admissible.     Frisch        XUiaols.  —  In  the  case  of  Crews  v. 
V,  Caler.  21  Cal.  71;  Fairchild  v.  Ams-    Bleakley,  16  111.  21,  which  was  an  ac- 
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Th«  Oljaotion  to  TUi  Praetioo  on  fho  Booro  of  Pootiblo  Barprifo  to  the  plain- 
tiff is  deemed  •  sufficiently  met  by  the  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  may  be  presumed  to  know  all  the  facts  of  the  case.  ^ 

b.  Where  Plaintiff  Alleges  Indebtedness  Generally. 

—  In  some  states  a  distinction  is  made  between  cases  where  the 
declaration  or  complaint  only  alleges  the  indebtedness  in  general 

terms,  and  where  the  particulars  of  the  claim  are  stated,  evidence 
of  payment  being  admitted  under  the  general  issue  in  the  first 
instance,  but  not  in  the  latter.* 

tion  of  assumpsit  for  work  and  labor,  on  which  an  action  is  brought  is  filed, 
it  was  held  that  evidence  tending  to  the  courts  of  original  jurisdiction  no- 
prove  payment  may  be  given  under  tice  it  so  far  as  to  cause  the  clerk  to 
the  general  issue.  And  see  Rush  v.  note  on  the  record  all  the  credits  in- 
Fister,  23  111.  App.  348;  Geis  v,  Fow-  dorsed  thereon,  as  credits  on  the  judg- 
ler,  69  111.  App.  4$;  Kassing  v.  Inter-  ment,  and  this  after  a  writ  of  inquiry 
national  Bank,  74  111.  19;  Keyes  v,  or  verdict  when  the  jury  has  not  no- 
Fuller,  9  111.  App.  528.  ticed  them.     How  or  when  this  prac- 

Partial  Payment    is   a  defense   pro  tice  had  its  origin  we  are  not  informed, 

tanto  and  may  be  shown  under  a  plea  as  it  goes  beyond  the  memory  of  our 

of  non  assumpsit     Keyes  v.  Fuller,  9  oldest  practitioners,  and  has  been  in 

111.  App.  528.    And  see  Hays  v.  Smith,  use  so  lung  and  Is  found  so  convenient, 

4  III.  427.  and  so  well  subserves  the  purposes  of 

IVkere  Defendant  Permitted  to  **  Come  justice,  that  we  should  be  unwilling  to 

In  and  Defend**  After  Judgment  En-  see  it  disturbed." 

tered.  —  In  the  case  of  Teuber  v,  Schu-  Iflsriirirol. —  The    defense   of    pay- 

macher,  44  111.  App.  577,  where  judg-  ment,  it  has  been  held  in  this  state,  is 

ment  had  been  entered  upon  a  note,  admissible  under  the  general  issue  in 

the  defendant  however  having  been  assumpsit.     Miller  v.  Brooks,  4  Smed. 

permitted  to  come  in  and  defend,  it  &  M.  (Miss.)  175. 

was  held  that  evidence  of  payment  was  Vew  Jensy.  —  Somerville  v.  Stew- 
admissible  under  his  plea  of  the  gen-  art,  48  N.  J.  L.  117,  was  an  action  of 
eral  issue.  assumpsit  on  a  promissory    note,   in 

Iowa.  —  In  this  state  it  has  been  held  which  Scudder,  J.,  delivering  the  opin- 

thai  in  actions  in  contract,  evidence  of  ion  of  the  court,  said:  *'  Payment  in 

payment  is  admissible  under  a  general  whole  or  in  part  prior  to  action  brought 

denial  of  indebtedness.     Sinnamon  v,  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 

Melbourn,  4  Greene  (Iowa)  309.  general  issue  according  to  our  prac- 

Xentucky.  —  In  the  case  of  Wheatly  tice." 

V,  Phelps,  3  Dana  (Ky.)  302,  MarshaU,  Ohio. —  Under  the  former  practice  it 

J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  was  held  that  a  plea  of  payment  was 

said:    **  In  the  action  of  indebitatus  as-  not  necessary  where  the  general  issue 

sumpsity  the  general  plea  of  nonassump^  in  assumpsit  had  been  raised.     Sheets 

sit  is,  in  modern  practice,  so  compre-  v.  Baldwin,  12  Ohio  120. 

hensive  as  to  admit  evidence  of  almost  1.  Breese,  J.,  in  Kassing  v.  Interna- 

every  matter  which  can  constitute  a  tional  Bank,  74  111.  19. 

bar  to  the  action;  and  under  this  plea  S.  Allogatioa    of   IndobtodnoM   Goiior- 

the  fact  of  payment  may  be  and  al-  ally.  —  Where  the    plaintiff's    petition 

most  universally  is  proved."  only    alleges    indebtedness   generally 

Credits  Indorsed  on  Note  —  No  Plea  of  without  stating  the  grounds  thereof,  it 
Payment,  —  In  the  case  of  Phelps  v,  has  been  held  that  evidence  of  pay- 
Taylor,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  170,  it  was  ment  is  admissible  under  the  general 
held  not  to  be  necessary  for  a  jury  to  issue  and  in  the  absence  of  a  specific 
notice  credits  on  a  note,  when  sworn  plea.  Esbensen  v.  Hover,  3  Colo.  App. 
on  an  Inquiry  of  damages,  or  on  the  467;  Marley  v.  Smith,  4  Kan.  185; 
trial  of  the  issue,  unless  under  the  Parker  v.  Hays,  7  Kan.  414.  Thus 
issue  of  payment  the  defendant  may  where  the  facts  constituting  the  cause 
rely  on  such  credits.  But  the  court  in  of  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
this  case  observed :  '*  Under  the  prac-  are  stated  in  the  complaint,  together 
tice  of  this  country,  whenever  a  note  with    an   allegation    of    nonpayment, 
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3.  Under  BtatntM — a.  In  General  —  New  Matter  —  ikocods 
Balo.  —  The  general  rule  in  the  code  states  is  that  payment  must 
be  specially  pleaded,  evidence  of  payment  not  bemg  admissible 
in  the  absence  of  such  a  plea,  under  the  general  denial ;  ^  a  rule 

proof  of  payment  is  inadmissible  un-  Indiana,  —  In  this  state  it  has  been 
less  it  be  specially  pleaded.  A  denial  held  that  an  averment  of  nonpayment 
will  not  suffice.  Esbensen  r.  Hover,  3  in  a  complaint  is  not  put  in  issue  by  a 
Colo.  App.  467.  But  where,  in  an  ac-  general  denial,  proof  of  such  allega- 
tion to  recover  the  price  of  goods  al-  tions  not  being  required.  Pierce  v, 
leged  to  have  been  sold,  the  petition  Hower,  I42lnd.  626.  And  see  Johnson 
states  the  particular  facts  constituting  v,  Tyler,  i  Ind.  App.  387;  Hubler  v. 
the  plaintiff's  claim,  a  general  denial  Pullen,  Qlnd.  273:  Baker  v.  Kistler,  13 
does  not  amount  to  a  plea  of  nonpay-  Ind.  63. 

ment    authorizing    the    defendant    to  Massachusetts,  —  Parker  v.  Lowell,  iz 

make  proof  of  such  defense.     Stevens  Gray    (Mass.)    353.      See    Pub.    Stat. 

V,  Thompson,  5  Kan.  305.  Mass.  1882,  p.  967. 

Aotion  bj  Attorney  for  Value  of  flerv-  Minnesota,  —  Farnham  v,  Murch,  36 

ieei.  —  In  an  action  brought  by  an  at-  Minn.  328. 

torney  for  the  value  of  his  services,  Missouri,  —  In  an  action  on  a  promis- 
the  petition  fully  stated  in  detail  the  sory  note,  the  complaint  alleging  that 
facts  constituting  his  claim.  It  was  a  certain  amount  is  due  on  it,  a  general 
held  that  payment  of  the  amount  sued  denial  merely  is  not  sufficient  to  war- 
for  could  not  be  shown  under  the  issue  rant  the  admission  of  evidence  of  pay- 
presented  by  a  general  denial  only.  ment.  Hyde  v.  Hazel,  43  Mo.  App. 
St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Grove,  39  668.  And  see  Wilkerson  v,  Farnham, 
Kan.  731.  82  Mo.  672;  Smith  Middlings  Purifier 

Batlonale  of  Bistinetion.  —  In  the  case  Co.  v,  Rembaugh,  si  Mo.  App.  390. 

of  Stevens  v.  Thompson,  5  Kan.  305,  Payment  is  a  fact  ordinarily  not  re- 

Kingman,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  quired  to  be  negatived  in  the  petition, 

of  the  court,  said:    "  The  case  (at  bar)  and  in  such  case  is  new  matter,  and,  to 

is   wholly  unlike  that    of    Marley    v,  be  made  available  as  a  defense,  must 

Smith,  4  Kan.  185.     In  that  case  the  be  pleaded.     In  such  case  proof  of  prior 

petition  only  alleged  indebtedness  gen-  indebtedness  is,  prima  facie^  proof  of 

erally,  without  stating  the  grounds  of  liability.     A  general   denial  does  not 

the   indebtedness.     In    this    case    the  raise    the  issue  of  payment  in   such 

facts  constituting  the  plaintiff's  claim  cases.     Macfarlane,    J.,     in     State    v, 

are  fully  stated;    these  facts  only  are  Peterson,  142  Mo.  526. 

denied  by  the  answer.     In  the  case  of  Nebraska.  —  Savage     v,    Aiken,    21 

Marley  v.  Smith,  4  Kan.  185,  the  plain-  Neb.  605;  Ashland  Land,   etc.,  Co.  v. 

tiif  had  chosen  to  risk  his  case  upon  May,  51  Neb.  474;  Magenau  v.  Bell,  14 

a  statement  of  a  conclusion  from  facts.  Neb.  7;  Clark  v,  Mullen,  16  Neb.  4J81; 

Any  fact  that  would  show  the  conclu-  Lamb    v,    Thompson,    31    Neb.    448; 

sion  untrue  was  legitimate  and  proper  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  31  Neb.  528. 

evidence  under  such  a  state  of  plead-  New  York. — Seward  v.  Torrence,  3 

ings,  but  it  was  not  intended  to  say,  Hun  (N.   Y.)  220;  Texier  v,  Gouin,  5 

nor  was  it  said,  that  the  general  denial  Duer  (N.  Y.)  389;  Eldridge  v,  Husted, 

would  authorize  the  proof  of  payment  22  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  534;  Dry 

in  any  case  in  which  the  petition  set  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  North  River,  etc., 

out  the  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff's  R.  Co.,  3  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  61; 

claim  rested."  Crawford  v.  Tyng,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 

Judgment   Agaimt   Defimdant  on  the  Y.  C.   PI.)  143;    Potter  v.  Gates,  (Su> 

Pleadings.  —  Where  the  facts  constitut-  preme  Ct.)    9  N.  Y.   Supp.  87;    Price 

ing  a  cause  of  action  are  specially  ad-  Printing    House  v.  Jewelers'   Review 

roitted  by  the  answer,  a  judgment  may  Pub.  Co..  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C,  PI.) 

be  entered  against  the  defendant  on  743;  Glickman  v.  Loew,  20  Misc.  Rep. 

the     pleadings,    notwithstanding     the  (7  N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  401;    McKyring  v. 

complaint  contains  an    allegation    of  Bull.  16  N.  Y.  297;  Dibble  v.  Dimick, 

nonpayment  and  the  answer  denies  it.  143  N.  Y.  549. 

Esbensen  v.  Hover,  3  Colo.  App.  467.  Oregon.  —  Clark  v.  Wick,  25  Oregon 

1.  Colorado.  —  Esbensen  v.  Hover,  3  446.      And   see   Benicia    Agricultural 

Colo.  App.  467.  Works  v,  Creighton.  21    Oregon  495. 
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generally  deducible  from  statutory  provisions  requiring  a  special 

plea  for  matter  in  avoidance  of  the  action  or  for  new  matter  in 
defense ;  the  substance  of  which  requirements  is  practically  the 
same.* 

Texas.  —  While  there  does  not  seem  Orefi:on  562,  where  the  defendant  was 
to  be  any  statute  requiring  in  express  permitted  to  introduce  in  evidence  a 
terms  that  payment  should  be  specially  receipt  purporting  to  be  "  in  full  of  all 
pleaded,  yet  such  is  the  rule  of  the  accounts  to  date,  including  all  de- 
courts  of  this  state.  See  Holliman  v.  mands,  of  whatsoever  nature/*  though 
Rogers,  6  Tex.  91 ;  Able  v.  Lee,  6  Tex.  in  the  absence  of  a  plea  of  payment, 
427:  Wells  V.  Fairbank,  5  Tex.  582;  not  however  to  establish  payment  of 
Cartwright  V.  Jones,  13  Tex.  i;  Gaines  the  debt  sued  on,  but  to  show  the  im- 
tr.  Salmon,  16  Tex.  313;  Marley  v.  Mc-  probability  of  the  transactions  out  of 
Anelly,  17  Tex.  658;  Ware  v,  Bennett,  which  the  debt  was  alleged  to  have 
18  Tex.  794:    May  v,  Taylor,  22  Tex.  arisen. 

349;    Pettigrew  v.   Dix,  33  Tex.   277;  1.  In  Tndianait  is  provided  by  statute 

Mayblum  v,  Austin,  i  Tex.  App.  Civ.  (2  R.  S.,  p.  42,  g  66)  that  "  all  defenses, 

Cas.,  §616;  Brandt  V.  Thurber,  I  Tex.  except   the   mere  denial  of  the  facts 

App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §  640;  Nugent  v.  Mar-  alleged     by    the     plaintiff,     shall    be 

tin,  I  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §1173;  First  specially   pleaded.'*       This  provision 

Nat.   Bank  v.  Pritchard,  2  Tex.  App.  was  considered  in  Hubler  v.  Pullen,  9 

Civ.  Cas.,  §    132;    Hander  v,  Baade,  Ind.   273,   as  affecting  a  defendant's 

(Tex.  Ctv.  App.   1897)  40  S.  W.  Rep.  right  to  introduce  evidence  of  payment 

422.     Such  rule,  however,  would  seem  under  a  general  denial  to  a  complaint 

to  be  a  natural  implication  from  article  on  a  bill  of  exchange  alleging  nonpay- 

1266  Sayle's  Texas  Civil  Statutes,  which  ment.     Referring  to  the  terms  of  the 

is   as    follows:    "  In  every  action  in  statute,   the  court  said:    *'  This    evi- 

which  a  defendant  shall  desire  to  prove  dently  means,  facts  which  the  plaintiff 

any  payment,  counterclaim,  or  set-off,  to  sustain  his  action  is  bound  to  prove, 

he  shall  file  with  his  plea  an  account  The  complaint,  it  is   true,  ordinarily 

stating  distinctly  the  nature  of  such  avers  that  the  instrument  sued  on  has 

payment,  counterclaim,  or  set-off,  and  not  been  paid;  still,  proof  of  that  aver- 

the  several  items  thereof;  and  on  failure  ment  is  not  required,  and  therefore  it 

to  do  so  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  prove  is  not  put  in  issue  by  a  general  de- 

the  same  unless  ic  be  so  plainly  and  nial." 

particolarly  described  in  the  plea  as  to  In  Vew  York  it  is  provided  that  the 

give  the  plaintiff  full  notice  of  the  char-  answer  of  the  defendant  must  contain 

acter  thereof."  *'  a  statement  of  any  new  matter  con- 

Utah,  —  Heath  v.  White,  3  Utah  474.  stituting  a  defense  or  counterclaim,  in 

Wisconsin,  —  Martin  v.  Pugh,  23  Wis.  ordinary  and  concise  language  without 

184.  repetition."      N.    Y.  Code   Civ.   Pro., 

United  States,  —  Tunsull  v,   Robin-  §  500. 

son,  Hempst.  (U.  S.)  229.  In  the  case  of  Texier  v,   Gouin,   5 

Zvidsnoa  of  Settlemnit  of  Aoooonts —  Duer  (N.  Y.)  389,  which  was  an  action 

gpT  What  Fttrpooo  Admlislhlo.  —  Under  a  on  a  promissory  note,  Oakley,  C.  J., 

plea  of  want  of  consideration  in  an  ac-  delivering    the  opinion  of  the  court, 

tion  on  a  due  bill,  the  defendant,  a  mar-  said:  '*  It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  under 

ried  woman,  may  show  settlements  of  the  old  system  of  pleading  in  an  ac- 

account  between  herself  and  husband  tion   like  the   present,   the   defendant 

and  the  plaintiff ,  purporting  to  be  settle-  under  the  general  issue  might  give  in 

ments  in  full.     But  such  evidence  is  evidence  any  matter  as  a  bar  to  a  re- 

not  admissible  to   show  payment,  in  covery  which  tended  to  show  that  the 

the  absence  of  plea,  but  only  as  tending  plaintiff  had   no  subsisting  cause  of 

to  show  the    character   of    the   busi-  action  when  he  commenced  the  suit, 

ness    transactions  and   relations  sub-  And  this  rule  undoubtedly  embraced 

sisting  between  the  parties^  from  which  proof  of  payment,     i  Chitty  on  Plead- 

an  inference  might  be  drawn  as  to  the  ings  472;  Wilt  v.  Ogden,  13  Johns.  (N. 

reality    of    the    consideration    of    the  Y.)58;  Bird  v.  Caritat,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

due  bill.     Heddrick  v.  Banister,  10  La.  346.     But  the  code,  by  requiring  that 

Ann.  792.     And  see  also  the  somewhat  an  answer,  in  addition  to  a  general  or 

similar  case  of  Willis  v,  Abraham,  31  specific  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the 
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WhMi  Yvpumx  CoBitltotM  Vtw  lUtMr.  —  But  the  authorities  are  not 
all  a&^eed  as  to  what  is,  or  when  payment  constitutes,  new  matter, 
and  hence  there  is  some  conflict  between  the  cases.  The  general 
view  is  that  new  matter  is  something  in  addition  to  and  not 
involved  in  the  issue  raised  by  a  general  denial ;  ^  and  further, 
that  a  general  denial  only  puts  in  issue  the  material  allegations  of 
the  plaintiff's  complaint.' 

lUtarUUty  of  ATormoat  of  Vonpftymont  la  Gompiaiiit.  —  The  question 
under  consideration,  therefore,  has  been  made  to  depend  upon 
the  materiality  of  an  averment  of  nonpayment  in  the  complaint.' 

complaint,  when  such  denial  is  made,  plaint,  it  is  true,  ordinarily  avers  that 
shall  state  any  new  matter  constituting  the  instrument  sued  on  has  not  been 
a  defense,  when  such  a  defense  is  paid;  still,  proof  of  that  averment  is  not 
meant  to  be  relied  on,  has  effectually  required,  and  therefore  it  is  not  put  in 
abolished  the  genera]  issue,  as  formerly  issue  by  a  general  denial."  See,  how- 
understood;  and  that  payment  is,  in  its  ever,  the  case  of  McElwee  v.  Hutchin- 
nature,  as  truly  a  matter  of  defense  as  son,  lo  S.  Car.  436.  in  which  the  court 
a  release,  or  accord  and  satisfaction,  or  said:  "  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that 
duress,  or  fraud,  we  cannot  doubt.*'  as  a  general  rule  the  defense  of  pay- 

OrogOB.  —  See  Hill's  Code  (Oregon),  ment  to  an  action  on  a  note  cannot  be 

g  72;   Benicia  Agricultural   Works  v.  given  in  evidence  under  a  general  de- 

Creighton,  21  Oregon  495.  nial.     This  rule,  however,  only  applies 

1.  Bnloltatad.  —  In  the  case  of  State  where  the  complaint  is  in  the  usual 

V.  Peterson,  142  Mo.  526,  in  which  the  form,   stating  only   such  facts  as  are 

question  was  considered  of  the  admissi-  necessary  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 

btlity  of  evidence  of  payment  under  the  tion.      If,    however,    other    facts    are 

general  denial  in  connection  with  the  stated,   a  denial  of  which   raises  an 

rule  that  new  matter  relied  on  as  a  de-  issue  as  to  whether  there  has  been  a 

fense  must  be  pleaded,  the  court  said:  partial  or  total  payment,  then  the  de- 

'*  The  rule  in  respect  to  when  facts  are  fense  of  payment  may  be  given  in  evi- 

to  be  pleaded  as  new  matter  which  has  dence  under  a  general  denial.**     This 

received   the   approval  of  this  court,  would   seem   to    indicate    that  if  the 

is   this:    '  Whenever  a  defendant  in-  plaintiff   alleges  more  facts  than  are 

tends  to  rest  his  defense  upon  any  fact  necessary  to  constitute  his  cause  of  ac- 

which  is  not  included  in  the  allegations  tion  a  general  denial  might  put  them 

necessary    to    support    the    plaintiff's  in  issue. 

case,  he  must  set  it  out.'     Kersey  v,  8.  Where  VoBpaymffnt  Xaterial  AUe- 

Garton,  77  Mo.  645."  gation. — In  cases  in  which  nonpayment 

The  case  of  Frisch  v.  Caler,  2z  Cal.  is  a  material  fact  necessary  to  consti- 

71,  was  decided  during  the  existence  of  tute  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  it  must 

a  statute  requiring  a  replication  to  new  be  alleged  in  the  petition  and  proved 

matter  set  up  in  the  answer.     The  ac-  as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  the 

tion  was  based  in  part  upon  a  prom-  defendant  may  controvert  it  under  a 

issory    note,    and    the    question    was  general  denial  by  proof  that  payment 

whether  a  plea  of  payment  was  new  was  made.     State  v  Peterson,  142  Mo. 

matter  in  the  sense  of  the  statute.     In  526. 

this  connection  the  court  said:  "  New  With  reference  to  the  rule  of  the  New 

matter  is  that  which  admits  the  facts  York  code  requiring  any  new  matter 

alleged  as  grounds  of  relief,  but  avoids  constituting  a  defense  to  be  specially 

them  by  introducing  a  new  subject  of  pleaded,  the  court  in  Knapp  v,  Roche, 

controversy  operating  as  a  defense."  94  N.  Y.  333,  said:  '*  While  it  is  gen- 

S.  What  Oeaeral  Denial  Pats  in  Issim.  erally  true  that  a  defense  of  payment 

—  The  general  rule  of  pleading  is  that  is  inadmissible  under  a  general  denial, 

a  general  denial  puts  in  issue  only  such  this  is  not  so  when  the  fact  of  nonpay- 

facts  as  are  necessary  and  material  to  ment  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  as  a 

the    establishment  of    the    plaintiff's  necessary  and  material  fact  to  consti- 

cause  of  action.    Cochran  v.  Reich,  91  tute  a  cause  of  action.     It  is  always 

Hun  (N.  Y.) 440.     In  Hublerv.  PuUen,  competent  to  prove   under  a  genenU 

9  Ind.  273,  the  court  said:  '*  The  com-  denial  any  facts  tending  to  controvert 
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ThaSy  in  an  action  against  an  officer  of  a  bank  for  making  loans 
of  its  funds  in  a  manner  not  authorized  by  law,  it  is  held  that  a 
general  denial  of  the  allegation  of  the  nonpayment  of  the  money 
so  loaned  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  payment.  ^  And  in  an  action 
on  an  official  bond,  the  breaches  assigned  being  that  the  defend- 
ant collected  fees  and  failed  to  pay  over  the  same  on  demand,  it 
was  held  that  evidence  that  the  fees  had  in  fact  been  paid  over 
might  be  introduced  under  a  general  denial.'  On  the  other 
hand,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,'  and  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  and  for  work  and  labor  performed,^  it 
has  been  held  that  no  evidence  of  payment  was  admissible  in  the 
absence  of  special  plea. 

b.  Conflict  of  Cases  Considered.  —  The  lack  of  unanimity 
in  the  cases  on  the  question  as  to  when  payment  constitutes  new 
matter,  might,  it  would  seem,  have  been  avoided  if  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  two  sorts  of  payment  had  been  more  carefully 
observed.^    As  has  just  been  stated,  and  as  will  not  be  denied, 

the  material  affirmative  allegations  of  amounc    to    the    plaintiff.      The    first 

a  complaint."      And   see  Cochran  v,  avers  an  indebtedness  of  $300  and  a 

Reich,  91  Hun(N.  Y.)443.  payment  of  $10.     The    second    avers 

1.  Knapp  V.  Roche,  94  N.   Y.   333.  damages   by  reason  of    the    facts    to 

This  action,  it  should  be  noted,  was  $200.    A  mere  denial  of  this  complaint 

one  sounding  in  damages,  and,  as  it  does  not  permit  proof  of  payment." 
was  observed  by  the  court,  "  the  only        In  an  action   for  work  and  labor, 

damage  occurring  to  such  bank  in  con-  where  the  plea  is  a  general  denial,  evi- 

sequence  of  the  acts  of  the  defendant  dence  of  payment  is  not  admissible. 

as  stated  in  the  complaint  was  that  Baker  v,  Kistler,  13  Ind.  63.     This  was 

»ach  loans  remained  due  and  unpaid  decided  under  a  statute  holding,  sub- 

at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  stantially,  that  all  defenses  must  be 

the  action."  pleaded  specially  which  were  not  em- 

S.  State  V.   Peterson,   242  Mo.  526.  braced  in  a  mere  denial  of  the  facts  the 

And   see  Wheeler,  etc.,   Mfg.   Co.   cr«  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  to  make 

Tinsley,  75  Mo.  458.  out  his  cause  of  action. 

8.  Hubler  r.  PuUen,  9  Ind.  273.  5.  As  Km  Alrsadj  Been  Pointad  Out  in 

4.  Goods  Sold — Work  and  Labor, —  this  article,  though  payment  is  usually 
The  case  of  Potter  v.  Gates,  (Supreme  referred  to  and  regarded  as  a  plea  in 
Ct.)  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  87,  was  an  action  confession  and  avoidance  and  hence  as 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  work  and  involving  new  matter,  the  defense  is 
labor  performed,  and  damages  for  the  not  necessarily  of  this  nature;  for,  as 
breach  of  a  contract.  It  was  held  that  will  readily  be  seen,  evidence  of  pay- 
no  evidence  of  payment  was  admissi-  ment  before  breach  or  when  due  or  on 
ble,  in  the  absence  of  a  plea  of  pay-  demand,  as  the  case  may  be,  is  a  de- 
ment, the  court  distinguishing  the  case  fense  In  bar,  going  to  the  very  accrual 
at  bar  from  Quin  v.  Lloyd,  41  N.  Y.  of  the  cause  of  action,  and  in  no  sense 
349,  as  follows:  "  The  case  of  Quin  v.  a  defense  operating  by  way  of  confes- 
Lloyd,  41  N.  Y.  349,  is  an  exception  sion  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action, 
because  the  complaint  was  so  drawn  as  but  seeking  to  avoid  It  by  subsequent 
to  allege,  not  any  definite  amount  for  matter.  See  supra^  II.  Nature^  Opera- 
which  defendant  had  become  liable  to  Hon^  and  Effect  of  Plea  of  Payment. 
plaintiff,  but  merely  that  a  certain  bal-  As  a  Basalt  of  tha  Total  Look  of  Claar 
ance  remained  due  after  payments;  IMserimtnatioii  between  the  two  kinds 
and  the  court  held  that  this  opened  the  of  payment,  while  in  most  jurisdictions 
matter  to  proof  of  payments.  That  is  it  is  held  broadly  that  payment  is  new 
not  the  present  case.  Each  count  avers  matter,  in  others  it  is  stated  just  as 
facts  showing  that  defendant  had  be-  broadly  that  payment  is  not  new  mat- 
come  indebted    thereby  in  a  certain  ter.    As  the  true  rule  is,  as  has  been 
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new  matter  is  matter  not  involved  in  the  issue  raised  by  the  gen- 
eral denial,  and  the  general  denial  puts  in  issue  such  matters  and 
such  only  as  are  material  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action ;  ^  and 
oefore  proceeding  further  we  may  observe  that  whatever,  in  gen- 
eral, it  is  necessary  for  a  plaintiff  to  prove  to  make  out  his  cause 
of  action,  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  allege  in  his  complaint,*  and 
whatever  facts  it  is  necessary  for  a  plaintiff  to  allege,  it  "follows 
as  a  logical  sequence,"  must  be  proved.'  It  is  also  an  invariable 
rule  that  a  plaintiff  must  in  his  complaint  state  a  cause  of  action ;  ^ 
and  assuredly  it  will  not  be  controverted  that  nonpayment  at 
maturity  or  when  due,  and  only  nonpayment,  constitutes  the 
breach  of  a  contract  to  pay  money.*     But  notwithstanding  this, 

oeen,  that  payment  may  or  may  not  be  defense,  the  trial  court  directed  a  Tcr- 

new  matter  according  to  the  circum-  diet  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  pleadings 

stances  of  the  case,  it  follows  that  no  alone.     But  it  was  held  on  appeal  that 

such  general  propositions  as  are  con-  it  was  necessary  to  allege  nonpayment, 

stantly  met  with  in  the  cases  can  with  because  such  nonpayment  constituted 

propriety  and  a  reasonable  understand-  the  breach  of  the  contract  sued  on ;  that 

mg  of  the  principles  involved  be  made,  it  followed  as  a  logical  sequence  that 

1.  Hubler  v,  I^uUen,  9  Ind.  273.  what  was  necessary  to  be  alleged  in 

In  the  case  of  Frisch  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  the  complaint  was  also  necessary  to  be 

71,  Cope,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  proved,  and  therefore,  as  the  plaintiff 

the  court,  said,  with  reference  to  the  had  offered  no  evidence  of  nonpayment, 

question  whether  or  not  a  plea  of  pay-  that  the  action  of  the  trial  court  was 

ment  constitutes  new  matter:  **  Whether  erroneous. 

matter  is  new  or  not  must  be  deter-  4.  Lent  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

mined  by  the  matter  itself  and  not  by  130  N.  Y.  504;  Cochran  v.  Reich,  91 

the  form  in  which  it  is  pleaded,  the  test  Hun  (N.  Y.)  442. 

being  whether  it  operates  as  a  traverse  5.  In  the  case  of  Lent  v.  New  York, 
or  by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  504,  the  court 
A  plea  tendering  no  new  issue  but  con-  said:  '*  It  does  not  admit  of  contro- 
troverting  the  original  cause  of  action  versy  that  upon  an  ordinary  contract 
is  a  mere  traverse,  and  as  nothing  new  for  the  payment  of  money,  nonpay- 
is  involved  in  it  to  call  it  new  matter  ment  is  ihe  fact  which  constitutes  the 
would  be  a  misapplication  of  terms,  breach  of  the  contract  and  is  the 
*  *  *  New  matter  Involves  of  neces-  essence  of  the  cause  of  action,  and 
sity  a  new  issue  or  the  introduction  of  being  such  within  the  rule  of  the  code, 
a  new  ingredient  as  the  basis  of  one,  it  should  be  alleged  in  the  complaint." 
and  a  new  issue  can  only  arise  upon  a  In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  con- 
plea  in  confession  and  avoidance."  tract  it  is  necessary  to  allege  that  the 

S.  In  New  York  the  Code(§  481)  pro-  contract  has  been  broken;  and  there  is 

vides  that  a  complaint  must  contain  a  no  difference  in  this  respect  between  a 

plain  and  concise  statement   of  facts  promissory  note  and  other  contracts, 

constituting  the  cause  of  action;  "  and  The   failure    to     pay  constitutes    the 

the  general  rule  deduced  therefrom,"  breach  and   must  be  alleged.     Frisch 

said  the  court  in  Lent  v.  New  York,  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  71.     It  should  be  ob- 

etc,  R.  Co.,   130  N.  Y.  504,  **  is  that  served,    however,   that   although    the 

whatever    facts    are  essential    to    be  court  in  this  case  announces  the  above 

proven   to  entitle  the   plaintiff  to  re-  sound  doctrine,  no  distinction  is  made 

cover  upon  the  trial  must  be  alleged  in  or  intimated  between  an  averment  of 

the  complaint."  nonpayment  at  maturity  or  according 

8.  The  case  of  Cochran  v,  Reich,  qi  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  non- 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  442.  was  an  action  for  payment  thereafter.  Indeed,  it  is  ex- 
the  breach  of  a  covenant  to  pay  rent,  pressly  held,  "it  is  necessary  in  an 
the  breach  alleged  being  a  failure  to  action  on  a  promissory  note  to  allege 
pay  on  demand.  There  was  a  general  that  the  note  kas  not  be^n  paid."  If  our 
denial  by  the  defendant.  Upon  the  position  is  correct,  however,  it  would 
theory  that  payment  was  an  affirmative  be  only  necessary  to  allege  in  such  a 

178  Volume  XVI. 


VteeMity  te  PIm  of  PayniMit.    PA  YMENT.  VndM  StotutM. 

it  is  held  generally  that  evidence  of  payment  is  not  admissible 
under  the  general  issue/  although,  as  has  been  seen,  nonpayment 
must  be  alleged,  and,  according  to  familiar  rules,  must  be  proved 
by  the  plaintiff  in  making  out  his  cause  of  action.*  The  anomaly 
of  this  situation  is  that  though  nonpayment  is  a  material  allega- 
tion and  fact  in  the  constitution  of  the  plaintifl*s  right  of  action, 
the  defendant  is  not  permitted  to  deny  it  under  the  general  denial 
and  without  special  plea,  though,  as  has  been  seen,  the  general 
denial  puts  in  issue  every  material  allegation  in  the  complaint. 
Nor  is  the  conflict  of  principles  reconciled  by  the  natural  step 
from  this  position  that  unless  the  defendant  interposes  a  special 
plea  of  payment,  the  plaintiff  need  not  prove  nonpayment  at  all, 
but  may  have  judgment  on  the  pleadings  by  merely  giving  the 
contract  in  evidence  and  without  any  proof  whatever  of  its  breach.* 
Tk»  Tn«  Xuld  on  Priacipte  is  that  the  plaintiff  should  prove,  not 
nonpa3rment  generally,  but  nonpayment  when  due  or  at  maturity, 
or,  in  other  words,  a  breach  of  the  contract  sued  on.  And,  it  is 
believed,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  general,  for  him  to  allege  more 
than  this.*  Nor  would  payment  at  maturity  or  when  due  or 
before  breach  be  in  any  conceivable  sense  new  matter  under  the 
general  denials  of  the  code  states,^  though  it  is  just  as  certainly 

case  nonpayment  at   maturity.     This  alleged  in  the  answer.     '*  It  is  to  be 

may  be  what  the  court  in  the  foregoing  observed,  however/*  said  the  court  in 

case  means,  taken  in  connection  with  this  case,  '*  that  the  defendant  does  not 

the  observations  with  reference  to  an  admit  in  his  answer  that  he  agreed  to 

allegation  of  breach.     But  an  allega-  pay  the  plaintiff  $2,000  for  the  land  in 

tion  in  a  declaration  or  complaint  that  controversy,  or  that  there  ever  was  due 

a  note  has  not  been  paid  would  in  gen-  the  plaintiff  $300  [the  balance  claimed] 

eral  mean  more  than  mere  nonpayment  on     the     contract.       The    defendant 

at  maturity,  and  such  an  allegation  is  simply  sets  up  this  agreement  as  he 

in  the  case  under  consideration  held  to  understands  it,  and  alleges  that  he  has 

be  necessary.  complied   w:th  it.     It  was  not  incum- 

1.  Cochran  v,  Reich,  91  Hun  (N.  Y.)  bent  on  the  defendant  in  order  to  de- 

446;  Lent  V,  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  feat  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  prove  this 

130  N.  Y.  504:  Crawford  v,  Tyng,  10  agreement    and    a    compliance    with 

Misc.  Rep.(N.Y.  C.  PI.)  143;  Potter  r.  iL     The  substantial  issue,  and  which 

Gates,  (Supreme  Ct.)  9  M.  Y.  Supp.  87.  involves   the    merits    of    the  case,    is 

S.  Cochran  v,  Reich,  91  Hun  (N.  Y.)  whether  there  is  due  the  plaintiff  $300 

446.  on   the    contract   of    purchase.       The 

Veoesiityf»rFroofof  KonpaymtBt.  —  In  plaintiff  alleges  that  such  sum  is  due. 
the  case  of  Garretson  v.  Bitzer,  57  Iowa  The  defendant  denies  that  that  sum  or 
469,  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  certain  sum  any  amount  is  due.  The  plaintiff  can- 
as  still  due  under  a  contract  of  sale  set  not  recover  without  proving  some 
out  in  the  petition.  The  defendant  de-  amount  due.  The  burden  of  proof  is 
nied  all  indebtedness  on  account  of  the  upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish  ihat 
contract  declared  on,  and  set  forth  an-  fact." 

other  contract  substantially,  however,  8.  Esbensen  v.  Hover,  3  Colo.  App. 

the  same,   alleging   payment  in   full  467;  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  North 

It  was  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  River,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  3  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 

was  on  the  plaintiff  to  establish  the  fact  C.  PI.)  61.     And  see  Lent  v.  New  York, 

of   indebtedness,  although   the   plain-  etc.,  R.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  504. 

tiff    insisted  that   the  answer  of  the  4.  Green,  Pres.,  in  Douglass  v.  Cen- 

defendant  was  in  the  nature  of  a  con-  tral  Land  Co.,  12  W.  Va.  508. 

fession   and  avoidance,   and  that  the  6.  Paymtnt  at  Xatority  Hot  Vew  Xat- 

burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  defend-  t«r.  —  In  the  case  of  Powesheik  County 

ant  to    establish  payment  in  full  as  v,  Mickel,  10  Iowa  76,  which  was  an 

179  Volume  XVI. 


VteeMity  for  PIm  of  P»ymittt.    PA  YMENT.  Undor  Stotetoo. 

true  that  payment  after  breach  is  new  matter  and  as  such  inad- 
missible without  special  plea.  ^ 

c.  Matter  in  Discharge  of  Contract.  —  A  requirement 
that  any  matter  relied  on  in  discharge  of  the  contract  shall  be 

action  in  a  promissory  note,  in  which  ticulars  of  an  indebtedness  might,  and 
the  defendant  admitted  the  execution  in  general  would,  show  a  breach  of  the 
of  the  note  but  averred  payment  and  contract  express  or  implied  before  action 
discharge  of  the  note  at  its  maturity,  it  brought,  and  the  payment  relied  on  as 
was  distinctly  held  that  such  payment  a  defense  might,  and  in  general  would, 
was  not  new  matter,  and  hence  re-  be  subsequent  to  the  accrual  of  the 
quired  no  replication.  And  see  also  right  of  action,  and  hence  new  matter; 
Stacy  V,  Stichton,  9  Iowa  399.  In  the  whereas  a  complaint  merely  alleging 
former  case,  however,  Stockton,  J.,  an  indebtedness  by  contract  express  or 
losing  sight,  it  would  seem,  of  the  dis-  implied  does  not  necessarily  show  any 
tinction  sought  to  be  explained  in  the  antecedent  breach,  but  only,  in  gen- 
text  between  the  two  kinds  of  pay-  eral,  an  existing  debt,  the  institution 
ment.  dissents  and  holds  payment  to  of  the  action  for  which  constitutes  the 
be  an  affirmative  defense  and  new  mat-  demand  essential  to  the  right  of  action, 
ter  requiring  a  replication.  in  which  event  payment,  according  to 

1.  See  authorities  cited  in  preceding  the  averments  and  construction  of  the 

notes,    not    discriminating,    however,  complaint,  could  not   be  new  matter, 

between    payment    before    and    after  that  is,  accruing  since  the  arising  of 

breach.  the  cause  of  action,  unless,  indeed,  it 

Othor  Consoquoneao  of  Proper  Look-  of  was  made  after  suit  brought. 
IMsoriniinatioii  by  tho  Authoritios.  —  The  flumaiary  of  Bulos  —  Whon  Paynioiit  at 
lamenuble  lack  of  discrimination  be-  Vow  Xattor  Should  Bo  l^^ooiallj  Pleaded, 
tween  the  two  sorts  of  payment  has  oc-  —  The  rules  of  pleading  which  should, 
casionally  !ed  the  courts  into  certain  on  general  principles,  control  this  ques- 
distinctions  not  warranted  on  principle,  tion,  are:  ist.  New  matter  in  the  an- 
and  confusing  as  precedents  for  sub-  swer  under  the  codes  is  matter  in 
sequent  cases.  Thus  in  a  recent  case  a  defense  of  the  action,  not  put  in  issue 
distinction  is  hinted  at  between  the  by  the  general  denial.  2d.  The  general 
*' defendant's  ^Ttrn  contract  to  pay  *' and  denial  puts  in  issue  all  the  material 
that  of  a  third  party,  upon  which  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  but  only 
defendant's  liability  depended.  Craw-  such  as  are  material.  3d.  The  plain- 
ford  V,  Tyng,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  tiff  must  allege  facts  sufficient  to  show 
PI.)  143.  a  cause  of  action.     4th.  In  an  action 

Li  Several  States  alMstiiiotioii  Has  Boon  on  a  contract  to  pay  money,  its  breach, 
Xado  between  cases  in  which  the  plain-  that  is,  nonpayment  according  to  the 
tiff  alleges  "  the  particulars  of  an  in-  terms  of  the  contract,  must  be  alleged, 
debtedness  "  and  where  he  only  avers  5th.  A  general  denial  of  such  a  breach 
an  indebtedness  generally  in  a  stated  of  necessity  involves  and  puts  in  issue 
amount;  the  conclusion  being  that  the  question  of  payment  according  to 
evidence  of  payment  is  admissible  un-  the  terms  of  the  contract.  6th.  A  gen- 
der the  general  issue  in  the  first  in-  eral  denial  of  such  a  breach  puts 
stance,  but  not  in  the  latter.  Thus,  in  nothing  more  in  issue,  although  the 
the  case  of  Esbensen  v.  Hover,  3  Colo,  complaint,  speaking  as  of  the  time  of 
App.  467,  Thomson,  J.,  delivering  the  the  institution  of  the  suit,  may  allege 
opinion  of  the  court,  said  that  "  the  that  the  debt  remains  unpaid,  because 
great  weight  of  authority  in  code  states  the  allegation  of  continued  default  is 
is  that  in  a  case  like  the  present  where  not  material  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of 
the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  ac-  action  and  consequently  not  put  in 
tion  are  stated,  in  order  that  proof  of  issue  by  a  general  denial.  7th.  Pay- 
payment  may  be  admitted,  it  must  be  ment  after  breach  is  new  matter,  and 
specially  pleaded.  A  denial  will  not  as  such  is  inadmissible  in  evidence  in 
suffice."  See  supra,  III.  2.  b.  Where  the  absence  of  a  special  plea.  8th.  The 
Plaintiff  Alleges  Indebtedness  Generally,  doctrine  that  a  general  denial  does  not 

Aoomrding  to  tho  Prineiplos  Hero  An-  put  the  fact  of  payment  when  due  in 

nounood,  the  true  distinction  would  seem  issue,  and  hence  that  the  plaintiff  need 

to  be  that  the  cases  alleging  the  par-  not  prove  such  fact,  is  erroneous. 
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Specially  pleaded  renders  it  necessary  in  all  cases  to  set  up  pay- 
ment in  the  answer  if  relied  on  as  a  defense.^ 

d.  Action  for  Existing  Balance.  —  Where  the  action  is 
merely  for  an  alleged  existing  balance  due  at  the  time  of  the 
institution  of  the  suit,  without  reference  to  the  extent  or  amount 
of  original  liability,  evidence  of  payment  is  admissible  under  the 
general  issue.'  Payment  in  such  cases,  it  will  be  seen,  is  in  no 
proper  sense  new  matter,  the  action  being  expressly  brought  on 
the  liability  for  the  existing  balance  claimed.  It  is  true  that  the 
liability  sought  to  be  enforced  is  part  of  the  original  liability ;  and 
it  is  apprehended  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  proceeded  therefor, 
ignoring  the  partial  payments,  it  would  be  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  plead  payment  in  order  to  introduce  evidence  of 

X.  In  the  case  of  Junge  v.  Bowman,  contract,  the  performance  of  the  serv- 
72  Iowa  648,  the  note  and  mortgage  ices,  the  stipulated  price,  and  that  on  a 
declared  on  showed  interest  overdue  certain  day  named  the  defendant  was 
unless  the  same  had  been  paid.  The  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
mortgage  provided  that  if  the  interest  three  hundred  and  thirty- three  dollars, 
was  not  paid  when  due  the  whole  debt  being  the  balance  remaining  due  after 
should  be  in  default.  Plaintiff  alleged  sundry  payments,  made  by  the  defend- 
that  the  debt  had  become  due  by  fail-  ant  to  the  plaintiff.  The  answer  was  a 
are  to  pay  interest.  The  answer  ad-  general  denial,  under  which  the  court 
mitted  the  execution  of  the  note  and  held  that  the  defendant  could  offer 
mortgage,  but  generally  denied  the  proof  of  payments.  In  this  case  Lott, 
other  averment!}  of  the  petition.  It  J.,  said:  **  The  denial  *  ^  *  involved 
was  held  that  such  general  denial  did  an  issue  upon  the  facts  above  stated 
not  put  in  issue  the  allegation  that  the  and  denied,  not  only  of  the  agreement 
defendant  had  failed  to  pay  the  interest  and  of  the  time  which  the  [plaintiff] 
due,  as  the  payment  of  interest,  being  a  worlced,  but  necessarily  of  the  different 
discharge  of  the  contract,  was  required  payments  made,  so  as  to  determine 
to  be  specially  pleaded  under  section  what,  in  fact,  was  the  balance  of  the 
2718  of  the  code.  The  section  here  re-  defendant's  debt.  That  balance  could 
ferred  to  appears  as  section  3629  of  the  not  be  ascertained  without  an  inquiry 
Code  of  1897  (Annotated).  as  to  the  amount  of  the  payments,  as 

2.  Though  at  a  General  Bale,  it  has  well  as  the  value  of  the  work  per- 
been  said,  where  the  plaintiff  sues  upon  formed."  In  the  same  case  Woodruff, 
a  note  the  defendant  cannot  give  pay-  J.,  said  it  was  not  necessary  "  for  the 
ment  in  evidence  without  pleading  it,  plaintiff  to  sue  for  a  balance  as  such, 
yet  where  the  plaintiff  alleges  certain  He  might  allege  the  contract,  perform- 
credits  and  that  there  is  a  specific  bal-  ance  on  his  part,  and  claim  payment; 
ance  due  for  which  payment  is  claimed,  and  then,  if  the  defendant  desired  to 
defendant  can  give  other  payments  in  prove  payments  he  must  allege  pay- 
evidence  under  a  general  denial  of  the  ment  in  his  answer.  But  where  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint.  McEIwee  plaintiff  sues  for  a  balance  he  volun- 
9.  Hutchinson,  10  S.  Car.  436.  In  this  tarily  invites  examination  into  the 
case  there  was  no  specific  allegation  of  amount  of  indebtedness  and  the  ex- 
nonpayment  oC  the  note  when  due,  tent  of  the  reduction  thereof  by  pay- 
though  the  complaint  showed  that  the  ments." 

note  was  past  due.     The  matter  was  White  v.  Smith,  46N.  Y.  418,  was  an 

treated  as  an    existing    indebtedness  action  for  work  and  labor  in  which  the 

merely,   evidenced  by  the   note,   less  complaint  alleged    the    services  to  a 

the  admitted  credits.     The  action  was  specified  amount  in   value,   and   that 

brought,  indeed,  only  for  the  balance  there  was  a  balance  due  the  plaintiff, 

alleged  to  be  due  at  the  time  of  the  in-  after  deducting  all  payments  made  by 

stitution  of  the  suit.  defendant  to  plaintiff  thereon,  of  $175. 

The  case  of  Quin  v,  Lloyd,  41  N.  Y.  The  general  denial,  it  was  held,  entitled 

349,  was  an  action  to  recover  for  work  the  defendant  to  prove  all  the  payments 

and  labor.     The  complaint  stated  the  which  he  had  made. 
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any  payments  made  after  the  breach  of  the  contract  or  maturity 
of  the  debt.* 

4.  Payment  in  Mitigation  of  Damagei — a.  In  General.  —  In 
actions  sounding  in  damages,  it  has  been  held  that  evidence  of 
payment  is  admissible  in  evidence  without  special  plea,  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages.* 

Ploa  of  Paymont  Pnio  Barreia  ContiBiiaiieo.  —  There  is  no  need,  in  such 
cases  as  the  foregoing,  that  evidence  of  such  payments  should  be 
introduced  under  a  special  plea  oi  puis  darrein  continuance.* 

b.  Payment  in  Bar  of  the  Action.  —  It  has  been  held,  how- 

1.  In  Pomeroy  on  Remedies,  sec.  691,  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Lincoln  v.  Bassett,  23 
after  examining  the  nature  of  '*  new  Pick.  (Mass.)  154.  And  see  Keyes  v, 
matter  "  relied  upon  as  a  defense,  it  is  Fuller,  9  III.  App.  528;  Hays  v.  Smith, 
written:  '*  It  cannot,  then,  be  said,  for  4  111.  427;  Gels  v.  Fowler,  69  111. 
example,  that  payment  is  always  new  App.  45 ;  Rush  v.  Fister,  23  111.  App. 
matter,  for  the  plaintiff  may  so  con-  348. 

struct  his  complaint  that  facts  showing  In  an  Aetion  far  tha  CoATenion  of  a 
payment  will  be  directly  contradictory  PromiMory  Hota,  the  defendant  may 
of  a  material  averment  embraced  show  in  reduction  of  damages  under 
within  it,  and,  therefore,  plainly  ad-  the  general  issue,  payment  in  whole  or 
missible  under  the  general  denial."  in  part,  the  inability  of  the  maker  to 
And  continuing  in  sec.  692:  **Aparticu-  pay,  wholly  or  partially,  a  release  of 
lar  defense  may,  therefore,  when  set  up  the  maker  from  his  undertaking,  and 
in  answer  to  one  complaint,  be  new  the  invalidity  of  the  note  or  any  other 
matter  and  require  to  be  pleaded ;  the  matter  which  affects  its  value.  Booth 
same  kind  of  defense  when  set  up  in  v.  Powers,  56  N.  Y.  23. 
answer  to  another  complaint,  may  not  Payments  in  XitlfaUon  ^"W"^tffl  to 
be  new  matter,  but  may  be  proved  Partial  Payments  lUde  and  Indorsed  en 
under  the  general  denial  without  being  Vote.  —  In  the  case  of  Dana  v,  Ses- 
specially  pleaded.  Undoubtedly  the  sions,  46  N.  H.  509,  which  was  an  ac- 
defense  of  payment,  in  its  various  tion  of  assumpsit  on  a  promissory 
phages,  is  the  one  which  most  frequently  note,  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  pay- 
assumes  this  double  aspect."  ments  made  pending  suit  was  admissi- 

2.  Lincoln  v,  Basse tt,  23  Pick,  ble  in  mitigation  of  damages,  "  the 
(Mass.)  154;  Dana  v.  Sessions,  46  N.  same  as  partial  payments  made  since 
H.  509:  Joy  V,  Hull,  4  Vt.  455;  Led-  the  suit  and  indorsed  on  a  note,  or 
iard  v.  Boucher,  7  C.  &  P.  i,  32  £.  C.  the  return  and  acceptance  of  goods 
L.  413:  Shirley  v.  Jacobs,  2  Bing.  N.  in  whole  or  in  part  after  an  action  of 
Cas.  88,  29  E.  C.  L.  266.  And  see  trover  commenced.  So  a  discharge  or 
Abbot  7',  Chapman,  2  Lev.  81;  Beck-  release  after  suit  has  been  received 
ford  V.  Clark,  Sid.  236.  in  mitigation  of  damages  though  not 

By  Reg.  Gen.  Trin.  1838,  it  was  pro-  pleaded." 
vided  that  **  payment  shall  not  in  any  Dividend  nndor  Assignment.  —  Accord- 
case  be  allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  ing  to  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  text, 
in  reduction  of  damages  or  debt,  but  where  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note 
shall  be  pleaded  in  bar."  commenced  an  action  against  a  surety 

And  see  the  case  of  Quin  v.  Lloyd,  therein  after  the  principal  had  assigned 

41  N.  Y.  349,  in  which  Lott,  J.,  deliver-  his    property    to    the    holder  for    the 

ing  the  opinion  of  the  court  conceded  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  before  the 

*'  the  general  rule  to  be  that  payments,  amount  to  be  divided  among  them  was 

either  as  an  entire  defense  or  in  miti-  ascertained,  and,  while  the  action  was 

gatiorC  of  damages,  must  be  pleaded."  pending,  received  a  dividend  under  the 

In  an  Aetion  on  a  Promissory  Hote  it  assignment,  it  was  held  that  such  fact 
has  been  held  that  evidence  of  pay-  was  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  pay- 
ment may  for  such  purpose  be  given  ment  on  the  note,  and  would  go  io 
under  the  general  issue  in  assumpsit,  mitigation  of  damages /r<y /a»i^.  Lin* 
though  made  after  action  brought,  and  coin  v.  Bassett,  23  Pick.  (Mass.)  154. 
even  up  to  the  very  day  of  the  trial.  8.  Joy  «/.  Hull,  4  Vt.  455. 
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ever,  that  payments  which  would  amount  to  a  bar  or  go  in  dis- 
charge of  the  action  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  under  the 
foregoing  rule  as  to  evidence  in  mitigation;  ^  that  is,  such  evi- 
dence would  not  be  permitted  to'operate  as  a  complete  defense, 
but  nominal  damages  at  all  events  would  be  recoverable.* 

6.  Defendant's  Election  to  Plead.  —  Though  it  may  be  permissible 
for  a  defendant  to  introduce  evidence  of  payment  under  the  gen- 
eral issue,  he  may,  in  general,  if  he  so  elects,  interpose  a  special 
plea  of  payment  and  have  a  distinct  issue  made  thereon.* 

IV.  SsQinsiTEB  OP  Plea  op  Paymemt  —  1.  In  General  —  Pay- 
ment may  be  pleaded  generally  to  all  the  counts  of  a  declaration 
or  complaint,  or  to  any  one  or  more  counts  thereof.*    It  has 

1.  IMitiiietlon  Stfttad.  —  In  the  case  of  inadmissible  because  there  was  no  spe* 

Toy  «r.  HuU,  4  Vt.  455,  the  court  said:  cial  plea  of  payment.     However,  the 

^*  The  objection  that  the  evidence  was  point  did  not  ultimately  arise,  as  Mr. 

not  admissible  under  the  general  issue.  Greaves,    who    was    counsel    for    the 

but  that  a  special  "pXes,, puis  darrein  con*  plaintiff,  on  the  verdict  being  returned 

/innafir^,  was  necessary,  might  possibly  for  the  plaintiff's  whole   claim,   con* 

have  been  well  founded,  had  the  evi*  sented  to  reduce  it  by  the  sum  of  fifty 

dence  been  offered  in  bar  of  the  action;  pounds."     It  should  be  observed,  how- 

but   we   are  aware  of   no  case  where  ever,  that  the  case  of  Shirley  v.  Jacobs, 

matter  which  goes  merely  in  mitigation  above  cited,  was  decided  since  Palfrey 

of  damages  is  required  to  be  specially  v.  Sill,  in  which  case  (Shirley  v,  Jacobs) 

pleaded."  the    point    with    reference    to    which 

Settlenwnt  la  Tort.  —  Evidence  of  an  negative  intimation  was  expressed  in 

adjustment  and  settlement  of  damages  Palfrey  v.  Sill  was  expressly  decided 

sought  to  be  recovered  In  an  action  of  in   the  affirmative,   and  according  to 

tort  is  not  admissible  unless  specially  the  doctrine  of  Lediard  v,   Boucher, 

pleaded.     Parker  v,   Lowell,   11  Gray  supra, 

(Mass.)  353.    Such  evidence,  it  was  held  2.  In  an  AotioB  of  Assniapsit  on  a  Noto, 

in  this  case,  would  be  matter  in  dis-  payments  pending  suit  not  pleaded  in 

charge  of  the  action,  and  as  such  re-  bar  of  the  further  maintenance  of  the 

quired  to  be  specially  pleaded.  action,  cannot  avaU  the  defendants  as 

PnymontiWhieh  Bo  Hot  Amount  to  Bar.  a  defense,  but  evidence  thereof  is  ad- 

—  In  actions  of  assumpsit  payments  missible   in    mitigation    of    damages, 

which  do  not  amount  to  a  bar  of  the  Dana  v.  Sessions,  46  N.  H.  509.     And 

action,  but   merely  go  to  reduce  the  see  Pemigewasset  Bank  v,  Brackett,  4 

plaintiff's  demand,  need  not   be  spe-  N.  H.  557;   Williams  v.  Tappan,  23  N. 

cially  pleaded,  but  may  be  given  in  evi-  H.  385. 

dence  in  mitigation  of  damages  under  8.  Wheatly  v.  Phelps,  3  Dana  (Ky.) 

a  plea  of  non  assumpsit,     Lediard   v.  303;    Texier  v,  Gouin,  5   Duer  (N.  Y.) 

Boucher,  7  C.  &  P.  r,  32  E.  C.  L.  413;  389;   Somerville  r.  Stewart,  48   N.  J. 

Shirley  z^.  Jacobs,  2  Bing.  N.  Cas.  88,  29  L.  117.    And  see  Hatton  v,  Morse,  3 

E.  C.  L.  266.    In  a  note  to  the  above  case  Salk.   273:    Paramour  v.  Johnson,    12 

of  Lediard  v,  Boucher,  7  C.  &  P.  i,  32  E.  Mod.  376. 

C.  L.  413,  the  following  appears:  "  On  A  Ploa  of  Paynitnt  If  a  Bolovant  and 
the  point  decided  in  this  case  there  has  Propor  Bofenio  to  an  action  against  a 
been  some  difference  of  opinion.  In  sheriff  to  recover  an  alleged  surplus 
the  case  of  Palfrey  v.  Sill,  Hereford  remaining  in  his  hands  from  the  pro- 
Spring  Assizes  X835,  which  was  an  ac<  ceeds  of  a  sale  of  property  on  an  exe- 
tion  of  assumpsit  for  a  veterinary  sur-  cution  against  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is 
geon's  bill,  with  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  error  to  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
it  was  proposed  on  the  part  of  the  de-  as  for  a  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
fendant  to  give  evidence  of  a  payment  answer,  when  such  a  plea  is  on  file, 
of  fifty  pounds.  And  in  that  case  Mr.  State  v.  Early,  Si  Ind.  540. 
Justice  Park,  after  having  conferred  4.  Beesley  v.  Dolley,  6  Bing.  N.  Cas. 
with  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge,  was  in-  3:,  37  E.  C.  L.  271,  8  Scott  243 ;  2  ChiC 
dined  to  hold  that  the  evidence  was  on  PI.  (x6th  Am.  ed.;  446. 
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been  given  as  the  proper  form  of  a  general  plea  of  payment, 
whether  to  the  whole  of  the  declaration  or  to  a  single  count, 
**That  before  action  [the  defendant]  satisfied  and  discharged  the 
plaintiff's  claim  by  payment.*"* 

ATermont  of  Paeu  Conititiiting  PaynA&t.  —  The  rule  has  been  stated, 
however,  that  payment  may  be  pleaded  by  an  averment  of  facts 
which  constitute  a  payment,  as  well  as  by  an  allegation  in  the 
precise  term.* 

1.  Form  of  Plaa  and  Aniwer  of  Pay-  other,  and  that  the  latter  had  f  ull^  dis 

ment.  —  See  2  Chit,  oa   PI.  (i6ch  Am.  charged  and  satisfied  the  same,  is  not 

ed.)446.     In  the  same  place  the  follow-  equivalent  to  a  plea  of  payment.     Kill 

ing  is  given  as  the  proper  form  of  an  v,  Comparet,  15  Ind.  243. 

answer  of  payment:     "And   the    de-  Action  on  Judgmont.  —  In  2  Chiity  on 

fendant  comes  and  answers  that  he  Pleadings    (i6th    Am.    ed.)    447,    the 

has    paid    the    plaintiff    the    sum    of  proper  form  of  a  plea  of  payment  en  a 

—  dollars  which  was  the  full  amount  judgment  is  stated  to  be;   "  That  after 

of  the  amount  stated  in  the  plaintiff's  the  said  judgment  was  recovered,  and 

bill  of  particulars."  before  action,   he    satisfied    and    dis* 

A  plea  of  payment,  that  '*  the  claim  charged  the  said  judgment  by  pay- 
set  up  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  has  ment." 

been  fully  paid  before  the  commence-  Action  on  Bill  of  Ezbhaago  —  Ploa  of 

ment  of  this  suit,"  is  good.     Cranor  Paymont  by  Drawer  or  Aoooptor. —  In  2 

V.   Winters.    75  Ind.  301;    Demuth  v.  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  336^ 

Daggy,  26  Ind.  341.  the  following  is  given  as  the  proper 

l^ymont  in  Action  on   Acooont.  —  In  form  of  a  plea  of  payment  in  sucli  a 

MsMachnietti (Pub.  Stat.  1882,  p.  980) the  case:  *'  That  after  the  said  bill  became 

form  of  an  answer  setting  up  payment  due,  and   whilst  the  plaintiff  was  the 

in  an  action  on  an  account  is  given  as  holder  thereof,  and  before  action,  the 

follows:     ''And  the  defendant  comes  defendant  satisfied  and  discharged  the 

and  answers  that  he  has  paid  the  plain-  plaintiff's  claim  by  payment." 

tiff   the    sum    of  dollars,    which  Action  Against  Drawer  —  PleaofPay^ 

was  the   full   amount  of  the  account  ment  by  Acceptor,  —  The   proper  form 

stated  in   the   plaintiff's    bill  of   par-  of  a  plea  of   payment    in   an  action 

ticulars."     If  there  are  several  items,  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  the  indorsee 

add,  "  And  he  annexes  hereto  a  bill  of  against  the  drawer,    which   was   paid 

particulars  of  such  payment."  after  maturity  by  the  acceptor  to  the 

AcUonon  Promiscory  Hote. —  In  an  ac-  plaintiff,  is  *'  that  after  the  bill  became 
tion  on  a  promissory  note,  the  answer  due,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  the 
alleged,  after  a  general  denial,  that  holder  thereof,  and  before  this  suit,  the 
'*  the  defendants  aver  that  if  the  plain-  said  A.  B.  (the  acceptor)  satisfied  and 
tiffs  shall  prove  the  making  of  the  note  discharged  the  said  bill  and  the  plain- 
declared  on,  or  any  of  the  items  in  the  tiff's  claim  thereon  by  payment." 
plaintiffs'  bill  of  particulars,  the  same  2  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.> 
have    been    fully    paid."       This    was  337. 

held  a  sufficient  plea  of  payment,  and  8.  Holmes  v,  Deplaigne,  23  La.  Ann. 

evidence  of  payment  was   admissible  238. 

thereunder.  Swett  v.  Southworth,  125  Illnstration,  —  In  the  case  of  Moore 
Mass.  417.  And  it  was  similarly  held  &.  Ennis,  21  Ind.  315,  the  plaintiff  sued 
in  an  action  on  a  contract,  that  the  de-  the  defendant  on  a  note  executed  b^ 
fense  of  payment  was  open  to  plaintiff  the  latter,  alleging  at  the  time  that  it 
under  a  reply  to  defendant's  plea  of  set-  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  and 
off,  alleging  "  that  if  the  defendant  was  retained  by  him,  to  which  the  de- 
shall  prove  that  plaintiff  ever  owed  the  fendant  pleaded  that  he  had  obtained 
defendant  the  amounts  set  forth  in  said  the  note  from  a  third  person  to  whom 
counts,  that  he  has  paid  the  same  in  the  plaintiff  had  assigned  it.  This  was 
full."     Goss  r.  Calkins,  164  Mass.  546.  held    sufficient,    such     an    allegation 

But  in   an   action   on  a  promissory  showing  in  effect  that  the   note   had 

note  against  two  parties,  an  answer  by  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff.     It  was  not 

one  alleging  that  he  was  surety  for  the  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  plead- 
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2.  Denial  of  Original  Liability.  —  A  plea  of  payment  should  not 
deny  the  original  liability  or  indebtedness,  as  such  an  averment 
would  be  inconsistent  with  its  nature  as  a  plea  in  confession  and 

ing  to  allege  the  means  employed  to  hands  from  the  insurance  money,  after 

obtain  the  note  or  how  much  had  been  the  payment  of  taxes  and  premiums  as 

paid  for  it.  provided,  far  exceeded  the  amount  due 

Wlioro  a  Dofinidaat  in  an  Action  on  a  on  the  note,  sufficiently  sets  up  the  de- 
Boa  Bill  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff,  in  fense  of  payment.  Hailey  First  Nat. 
consideration  of  the  defendant's  guar-  Bank  v,  Bews,  2  Idaho  1175. 
an  teeing  an  indebtedness  of  the  former  Action  on  Hoto — Payment  to  Creditor 
to  third  persons,  agreed  to  extend  the  of  Payee.  —  A  plea  to  an  action  on  a 
time  for  payment  of  the  due  bill  until  promissory  note,  assigned  after  matur« 
the  plaintiff  should  pay  off  and  dis-  ity,  that  it  was  agreed  between  the 
charge  the  indebtedness  guaranteed  by  payee  and  the  maker  that  the  note 
the  defendant,  subsequent  to  which  the  should  be  discharged  by  the  latter's 
defendant  was  compelled  to  pay  a  cer-  paying  the  amount  of  the  note  to  a 
tain  amount  of  the  indebtedness  so  creditor  of  the  payee,  and  alleging  that 
guaranteed,  which  was  in  excess  of  the  such  payment  was  made  accordingly, 
amount  of  the  defendant's  indebtedness  sets  up  a  good  defense.  Lazell  v. 
to  the  plaintiff  on  the  due  bill,  it  was  Francis,  5  111.  421. 
held  that  the  allegation  of  such  facts  In  an  Action  on  Two  Promissory  Kotea 
constituted  in  effect  a  plea  of  payment,  for  $2,500  each,  it  was  held  that  the 
Allen  V.  Breusing,  32  111.  505.  defense  of    payment   was    sufficiently 

In  an  Action  on  a  Hoto  given  the  plain-  pleaded  where  the  answer  alleged  that 
tiff  at  the  request  of  a  third  party  who  the  defendant,  being  indebted  to  the 
fraudulently  represented  himself  the  plaintiffs  in  a  considerable  sum,  had 
creditor  of  the  maker,  which  note,  transferred  his  property  to  a  trustee  to 
however,  by  agreement  between  all  be  disposed  of  and  defendant's  debt  to 
concerned,  was  to  be  paid  by  certain  the  plaintiffs  satisfied  out  of  the  pro- 
claims due  to  the  maker  to  be  collected  ceeds;  that  the  plaintiffs  subsequently 
by  said  third  party,  a  plea  averring  agreed,  however,  to  make  a  deduction 
that  such  party  collected  a  sufficient  of  $5,000  from  defendant's  indebted- 
sum  to  satisfy  and  discharge  the  note  ness  to  them  if  defendant  would  him- 
is  a  sufficient  plea  of  payment.  Mer-  self  take  charge  of  and  sell  his  own 
rill  V,  Randall,  22  111.  227.  property   formerly   transferred  to  the 

Where  an  AAdaTit  of  Defniao  alleged  trustee  as  stated,  and  transmit  the  pro- 
that  notes  sued  upon  were  given  as  ceeds  thereof  to  the  plaintiffs;  that  the 
part  of  a  running  account  which  had  plaintiffs,  however,  fniled  to  allow  the 
never  been  adjusted,  and  that  upon  an  $5,000  credit,  but  applied  all  the  pro- 
opportunity  given  for  the  defendant  to  ceeds  to  the  whole  of  the  original  debt, 
show  his  payments  and  compare  them  which  had  been  fully  paid;  that  subse- 
with  the  plaintiff's  charges  the  pay-  quently  the  defendant,  continuing  to 
ment  of  the  notes  sued  on  would  ap-  deal  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  being  in- 
pear,  it  was  held  that  such  affidavit  debted  to  them  in  a  certain  sum,  exe- 
was  sufficient.  Hubbard  v,  French,  i  cuted  his  several  notes,  including  the 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  218.  two  sued  on.     Jaffray  v.  Hunter,  15  N. 

Paymont  According  to  Collateral  Agree-  Y.  App.  Div.  615. 

sent.  —  An  answer  alleging  that,  pur-  Payxnent  by  Sealisation  on  Collateral 

suant  to  agreement,  the  holder  of  the  Securities  —  Inconsistency.  —  It  is  a  valid 

note  sued  on  had  been  placed  in  pos-  plea  that  certain  notes  sued  upon,  hav- 

sessionof  certain  property,  with  author-  mg   been   executed   before  the   bank- 

ity  to  collect  the  rents  and  keep  the  ruptcy  of  the  maker,  were  secured  by  a 

property  insured,  and  in  case  of  loss  by  trust  deed  on  real  estate,  and  that  the 

fire  to  collect  the  insurance,  and  after  plaintiff  had  received  payment  of  the 

discharging    certain    small    indebted-  notes  by  purchasing  the  property  em- 

nesses  to  apply  the  balance  of  insur-  braced  in  the  trust  deed  and  paying 

ance  money  to  the  payment  of  the  note  for  it  with  the  notes,  nor  is  such  a  plea 

and  interest  thereon;  that  the  property  inconsistent  with  a  plea  by  defendant 

had  been  consumed  by  fire,  and  that  of  his  discharge  as  a  bankrupt.    Linton 

the  amount  remaining  in  the  plaintiff's  v,  Stanton,  4  La.  Ann.  402. 
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avoidance.  ^  But  in  an  action  on  a  bond  reciting  a  settlement  of 
certain  claims  between  the  parties,  a  plea  that  the  demand  in 
suit  was  fully  paid  at  the  time  the  bond  was  given  is  permissible.* 

3.  Certainty  and  Partionlarity  —  a.  In  General.  —  It  has  been 
held  by  some  authorities  to  be  unnecessary  in  alleging  payment 
to  set  out  the  time  or  amount  of  the  payment  or  the  name  of  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  made,*  or,  as  it  has  been  stated,  a  plea  of 
payment  need  not  particularize.*  A  plea  which  avers  that  pay- 
ment has  been  actually  made  in  any  manner  is  sufficient.* 

Beqniring  Defenduit  to  Tnrniih  PartioalAni.  —  But  a  defendant  who 
pleads  payment  generally  may,  it  has  been  held,  be  required  to 
furnish  the  particulars  thereof.*     If,  however,  the  plaintiff,  under 

1.  Should  Hot  Deny  Oxiginal  LUUUty.  to  be  A^ood  on  demurrer  although  the 
—  In  the  case  of  Witter  v,  McNiel,  4  amount  charged  to  have  been  so  paid 
111.  433,  the  court  said:  "  The  third  was  not  set  forth.  Bobb  v,  Bancroft, 
plea    is    equally    defective.     It    com-  13  Kan.  123. 

mences  as  a  plea  of  payment  and  con-  Early  Dootxiao   in  Tndlaim.  —  In   the 

eludes    as    a    plea    of  set-off,    and   is  case  of  Nill  r.  Comparet,  15  Ind.  243, 

insufficient  in  l^th  respects.     As  a  plea  it  was  held  that  a  plea  of  payment  was 

of  payment  it  is  bad,  because  it  indi-  bad  on  demurrer  unless  it  showed  to 

rectly  denies  all  indebtedness.**  whom  the  payment  was  made.     That 

2.  Solary  z\  Webster,  35  Fla.  363.  decision,  however,   has   not  been  ad- 
S.  Epperson   v.    Hostetter,   95    Ind.  hered   to  in  Indiana.     See  Cranor  v. 

583;    Cranor  ^.  Winters,  75   Ind.  301;  Winters,  75  Ind.  301,  in  which  it  is  ex- 

iohnson   v.   Breedlove,   104  Ind.    521;  pressly  stated  that  the  former  case  has 

>emuth  t/.  Daggy,  26  Ind.  341;    State  been  overruled. 

r.  Early,  81  Ind.  540;  Holmes  v.  De-  Plea  of  fltottloment — Whon  Mi  Forth 
plaigne,  23  La.  Ann.  238.  And  see  ITo  Dofenie.  —  A  plea  of  settlement, 
kelly  V,  Ernest,  26  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  90.  without  showing  either  its  terms  or  its 
Statement  of  Bole.  —  In  the  case  of  agreed  result  as  to  release,  discharge. 
Louden  v,  Birt,  4  Ind.  570,  the  court  satisfaction,  or  extinguishment  of  the 
said  with  reference  to  the  plea  of  pay-  liability  sought  to  be  enforced  by  the 
ment:  "  Pleadings  must  be  certain  to  action,  sets  forth  no  defense.  Nance 
a  common  intent.  A  defendant  who  v,  Winship  Mach.  Co.,  94  Ga.  649. 
sets  up  payment,  or  anything  else,  as  4.  Johnson  v.  Breedlove,  104  Ind.  521. 
a  defense,  should  aver  it  with  that  cer-  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  plea  of 
tainty  that  will  inform  his  adversary  payment  should  particularly  specify 
and  the  court  of  what  is  in  issue.  We  the  amount  paid  and  every  circum- 
see  no  reason  why  anything  more  is  re-  stance  of  time  and  place.  Holmes  v. 
quired.  A  plea  of  payment  is  not  one  Deplaigne,  23  La.  Ann.  238. 
of  those  in  which  it  is  necessary  to  set  Bftyment  by  Traaitar  of  Hotei  and  Ae- 
out  all  the  facts,  particularly  to  show  ooimts.  —  Where  th«  note  sued  on  is 
that  what  has  been  done  amounts  in  alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  the  trans- 
law  to  a  payment;  but  it  is  sufficient  to  fer  of  notes  and  accounts,  it  is  unneces- 
allege  the  fact  of  payment,  and  it  is  sary  to  set  them  out  in  the  plea  of  pay- 
then  determined  by  the  evidence  given  ment.  Wardlaw  v,  McConnelU  46  Ga. 
whether  the  fact  is  made  out  or  not."  273. 

Allegation  as  to  Amonnt.  —  Where  in  5.  Louden  v,  Birt,  4  Ind.  566. 

an  action  on  a  promissory  note  against  6.  Ireland  v,  Thompson,  2   Jur.  518, 

several  individuals  alleged  to  be  mem-  6  Scott  601. 

bers  of  the  copartnership  maker,  it  was  Keqniriity  Amended  Anewar. —  In  the 

pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  received  case  of  Feller  v.  Winchester,  3  Greene 

from  a  trustee  to  whom  the  partnership  (Iowa)  244,  the  complainant  filed  a  bill 

effects  had  been  conveyed  for  the  pay-  in   chancery    against    the    defendant, 

ment  of  the  partnership  debts  certain  charging    the  latter  whh   having  ob- 

sums  cf   money  not  credited  on  the  tained   from    the  complainant's  dece* 

note,  the   amount  of  which    was   un-  dent  when  in  a  state  of  derangement 

known  to  the  defendants,  it  was  held  and  insanity  the  cancellation  of  a  note 
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the  circumstances  of  the  case,  has  better  knowledge  of  the  matter 
than  the  defendant  so  pleading  payment  generally,  the  latter  will 
not  be  required  to  file  a  bill  of  particulars.  ^ 

By  SUtnte  in  Btrvral  StatM  it  is  provided  that  a  defendant  shall  only 
be  entitled  to  introduce  evidence  of  such  payments  as  are 
described  in  his  plea,  or  in  an  account  filed  therewith,  with  suffi- 
cient certainty  and  particularity  as  to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of 
their  nature.' 

for  $ioo  and  a  receipt  for  money  due  been  held  not  to  apply  to  a  payment  in 
without  having  paid  any  money  on  the  money,  and  therefore  in  such  case  no 
note  or  on  the  account  for  which  the  account  accompanying  the  plea  of  pay- 
receipt  was  given.  The  defendant  was  ment  is  reauired.  Miller  v.  Brooks,  4 
called  upon  to  answer  explicitly,  among  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  175;  Webster  v. 
other  things,  whether  he  paid  anything  Tiernan,  4  How.  (Miss.)  352.  And  see 
on  said  note  and  account,  and  if  so,  Price  v.  Sinclair,  5  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
the  exact  amount.     In  the  answer  the  254. 

defendant  alleged  full  payment  of  the  Hew    Hampshire.  —  See     Russell    v, 

amount  due  complainant's  decedent,  Fabyan,  28  N.  H.  543.     This  case  was 

but  did  not  state  the  amount  he  paid,  an  action  of  covenant  broken  for  rent, 

It  was  held  in  this  case  that  the  answer  in   which   it  was   held   that    payment 

was  too  general  and  not  sufficiently  re-  should  be  specially  pleaded,  or  notice 

sponsive  to  the  bill,  as  it  should  fully  of  the  same  be  given  in  a  brief  state- 

and  particularly  state  the  sum  paid  by  ment  accompanying  the  general  issue, 

defendant  to  complainant's   decedent  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 

in   his  lifetime  in  satisfaction  of  his  T«zaa.  —  See   Hahn  v.  Broussard,  3 

demands,   and    it   was    held    that  an  Tex.  Civ.  A  pp.  481;  Grothaus  z/.  Witte, 

amended  answer  supplying  the  requis-  72  Tex.   124.     But  the  Tetas  statute 

ite  particularity  might  be  required.  requiring  a  bill  of  particulars  showing 

1.  Wl«n  Fbiiiitlif  Has  Better  Knowl-  the  items  of  payment  does  not  apply 
edge  of  Gtreniiistanoss  than  Deftodaat.  —  where  the  defendant  does  not  seek  to 
The  case  of  Powell  v,  Schenck,  88  Hun  prove  payment  in  items.  Able  v.  Lee, 
<N.  Y.)  185,  was  an  action  on  six  prom-  6  Tex.  427.  And  see  HoUiman  v, 
issory  notes.    The  answer  alleged  that  Rogers,  6  Tex.  91. 

the  notes  were  given  to  accommodate  ▼irginia.  —  See  Code  of  1887,  g  3298; 

the  payee,  who  was  at  the  time  of  the  Richmond  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  John- 

execution  of  the  notes  selling  goods  to  son,  90  Va.  775;  Johnson  v,  Jennings, 

the   maker;    that    the   balance  of  the  10  Gratt.  (Va.)  i. 

indebtedness  was  to  be  adjusted  by  an  Wait  Tirginia. —  In   West  Virginia, 

accounting,  and   that  the  maker  had  §  4  of  c.  126  of  the  code  provides  that 

paid     more    on    the    notes    than    the  "  in  a  suit  for  a  debt  the  defendant 

amount     of    goods    delivered.       The  may  at  the  trial  prove  and  have  al- 

plaintiflf  moved  upon  this  plea  that  the  lowed  against  such  debt  any  payment 

defendant  be  required  to  file  a  bill  of  or  set-off  which  is  so  described  in  his 

particulars  of  the  goods  delivered,  but  plea  or  in  an  account  filed  therewith  as 

the  motion  was  denied  pursuant  to  the  to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of  its  na- 

rule  that  where  it  appears  upon  an  ap-  ture,  but  not  otherwise."     Under  this 

plication  for  a  bill  of  particulars  that  statute  it  has  been  held  that  in  cove- 

the  party  demanding  it  has  presum-  nant   for  rent  due,  defendant  should 

ably  a  better  knowledge  of  the  matter  not  b^  allowed   any   payment  so  de- 

than  his  adversary  the  application  will  scribed  in  his  plea,  or  in  an  account 

be  refused.  filed  therewith,  as  to  give  plaintiff  no- 

2.  Xlsiliiippi.  —  In  Mississippi  by  tice  of  its  nature;  and  if  evidence 
statute  (H.  h  H.  590)  it  was  provided  thereof  is  admitted  on  the  general  plea 
that  every  plea  of  payment  should  be  of  covenants  performed,  to  plaintiff's 
accompanied  by  an  account  stating  dis-  injury  and  against  his  objection,  it  is 
tinctly  the  items  thereof,  in  the  absence  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
of  which  the  defendant  should  not  be  verdict  and  awarding  a  new  trial  on 
entitled  to  prove  before  the  jury  such  motion  of  plaintiff.  Arnold  v.  Cole, 
payment  or  set-off.    This  statute  has  4a  W.  Va.  663. 
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b.  Objection  FOR  Want  OF  Certainty  —  (i)  When  Generally 

Arises.  —  The  objection  to  a  plea  of  payment  on  account  of  the 
lack  of  the  requisite  certainty  and  particularity,  generally  occurs 
in  cases  where  the  payment  relied  upon  was  not  made  in  money, 
but  in  some  collateral  thing,  or  where  satisfaction  of  the  debt  or 
demand  sued  on  has  arisen  out  of  certain  transactions  between 
the  parties  not  strictly  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.* 

(2)  ffow  Taken.  —  If  an  answer  is  defective  by  reason  of  its  not 
specifying  the  facts  relied  upon  to  show  payment,  the  plaintiff's 
proper  course  has  been  said  to  be  by  motion  to  have  it  made  more 
definite  and  certain.*     Such  objection,  it  has  been  held,  should 

1.  Biitiaction    Botwoen    Paymont    in  Paymont  by  Authority  to  Draw  on  Dedg- 

Money  and  Otherwiie.  —  Under  a  statute  natod    Partieo.  — Where    the    plaintiffs 

providing  '*  that  in    every  action    in  sold  the  defendant  a  bill  of  goods,  and 

which  a  defendant  shall  desire  to  prove  the  latter  indorsed  on  the  back  of  said 

any  payment  or  set-off  he   shall   file  bill   an  order  to  draw   on  designated 

with  his  plea  an  account  stating  dis-  parlies  for  the  payment  thereof  in  sixty 

tinctly  the  nature  of  such  payment  or  days  from  the  shipment  of  the  goods, 

set-off  and  the  several  items  thereof,  it  was  held  that  an  answer  setting  up 

and  on  failure  to  do  so  he  shall  not  be  this   order    but   not    alleging  that  at 

entitled  to  prove  before  the  jury  such  the  time  plaintiffs  sold    the  goods  to 

payment  or  set-off  unless  the  same  be  defendant  they  agreed  to  accept  the 

so  plainly  and  particularly  described  in  order  as  paymeni  for  the  goods,  nor 

the  plea  as  to  give  the  plaintiff  full  alleging  that  at  the  time  specified  in  said 

notice  of  the  character  thereof,"  it  was  order  the   defendant  transmitted    the 

held  that  a  plea  to  an  action  on  several  amount  due   plaintiffs   to  the   parlies 

promissory  notes  that  they  were  fully  designated,    with    instructions   to   the 

paid,   satisfied,  and  discharged  on  or  latter  to  pay  the  same  to  plaintiffs  upon 

about  a  certain  date,  was  not  insuffi-  their  draft,  or  that  the  money  was  in 

cient.     But  under  such  statute  if  the  the  hands  of  said  parties  subject  to  the 

payment  relied  on  was  a  conclusion  of  order  of  plaintiffs,  did   not  present  a 

law  from  certain  facts,  as  by  payment  proper  plea  of  payment  and  wasinsuflS- 

by  something  other  than  money,  then  cient  on  demurrer.    Brandt  r.  Thurber. 

those  facts  should  be  specially  alleged  i  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  g  640. 

or  evidence  of  them  would  be  inadmis-  Action  on  Collateral  Hote  —  Payment  of 

sible.     Holliman  v.  Rogers,  6  Tex.  91.  Principal  Debt.  —  A  plea  asserting  that 

Action  on  Hote  for  Pi«minm  of  Ininr-  the  note  sued  on  was  indorsed  to  the 
anee  Policy.  —  In  an  action  on  a  prom-  plaintiff  by  the  payee,  for  the  sole  pur- 
issory  note  given  in  payment  of  pose  of  discharging  a  particular  note 
premiums  on  an  insurance  policy,  the  made  by  him  to  a  third  party,  and  that 
affidavit  of  defense  was  that  on  a  speci-  the  payee,  after  the  maturity,  directed 
fied  date  the  defendants  paid  all  arrear-  the  maker  to  pay  the  money  to  the 
ages  on  said  policy,  at  which  time  the  third  party,  i^hich  was  accordingly 
policy  was  canceled,  the  secretary  of  done,  is  bad  without  averring  that  the 
the  company  at  the  time  promising  to  payment  was  made  to  the  third  party 
return  the  premium  note.  It  was  held  in  discharge  of  the  particular  note 
that  the  allegation  of  payment  was  not  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  indorse- 
sufficiently  definite  and  certain.  Solly  ment  to  discharge.  Alsobrook  v.  Desh- 
V.  Moore,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  333.  ler,  10  Ala.  6g8. 

Allegation  of  Improper  Withholding  of  2.  Hart  v,   Crawford,  41   Ind.    197; 

Credit.  —  A  defense   to  a    note   which  Epperson  v.   Hosteller,   95   Ind.    583; 

alleges  that  plaintiffs  sold  several  head  Farmers',   etc..    Bank  v,   Sherman,   6 

of  mules  for  which  they  gave  the  de-  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  181,  33  N.  Y.  69;  Seeley 

fendant  no  credit,  is  bad  in  not  stating  v.    Engell,    13   N.    Y.    548;    Lewis    y. 

to  whom  the  mules  belonged,  whether  Smith,  2   Disney  (Ohio)  434.     See   in 

the  defendant  had  any  interest  in  them  general  article  Definiteness  and  Cer- 

or  not,  and  whether  the  sale  of  them  tainty  in  Pleadings,  vol.  6,  p.  246. 

had  any  connection  with  the  note  sued  Where  Plea  Omits  Time  of  Payment.  — 

on.     Taylor  v,  Purcell,  60  Ark.  606.  Where  a  plea  of  payment  not  stating 

188  Volume  XVI. 


BaquiiitM  of  Plea  of  Fftymnt.    PA  YMENT.         Cmrttinty  and  PartieuUrity. 

not  be  taken  by  demurrer.*  But  by  other  authorities  such 
irregularity  has  been  held  remediable  by  special  demurrer,  point- 
ing out  the  defect.* 

(3)  When  Taken  —  Objection  to  Evidence.  —  Where  the  plain- 
tiffs have  gone  to  trial  without  objection  upon  a  plea  setting  up 
facts  relied  on  to  constitute  payment,  it  has  been  held  too  late  to 
object  then  to  the  reception  of  evidence  under  such  plea,  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  set  forth  the  facts  with  sufficient 
particularity.* 

c.  Amendments.  —  Where  an  answer  does  not  state  the  cir- 
cumstances relied  on  to  constitute  the  plea  of  payment  with  the 

the  time  is  interposed  plaintiff  is  en-  answer  might  have  been  specially  ex- 
titled  to  have  the  time  specifically  cepted  to  as,  with  respect  to  the  pay- 
stated,  the  proper  course  being  held  to  ment  alleged,  not  being  sufficiently 
be  by  motion  to  have  the  plea  made  specific  and  certain  as  to  date  and 
more  certain,  and  not  by  demurrer,  manner  thereof  and  the  release 
Epperson  v,  Hostetter.  95  Ind.  583.  claimed,  but  that  the  answer  was  suffi- 

]^7iii«nt  in  Goods,  War«t,  and  Morohaa-  cient  on  general  demurrer.    And  see 

dise.  —  In  the  case  of   Hart  v.  Craw.  Wells  v,  Fairbank,  5  Tex.  582. 

ford,  41  Ind.  197,  the  plea  of  payment  Motion  to  Strike  Out— Bpooial  Domnr- 

alleged  that  it  had  been  made  in  goods,  rer.  —  If  a  plea  of  payment  is  objec- 

wares,  and  merchandise,  but  did   not  tionable  as   to  form  merely  and   not 

state  either  the  kind  or  the  quantity  of  frivolous,  the  objection  should  be  taken 

the  goods  paid  by  the  defendant  and  by  special  demurrer  and  not  b^  motion 

received  in   satisfaction  of  the   debt,  to  strike  out.     Crawford  v,  Ellison,  i 

Objection  was  taken  by  demurrer  for  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  378.     And  see  Spooner 

lack  of  certainty  in  specifying  the  van-  v.  Hall,  Barnes  366. 

ety    and   quantity  of  goods  so   paid.  The  case  of  Holltman  v.  Rogers,  6 

The  court,   however,  declined   to  ex-  Tex.    91,   was    an  action  on    several 

press  an  opinion  on  the  question  as  to  promissory  notes  to  which  the  defend- 

whetber  or  not  the  plea  was  objection-  ant  pleaded  payment  generally.     This 

able  for  uncertainty  in  the  particulars  plea  was  stricken  out  by  the  inal  court 

mentioned,   merely   holding  that    the  on  motion  under  a  statute  providing 

objection  should  have  been  taken  by  "  that  in  every  action  in  which  a  de- 

motion  to  make  more  certain  and  not  fendant  shall  desire  to  prove  any  pay- 

t>y  demurrer.  ment  or  set-ofT,  he  shall  file  with  his 

1.  Hart  V.   Crawford,   41   Ind.   197;  plea  an  account  stating  distinctly  the 

Epperson  v.   Hostetter,   95    Ind.    583.  nature  of  such  payment  or  set-off  and 

And  see  Snowden  v,  Wilas,  19  Ind.  10;  the  several  items  thereof,  and  on  fail- 

Fultz  V,  Wycoff,  25  Ind.  321.  ure  to  do  so  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to 

8.  Baer  v.   Christian,    83    Ga.    322;  prove  before  the  jury  such  payment  or 

O'Neal  V.  Phillips,  83  Ga.  556.  set-off  unless  the  same  be  so  plainly 

Answer  Hold  SoAoiont  on  Oonoral  Do-  and  particularly  described  in  the  plea 
mnrror.  —  The  case  of  Marley  r/.  Mc-  as  to  give  the  plaintiff  full  notice  of  the 
Anelly,  17  Tex.  658,  was  a  suit  on  a  character  theieof.*'  This  was  held  on 
joint  and  several  promissory  note  appeal  to  have  been  error,  the  proper 
against  several  defendants.  One  of  course  being  not  by  motion  to  strike 
them  alleged  that  the  note  was  given  out,  but  by  exceptions  to  the  plea  or 
for  land  purchased  by  defendants  from  objections  to  evidence  offered  there- 
plaintiff  upon  an  express  understand-  under  to  substantiate  it. 
ing  and  agreement  that  each  of  the  de-  S.  Seeley  v,  Engell,  13  N.  Y.  548. 
fendants  should  pay  for  his  respective  Evidonoo  in  Snpport  of  Vnoertain  Plea. 
portion:  that  defendant  had  so  paid,  — In  Texas,  however,  it  has  been  de- 
and  received  from  the  plaintiff  a  deed  dared  that  if  a  plea  of  payment  is  in- 
for  his  part  of  the  land,  whereupon  sufficient  because  of  its  want  of 
the  defendant  had  been  released  by  the  certainty,  it  is  erroneous  to  admit  evi- 
plaintiff  from  further  liability  upon  the  dence  in  support  thereof.  Nugent  v. 
note  sued  on.     It  was  held  that  this  Martin,  i  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §it  1173. 
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requisite  clearness  and  precision,  but  is  not  altogether  insufficient, 
the  court  should  permit  an  amendment  setting  forth  clearly  the 
defense  sought  to  be  relied  on.* 

4.  Conolufions  of  Law.  —  A  plea  of  payment  should  not,  mani- 
festly, contain  averments  which  constitute  only  conclusions  of 
law.*  In  most  code  states  indeed,  where  the  plea  of  nil  debet  has 
been  abolished,  an  answer  merely  denying  indebtedness  is  insuffi- 
cient as  only  a  denial  of  a  legal  conclusion.'  In  other  jurisdictions, 
however,  this  view  is  not  taken,  and  it  has  been  held  that  an 
answer  to  an  action  for  the  price  of  personal  property  sold,  merely 
denying  indebtedness,  should  not  be  struck  from  the  files  as  con- 
taining only  a  denial  of  a  legal  conclusion.^ 

1.  Phillips  V,  Jarvis,  19  Wis.  204.  Fain  v.  Goodwin,  35  Ark.  109;  Taylor 
And  see  Gregory  v.  Hart,  7  Wis.  532;  v,  Purcell,  60  Ark.  606;  Higgins  v. 
Brayton  v.  Jones,  5  Wis.  117.  Woriell,  18  Cal.  330;  Wells  v.  McPikc, 

Ho  Amondmwit  "Wlioii  Plea  Wholly  la-  21  Cal.  215.  And  see  Guynn  v.  Mc- 
oporatiTO.  —  Under  a  code  provision  Cauley,  32  Ark.  97;  Clarke  «/.  Finnell, 
that  where  a  cause  of  action  or  defense  16  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  329;  Francis  v.  Fran- 
is  inoperative  "  in  its  nature,  scope,  cis,  iS  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  57.  And  see,  for 
and  meaning,*'  it  shall  not  be  deemed  a  full  collection  of  cases,  article  Legal 
a  case  of  variance  and  therefore  Conclusions,  vol.  12,  p.  1043. 
amendable,  it  was  held  that  where  in  Whon  aa  Answer  in  aa  Aetion  oa  a 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note  the  de-  Promiisorj  Hoto  merely  denies,  as  a 
fense  set  up  in  the  answer  was  a  want  conclusion,  that  there  is  due  on  the 
of  consideration  and  that  the  note  had  note  the  amount  claimed,  it  constitutes 
been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  as  col-  no  defense  and  may  be  assailed  00 
lateral  security  merely  and  had  been  demurrer.  Stucksleger  v.  Smith,  27 
obtained  by  false  representations,  the  Iowa  286;  Mann  v.  Howe,  9  Iowa  546; 
court  had  not  the  power  to  permit  an  Callanan  r.  Williams,  71  Iowa  364. 
amendment  so  as  to  warrant  the  ad-  Does  VotPat  ia  IsraoSzooationofVoto. 
mission  of  evidence  of  payment  or  to  — A  denial  contained  in  the  answer  in 
treat  the  variance  between  the  plead-  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  of 
ingsand  proofs  as  immaterial.  Texier  all  indebtedness  to  plaintiff  as  claimed 
V,  Gouin,  5  Duer  (N.  Y.)  389.  by  him  in  the  petition,  or  in  any  sum 

2.  Taylor  v.  Purcell,  60  Ark.  606;  whatever,  is  not  sufficient  to  put  in  issue 
Higgins  f.  Wortell,  18  Cal.  330;  Wells  the  execution  of  the  note.  Morton  v, 
V.  McPike,  21  Cal.  215;    Nill  v.  Com-  Coffin,  29  Iowa  235.     And  see  Mann  v. 

?aret,  15  Ind.  243.  And  see  Burke  v,  Howe.  9  Iowa  546. 
'home,  44  Barb.  (Nf.  Y.)  363.  And  see  Aniwar  Doemod  Frivoloai.  —  Where  the 
in  general  article  Legal  Conclusions,  allegations  of  the  answer,  though  most 
vol.  12,  p.  1020.  nearly  approximating  the  defense  of 
An  Answer  in  a  Salt  on  a  Promissory  payment,  are  not  in  fact  sufficient  in 
note  which  merely  states  that  the  note  this  particular,  and  do  not  constitute 
is  *'  not  outstanding  against  the  de-  any  othfer  defense  known  to  the  law, 
fendant,"  and  that  "  there  is  nothing  the  pleading  will  be  deemed  frivolous, 
due  *'  on  the  note,  is  objectionable.  Edson  v,  Dillaye,  8  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y. 
Such  a  pleading,  it  has  been  held,  if  Supreme  Ct.)  273. 
not  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff  might,  4.  Heath  v.  White,  3  Utah  474.  In 
by  the  court  of  its  own  motion,  be  this  case  the  plaintiff  filed  his  com- 
stricken  from  the  files.  Larimore  v,  plaint,  setting  up  therein  that  the  de- 
Wells,  29  Ohio  St.  13.  fendant  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum 
An  Answar  by  a  Sorotj  on  a  prom  is-  of  $600  for  one  pair  of  mules,  one 
sory  oote  that  the  debt  has  been  dis-  wagon  and  a  set  of  double  harness,  sold 
charged  and  satisfied  by  his  principal,  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  on  or 
is  defective  as  averring  only  a  legal  about  a  certain  date,  for  which  the 
conclusion.  Nill  v,  Comparet,  15  Ind.  plaintiff  prayed  judgment  less  the  sum 
243.  of  $200  which  had  been  paid  by  the  de- 
ft. Lawrence  v,  Meyer,  35  Ark.  106;  fendant.    The  defendant  filed  an  an. 
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Baiaiiif  OljeetlmL  —  Although  a  plea  may  be  objectionable  as  con- 
taining merely  the  denial  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  the  plaintiff  must 
raise  his  objection  to  it  at  the  proper  time.  If  he  accepts  suclta 
plea  as  raising  an  issue  and  goes  to  trial  on  it,  it  will  be  too  late 
to  avail  himself  of  the  defect  in  the  Supreme  Court.* 

5.  Matten  of  Evidenoa.  —  Although,  as  has  been  seen,  payment 
may  be  pleaded  by  the  averment  of  facts  which  constitute  a  pay- 
ment in  law,*  circumstances  which  are  mere  evidence  of  such  facts 
or  of  payment  should  not  be  alleged.' 

6.  Heg^tive  Pregnant.  —  A  plea  or  answer  of  payment  may  be 
objectionable  as  involving  a  negative  pregnant.  Thus  where  in 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  no  part 
of  the  note  sued  on  had  been  paid,  and  that  the  same  was  wholly 
due,  an  answer  merely  denying  the  allegations  was  held  objec- 
tionable for  this  reason.^ 

s we r  in  which  he  denied  being  indebted  It  occars  to  us  as  possible  that  there 
to  the  plaintiff  for  any  mules,  wagon  might  be  a  distinction  between  cases 
and  harness,  or  otherwise,  at  the  time  where  there  were  direct  allegations  of 
of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  or  fact  from  which  the  indebtedness  was 
since.  The  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff  alleged  to  have  arisen,  and  cases  where 
filed  a  motion  to  have  the  answer  of  the  allegation  was  first  of  an  indebted- 
the  defendant  stricken  from  the  files  cf  ness  explained  to  have  arisen  out  of 
the  court,  alleging  that  the  answer  did  succeeding  transactions  stated;  but 
not  deny  the  allegations  of  the  com-  there  is  certainly  no  substantial  differ- 
plaint,  but  set  up  a  conclusion  of  law,  ence  between  the  two  cases,  and  in 
and  prayed  judgment  might  be  entered  either  and  at  all  times  a  denial  of  in- 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  debtedness  merely  is  a  denial  of  a  con- 
claimed  in  the  complaint.  In  holding  elusion  of  law.  Sanction  for  such  a 
that  the  trial  court  committed  no  error  plea  may  be  perhaps  derived  from  the 
in  denying  this  motion,  Drake,  J.,  who  common-law  plea  of  nil  debet^  which 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  appellate  was  itself  but  a  denial  of  a  conclusion, 
tribunal,  said:  *'  It  is  difficult  to  see  but  as  stated  in  the  text  a  plea  merely 
from  where  counsel  obtained  such  no-  denying  indebtedness  is  not  permitted 
tions  of  practice.  The  answer  of  the  in  most  of  the  code  states. 
defendant  was  a  positive  denial  of  his  1.  Fain  v.  Goodwin,  35  Ark.  109. 
indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff  for  mules,  8.  See  Holmes  v,  Deplaigne,  23  La. 
wagon  and  harness,  or  anything  else,  Ann.  238. 

at  the  time  the  suit  was  commenced  or  S.  AUegatioiii  of  Matters  of  Evidonoe. 

since.     It  was  in  direct  language  and  —  In  the  case  of  Farmers',  etc.,  Bank 

a  direct  and  pointed  response  to  the  v.  Sherman,  33  N.   Y.  69,   Wright,  J., 

allegations   in    the    complaint.      The  delivering  the  opinion  of  the   court, 

facts  set  up  in  support  of  the  motion  said:  "  If  payment  be  relied  on  as  a 

were  falsified  by  the  answer  there  be-  defense,  it  would  be  bad  pleading  to 

fore  the  court,  and  in  no  case  can  an  allege  the  evidence  of  the  fact  instead 

answer  or  other   pleading    be  struck  of  the  fact  itself.** 

from  the  files  provided  such  pleading  ArgnmontatlTeneis.  —  The    allegation 

is  in  decent  and  decorous  language,  in   a   plea  of  matters  which   properly 

If,  with  a  decent  regard  for  the  dignity  afford  evidence  of  the  fact  of  payment 

and  utility  of  courts,  such  a  practice  only  is  sometimes  termed  argumenta- 

could  be  tolerated,  we  should  pass  over  tiveness,  and  a  plea  held  objectionable 

such  demonstrations  without  remark."  therefor.     Kington  v.  Kington,  11  M. 

It  should  be  observed  in  this  case  that  &  W.  233. 

the  criticism  of  the  learned  judge  was  4.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank  v.  Western 

not     directed     against    the    method  Iron,  etc.,  Co.,  14  Wash.  162. 

adopted,  that  is,  the  proceeding  by  mo-  Hogattvo      Prognaiit — Illnstration. — 

tion  to  strike  from  the  files,  but  goes  to  Francis  v,  Francis,   18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 

the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  in  general.  57,  was  a  suit  by  an  ordinary  petition 

Iftl  Volume  XVI. 


SequiiitM  of  PIm  of  Paymont.    PA  YMENT.  PrMomption  of  PaymoAt. 


7.  Infornuktion  and  Belie!  —  Where  the  payment  was  made  by 
an  agent  of  the  debtor,  it  has  been  held  proper  in  an  action 
against  the  latter,  for  the  defendant  to  allege  payment  on  informa- 
tion and  belief.* 

8.  Presumption  of  Payment  —  Where  a  defendant  intends  to  rely 
on  the  presumption  of  payment  arising  from  lapse  of  time,  he 
must  allege  payment  in  his  pleading.^  And  the  rule  has  been 
held  the  same  whether  the  proceeding  is  at  law  or  in  equity.* 

Paymont,  Hot  Paots  on  Whioh  Proonmption  AriMo,  to  Be  Pleaded.  —  In  such 
cases  payment  should  be  pleaded,  and  not  the  facts  from  which 
a  presumption  of  payment  arises.^ 

on  account  for  goods,  wares,  and  mer-  more,  5  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  550;  Black- 

chandise  sold  and  delivered.     Defend-  burn  v.  Squib,  Peck  (Tenn.)  64;  Carter 

ant*s  answer  denied  "  that  he  is  to  the  v.  Wolfe,  i  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  694. 
best  of  his  knowledge  and   belief  in-        As  to  the  Requisites  of  a  Plea  Taking 

debted  to  the  plaintiff  as  stated  in  hfs  Advantage  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations^ 

petition."    This  was  held  to  be  insuffi-  see  article  Limitations,  vol.  13,  p.  214 

cient.      The  court  said:    "Under  the  et seq, 

rule  prescribed  by  section  125  of  the        What  BoAoient  Plea — lUiiftratioiL  — 

code,  subsections  2,  3,   the  answer  in  In  an  action  by  one  purchasing  land 

this  case  is  clearly  defective.     It  con-  from    a   mortgagee    before    condition 

tains  neither  a  denial  of  the  allegations  broken,  against  the  mortgagor  in  pos- 

of  the  petition  or  of  any  knowledge  or  session,  to  recover  possession  of  the 

information  thereof  sufficient  to  form  land,    an    answer   by    the    morigagor 

a  belief,  nor  does  it  set  forth  new  mat-  *'  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  brought  his 

ter  constituting  a  defense.     The  plain-  action  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law, 

tiff's  allegation  implies  something  more  and  the  same  is  barred  by  the  statute 

than  a  general  charge  of  the  indebted-  of  limitations,"  is  suCBcient  to  set  up 

ness  of  the  defendant.     Its  import  is  the  defense  of  payment  presumed  after 

that  the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  ten  years  under  section  19,  c.  65,  Rev. 

him  each  of  the  articles  of  merchandise  Code   North    Carolina,     Pemberton   v, 

enumerated  in  the  account  filed,  at  the  Simmons,  100  N.  Car.  316. 
times  and  for  the  prices  therein  stated.        And  although  a  defendant  in  an  ac> 

The    afiswer    controverts   neither  the  tion  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  does  not, 

sale,  nor  the  delivery,  nor  the  value  of  in  his  answer,  directly  insist  on  a  pre> 

the  goods,  but  simply  denies  that  he  is  sumption  of  payment  but  declares  his 

indebted    as    stated   in    the    petition,  ignorance  of  the  fact,  but  does  insist  on 

Every  item  in  the   account   might  be  his  having  a  complete  title  to  the  prem- 

correct  except  a  single  one  of  incon-  ises    mortgaged    to  secure    the  debt, 

siderable  value,  and  yet  the  answer  in  having   purchased  bona  fide  from  the 

its  present  form  would  be  literally  true,  mortgagor  without  notice,  and  been  in 

If    this    practice    were    tolerated    the  quiet  possession  for  above  thirty  years, 

plaintiff  might  in  all  similar  cases  be  it    was    held    that  this  was  sufficient 

put  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  prov-  to  entitle  him  to  raise  at  the  hearing 

ing   that   which  the  defendant  would  the  objection  of  presumption  of  pay- 

not  and  could  not  upon  his  oath  deny,  ment   of   the    mortgage    debt.      Giles 

Such    generality    and    vagueness     of  v.    Baremore,   5   Johns.   Ch.    (N.   Y.) 

pleading  is    opposed    to  all  the   pro-  550.      It    should  be    noted,    however, 

visions  of  the  civil  code  regulating  the  that    in     the    latter    case    Chancellor 

subject."  Kent  held  that  presumptions  of  pay- 

1.  Fargo  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Roberts,  ment  founded  on  lapse  of  time  are 
2  N.  Dak.  195.  matters  of  evidence  and  not  in  most 

2.  Tibbs  ».  Clark,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  case?  propria  jure  matters  of  plea  in 
526;   Pattison  v,  Taylor,  8  Barb.   (N.  bar. 

Y.)  250;  Fellers  v.  Lee,  2  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  S.  Stanley     v.     McKinzer,     7     Lea 

488;    Pemberton  v,  Simmons,   100  N.  (Tenn.)  454. 

Car.  316;  Stanley  v.  McKinzer.  7  Lea  4.  Pattison  v.  Taylor,  8  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

(Tenn.)  454.    And  see  Giles  v.  Bare-  250. 
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9.  Payment  in  Manner  Other  than  as  Provided  For  in  Contract  — 
a.  In  General.  —  It  is  believed  that  in  all  cases  where  the  pay- 
ment relied  upon  has  not  been  made  strictly  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract  itself,  there  should  be  a  distinct  averment  that  the 
debt  or  demand  sued  on  was  satisfied  in  the  manner  set  forth.  ^ 

*.  Payment  in  Property.  —  Where  the  plea  is  payment  in 
property,  it  should  be  averred  that  the  defendant's  acts  of  perform- 
ance were  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  the  contract.* 
But  in  considering  this  proposition,  the  authorities  which  hold 
broadly  that  evidence  of  a  delivery  of  property  is  admissible  under 
a  general  plea  of  payment  in  an  action  on  a  contract  to  pay 
money  '  should  not  be  lost  sight  of,*  though  in  all  such  cases  it 

It  It  Hot  ITeoafoaiy  that  the  presump-  makes  it  good  evidence  under  the  plea 

tion  of  payment  should  be  specially  set  of  payment.     Richabaugh  v,  Dugan,  7 

Qp  by  plea.     It  is  sufficient  that  the  de-  Pa.  St.  394. 

fense  of  payment  is  so  interposed,  un-        La  an  Action  of  Aftvmpdt  for  Goods  Sold 

der  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  and  delivered  a  plea  that  the  defendant 

the  benefit  of  any  evidence  by  way  of  paid  the  debt  by  a  deed  of  land  with 

presumption  that  properly  arises  in  the  general  warranty,   which  the  defend- 

case.     Sheldon   v.    Heaton,   22   N.    Y.  ant    received   in    payment,    is    valid. 

App.  Div.  308.  Miller  v.  Young,  2  Cranch  (C.  C.)  53. 

1.  A  Plaa  AHMtting  that  a  Hoto  8aed  On  On  Complaint  by  an  Xzoontor  on  a  Boo 
was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  Bill  the  defendant  answered  that  he  had 
payee  for  the  sole  purpose  of  discharge  paid  the  deceased  the  full  amount  of 
ing  a  particular  note  made  by  him  to  a  principal  and  interest  due,  *'  and  the 
third  party,  and  that  the  payee  after  sum  of  money  was  paid  in  goods, 
maturity  directed  the  maker  to  pay  wares,  and  merchandise,  and  was  paid 
the  money  to  said  third  party,  which  in  full  satisfaction  of  said  note,  and 
accordingly  was  done,  is  insufficient  in  was  so  received  by  the  decedent  in  his 
that  it  omits  an  averment  that  the  lifetime.'*  It  was  held  that  this  an- 
payment  was  made  to  the  third  party  swer  was  good  and  in  form  a  plea  of 
in  satisfaction  of  the  particular  note  payment,  and  also  that  it  was  substan- 
which  it  was  the  object  of  the  indorse-  tially  a  good  answer  of  accord  and  sat- 
meni  to  discharge.  Alsobrook  v.  Desh-  isfaction.  Hart  v,  Crawford,  41  Ind. 
ler,  10  Ala.  698.  197. 

In  an  Aetion  by  tho  Indorser  of  a  Prom-  In   an  Aetion  on  a  Prominory  Hoto 

iHory  IToto  to  recover  money  paid  by  Seonrod  by  Mortgago  on  real  estate,  the 

him  as  such  indorser,  an  answer  that  defendant  alleged  in  his  plea  that  the 

plaintiff  had  been  fully  paid  by  moneys  plaintiff,  having  proceeded  to  foreclose 

received  from  the  estate  of  the  deceased  the  mortgage,  and  before  the  day  of 

maker  of  the  note  is  bad,  if  it  does  not  sale  of  the  property  embraced  thorein, 

aver  that  such  moneys  were  received  when  the  defendant  was  making  and 

by  the  plaintiff   under  circumstances  could  make  arrangements  to  have  the 

rendering  him  indebted  to  the  estate  property  bring  its  value   and  to  pay 

therefor,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  said  debt,  agreed  with  defendant  that 

that  such  indebtedness  of  the  plaintiff  he  (plaintiff)  would  attend  said  sale  and 

to  the  estate  should  operate  as  a  pay-  buy  the  property  in  at  an  amount  suffi- 

mentof  the  money  sued  for  in  the  com-  cient  to  pay  the  debt,  and  would  take 

plaint.    Johnson  v.  Breedlove,  72  Ind.  and  did  then  and  there  accept  the  same 

3^8.  for  the  balance  due  upon  the  said  debt. 

2.  Whittington  ».  Roberts,  4  T.  B.  This  was  held  a  sufficient  allegation  of 
Mon.  (Ky.)  173;  Watkinson  v.  Ingles-  payment.  Baert/.  Christian,  83  Ga.  322. 
by.  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  390:  Richabaugh  S.  See  infra,  V.  Evidence  Admissible 
V,  Dugan,  7  Pa.  St.  394;  Steiner  v,  Erie  under  Plea  of  Payment. 

Dime  Sav.,  etc.,  Co.,  98  Pa.  St.  591.  4.  In  the  case  of  Louden  v.  Birt,  4 

It  li  tho  IHstinot  Agroomont  of  tho  Ind.  570,  the  court  said:  *'  The  very 

Croditor  to  accept  the  thing  in  satisfac-  allegation  that  a  debt  had  been  fully 

tion  and  payment  of  the  debt  which  paid  in  a  manner  stipulated  in  a  previ- 
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would  certainly  be  essential  to  show  by  proof,  either  that  the 
delivery  of  property  was  made  pursuant  to  a  previous  agreement 
to  accept  it  in  satisfaction,  or  was  actually  or  in  point  of  fact  sa 
made  and  accepted ;  *  and  if  necessary  to  show  it  in  proof,  it 
would  seem  that  it  should  be  necessary  to  allege  it.* 

c.  Payment  by  Check,  Draft,  or  Note  —  (i^  In  General.  — 
Where  a  payment  is  alleged  to  have  been  made  oy  a  check,  bill 
of  exchange,  or  promissory  note,  it  should  be  distinctly  averred 
that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  instrument  in  satisfaction  and  dis> 
charge  of  the  debt  sued  on.' 

Bill  Qiven  or  Toaderod.  —  A  plea  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  given 
or  tendered  in  payment  and  satisfaction  of  a  debt  is  not  good 
unless  it  is  also  stated  to  have  been  received  or  accepted  in  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction."* 

Chook  or  Vote  Aoooptod.  —  An  averment  that  a  check  was  accepted 
and  a  receipt  in  regular  form  given  therefor  is  not  equivalent  ta 
an  allegation  of  payment ;  *  nor  does  an  averment  that  the- 
defendant  had  given  his  negotiable  promissory  note  to  the  plain- 

ous    agreement  between    the    parties  persons  and    accepted   by   the  latter, 

would  seem  to  !imply  an  acceptance  of  aggregating  said  amount,  which  were 

the    thing    delivered   or   furnished   in  accepted  by  the  principal  in  payment 

payment."  thereof,    the    plaintiff    having    subse- 

1.  See  Richabaugh  v.  Dugan,  7  Pa.  quently  indorsed  them  over  to  other 

St.  394.  persons  unknown  who  were  still  the 

8.  Lent  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  holders  for  value,  and  that  the  drawer 

130  N.  Y.  504.  and  acceptor  of  said  bills  of  exchange 

S.  Arkansas,  —  Taylor  v,  Purccll,  60  before  mentioned  were  still  liable  to- 

Ark.  606;  Blunt  v.  Williams,  27  Ark.  pay  the  same;  the  plea  was  held  to  be 

374.  good.     Maillard  v.  Argyle,  i  Dowl.  & 

Connecticut,  —  See      Morehouse      v,  L.  536,  6  Scott  N.  R.  Q38. 

Northrop,  33  Conn.  380.  Authority   to    Draw    for   Amoimt.  — 

Kentucky,  —  Read    v,    Dickerson,    9  Where  defendant's  plea  consists  of  alle> 

Ky.  L.  Rep.  534.  gations  to  the  effect  that  he  authorized 

New   York,  —  Hughes  v.  Wheeler,  8  the  plaintiffs    to  draw  on  designated 

Cow.  (N.  Y.)  77.     And  see  Albany  City  parties  for  the  amount  of  defendant's 

F.  Ins.  Co.  V,  Oevendorf,  43  Barb.  (N.  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiffs,  it  must 

Y.)444.  also  be  alleged  to  constitute  a  valid  de- 

Pennsylvania,  —  Loux    v.    Fox,     171  fense  that  such  order  and  authorization 

Pa.  St.  68.  was  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs  in  pay- 

Texas,  —  McGuire    v,    Bidwell,    64  ment  of  the  indebtedness.     Brandt  v. 

Tex.  43.  Thurber,  i  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  ^  640. 

United  States,  —  Homas    v,   M*Con-  Allegation  of  Payment  by  the  Execution 

nell,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  381.  of  Deed  of  Tmit.  —  A  plea  which  avers 

Enf^land,  —  Drake  z/.  Mitchell,  3  East  payment  of  a  note  by  the  execution  of 

251;  Hough  V.  May,  4  Ad.  &  EI.  954,  a  deed  of  trust  given  to  secure  its  pay- 

31   E.  C.  L.  235.     And  see  Emblin  v,  ment,  is  bad.     Brokaw  v.   Kelscy,  20 

Dartnell,  i  Dowl.  &  L.  591.  111.  303.     **  It  is  very  plain,"  said  the 

In  an  Action  of  Assompslt  for  Work  court  in  this  case,  with  reference  to  the 

and  Labor   the   defendant    pleaded   as  facts  alleged  to    constitute    payment, 

to  £250  that  he   made  the   promises  '*  that  this  is  not  a  payment  in  fact  or 

jointly  with  two    other    persons,  and  in  law.     It  is   the  usual  security  on  a 

that  afterwards  and    before  the  com-  loan  of  money;  it  is  not  satisfaction  of 

mencement  of  the  suit  such  other  per-  a  debt  due,  but  security  merely.*' 

sons  for  themselves  and  the  defendant  4.  Drake  v.  Mitchell,  3  East  251. 

delivered  to  the  plaintiff  bills  of  ex-  6.  Loux  v.  Fox,  171  Pa.  St.  68,  37  W* 

change  drawn  by   one  of  such  other  N.  C.  (Pa.)  278. 
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tiif,  which  the  latter  accepted  on  account  of  his  demand,  constitute 
a  valid  plea  of  payment.^ 

(2)  Payment  in  Suspension^  —  A  plea  of  the  delivery  and  receipt 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  and  on  account  of  and  in  payment  and 
discharge  of  a  debt,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof, 
has  been  held  a  plea  of  suspension  only,  and  not  one  in  absolute 
payment  and  extinction  of  the  debt.* 

latii&otioa  —  Fftymont.  —  Where  it  is  alleged  that  a  check,  draft,  or 
note  was  accepted  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  a  debt,  it 
is  not,  of  course,  necessary  to  allege  that  such  instrument  has 
been  paid.  And  a  plea  of  the  delivery  to  a  creditor  in  payment 
of  a  debt  of  a  check  or  other  similar  instrument  which  had  been 
actually  collected  by  and  paid  to  him,  would  doubtless  dispense 
with  an  averment  that  the  check  had  been  accepted  in  payment 
and  discharge.  In  some  cases,  indeed,  the  rule  is  stated  in  the 
alternative  of  alleging  acceptance  in  full  satisfaction,  or  that  the 
instrument  assigned  had  been  actually  paid,  — the  plea  of  pay- 
ment in  such  cases  being  total  or  pro  tanto  according  to  the 
circumstances. ' 

1.  Hughes  V.  Wheeler,  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  promises  jointly  with  C  and  D;   that 

77;   First  Nat.  Bank  v,  Pritchard,   2  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit 

Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  $  130.  C  and  D   for  themselves,  and   B,  de- 

8.  M*Dowall  V.  Boyd,  6  Dowl.  &  L.  livered  to  A  divers  bills  of  exchange 

149,  a  B.  C.  Rep.  298, 12  Jur.  980,  17  L.  amounting  to  £250,  which   bills  were 

J.  Q.  B.  295.  so  delivered  by  C  and   D   to  A,  and 

PajflMOt    "  In   BoipeMimi."  —  In   the  by    A    taken    and    received    for    and 

case  of  Stedman  v,  Gooch,  z  Esp.  N.  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  £250 

P.  5,  Lord  Kenyon  Miid  the  law  was  parcel,  etc.,  and  in  payment  thereof; 

dear  '*  that  if,  in  payment  of  a  debt,  that  A  afterwards  indorsed   the  bills 

the  creditor  is  content  to  take  a  bill  or  to  E,   who  at  the   time  of  the  com- 

note  payable  at  a  future  day,  he  cannot  mencement  of  the  siiit   was  and  still 

legally    commence    an  action  on  his  is  holder  thereof  for  value.     This  plea 

original  debt  until  such  bill  or  note  be-  was  specially  demurred  to  for  dupli- 

comes  payable,  and  default  is  made  in  city,   but  it  was    held    that  the  plea 

the  payment;  but  that  if  such  bill  or  was  not  double,  inasmuch  as  the  word 

note  is  of  no  value,  as  if,  for  example,  '*  payment,"  taken  with  the  context. 

drawn  on  a  person  who  has  no  effects  of  did  not  import  payment  in  satisfaction. 

the  drawer's  in   his  hands,  and  who  And  see  Heath  v.  White,  3  Utah  474. 
therefore  refuses  it,  in  such  case  he        S*  Statanmit  of  Buls  in  AltamatiTe.  — 

may  consider  it  as  waste  paper,  and  Where  the  plea  alleges  that  the  payee 

resort  to  his  original  demand,  and  sue  of  a  note  received  another   note  and 

the  debtor  on  it; "  thereby  implying,  mortgage  to   be  applied  on   the  first 

said  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Maillard  v.  Argyle,  note,  the  proper  construction  is  that  the 

6  M.  &  G.  40,  46  E.  C.  L.  40,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  note  and  mortgage  are 

word  **  payment  **  in  a  plea  "  does  not  to  be  so  applied  when  received.     To 

necessarily  mean  payment  in  satisfac*  make  such  a  plea  good  it  is  therefore 

tion  and  discharge,  but  may  be  used,  [as  necessary  to  aver  the  receipt  of  pro- 

in  Stedman  v,  Gooch,  supra^  in  its  popa-  ceeds  or  an  actual  acceptance  of  a  sec- 

lar  sense.*'     And  see  also  to  the  efiect  ond  note  and  mortgage  in  payment  of 

that  the  word"  payment"  in  a  plea  may  the  first.     Homas  z/.  M'Connell,  3  Mc- 

be  used  in  a  sense  different  from  that  Lean  (U.  S.)  381.     And    see  Taylor  v, 

of  *'  discharge,"  the  case  of  Maillard  r.  Purcell,  60  Ark.  606. 
Argyle,  6  M.  &  G.  401,  46  E.  C.  L.  40,        Where  in  an  action  on  a  promissory 

where  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  A  note   the  deferidant  claims  credit  for 

against   B,   B  pleaded  as  to  the  sum  a  payment  made   by  check,   he   must 

of  £250  parcel,  etc.,  that  he  made  the  allege  and  prove  something  more  than 
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10.  Payment  by  Stranger.  —  A  payment  by  a  stranger,  between 
whom  and  the  defendant  there  is  no  privity,  cannot  be  pleaded 
by  the  latter  in  bar  of  a  suit  for  his  own  debt.* 

But  latisfketion  by  One  of  Two  Joint  TortfoMon  may  be  pleaded  in  bar 
to  an  action  against  the  other.* 

11.  Payment  as  Oamiihee.  —  The  plea  of  payment  as  garnishee 
is  a  good  plea,  and  may  operate  as  a  complete  defense  or  a  pay- 
ment/r^?  tatito  as  the  case  may  be.' 

Sudi  a  Plea  Should  Show  that  the  garnishee  answered  on  oath,  and 
admitted  his  indebtedness,  and  that  his  answer  was  predicated 
upon  the  very  debt  in  present  controversy.* 

Jnrifldlotion  of  Conrt.  —  The  plea  should  also,  it  is  believed,  allege 
that  the  court  rendering  the  judgment  in  garnishment  had  juris- 
diction of  the  proceedings.* 

13.  Payment  to  Agent.  —  Where  a  payment  has  been  made  to 
a  person  other  than  the  one  to  whom  it  is  primarily  due,  the 
authority  of  the  former  to  accept  it  for  the  latter  should  be 
specifically  averred.* 

the  mere  giving  of  the  check.      He  property  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  original 

must  show  that  the  check  was  paid  or  suit.     Bleakiey  v.  White,  4  Paige  (N. 

accepted  in  payment,  or,  if  not  paid,  Y.)  654. 

that  it  was  because  of  plaintiff's  fault  2.  Knapp  v.    Roche,   94  N.  Y.  333. 

or  neglect.     Read  v.  Dickerson,  q  Ky.  And  see  Livingston  v.  Bishop,  z  Johns. 

L.  Rep.  534.  (N.   Y.)  291;    Thomas  v.    Rumsey,   6 

1.  Blcaklcy  V.  White,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  Johns.   (N.    Y.)  31;    Barrett  v.  Third 

654;   Atlantic  Dock  Co.  ».  ^iew  York,  Ave.   R.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  635;  Woods  r. 

53  N.  Y.  64.     And  see  Edgecombe  v.  Pangburn,  75  N.  Y.  498. 

Rodd,  I  Smith  515;   Clow  v,  Borst,  6  8.  Parks  v.  Sute  ^fat.  Bank,   (Tex. 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  37;   Daniels  v,  Hallen-  Civ.  App.  1S96)  34  S.  W.  Rep.  1044. 

beck,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  408;  Goldstein  Aetion  by  TmstM  in  Baakruptoy.  —  la 

V,   Smiley,    168    111.  438;   Simpson   v,  an  action  by  a  trustee  In  insolvency  for 

Eggington,    10    Exch.   845:    Kemp  v.  a  debt  due  his  insolvent  for  building  a 

Balls,  10  Exch.  607 ;  Grymes  v,  Blofield,  schooner,  defendant  alleged  that  the  in- 

Cro.  Eliz.  541.  solvent  had  drawn  an  order  on  him  for 

In  an  action  for  money  had  and  re-  the    amount  of  his  indebtedness,   on 

ceived,    where   the  only  answer  is  a  which  the  payees  recovered  a  judgment 

general  denial,  proof  of  payment  by  against  defendant,  which  he  paid;  and 

another  than  the  defendant,  and  not  for  that  by  reason  thereof  defendant  was 

him  or  on  his  account,  is  not  admis-  not  indebted  to  the  insolvent.     It  was 

sible.    State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Quinton,  57  held   that  the  answer  sufficiently   al- 

Kan.  750.     Indeed,  although  payment  leged  that  defendant  had  paid  the  debt. 

was  specially  pleaded,  evidence  of  the  Carroll  v.  Weaver,  65  Conn.  76. 

circumstances  above  referred  to  would  4.  Reed    v.    Cage,  4    How.   (Miss.) 

not  be  admissible,  because  not  consti-  253. 

tuting  payment  in  law.  5.  Minor  r.  Rogers  Coal  Co.,  25  Mo. 

When  tho  Gomplaiiiaiit  Had  Been  Saed  App.  78. 
fDr  Valse  Impriioiiiiient  for  an  act  done  Time  of  Prooeedingt  in  Oaniiilinient.  — 
by  him  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  It  has  been  held  not  material  in  such 
a  municipal  police  officer,  and  after-  cases  that  the  proceedings  in  garnish- 
wards  recovered  a  judgment  for  costs  ment  were  subsequent  to  the  institu- 
against  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit,  which  tion  of  the  suit  in  which  the  answer 
costs  were  subsequently  paid  to  the  setting  up  the  payment  in  garnishment 
complainant  by  the  corporation  of  the  is  filed.  Minor  v,  Rogers  Coal  Co.,  25 
city  as  a  gratuity,  it  was  held  that  such  Mo.  App.  78. 

payment  could  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  6.  Offley  v.  Clay,  2  M.  &  G.  172,  40 

a  suit  to  recover  the  costs  out  of  the  E.  C.  L.  317. 
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13.  Payment  to  Assignor.  —  In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a 
written  instrument,  a  plea  of  payment  to  the  assignor  should 
show  that  such  payment  was  made  before  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment.* Or,  in  the  case  of  a  negotiable  note,  allegeu  lo  have  been 
paid  by  the  notes  of  third  persons  before  the  assignment,  it  should 
he  averred  that  the  plaintiff  assignee  took  the  note  with  knowl- 
edge or  notice  that  it  had  been  paid.* 

14.  Payment  After  Breach.  —  In  an  action  on  a  contract  to  pay 
money  on  a  specified  day,  a  plea  of  payment  at  a  subsequent  day 
is  not  a  good  plea  without  an  averment  that  the  amount  so  paid 
was  the  whole  sum  then  due.' 

But     Where     Payment    Oenerally    It  held  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  not  aver> 

Pleaded,  a  payment  to  an   authorized  ring  that  the  wife  was  authorized  by 

agent  might  be    shown   in   evidence,  the  plaintiff  to  receive  payment.     Offley 

Spann  v.  Glass,  35  Tex.  761.  v.  Clay,  2  M.  &  G.  172,  40  E.  C.  L.  317. 

Payment  ef  "  AJnoimt  Demanded  Before  And  see  Thrasher  v,  Tuttle,  22  Me. 

Suit**  -—  A  plea  of  payment  that  defend-  335. 

ant,    before    commencement    of     the  Payment  of  Bete — P^vre  to  Aver  that 

action,  fully  paid  the  amount  then  de-  Agent  Was  in  Poeieeeion.  —  A  plea  in  an 

manded  by  plaintiff's  agent,  is  not  a  action  on  a  promissory  note   alleging 

g-ood  plea  of  payment,  and  is  not  equiv-  payment  to  an  agent  of  the   plaintiff 

alent  to  an  averment  that  the  demand  '*  authorized  to  receive  payment  of  said 

soed  upon  was  fully  paid  before  suit  note  "  is  not  insufficient  because  not 

was    brought.       Toledo    Agricultural  averring  that  the  agent  was  in  actual 

Works  V.  Work,  70  Ind.  253.  possession  of  the   note  at  the  time  it 

Payment  to  Donee  by  Gift  Inter  Tivoe.  was  paid.    National  Bank  r.  Burt,  98 

—  In  a   suit   by  an  administrator  on  Ga.  380. 

certain  promissory  notes  and  to  fore-  1.  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hyde, 

close  a  mortgage  securing  the  same,  an  122  Ind.   188;  Shriner  v.  Lam  born,  13 

answer  which  alleges  that  the   mort-  Md.  170. 

gagee  had  died  leaving  an  estate,  real  8.  Bradley  v.  Ward,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.) 

and  personal,  with  less  than  feoo;  that  igo.     And  see  Burbridge  v.  Manners,  3 

the    widow  had  paid  the  funeral  ex-  Campb.  193:  Dodd  t/.  Edwards,  2  C.  & 

penses  and  the  expenses  of  decedent's  P.  602,  12  E.  C.  L.  283. 

last  illness;    that  just  before  his  death  Aetion  by  Indorsee  it  Bill  of  Bsahange 

the  decedent,  not  being  indebted  to  any  Against  Aooeptor — Plea  of  Payment  to 

one,  gave  the  notes  in  suit  to  his  wife  Drawer.  —  In    2    Chitty  on   Pleading, 

for  her  support,  and  that  the  defendant  (i6th  Am.   ed.)  337,  the  following  is 

had   paid  the  notes  sued  on  in  good  given  as  the  proper  form  of  a  plea  of 

faith  to  the  widow,  she  surrendering  payment  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  ex- 

the  same  to  the  defendant  and  execut-  change    by   an    indorsee    against   the 

ing  a  release  of  the  mortgage,  is  bad  acceptor,  the  plea  setting  up  payment  to 

because  the  answer,   construed    as  a  drawer  and  showing  facts  to  make  it  a 

whole,  proceeded  on  the  theory  that  the  good  plea  of  payment  to  the  plaintiff: 

husband  in  his  lifetime    passed    the  "  That  afier  the  said  bill  became  due, 

ownership  of  the  notes  and  mortgage  and  whilst  E.   F.  (the  drawer)  was  the 

to  his  wife  by  a  gift  inter  vivos,  and  no  holder  thereof,  the  defendant  satisfied 

delivery  of  the  notes  by  the  husband  and  discharged  the  said  bill  and  the 

to  the  wife  is  averred  in  the  pleading,  claim  of  the  said  £.  F.  upon  the  same, 

Bingham  v.  Stage,  123  Ind.  281.  and  all  causes  of    action   in    respect 

Aetion  by  Knibaad  —  Payment  to  Wifb*  thereof,  by  payment  to  the  said  E.  F.; 

—  Thus,  where  to  a  count  for  work  and  the  said  E.  F.  first  indorsed  the 
done  and  attendance* given  by  a  person  said  bill  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plain- 
then  and  still  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  tiff  first  took  and  received  the  same 
for  the  defendants  and  at  their  request,  after  the  said  payment  thereof.*' 

the  defendants  pleaded  payments  made  8.  U.  S.  v,  Gurney,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.) 

from  time  to  tim-  to  the  wife,  and  ac-  333;  M' Waters  v.  Draper,  5  T.  B.  Mon. 

ceptance  by  her  in  satisfaction  of  the  (Ky.)   404;    Young  v.    Park,   6  J.   J. 

cause  of  action  and  damages,  it  was  Marsh.  (Ky.)  540. 
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15.  Payment  After  Action  Brought  —  Payment  after  action 
brought  must  be  pleaded  in  full  of  debt,  damages,  and  costs,  to 
be  available  in  bar  of  the  action,^  and  should  for  such  purpose, 
it  has  been  held,  be  specially  pleaded  /uts  darrein  continuance.^ 

Paymoat  in  latorral  Allowed  far  Filing  Aaawor.  —  Where  the  payment 
is  made  after  the  institution  of  the  suit,  but  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  allowed  for  the  filing  of  the  answer,  the  plea  has  rela- 
tion back  only  to  the  date  of  its  interposition,  and  not  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action.' 

16.  Payment  to  One  of  Seyeral  Joint  Plaintiffs.  —  A  payment  to 
one  of  two  joint  plaintiffs  may,  in  general,  be  pleaded  as  a  pay- 
ment to  both.* 

A  Paymont  by  One  of  8of oral  Jointly  LiaUo  may  be  pleaded  as  a  payment 
by  another  joint  obligor  when  sued  on  the  joint  indebtedness.^ 

17.  Condniion  of  Plea.  —  Inasmuch  as  a  plea  of  payment  is 
usually  regarded  as  one  introducing  new  matter,  the  general  rule 
of  the  common  law  has  been  said  to  be  that  such  a  plea  should 

Paymont  On  and  Aftor  tho  Say. —  **  Tljat  after  action  he  (defeadant)  sat- 
'*  There  are  two  kinds  of  pleas  of  pay-  isfied  and  discharged  the  plaintiff's 
ment  well  known  to  the  books/'  said  claim  (and  all  damages  and  costs  in 
Mills,  T.,  in  Whtttington  z/.  Roberts,  4  respect  thereof)  by  payment." 
T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  173,  "  payment  at  the  Plea  of  Payttont  and  Aoooptanoo  in  FnU 
day  and  payment  after  the  day.  The  of  AU  Sifaagof.  —  It  has  been  held, 
first  cannot  be  relied  on  or  enforced  however,  that  a  plea  of  part  payment, 
by  bill  in  equity,  *  *  *  but  the  after  action  brought,  in  that  the  def end- 
rule  wiUi  regard  to  payment  after  ant  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted,  fifty 
the  day  is  different.  *  *  *  Pay-  pounds  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge 
ment  after  the  day  was  .a  plea  un-  of  the  defendant's  promise  as  to  fifty 
known  to  the  common  law  and  could  pounds,  and  of  all  damages  by  plaintiff 
not  there  be  made.  Then  the  only  re-  sustained  by  reason  of  the  nonperform- 
lief  was  an  application  to  the  chancel-  ance  of  such  promise  (not  mentioning 
lor  to  enforce  the  plea."  And  to  the  costs),  which  the  plaintiff  took  and  re- 
effect  that  payment  after  the  day  was  ceived  in  full  satisfaction  and  dis- 
not  pleadable  at  common  law,  see  charge,  was  good.  Corbett  v,  Swin- 
Craig  V.  Whips,  i  Dana  (Ky.)  375;  burne,  8  Ad.  &  El.  673,  35  E.  C.  L. 
Gearhart  v.   Olmstead,  7    Dana  (Ky.)  494. 

441.     Payment  after  the  day  is  plead-  Whoro  Two  Salts  Aro  Pending  for  tho 

able  in  Kentucky  by  statute.     Craig  v,  BoooTory  of  the  Same    Indebtodnots,    a 

Whips,  z  Dana  (Ky.)  375.  judgment  in    one  and   a  satisfaction 

Allegation  of  Day  on  Whioh  Paymont  thereof  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the 

ICado.  —  If  payment  Is  alleged  to  have  other  without  a  payment  of  the  costs, 

been  made  after  the  cause  of  action  Stevens  v.  Briggs,  14  Vt.  44.     And  see 

accrued,  it  is  immaterial  that  the  day  in  general  article  Another  Suit  Pend- 

actually  specified  is  a  day  before  the  ing,  vol.  i,  p.  750. 

cause  of  action  accrued.     Beesley    v,  S.  Toppan  v.  Jenness,  3i  N.  H.  232. 

DoUey,  6  Bing.  N.  Cas.  37,  37  E.  C.  L.  See    generally    article  Puis    Darrein 

271.  8  Scott  243.    "  The  allegation  that  Continuance. 

the  payment  was  made  after  the  cause  8.  Bronner  Brick  Co.  v.  M.  M.  Canda 

of  action  accrued,"  said  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Co.,  18  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

in  this  case,  **  renders  it  unnecessary  681. 

to  specify  any  particular  day."  4.  Farrar  v.  Hutchinson.  9  Ad.  &  El. 

1.  Goings  V.  Mills,  i  Ark.  ii.  641,  36  £.  C.  L.  227.     And  see  Porter 

Payment  After  Aetlon  Brooght.  —  In  2  v.  Taylor,  6  M.  &  S.  156. 

Chitty    on    Pleadings  (i6th   Am.   ed.)  5.  Beaumont  v.  Greathead,   2  C.  B. 

446,  this  is  given  as  the  proper  form  of  494,  52  E.  C.  L.  494;  Mitchell  v.  Gibbes, 

a  plea  of  payment  after  action  brought:  2  Bay  (S.  Car.)  475. 
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conclude  with  a  verification  and  not  ''to  the  country.'*  ^ 

Bttt  M  a  Pita  of  Pajnoat  Som  Hot  Alwaji  latroduot  How  XatUr,  as  where 
the  allegation  is  payment  before  breach  and  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  such  a  plea  should,  on  principle,  in 
such  instances  conclude  to  the  country,  and  this  is  the  doctrine 
of  the  best  considered  cases.' 

Coneluioa  "  to  Ooontry.'*  —  Other  authorities,  however,  lay  down 
the  proposition  broadly  that  a  plea  of  payment  should  conclude 
to  the  country.' 

Dootrino  that  CoaoluioA  Moro  Xattor  of  Yorm.  —  By  some  of  the  more 
modern  adjudications  under  a  policy  of  greater  liberality  in 
matters  of  form,  it  has  been  held  that  though  the  conclusion  of  a 
plea  of  payment  should  be  improper,  such  an  irregularity  would 
not  be  allowed  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice.^ 

1.  EnsaU  v.  Smith,  x  C.  M.  &  R.  la  the  case  of  Ensall  v.  Smith,  i  C. 
522;  Kennedy  v,  Pickering,  Minor  M.  &  R.  522,  to  a  declaration  on  prom- 
(Ala.)  137;  Nadenbousch  v,  M'Rea,  ises  to  pay  on  request  the  defendant 
Gilmer  (Va.)  228.  And  see  Burgess  v,  pleaded  that  he  had  paid,  concluding 
Lloyd,  7  Md.  178;  McCart  v.  Regester,  to  the  country.  A  special  demurrer 
68  Md.  429.  was  sustained  by  the  court,   on   the 

OoBnaon-law  Bule— Torifloation. —  In  ground  that  the  plea  should  have  con 

the  case  of  Ensall  v.  Smith,   i  C.  M.  eluded  with  a  verification. 

&   R.   522,  the    action  was  for  goods  AUogod  Blstiaetion  Botwooa  Dobt  and 

sold  and  delivered  and  on  an  account  Asrampiit. —  In  the  case  of  Goodcbild 

stated,  the  declaration    averring  that  c.  Pledge,  i  M.  &  W.  363,  which  was 

the  defendant  had  failed  to  pay  on  re-  an  action  of  debt  for  goods  sold  and 

quest.     The  plea  was  as  to  part  that  delivered,  the  plea  alleged  that  when 

tne  defendant  had  paid  the  same,  as  to  the  debt   became  due  the    defendant 

the   residue  non  assumpsit^   the  whole  paid  the  same,  concluding  to  the  coun- 

plea  concluding  to  the  country.     This  try,  and  the  court  held  upon  a  special 

was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  the  demurrer  that  the   plea  should  have 

decision  of  the  court  being  that  such  concluded  with  a  verification,  because 

a  plea  of   payment    should  conclude  it  was  unnecessary  to  allege  nonpay- 

with  an  offer  to  verify  and  not  to  the  ment  in  an  action  of  debt,  such  an 

country.  allegation  in  an  action  of  debt  being 

The  case  of  Goodchild  v.  Pledge,  i  mere  form  and  not  traversable,  while 

M.  &  W.  363,  was  an  action  of  debt  in  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  such  an  alle- 

the  sum  of  twenty  pounds  for  goods  gation  is  necessary.     This  distinction 

sold  and  delivered.     The  plea  was  that  it  may  be  observed  has  not  always 

before  commencement  of  the  suit  and  been  maintained,  the  allegation  being, 

when    the   said   sum  claimed  became  by     some     authorities,    regarded     as 

due  and  payable,  the  defendant  paid  necessary    in     both    actions.      Doug- 

the  said  sum  according  to  his  contract  lass    v.  Central  Land  Co.,  12  W.  Va. 

and  liability,  concluding  to  the  coun-  50S. 

try.  This  plea  was  held  bad  on  spe-  8.  Henderson  v.  Southall,  4  Call 
cial  demurrer  for  not  concluding  with  (Va.)  371;  Kinsley  v.  County  Ct.,  31 
a  verification.  But  it  seems  notimprob-  W.  Va.  464;  Douglass  v.  Central  Land 
able  that  the  court  in  this  case  lost  Co.,  12  W.  Va.  502. 
sight  of  the  distinction,  adverted  to  In  the  case  of  Henderson  v.  South- 
hereafter,  between  pleas  of  payment  all,  4  Call  (Va.)  371,  supra^  no  notice 
which  contain  new  matter  in  avoidance  seems  to  have  been  taken  of  the  earlier 
and  chose  which  do  not.  A  plea  of  case  of  Nadenbousch  v.  M'Rea,  Gilmer 
payment  when  the  debt  became  due  (Va.)  228,  supra^  maintaining  a  con- 
would,  we  should  say,  be  one  of  the  trary  position, 
latter  kind.  4.  Hamilton  v.  Coons,  5  Dana  (Ky.) 

2.  B largess  v,  Lloyd,  7  Md.  178;  Mc-  317;  Clarkson  v.  White,  3  B.  Mon, 
Cart  f.  Regester,  68  Md.  429.  (Ky.)  376;  McCart  ».  Regester,  68  Md. 
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18.  Time  to  Plead  Payment  —  In  an  action  on  a  bond  executed 
to  supersede  a  judgment  since  affirmed  by  a  court  of  last  resort, 
it  is  too  late  to  plead  payment  of  the  debt  before  the  institution 
of  the  original  suit.^ 

19.  Joinder  with  Other  Pleas  —  a.  In  General.  —  Since  the 
abolition  of  the  common-law  rule  confining  a  defendant  to  one 
plea  at  a  time,  embracing  only  one  ground  of  defense,  there  may 
be  a  joinder  of  payment  with  other  pleas  filed  contemporaneously,* 
provided,  however,  the  joinder  of  pleas  is  not  within  the  con- 
demnation of  the  rule  against  inconsistent  defenses,  fully  con- 
sidered in  another  place.*  Thus  a  defendant  may  plead  both 
non  assumpsit  and  payment,*  or  he  may  join  payment  with  non 
assumpsit  and  set-off.*     And  in  an   action   on   a  judgment,  a 

429.      And   see    Hawkins    v.    Rapier,  1882,  p.  974)  it  is  provided  that  "  in  an 

Minor  (Ala.)  113.  action  upon  a  judgment  obtained  by 

Bootrinetlukt  Conoluiion  Ii  Mere  Matter  default  and  without  the  knowledge  of 

of  Form.  —  In   the  case  of  Ciarkson  7/.  the  defendant,  the  court  may  in  itsdis- 

White,  3  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  376,  which  was  cretion  and    upon    such   terms  as    it 

an  action  of  covenant,  there  were  two  deems  reasonable  allow  the  defendant 

breaches  assigned  in  the  declaration,  to  ^how  in  defense  any  payment,  satis- 

and  the  defendant  pleaded  payment,  faction,  or  extinguishment  of  the  claim 

with  a  verification,  to  the  first  breach,  prior  to  the  obtaining  of  such  judg- 

and    demurred    to    the    second.     The  ment." 

plaintiff  joined  in  the  demurrer  with-  Befenee  of  Payment  After  Judgment  Sn- 
out any  judgment  upon  it  or  replica-  tered«  —  In  the  case  of  Teuber  v.  Schu- 
tion  to  the  plea;  the  jury  was  sworn  macher,  44  III.  App.  577,  where  judg- 
and  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  ment  had  been  entered  upon  a  note, 
The  court,  after  adverting  to  the  fact  the  defendant  however  having  been 
that  the  plea  concluded  with  a  verifica- .  permitted  to  come  in  and  defend,  it 
tion  and  that  the  form  given  by  some  was  held  that  evidence  of  payment  was 
authorities  concluded  to  the  country,  admissible  under  his  plea  of  the  gen- 
said:  *'  Whether  it  concludes  the  one  eral  iftsue. 

way  or  the  other  makes  no  difference  2.  Bates  «/.  Halliday,  3  Ind.  159;  John- 

as  to  the  defense;  the  onus  is  still  upon  son  v.  Breedlove,  104  Ind.  521;  Taylor 

the  defendant,  and  the  same  proof  re-  v,  Weister,  i  Litt.  (Ky.)  355;  Crawford 

quired  in  either  case.     The  plaintiff  in  v.  Ellison,  i  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  378;  Ker- 

his  declaration  avers  that  the  money  shaw  v.   Robinson,   i    Brev.  (S.  Car.) 

is  not  paid;  the  defendant  in  his  plea  380;    Wellsburg    First    Nat.    Bank  v. 

alleges  payment;  and  the  true  issue  in  Kimberland.  .16  W.  Va.  555;    Kinsley 

effect,  which  the  jury  try,  is  whether  v.  County  Ct.,  31  W.  Va.  464. 

the  payment  has  been   made  or  not.  8.  See    article    Answers    in    Codk 

So  whether  the  plea  in  this  case  con-  Pleading,  vol.  i,  page  777.    And  see 

eludes  to  the  country  or  with  a  verifi-  also  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671;  Buhne 

cation  seems  to  be  a  matter  merely  of  v,  Corbett,  43  Cal.  264;  Bruce  v.  Burr, 

form."  67  N.  Y.  237;  Goodwin  v,  Wertheimcr, 

1.  Anderson  v.  Barry,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  99  N.  Y.  149. 
(Ky.)  265.  Payment  with  General  Benial.  —  Pay- 
fa  an  Aotioa  of  Debt  on  a  Beoogniiaiioe  ment  may  be  pleaded  with  a  general 
of  Bail  given  by  the  maker  of  a  promis-  denial.  Such  a  joinder  of  pleas  is  not 
sory  note,  in  an  action  thereon  pending  prohibited  by  the  rule  against  incon- 
against  him  and  an  indorse r,  the  surety  sistent  defenses.  Doran  v.  Dinsmore, 
on  the  recognizance  cannot  plead  pay-  20  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  503; 
ment  of  the  note  by  the  indorser  after  Mott  v.  Burnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N. 
judgment  against  the  maker.  Mechan-  Y.)  52. 
ics*  Bank  v.  Hazard,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  4.  Kinsley  v.  County  Ct..  31  W.  Va. 

357.  464. 

Aotion  on  Judgment  hy  Defiinlt  nnder        5.  Wellsburg    First    Nat.    Bank    v. 
Statute.  —  In  Massachusetts  (Pub.  Stat.     Kimberland,  16  W.  Va.  555. 
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defendant  may  plead,  together  with  payment,  nul  tiel  record  and 
accord  and  satisfaction.^  And  it  has  also  been  held  that  after 
pleading  payment  a  party  may,  in  general,  set  up  by  supplemental 
pleading  any  act  of  the  plaintiff  by  which  the  debt  as  to  the 
defendant  may  have  been  extinguished.' 

b.  With  Improper  Matter.  —  It  has  been  decided  that  a 
plea  of  payment  will  not  be  held  bad  on  general  demurrer 
although  it  contains  also  two  items  of  set-off,  one  of  which  was 
clearly  inoperative  as  such.' 

SO.  Aetions  on  Bondi  and  Beeords.  —  At  common  law,  it  has  been 
held,  payment  was  not  a  good  plea  to  a  bond,  as  such  an  instru- 
ment could  not  be  discharged  except  by  instrument  under  seal.* 
Nor  was  such  a  plea  good  at  common  law  in  an  action  upon  a 
record,  because  payment  was  matter  inpais.^  By  the  statute  of 
4  Anne,  c.  i6,  §  12,  however,  it  was  provided  that  "  where  any 
action  of  debt  shall  be  brought  upon  any  single  bill,  or  where 
action  of  debt  or  scire  facias  shall  be  brought  upon  any  judgment, 
if  the  defendant  hath  paid  the  money  due  upon  such  bill  or  judg- 
ment, such  payment  shall  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  such 
action  or  suit."  And  the  doctrine  of  the  later  authorities,  it  is 
believed,  favors  in  such  cases  admission  of  the  plea  of  payment.^ 

21.  Part  Payment — a.  In  General.  —  A  plea  of  part  payment 
of  the  debt  demanded  is  a  proper  plea,  and,  if  established,  a  good 
defense  pro  tanto!' 

1.  Crawford  v,  Ellison,   i  Brev.  (S.  6.  Dootriao  of  ModMn  AuthorltiM. — 

Car.)  378;    Kershaw    v,    Robinson,    i  In  the  case  of  Craig  v.  Whips,  i  Dana 

Brev.  (S.  Car.)  380.  (Ky.)375,Robertson, C.J. , said:  "There 

a.  Adle  r.  Metoyer,  i  La.  Ann.  254.  can  be  no  doubt  that  solvit  ad  diem  was 

Where  in  an  action  against  a  surety  (at  common  law)  a  good  plea  in  bar  of 

the  defendant  pleaded  payment,  in  the  a  suit  on    a    bond  with  a  condition, 

first  instance,  he  was  held  to  be  not  But  there  are  authorities  tending  to 

precluded     from    setting    up    in    an  show  that  in  a  suit  on  a  single  bill, 

amended  answer  the  fact  of  an  exten-  payment  on  the  day  was  not  pleadable 

sion  of  time  granted  to  his  principal,  without    an    acquittance    under  seal, 

whereby  it  was  asserted  that  the  de-  See  Co.  Reports,  43^1;    Cro.  El.   455- 

fendant  was  discharged  from  liability.  884.     Opposed,  however,  to  these  and 

Adle  V.  Metoyer,  i  La.  Ann.  254.  other  concurrent  authorities   may   be 

5.  Bates  v.  Halliday,  3  Ind.  159.  found  many  intimations  by  this  court, 
And  see  in  the  same  connection  the  fortified  by  long-established  practice  in 
case  of  Johnson  tf.  Breedlove,  104  Ind.  this  state,  as  well  as  respectable  dicta 
521,  holding  generally  that  an  answer  elsewhere." 

alleging   payment  in  full  of  a  claim  7.  Florida, — Solary     v,     Stultz,    22 

sued  on   may   be  good  on   demurrer  Fla.  263. 

although    pleaded    with   other  matter  Illinois,  —  Sherman  v.  Gassett,  9  111. 

which  is  improper.  521. 

4.  Rhodes  v,  Chesson,  Busb.  L.  (N.  Maryland,  —  Bohr    v.  Anderson,   51 

Car.)  336.     See,   however,  dictum    of  Md.  205. 

Robertson.  C.  J.,  in  Craig  v.  Whips,  i  Minnesota.  —  Colter  r.  Greenhagen, 

Dana    (Ky.)    375,    referred    to    infra^  3  Minn.  126. 

where  it  is  stated  that  payment  was  a  New  Jersey,  —  Somerville  v.  Stewart, 

good   plea  at  common  law  to  a  bond  48  N.  J.  L.  117. 

with  condition.  Ploa  of  Part  Paymont.  —  An  answer  to 

6.  I  Chit,  on  PI.  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  512;  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  alleg- 
Alvey,  J.,  in  Rohr  v,  Anderson,  51  ing  that  a  short  time  before  the  mat ur- 
Md.  205.  ity  of  the  note  it  was  agreed  that  it 
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GobImiIob  9r  Pita  ai  to  Boiiduo.  —  A  defendant  pleading  part  pay- 
ment may  confess  as  to  the  residue,  or  with  the  plea  of  part 
payment  he  may  interpose  some  other  plea  as  to  the  remainder.^ 

Wliaro  tho  Ploa  It  SUoat  ai  to  tho  Part  of  Domaad  XTnaaiwored  by  the  pay- 
ment, the  proper  course  has  been  said  to  be  for  the  plaintiff  to 
take  judgment  by  nil  dicit  for  the  balance  ignored.*  If,  however, 
the  plaintiff  does  not  take  his  judgment  nU  dicit,  and  only  makes 
general  replication  to  the  plea,  a  verdict  for  the  difference  between 
the  part  payment  pleaded  and  the  amount  claimed  will  be  errone- 
ous as  not  responsive  to  the  issue.' 

As  to  the  Payment  Bet  XTp  liy  the  Plea,  the  Plaintiff  Hay  enter  a  nolU 
prosequi  as  to  the  part  so  answered,  if  he  is  satisfied  that  the  plea 
is  correct.  Or,  if  he  disputes  the  credit  claimed,  he  should  reply 
and  put  that  in  issue.  In  this  form  the  real  controversy  may  be 
determined  on  the  merits.^ 

Althoagh  Siidenee  of  Part  Payment  Xight  Be  Admiiethle  nnder  the  G«Beiral 
iMue,  a  special  plea  setting  up  such  fact  is  not  improper.' 

should  be  payable  at  a  certain  place,  an  answer  to  part,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
in  consideration  of  which  the  defend-  demur,  but  must  take  judgment  for  the 
ant  paid  a  stated  amount  on  the  note,  part  unanswered  as  by  nil  dicit.  Here, 
is  a  good  plea  of  part  payment.  Col-  however,  it  is  otherwise;  and  to  such 
ter  V,  G/eenhagen,  3  Minn.  126.  a  plea  a  general  demurrer  will  be  sus- 
Partial  Payments  —  Pinal  Payment  tamed.*'  And  see  Etheridge  v.  Os- 
Properly  Pleaded  in  Bar.  —  A  payment  born,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  399;  Sterling  v. 
which  is  added  to  former  payments  Sherwood,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  204;  Slo- 
indorsed  on  a  note  sued  on  and  cum  v,  Despard,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  615; 
referred  to  in  the  plea,  is  properly  Sheldon  v,  Middleton,  10  Iowa  17. 
pleaded  in  bar  and  not  by  way  of  set-  8.  Hawkins  v.  Rapier,  Minor  (Ala.) 
off,  if  an  aggregate  of  all  the  amounts  113.  In  this  case  the  defendant  pleaded 
extinguishes  the  amount  sued  for.  part  payment,  concluding  to  the  coun- 
Day  V,  Clarke,  i  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  522.  try,  and  the  plaintiff  replied  generally. 
An  answer  to  a  petition  on  a  promis-  The  issue  submitted  to  the  jury  was 
sory  note,  which  states  that  the  defend-  therefore  as  to  whether  such  part  pay- 
ant  *' paid  the  plaintiff  two  sums  of  ment  had  been  made;  and  a  verdict  for 
money,'*  stating  the  dates  and  amounts  the  residue,  over  and  above  such  pay- 
of  the  payments,  and  that  the  last  pay-  ment,  was  held  bad. 
ment  extinguished  the  note,  sufficiently  4.  Somerville  v.  Stewart,  48  N.  J.  L. 
avers  payment.    Joy  v,  Cooley,  19  Mo.  117. 

645.  6.  Bnle  Stated.  —  Somerville  v,  Stew- 
1.  Bohr  V,  Anderson,  51  Md.  205.  art,  48  N.  J.   L.  117.     Scudder,  T.,  de- 
Confession  as  to  Besidoe.  —  If  the  plea  livering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this 
is  payment  of  part,  with  a  confession  case  said  that  "  the  defendant,  if  he 
as  to'  the  residue,  the  plaintiff  will,  of  have  no  other  defense  than  a  greater 
course,  be  entitled  to  judgment  at  all  credit  than  is  given  him  in  the  dedara- 
events  for  the  amount  so  admitted  to  tion,  should  not  be  driven  to  plead  the 
be  due.     Gearhart  v.  Olmstead,  7  Dana  general  issue,  denying  the  whole  claim 
(Ky.)  441.  under  oath,   but  allowed   his  specific 
3.  Hawkins  v.  Rapier,   Minor  (Ala.)  and  true  defense  of  part  payment  or 
113;  Somerville  v.  Stewart,  48  N.  J.  L.  performance.     It  is  not  necessary  that 
117.  he  should  answer  the  whole  declaration 
Doctrine  that  Demurrer  Will  lie.  —  In  in  one  plea,  for  a  plea  is  good  which 
the  case  of  Beebe  r.  Sutton,  7  Ark.  405,  answers  any  part  of  the  count  which 
Johnson,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  is  material  and  severable,  as  a  basis 
of  the  court  said:  "  In  England  if  a  of  recovery.**     And   see  Flemming  v, 
plea  begins  as  an  answer  only  to  part  Hoboken,  40  N.  J.  L.  279;    Grafflin  v, 
of  the  declaration,  and  is  in  truth  only  Jackson,  40  N.  J.  L.  440. 
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CoBaid«nhU«M  IHttmiaiBf  Whoa. to  Flotd.  —  Although,  as  has  been 
seen,  evidence  of  partial  payments  is  as  a  rule  admissible  under 
the  plea  of  payment,  a  special  plea  of  the  precise  amount  paid  is 
sometimes  preferable.^ 

6.  Definiteness  and  Certainty.  —  Where  the  plea  is  to 
part  only  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  it  should  be  alleged  with 
certainty  in  the  commencement,  to  which  part  it  is  intended 
to  apply.'  It  has  been  held  that. a  party  may  show  that  he  has 
paid  a  debt  by  partial  payments,  though  he  cannot  establish  by 
proof  the  date  and  amount  of  each  particular  payment.' 

c.  As  Complete  Defense.  —  A  plea  of  part  payment  should 
not,  however,  be  pleaded  as  a  complete  defense.  If  such  a  plea 
commences  as  an  answer  to  the  whole  action,  but  is  to  a  part 
only,  it  will  be  held  bad  on  demurrer. "^  And  likewise,  if  a  plea 
of  payment,  though  not  purporting  to  answer  the  whole  declara- 

1.  Where  it  has  |>een  said  there  is  no  swer  to  the  whole  declaration,  which  is, 
doubt  about  the  sum.  which  the  defend-  however,  susceptible  of  the  construction 
ant  can  prove  he  has  paid,  it  is  advis*  thai  only  part  of  the  amount  demanded 
able  to  plead  to  part  only,  because  if  in  the  suit  has  been  paid,  is  bad  on  de- 
the  defendant  prove  payment  of  the  murrer.  Thus  where  it  was  pleaded 
part  he  pleads  having  paid  he  will  by  the  defendant  before  the  commence 
get  the  costs  of  that  issue  though  he  ment  of  the  action  that  he  paid  the 
lose  the  cause.  If  he  proves  less  than  amount  then  demanded  by  the  plain- 
he  pleads  having  paid  he  will  be  tiff's  agent,  this  was  held  insufficient, 
allowed  for  as  much  as  he  does  prove  Toledo  Agricultural  Works  v.  Work,  70 
10  the  estimate  of  the  extent  to  which  Ind.  353. 

his  defense  reaches,    a  Chitty  on  PI.  Whtn  Pisa  Goaitriud  to  Apply  to  Single 

(i6th  Am.  ed.)  446  It;    Cousins  v.  pad-  Oonat. —  In    an    action    of    assumpsit 

don,  3  C.  M.  &  R.  547.  upon  a  due  bill  the  plaintiff  declared 

%,  Dunn  V.  Di  Nuovo,  3  M.  &  G.  107,  specially  thereupon  and  also  in    the 

42  E.  C.  L.  64;    Bohr  v.  Anderson,  51  common    counts,   and    the    defendant 

Md.  205.  pleaded  special!  y :  * '  And  now  comes  the 

BoMdy  te  TijAifliiUwiOC.  —  If  such  a  defendant  and  defends  the  wrong  and 
plea,  though  substantially  good,  is  not  injury  when,  etc.,  and  says  that  after 
sufficiently  definite  and  certain,  the  de-  the  making  and  delivery  of  said  due 
fendant  may  upon  proper  application  bill  in  said  plaintiff's  first  count  in  said 
be  required  to  remedy  the  defect  in  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on, 
this  piarticular.  Colter  v.  Green hagen,  etc.,"  then  proceeding  to  set  up  facts 
3  Minn.  136.  In  this  case  the  defend-  held  by  the  court  to  constitute  substan. 
ant  alleged  that  about  two  weeks  be-  tially  a  plea  of  payment;  it  was  held 
fore  the  note  fell  due  it  was  agreed  that  that  the  plea  would  be  construed  to  ap- 
it  should  be  payable  at  a  certain  place,  ply  only  to  the  special  count,  and  it  was 
ia  consideration  whereof  the  defendant  not  therefore  objectionable  as  purport- 
paid  $300  on  the  note.  It  was  held  ing  to  answer  the  whole  declaration 
that  the  defendant  might  be  required  but  in  fact  answering  only  one  count 
to  make  his  answer  more  definite  and  thereof,  Allen  v,  Breusing,  33  111.  505. 
certain  as  to  the  time  and  place  of  the  To  a  Complaint  by  an  Indorsor  Agidnst 
alleged  agreement  and  part  payment.  the  Xakor  to  recover  for  the  payment 

S.  Fletcher  v.  Dulaney,  (Indian  Ter.  by  him  as  an  indorser  of  three  promis- 

1898)  43  S.  W.  Rep.  955.  sory  notes,  an  answer  that  before  the 

4.  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t/.  Hyde,  commencement    of    the  suit    the  de- 

122  Ind.  188;  Johnson  v.  Breedlove,  73  fendant  '*  fully  paid  and  satisfied  the 

Ind.  368;  Gearhart  t'.  Olmstead,  7  Dana  note  herein  sued  on  "  is  not  sufficient, 

(Ky.  441 ;  Somerville  v.  Stewart,  48  N.  because,  though  pleaded  to  the  whole 

J.  L.  117.  complaint,  it  set  up  matter  in  bar  of 

OoBitniotioii  of  AmMguouB   Ploa.  —  A  but  part.    Johnson   v,   Breedlove,    73 

plea  of  payment  intended  as  an  an-  Ind.  368. 
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tion,  is  not  a  sufficient  defense  to  that  part  to  which  it  is  addressed, 
it  will  not  be  sustained.* 

d.  Smaller  Sum  in  Discharge  of  Greater.  —  A  plea  of 
payment  of  a  smaller  sum  in  discharge  of  a  claim  for  a  larger  sum 
is  bad,  although  it  be  averred  that  the  smaller  sum  was  received 
in  satisfaction  of  the  larger.*  Nor  is  such  an  irregularity  cured 
by  verdict.* 

In  Order  to  Bender  Talid  8aoh  a  Plea,  some  agreement  founded  on  a 
sufficient  consideration  to  relinquish  the  residue  must  be  averred,* 
or  there  must  be  a  release  under  seal,*  —  a  seal,  it  will  be  remem- 
bered, importing  a  consideration.  But  a  plea  of  payment  of  a 
less  sum,  before  the  day,  or  on  the  day  at  a  place  different  from 
that  stipulated  in  the  contract,  alleged  to  have  been  accepted  in 
satisfaction  by  the  plaintiff,  is  good,*  the  law,  out  of  such  circum- 
stances, implying  the  requisite  consideration. 

1.  Gearhart  v,  Olmstead,  7  Dana  erick  v.  Leman,  9  Johns.  (K.  Y.)  333. 
(Ky.)  441.  And  in  the  case  of  Patterson  v.  Rams- 

Bad  Commenoement  and  Proper  Coneln-  peck,  81  Ga.  808,  it  was  held  that 
■ion.  —  Where  the  commencement  of  a  a  plea  which  set  up  that  defendant 
plea  of  payment  indicated  that  it  was  was  to  hare  the  privilege  of  payings 
only  intended  to  go  to  a  part  of  the  the  debt  in  a  manner  not  stipulated 
plaintiff's  demand,  but  concluded  by  in  the  original  contract,  and  that  pur- 
demanding  judgment,  it  was  held  that  suant  to  this  agreement  he  paid  a  part, 
though  informal,  it  would  not  be  held  and  was  to  pay  the  balance  afterwards, 
insufficient  on  general  demurrer,  but  which  did  not  aver  that  plaintifiFs 
Bcebe  v.  Sutton,  7  Ark.  405.  And  see  obtained  any  advantage  by  this  agree- 
Sherman  v.  Gassett,  9  111.  521.  ment,  or  that  defendant  gave  any  new 

2.  Down  V.  Hatcher,  2  Per.  &  Dav.  consideration  or  additional  security  or 
292,  3  Jur.  651;  Gearhart  v.  Olmstead,  executed  the  agreement  by  paying  thie 
7  Dana  (Ky.)  441 ;  Blanchard  v.  Noyes,  amount  agreed  on,  should  have  been 
3  N.  H.  518;  Dederick  v,  Leman,  9  stricken  out  and  all  the  evidence  intro- 
Johns,  (N.  Y.)  333.  duced  under  it  excluded. 

Bationale  of  Bnlo.  —  In  the  case  of  A  Plea  of  Payment  After  the  Bay  of  a 

Watkinson  v,  Inglesby,  5  Johns.  (N.  less  sum  than  was  due  on  the  bond, 

Y.)  390,  Van  Ness,  J.,  delivering  the  although  alleged  to  have  been  in  fuU 

opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "  The  cases  satisfaction,   is  not  good  either  as  a 

that  have  adjudged  that  a  payment  of  plea  of  payment  or  of  accord  and  satis- 

a  less  sum  in  satisfaction,  as  of  five  faction.     Mechanics' Bank  v.  Hazard, 

pounds   for    fifteen    pounds,    was    no  13    Johns.    (N.   Y.)  357;    Dederick  v. 

satisfaction,  go  upon  the  ground  that  Leman,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  333. 

it  was  apparent  and  palpable  on  the  S.  Down  v.  Hatcher,  2  Per.  &  Dav. 

very  face  of  the  agreement  that  there  292,  3  Jur.  651. 

could  not  have  been  a  satisfaction,  for  4.  Rohr  v,  Anderson,  51  Md.  205. 

all  the  world  knows  that  five  pounds  is  6.  Rohr  v,  Anderson,  51  Md.  205. 

not  worth  fifteen  pounds,  nor  can  it  be  6.  Gearhart    v,    Olmstead,   7    Dana, 

deemed  equivalent  by  any  man  in  his  (Ky.)  441;   Van  Ness,  I.,  in  Watkinson 

senses.     Cumber  v.  Wane,  i  Stra.  426;  v,  Inglesby,  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  390. 

Fitch  V.  Sutton,  5  East  230."  A  Plea  that  the  Plaintiff  Agreed  that  if 

nimtration.  —  A  plea  to  an  action  of  the  defendant  would  pay  him  a  certain 

debt  on  a  bond    conditioned    to  pay  portion  of  his  demand  at  once,  a  dis- 

£77.  that  the  defendant  after  breach  puted  balance  should  be  deposited  in 

of  the  condition  paid  the  plaintiff  £3.  the  hands  of  a  trustee  until  the  contro> 

9J.  io</.,  which  the  plaintiff  **  accepted  versy  between  the   parties  should  be 

and  received  in  full  payment  of  the  adjusted,  and  alleging  performance,  is 

sum  of  money  mentioned   in  the  con-  a  good  special  plea  of  payment.     Page 

dition  of  the  bond,  and  in   full  of  all  v.  Meek,  3  B.  &  S.  259,  113  E.  C.  L. 

demands  whatsoever,''  is  bad.     Ded-  259. 
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e.  Joinder  with  Other  Pleas.  —  There  may  be  a  plea  of 
payment  as  to  part  of  the  plaintifl's  demand,  with  a  joinder  of 
other  pleas  as  to  the  residue.^  Thus  a  plea  of  payment  as  to  part 
and  set-off  as  to  the  residue  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  good.' 

/.  Actions  on  Specialties  and  Records.  —  At  common 

law,  it  has  been  held,  a  plea  of  payment  was  not  good  in  actions 
on  bonds  and  records,  a  discharge  in  the  one  case  requiring  an 
instrument  under  seal,  and  in  the  other,  matter  of  record.  As 
has  been  seen,  however,  the  statute  of  4  Anne,  c.  16,  §  12, 
changed  the  common  law  in  this  respect,  making  provision  in  such 
cases  for  the  plea  of  payment.  But  this  statute,  it  has  been  held, 
only  permitted  the  plea  of  full  payment,  and  under  it  a  plea  of 
payment  of  part  was  not  admissible.' 

y.  Btibshcb  Abxibsibls  xrvBSB  Plea  of  Payuvt  —  1.  Early 
Doetrine.  —  It  has  been  asserted  that  the  law  originally  permitted, 
under  the  plea  of  payment,  only  evidence  of  compliance  with  the 
contract  to  pay  strictly  according  to  its  terms;*  and,   on  the 

1.  Rohr  V.  Anderson,  51  Md.  305.  and  if  it  do  not  go  to  that  extent  the 
OiMtaWlMn  Pvt  Pajmrat  It  PlMdod    plea  will  be  bad.'     i    Chit.   PI.  (i6th 

with  Other  Plaaa.  —  Where  several  pleas  Am.  ed.)  512."    And  see  also  M'Waters 

are  interposed,  if,  with  the  help  of  de-  v.  Draper,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  496. 
fendant's  other  pleas  the  aggregate  of        la  an  Aetloa  on  a  Bsoogniiaiioe  of  Bail 

his  defense  is  enough  to  ecjual  plain-  it  has  been  held  that  payment  of  a  less 

tiff's  claim,  the  defendant  will  get  the  sum  than  that  due  cannot  be  pleaded, 

costs  of  his  plea  of  payment  with  the  although  alleged  to  have  been  accepted 

others;  but  if  the  aggregate  of  his  de-  in  full  satisfaction.     Mechanics'  Bank 

fense  is  not  enough  to  equal  the  plain-  v.  Hazard,  13  Johns.  (K.  Y.)  357.    And 

tiff's  claim,  the  defendant  will  not  in  see  Johnston  v,  Brannan,  5  Johns.  (N. 

sach  case  get  any  costs  on  his  plea  of  Y.)  371;    Boyd  v,  Hitchcock,  20  Johns. 

payment  even  though  he  has  been  pur  (N.    Y.)  76;    Le   Page    v.   McCrea,    i 

to  the  expense  of  proving  that  portion  Wend.  fN.  Y.)  164;    Booth  v.  Smith,  3 

of  it  which  he  does  prove,  and  which  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  66. 
nevertheless  counts  for  him  in  the  re-        4.  Alderson     and     Parke,    BB.,     in 

duction  of  the  damages.     2  Chitty  on  Cooper  v,  Morecraft,  3  M.  &  W.  500; 

Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)446,  note.  Morley  v.  Culverwell,  7  M.  &  W.  174; 

2.  Taylor  v,   Weister,  i    Litt.   (Ky.)  Ulsch  v.  Muller,  143  Mass.  379. 

355.  Plaaof  Paymant— PUinttiTf  Bight  to 
8.  OoastmetUm  of  ttatato  as  AflMtiag  Sipoet  Srldonoo  of  Pajmont  in  Mon^y.  — 
Tloa  of  Part  Paymont.  —  Of  this  sutute  Under  a  plea  of  payment  to  an  action 
of  4  Anne,  c.  16.  g  12,  Alvey,  J.,  in  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  *'  the  plaintiff 
Rohr  V,  Anderson,  51  Md.  205.  says:  had  a  right  to  expect  proof  of  actual 
**  Mr.  Chitty  gives  it  as  the  settled  con-  payment  in  money,  not  of  a  mere 
struction  that  inasmuch  as  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction.  If  the  bill 
payment  in  an  action  upon  a  record  were  satisfied  otherwise  than  by  pay- 
was  not  good  at  common  law,  because  ment  in  money,  the  plaintiff  had  a 
SQch  payment  was  matter  in  pais^  and  right  to  expect  that  the  particular  kind 
not  of  record,  the  plea  allowed  by  the  of  satisfaction  should  be  set  forth  in 
statute  must  go  to  the  whole  amount  the  plea."  Lord  Abinger  in  Morley 
due  on  the  judgment,  and  form  a  com-  v.  Culverwell,  7  M.  &  W.  174. 
plete  bar  to  the  action,  or  otherwise  it  Logal  Import  of  Torm.  —  The  term 
is  not  good.  He  says  '  the  debtor  may  "  payment,"  said  Duer,  J.,  in  Manice 
plead  payment,  but  in  order  to  come  v,  Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  3  Duer  (N. 
within  the  sutute  he  must  have  paid  Y.)  441,"  in  its  legal  import  means  the 
all  the  money  due  on  the  record  or  full  satisfaction  of  a  debt  by  money, 
judgment,  so  that  the  whole  of  such  not  an  exchange  or  compromise,  or  an 
judgment  must  have  been    satisfied;  accord  and  satisfaction,  and  it  is  only 
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contrary,  this  has  been  denied.^  But  the  later  authorities,  as 
will  be  seen  hereafter,  do  not  incline  to  the  strict  and  limited 
rule,  though  in  some  jurisdictions  a  modification  is  only  conceded 
to  the  extent  of  admitting  evidence  of  a  money  satisfaction,  after 
default  has  been  made  in  payment  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract.* 

where  the   words  used  in  connection  low  of  intention  to  attempt  to  prove 

with  it  plainly  manifest  a  different  in-  either  a  partial  or  total  paymeiit  in 

tention,  that  the  legal  import  of  the  money,   and  either  by  oral  proof  or 

term  can  be  rejected."     And  similarly,  written,  as  by  receipt, 

in  the  case  of  Whittington  v,  Roberts,  1.  Boetrins  that  E^denoe  Was  Esrsr 

4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  173.  Mills,  J.,  de-  GoUflnsd  to  HxitMrf  Paymants.  ~  In   the 

livering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  cas^  of  Richabaiigh  v.  Diigan,  7  Pa. 

"  It    is    true    that    payment    literally  St.    394^    Coulter,   j.,    delivering    the 

means  a  discharge  of  the  obligation  opinion  of  the  court,  said:    "An  opin- 

according  to  its  letter."  ion  it  woiild  seem,  has  prevailed,  and 

Action  on  Bond — ttatoment  of  Oonmon*  with  the  sanction  of  high  names,  that 
lawBootrino.  —  In  the  case  of  M' Waters  under  the  plea  of  payment  alone  noth- 
v.  Draper,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  496,  ing  but  direct  payment  in  money  can 
which  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond,  be  given  in  evidence.  But  the  law  was 
the  court  said:  "Payment  was  no  never  so  established,  even  in  England, 
doubt  at  common  law  a  good  plea;  but  Their  books  contain  many  cases  where 
the  doctrine  is  well  settled  that  the  it  wa^  held  that  under  the  plea  of  pay- 
payment  must  be  pleaded  according  to  ment  the  defendant  might  give  in  evi- 
the  terms  of  the  bond  upon  which  the  dence  the  delivery  of  the  notes  of  a 
action  is  founded.  The  plea- to  have  private  banker,  or  notes  of  individuals, 
been  good  at  common  law,  therefore,  which  had  been  accepted  by  the  cred- 
should  have  alleged  the  payment  to  itor  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  Wil- 
have  been  made  either  on  the  day  the  Hams  v.  Smith,  2  B.  &  Aid.  4^;  Brown 
money  was  stipulated  to  be  paid,  or  on  tf.  Kewley,  a  B.  &  P.  518."  And  see 
some  day  between  that  day  and  the  Louden  v,  Birt,  4  Ind.  566. 
date  of  the  writing  on  which  the  action  3.  Modifiod  Bnlo.  — In  the  case  of 
is  founded.  Such  an  allegation  is  not  Ulsch  v.  Muller,  143  Mass.  379,  Field, 
matter  of  form  only;  it  is  essential  to  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
show  that  in  making  the  payment  the  said:  "Originally  payment  was  the 
defendant  had  been  in  no  default,  and  performance  of  a  promise  to  pay  money 
had  done  what  he  had  undertaken  to  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  required 
perform  according  to  the  terms  of  his  by  the  terms  of  the  contract:  but  it  has 
obligation."  been  extended  to  include  the  delivery 

A^on  on  Bill  of  Szohango.  —  A  plea,  of  money  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  after 

in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  that  a  default  has  been  made  in  payment 

the  bill  was  paid  by  the  acceptor  before  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract." 

it  became  due,  and  afterwards  reissued  But  in  the  case  of  Swett  v.  South  worth, 

by  him  without  any  new  stamp,  can  be  125  Mass.  417,  which  was  an  action  on 

supported  only  by  proof  of  actual  pay-  the  case  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 

ment  in  cash,  and  not  by  evidence  of  evidence  was  held  admissible  under  a 

any  arrangement  between  the  drawer  plea  of  payment  that  the  defendants 

and   acceptor,   whereby  the    bill   was  had  sent  to  the  plaintiffs  before  the  in- 

treated  as  being  satisfied.     Morley  f^  stitution  of  the  suit  their  check  and  the 

Culverwell,  7  M.  &  W.  174.  promissory   note  of  a  third  party,  in- 

Oonoral  Plea  —  Prostunption. —  A  gen-  tended  by  th^  defendants  and  known 
eral  plea  of  payment,  it  has  been  held,  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  intended  in  pay- 
will  be  presumed  to  mean  money,  ment  of  the  account.  The  plaintiff  ac- 
Webster  v.  Tiernan,  4  How.  (Misft.)  cepted  the  check  and  note,  collecting 
352.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Price  v.  Sin-  the  former  and  sending  the  latter  to  an 
clair,  5  Sm9d.  &  M.  (Miss.)  254,  it  was  attorney  for  collection  at  maturity,  but 
held  that  a  plea  of  payment,  without  before  maturity  the  note  was  lost  and 
an  account  stating  its  nature  or  the  mislaid  by  the  attorney  to  whom  the 
items  of  payment  or  set-off  annexed,  plaintiffs  had  sent  it.  The  defendants, 
was  good,  and  notified  the  plaintiff  be-  liowever,   received   no .  notice  of  such 
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2.  More   Modern   Bnle  —  a.  In    General.  —  The  weight    of 
modern  authority  does  not  confine  the  evidence  under  the  plea 

of  payment  to  money  payments  alone/  the  general  rule  seeming 
to  favor  the  reception  of  evidence  of  anything  tendered  by  the 
obligor  and  received  by  the  obligee  in  satisfaction  and  dischai^ 
of  the  debt.* 

fact,  nor  any  notice  that  the  plaintiffa  bonds  or  other  debts  which  were  after- 

refased  to  receive  said  note  with  the  wards    lost    by  his    own    negligence, 

check  in  payment,  until  afte^  the  ma-  Tilghman,     C.    J.,    in     Hamilton    v. 

tority  of  the  note.    "  The  laches  and  Moore,  4  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  570, 

misconduct  of  the  plaintiff's  agent,"  *'  It  has  been  said,"  said  the  court  in 

said  the  court  in  this  case,  *'  made  the  Louden  v.  Birt,  4  Ind.  566,  '*  that  '  a 

note  and  check  their  own,  and  operated  plea  of  payment  cannot  be  supported 

as  a  satisfaction  of    their  demand.'*  unless  the  payment  has  been  made  in 

And.   as    has    been    stated,    evidence  money  alone.'     Sinard  v.  Patterson,  3 

going  to  show  this  was  held  admissi-  Blackf.  (Ind.)  353.     But  this  is  not  so. 

ble  under  the  plea  of  payment.  Payment  may  be   made  in  anything 

1.  Bnla  as  to  Monty  or  Its  SqniT*leiit.  that  the  creditor  will  accept  as  pay- 
— After  adverting  to  the  literal  mean-  ment.  And  under  the  general  issue  or 
ingof  payment,  Mills,  J.,  in  Whitting-  a  general  plea  of  payment,  payment  in 
ton  V,  Roberts,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  173,  anything  that  has  been  accepted  or  re- 
said:  "  But  courts  have  extended  the  ceived  as  payment  may  be  proved, 
issue  more  to  the  spirit  and  have  not  And  in  these  cases  it  is  a  question  for 
confined  it  to  the  letter.  Hence  Starkie  the  jury  whether  what  may  have  been 
in  his  treatise  on  evidence,  vol.  3,  p.  given  and  received  was  a  payment  or 
1084,  lays  down  the  rule  that  the  pay-  not,  in  the  particular  case." 
ment  must  be  proved  in  money  or  its  IllustratioA.  —  In  the  case  of  Mus- 
equivalent.  What  shall  be  counted  an  grove  v,  Gibbs,  i  Dall.  (Pa.)  217,  Mc- 
equivalent  may  often  be  a  question  of  Kean,  J.,  said:  *'  The  receipt  of  one 
some  nicety.  Bills  of  exchange,  bank  thing  in  satisfaction  of  another  is  a  good 
notes,  or  negotiable  notes  on  indi-  payment,  as  the  acceptance  of  a  horse 
▼iduals  have  been  held  good  proof  in  lieu  of  a  sum  of  mone^,  or  of  a 
under  the  plea  of  payment."  bond  by  a  third  person  in  discharge  of 

S.  Arkansas,  —  Bush    v.    Sproat,   43  a  prior  obligation." 

Ark.  416.  QvaliiioatioA  —  Party  Most  Vot  Be  Uls- 

Ddaware.  —  Mitchell '  v.    Conrad,   2  lod.  —  In  the  case  of  Bush  v.  Sproat,  43 

Hardesty  (Del.)  140.  Ark.  416.    the   position   seems    to    be 

Indiana,  —  Hart  v,  Crawford,  41  Ind.  taken  under  the  statute  in  that  state, 

197;  Louden  v.  Birt,  4  Ind.  566.  that  any  evidence  is  admissible  under 

Kentucky,  —  Whittington  v,  Roberts,  a  plea  of  payment  which  gees  to  show 

4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  173.  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  sued  on,  pro- 

AVw  York,  —  Farmers*,  etc..  Bank  v,  vided  it  is  shown  that  the  plaintiff  has 

Sherman,  6  Bosw.  (hJ.  Y.)  181,  33  N.  not  been  misled. 

Y.  69;   Van  Giesen  v.  Van  Giesen,  10  BorpriM — Whtn  Vbt  atluastioa.  —  In 

N.  \\  316;    Seeley  v,  Engell,  13  N.  Y.  the  case  of  Farmers',   etc.,    Bank   v, 

548.  Sherman,  33  N.  V.  69,  evidence  was 

Pennsylvania,  —  Hamilton  v,  Moore,  admitted  under  the  general  plea  of  pay- 

4  W.   &   S.   (Pa)   570;    Musgrove    v.  ment  of  a  collateral  agreement  showing 

Gibbs,  I   Dall.  (Pa.)  217;    Bell,  J.,  in  a    satisfaction   of  the  debt  sued   for. 

Covely  V,  Fox,  11  Pa.  St.  171;  Hobson  This  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the 

V.  Croft,  9  Pa.  St.  363.  ground  that  the  plea  gave  no  notice 

Bula  ttatsd.  —  Under  a  plea  of  pay-  of  the  defendant's  intention  to  prove 

ment  the  defendant  is  not  strictly  con-  payment  in   any   other  way   than  by 

fined  to  evidence  of  payment  in  money,  cash,  which  was  the  legal  intendment 

but  it  is  sufficient,  it  has  been  held,  to  of  the  plea  of  payment;    but  the  court 

prove    payment    by    the    delivery    of  denied   this  contention   and   held   the 

wheat  or  any  other  article  which  was  evidence  admissible.     With   reference 

received  by  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  to  the  reception  of  such  evidence  as 

of  his  debt,   or  even   to    prove    that  operating  a  surprise  on  the  plaintiff, 

the  plaintiff  accepted  an  assignment  of  the  court  said:    '*  Nor  was  there  any 
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Boetrine  that  Partiealan  of  Paymont  Conititnte  More  Xatten  of  ETidoaoe.  — 
It  has  been  intimated,  indeed,  that  it  is  improper  to  allege  any- 
thing but  payment  generally,  on  the  ground  that  the  particulars 
are  mere  evidentiary  matters  which  should  not  appear  in  the 
pleadings.* 

In  Tezag  it  seems  that  evidence  of  payment  in  some  commodity 
other  than  money  is  not  admissible  under  a  general  plea  of  pay- 
ment without  a  bill  of  particulars,  if  objected  to  when  offered.* 

b.  Amount  and  Particulars  of  Payment.  —  Though  a 

plea  of  payment  does  not  specify  the  amount  paid  and  the  time 
and  place  of  payment,  evidence  of  such  circumstances  is  admis- 
sible thereunder.* 

c.  Payment  in   Property.  —  Thus  it  has  been  held  that 

question  of  surprise  in  the  case.     That  —  Where  in  an  action  on  a  note  by  the 

arises  where  there  is  a  variance   be-  payee  against  the   maker,   defendant 

tween   the  aUegations   of    a  pleading  pleaded   the    general   issue  and    filed 

and  the  proof.    Admitting  competent  therewith  a  notice  of  special  matter,  in 

proof  to  sustain  an  action  or  defense,  substance  that  the  note  was  delivered 

though  its  admission  was  unexpected  conditionally,  or  as  a  collateral  secur- 

by  the  adverse  party,  raises  no  ques-  ity   for   the   performance    of    a    parol 

tion    of    surprise    entitling    the    dis-  promise  or  agreement  by  the  maker, 

appointed  suitor  to  be  relieved  on  that  which  he  was  prevented  from  perform- 

ground."  ing  by  the  act  of  the  payee  in  refusing 

Evidenoe  of  Debt  Due  from  Payee  to  to  accept  the  same,  alleging  his  readi- 

Payer.  —  Under  the   plea  of   payment  ness  to  perform  and  tender  thereof,  and 

defendant   may  prove  a  discharge  in  the  payment  into  court  of  the  sum  due 

bank  notes,  negotiable  notes  on  indi-  upon  said  promise  or  agreement,  evi- 

viduals,  or  a  debt  already  due  from  the  dence  offered  to   sustain  such   notice 

payee  to  the  payer,  agreed  by  the  par-  was  held   inadmissible.     It   was   inti- 

ttes  to  be  considered  and  treated  as  a  mated,  however,  that  had  the  defendant 

payment.     Whittington  r.   Roberts,   4  pleaded   such   facts   as   payment,    the 

T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  173.  evidence   might   have   been    received. 

Where  on  the  trial  of  a  claimant's  Walker  v,  Crawford,  56  111.  444.     And 

issue  for  property  seized  on  execution  see  Hagood  v.  Swords,  2  Bailey  L.  (S. 

the  claimant  pleaded  that  he  had  pur-  Car.)  305. 

chased  the  property  claimed  for  a  con-  1.  In  the  case  of  Farmers',  etc., 
sideration  of  $800  paid  by  him,  it  was  Bank  v,  Sherman,  33  N.  Y.  69,  Wright, 
held  that  evidence  in  support  of  the  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
plea  was  admissible  to  the  effect  that  said:  *'  The  answer  alleged  payment, 
the  consideration  was  paid  by  the  and  it  was  competent  under  the  plead- 
claimant  by  a  credit  allowed  by  the  ing  to  prove  that  payment  had  been 
latter  on  an  indebtedness  due  him  in  fact  made,  either  in  cash  or  in 
from  the  owner  of  the  property  and  the  some  other  way.  If  payment  be  re- 
defendant  in  the  writ.  Hamburg  v.  lied  on  as  a  defense  it  would  be  bad 
Wood,  66  Tex.  168.  pleading  to  allege  the  evidence  of  the 

Allegation  of  Payment  by  Third  Person,  fact,   instead  of  the   fact  itself;    and 

—  An  answer  in  an  action  on  a  note  when  the  fact  of  pavment  is  pleaded, 

alleging  that  the  note  was  paid  to  the  there  is  no  rule  requiring  the  evidence, 

plaintiffs  by  a  third  person  for  whose  or  a  concatenation  of  evidence,  estab- 

accommodation    it    was    executed,    is  lishing  payment,  to  be  alleged  in  the 

sufficient  to  the  admission  of  evidence  pleading,  to  render  such  proof  legally 

of  any  facts  which  amount  to  actual  admissible." 

payment  by  said  third  person.     Farm-  3.  Able  v.  Lee,  6  Tex.  427.     And  see 

ers',  etc..  Bank  v.  Sherman,  6  Bosw.  HoUimanz/.  Rogers,  6Tex.  91;  Tinsley 

(N.  Y.)  iSr,  33  N.  Y.  69;  Seeley  v.  En-  v.  Ryon,  9  Tex,  405. 

gell,  T3  N.  Y.  548.  8.  Holmes  c^.  Deplaigne,  23  La.  Ana. 

Performanoe  Prereated  by  Aet  of  Payee.  238;  Louden  v,  Birt,  4  Ind.  570. 
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under  the  general  plea  of  payment  evidence  is  admissible  of  a 

satisfaction  in  various  species  of  personal  property ^^  for  instance, 
wheat  *  or  lumber,*  or  by  check,*  the  party's  promissory  note,* 

1.  Arkansas,  —  Bush    v.    Sproat,   43  that  his  principal  put  in  the  plaintiff's 

Ark.  416.  hands  suflBcieht  wheat  to  pay  the  orig- 

California,  —  Eppinger  v.  Kendrick,  inal  notes,  of  which  the  notes  in  suit 

114  Cal.  620.  were  a  renewal,  and  directed  that  the 

Indiana,  —  Bradley     v.     Ward,      6  proceeds   be   applied    in    payment    of 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  190;  Woodruff  v,  Clark,  such  notes,  but  that  the  plaintiff  did 

6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  337.  not  comply  with  such  directions  and 

Kentucky,  —  Whittington  v,  Roberts,  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  wheat  to 

4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  173.  another  indebtedness,  of  which  misap- 

Ncw  York,  —  Farmers',  etc..  Bank  v,  plication  the  defendant  had  no  knowi- 

Sherman,   33  N.  Y.  69;  Watkinson  v,  edge    when    he    signed    the    renewal 

Inglesby,  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  390.     And  notes.     Eppinger  r.  Kendrick,  114  Cal. 

see   McLaughlin   v,   Webster,    141   N.  620. 

Y.  76.  8.  Paymanc  by  DtllTery  of  Lumbar.  — 

Pennsylvania,  —  Steiner  v.  Erie  Dime  The   case   of  Farmers',  etc..   Bank  v. 

Sav.,  etc.,  Co.,  98  Pa.  St.  591;  Richa-  Sherman,  33  N.  Y.  69,  was  an  action 

baugh  V,  Dugan,  .7  Pa.  St.  394.  on  a  promissory  note  held  by  theplain- 

Washington,  —  Edmunds    v.    Black,  tiffs  as  collateral  security.     The  defend- 

13  Wash.  490.  ant   pleaded   payment.     On   the    trial 

United  States,  —  Buddicum  v.  Kirk,  3  evidence  was  admitted,  under  the  ex- 

Cranch  (U.  S.)  293.  ception,  that  the  note  had  been  paid 

England.  —  Thome  v.  Smith,  2  Eng.  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  payee  thereof  for 

L.  &  Eq.  301.  whose  accommodation   it    had     beer) 

Bootrine    of    Pinnol's    Caso.  —  In   the  made,  by  the  delivery  of  lumber,  which 

case  of  Watkinson  f'.  Inglesby,  5  Johns,  was  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs  in  pur- 

(N.   Y.)  390,  Van  Ness,  J.,  delivering  suance  of  an  agreement  that  the  payee 

the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  '*  The  might  withdraw  an^  of  the  Collaterals 

doctrine  in  Pinnel's  Case,  5  Coke  117,  held   by  the   plaintiffs  to  the  amount 

has  always  been  received  as  good  law,  of  the  lumber  delivered  to  them,  and 

and  there  it  Is  admitted  that  payment  he  had  designated    the  note   in    suit 

of  a  horse  instead  of  the  money  due,  or  to  be  withdrawn.      And  it  was  held 

of  a  less  sum.  if  before  the  day  or  at  a  that   under  this   issue   the  defendant 

different  place,  will  all  be  adjudged  a  might  give  evidence  of  such    agree- 

satisf action  if  so  accepted  by  the  plain-  ment  and    the    transaction    pursuant 

tiff."  thereto,  and  that  the  plea  of  payment 

Aetlon  for  Proooods   of  Propeity — Bo-  was  sustained  by  proof  of  any  facts 

duotion  by  Advaaoos.  —  In  an  action  to  which,  in  law,  amount  to  a  satisfaction 

recover  the  proceeds  of  plaintiff's  prop-  of  the  note. 

erty  sold  by  the  defendant  by  the  4.  Paymont  by  Chook.  —  In  an  action 
former's  direction,  the  defendant  may  against  a  surety  to  recover  an  amount 
show,  under  a  piea  of  payment,  that  alleged  to  be  due  from  his  principal, 
he  advanced  money  to  the  plaintiff  an  answer  alleging  that  all  sums  and 
with  the  express  understanding  that  it  liabilities  of  the  principal  to  the  plain- 
should  be  deducted  from  the  proceeds  tiff  had  been  paid  and  settled  by  the 
of  the  property.  Fall  v,  Johnson,  8  S.  principal  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
Dak.  163.  admission  of  evidence  to  the  effect  that 

3.  Paymont  byBollToryof  Wheat.  —  In  a  check  of  the  principal  upon  a  bank 

the  case  of  Buddicum  v.  Kirk,  3Cranch  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  from 

<U.  S.)  293,  it  was  held  that  upon  the  him  had  been  accepted  as  payment  by 

plea  of  payment  in  debt  on  a  bond  it  is  the  plaintiff  and  retained  by  him  with- 

competent  for  the  defendant  to  give  in  out  objection,  and   forwarded   to  the 

evidence  that  wheat  was  delivered  to  bank  on  which  drawn   for  collection, 

the  defendant  on  account  of  the  bond  Albany  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Devendorf, 

at  an  agreed  price.  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  444. 

XisapplioatiOB  of  Proooods.  —  In  an  ac-  6.  Morehouse  v,  Northrop,  33  Conn, 

tion  on  two  promissory  notes  against  380. 

the  defendant  as  surety,  he  may  plead  Under  a  plea  of  payment  in  an  action 
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or  the  note  of  a  third  person.^ 

d.  By  Testamentary  Provision.  —  Likewise,  in  an  action 
by  a  creditor  against  the  estate  of  a  decedent,  it  was  held  that 
under  a  general  plea  of  payment  evidence  was  admissible  of  an 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  testator  that  the  debt 
sued  for  should  be  satisfied  by  a  testamentary  provision,  which 
had  been  made  accordingly.* 

e.  Payment  to  Agent.  —  Where  payment  generally  is 
pleaded,  evidence  is  admissible  of  payments  made  to  an  agent  of 
the  plaintiff.' 

/.  Payment  to  Assignor.  —  Under  a  plea  of  payment  to  the 
assignor  of  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant  may  show  that  in 
receiving  payment  the  assignor  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintilBf 
assignee.*  And  if  such  a  plea,  though  not  averring  that  the  pay- 
ment is  made  to  the  assignor  without  notice,  is  taken  issue  upon 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  may  show  thereunder  a  payment 
accordingly,  although  it  also  appears  that  the  latter  had  notice 
of  the  assignment.* 

g.  Payment  to  Third  Parties.  —  Under  some  circum- 
stances it  has  been  held  proper,  where  a  plea  of  payment  generally 

against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  that  certain  accounts    should    be  re- 
assigned after  maturity,  the  defendant  ceived  as  payment.     Sullivan  v,  Sulli- 
may  prove  a  verbal  contract  between  van,  20  S.  Car.  509. 
himself  and  the  payee,  at  the  time  of  3.  McLaughlin  t/.  Webster,   141   N. 
the  execution  of  the  note,  that  it  should  Y.  76. 

be  paid  by  orders  to  be  drawn  upon  the  8.  Spann  v.  Glass,  35  Tex.  761. 

maker  by  the  payee  together  with  the  4.  Jenkins  v.  Shinn,  55  Ark.  347. 

payment  of  premiums  on  certain  in-  5.  The  case  of  Shriner  t;.  Lambcrn, 

surance  policies,  and  that  he  bad   in  12  Md.  170,  was  an  action  on  a  single 

fact  been  paid  in  such  manner.     Jones  bill  in  the  name  of  the  obligee  as  legal 

V,  Snow,  64  Cal.  456.  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  his  assignee  as 

1.  Payment  by  Vote  of  Third  Person.  —  equitable  plaintiff.  The  declaration 
A  joint  and  several  promissory  note  was  in  the  usual  form  of  debt,  the 
had  been  given  to  the  plaintiffs  by  obligee  being  named  therein  as  plain- 
the  defendant  and  another.  The  lat-  tiff.  The  obligor,  the  defendant, 
ter  agreed  with  a  third  person  and  the  pleaded  payment  "  to  the  said  plain- 
plaintiffs  that  they  (the  plaintiffs)  tiff/'  and  on  this  plea  issue  was  joined, 
should  take  such  third  person's  promis-  It  was  held  that  the  defendant  might 
sory  note  in  satisfaction  of  the  defend-  offer  in  support  of  the  issue  so  made  a 
ant*s  liability  on  the  joint  and  several  receipt  showing  that  he  had  paid  the 
note,  referred  to.  The  plaintiffs  re-  bond  to  the  obligee,  although  such  pay- 
ceived  said  third  person's  note  pursu-  ment  was  made  after  and  with  full 
ant  to  the  agreement  mentioned,  and  notice  of  the  assignment.  This  was 
later  received  payment  of  it.  It  was  stated  to  be  pursuant  to  the  principle 
held  that  in  an  action  on  the  joint  and  that  where  a  party  lakes  issue  in  fact 
several  note  the  above  facts  might  be  upon  an  allegation  not  constituting 
given  in  evidence  under  a  plea  alleging  a  legal  bar  to  his  action  he  cannot 
payment  by  the  defendant.  Thorne  v,  successfully  ask  the  couit  to  rule  out 
Smith,  2  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  301.  And  testimony  if  it  be  in  proof  of  such  alle- 
see  Bradley  v.  Ward,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  gation.  The  proper  course  of  the  cestui 
190.  que  use^  instead  of  taking  issue  on  the 

Payment   by  Transfer  of  Aooounti. —  plea  presented,   would   have  been  to 

Under  a  general  allegation  of  payment,  move  to  strike  it  out  or  to  have  replied 

a  particular  agreement  may  be  shown  specially  the  assignment  and  notice. 
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has  been  interposed,  to  introduce  evidence  of  payments  to  third 
parties.^ 

▼olvntarj  PaynMnt  te  Creditor's  Creditor  uidor  Code.  —  But  where  one 
party  volunteers  to  pay  his  creditor's  creditor,  as  provided  by  the 
codes  of  some  states,  he  must,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  it  as  a 
credit  on  or  payment  of  an  existing  indebtedness  due  by  him,  set 
it  up  specially  in  his  answer.  Evidence  of  such  transactions  is 
not  admissible  under  a  general  plea  of  payment,*  The  proper 
course  in  such  case,  it  has  been  held,  would  be  for  the  defendant 
to  ask  leave  to  put  in  a  supplemental  pleading  setting  up  such 
payment,  which  would  be  allowed  on  his  payment  of  all  the  costs 
of  the  action  up  to  that  time.' 

A.  Discharge  or  Sealed  Instrument.  —  Evidence  of  dis- 
charge by  parol  of  a  sealed  instrument  has  been  held  inadmissible 
under  the  plea  of  payment.* 

/.  Accord  and  Satisfaction.  —  Where  a  plea  of  payment 
only  has  been  interposed,  evidence  of  an  accord  and  satisfaction 
should  not  be  received.* 

1.  Paymenti  to  Third  Pirtloo.  —  The  A  Fair  and  BoMonablo  Conftmction  of 
defendant  may  show  under  a  plea  of  an  allegation  of  payment,  said  Welles, 
payment,  in  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  J.,  in  Calkins  v.  Packer,  21  Barb.  (N. 
for  the  proceeds  of  property  sold,  that  V.)  275,  is  payment  in  some  manner 
a  portion  of  the  proceeds  thereof  were  deemed  payment  at  common  law. 
by  the  express  direction  of  the  plaintiff  *'  Where  a  party  volunteers  to  pay  the 
paid  to  a  third  person.  Fall  r.  Johnson,  debt  of  his  creditor  without  his  request 
8  S.  Dak.  163.  or  consent,  in  the  special  manner  pro- 

In  an  action  of  debt  on  bond  it  has  vided  in  section  293  of  the  code,  in 

been  held  that  under  the  plea  of  pay-  order  to  avail  himself  of  such  payment 

ment  the  defendant  might  prove  that  in  an  action  he  should  set  it  up  specially 

the  plaintiff  had  agreed  that  any  money  in  his  answer.     There  is  no  hardship 

that  the  defendant  might  advance  to  in  requiring  this,  and  it  is  in  my  judg- 

defray   the   expense   of   a  lawsuit  in  ment  necessary,  to  prevent  surprise, 

which    the    plaintiff    was    interested  Besides,  it  is  not  a  payment  to  the 

would   be  credited  on  the  bond,  and  creditor.     It  can  only  be  regarded  as  a 

evidence  of  the  defendant's  expendi-  set-off  or  counterclaim  for  money  paid 

tures  pursuant  thereto.     Bryson  v,  Ker,  to  the  use  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and 

4  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  308.  should  be  pleaded  as  such  in  order  to 

▼ariaaoe.  —  Where  the  allegation   is  give  the  other  party  an  opportunity  of 

that  the  party  paid  a  stated  amount  to  replying  to  it." 

his  adversary's  attorney,  but  the  proof  8.  Hall  v,  Olney,  65  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  27. 

showed  that  the  payment  was  actually  See   in  general  article  Supplemental 

made  to  the  sheriff,  who  immediately  Pleadings. 

and  in  the  party's  presence  handed  the  4.  Green  v.  Lockwood,  i  Harr.  (Del.) 

money  to  the  attorney,  the  variance  is  331. 

not  material.     Powers  v.  Smith,  (Ky.  5.  Arkansas.  —  Owens   v.   Chandler, 

1897)  38  S.  W.  Rep.  1045.  16  Ark.  651. 

In  an  Aotlon  of  Asrampiit  by  an  Ad-  Connecticut,  —  Kisham  v,  Nichols,   i 

minUtrator    against    the   maker    of   a  Root  (Conn.)  75. 

promissory  note  given  to  the  plaintiff's  Kentucky.  —  Hamilton    v.   Coons,    5 

intestate,   the  maker  may,    under  the  Dana  (Ky.)  317. 

plea  of  payment,  introduce  evidence  of  Massachusetts.  —  Wheaton  v.  Nelson, 

payments  made  by  him  to  the  children  11  Gray  (Mass.)  15;  Grinnell  v.  Spink, 

and  heirs  of  the  intestate  at  the  request  128  Mass.  25.     And  see  Parker  v.  Low- 

and  direction    of    the    administrator,  ell,  11  Gray  (Mass.)  353. 

Griswold  V.  Ward.  7  N.  J.  L.  95^  England.  —  Morley  r.  Culverwell,  7 

2.  Hall  V.  Olney,  65  Barb.  (N.Y.)  27;  M.  &  W.  174:  Alderson  and  Parke, 
Calkins  v.  Packer,  21  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  275.  BB.,  in  Cooper  v.  Morecraft,  3  M.  & 
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j\  Set-off.  —  Evidence  of  a  set-off  is  not  admissible  in  sup- 
port of  a  plea  of  payment.  ^  But  where  a  defendant  in  an  action 
of  contract  on  the  common  counts  pleads  a  delivery  of  goods  to 
the  plaintiff,  t^oth  by  way  of  payment  and  as  a  set-off,  he  need 
not  elect  at  the  trial  whether  he  will  introduce  his  evidence  as 
proof  of  payment  or  of  set-off,  as  the  defenses  are  not  inconsistent.* 

k.  Counterclaims.  —  As  a  general  rule,  evidence  of  counter- 
claims is  not  admissible  under  the  plea  of  payment.' 

/.  Failure  of  Consideration,   Mistake,    etc.  —  It   has 

been  held,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  that  under  an 
answer  of  payment,  evidence  was  inadmissible  of  want  of  con- 
sideration, mistake,  or  the  concurrent  execution  of  an  instrument 
that  might  modify  or  control  the  legal  effect  of  the  note.'* 

W.  500.     And  see  Foster  v,  Dawber,  6  having  claims  or  demands  against  the 

Exch.  839.  plaintiff  in  such  action,  may  plead  the 

ETidenoe  of  Aooord  and  Satisfaetion.  —  same  or  give  notice  under  the  general 

The  case  of  Ulsch  v.  Muller,  143  Mass.  issue  or  under  the  plea  of  payment.*' 

379,    was  an  action   on  a  promissory  See  Bailey  v.  Valley  Nat.  Bank,  21  111. 

note,   the    answer    alleging    payment  App.  642. 

only.      On    the    trial    the    defendant  3.  Whcaton     v.     Nelson,     11    Gray 

sought  to  introduce  evidence  that  he  (Mass.)  15. 

had  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  8.  Wagener  v.  Mars,  20  S.  Car.  533. 
number  of  cords  of  wood  which,  at  the  In  this  case  plaintiff  received  the  pro- 
time  of  the  delivery  and  afterwards,  ceeds  of  a  draft,  half  of  which  belonged 
the  plaintiff  agreed  should  be  received  to  the  defendant,  but  which  was  wholly 
and  the  price  thereon  stand  as  payment  applied  to  the  individual  indebtedness 
upon  the  note  to  the  amount  of  the  of  the  other  owner  of  such  draft,  who 
price  of  the  said  wood.  The  evidence  indorsed  it  to  plaintiff  without  instruc- 
was  objected  to,  and  the  objection  sus-  tions  to  apply  any  part  of  it  to  the  de- 
tained, in  which  connection  Field,  J.,  fendant's  debt.  The  court  said:  **  If 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  appellate  the  plaintiffs  have  wrongfully  obtained 
court,  said:  "  The  delivery  and  accept-  possession  of  the  defendant's  money, 
ance  of  wood  under  an  agreement  that  may  constitute  a  good  cause  of  ac- 
that  the  price  of  the  wood  shall  be  tion  in  his  favor  against  them,  which 
taken  as  the  payment  of  monev  due  may  be  asserted  either  in  a  separate 
upon  a  promissory  note,  is  not,  in  the  action  or  by  counterclaim  in  this  action 
technical  language  of  pleading,  pay-  if  it  had  been  so  pleaded;  but  we  are 
ment  of  the  note.  *  •  *  if  wood  is  at  a  loss  to  conceive  how  such  fact 
delivered  and  received  as  a  payment  could  constitute  a  payment.*' 
of  money  due  on  a  note,  it  is  only  by  4.  Lowry  v.  Shane,  34  Ind.  495. 
virtue  of  a  subsequent  and  independent  **  These  are  propositions,"  said  the 
agreement  to  that  effect,  and  there  is  an  court  in  this  case,  "  too  clear  to  require 
accord  and  satisfaction;  and  the  agree-  the  citation  of  authorities  in  their  sup- 
ment  by  which  the  acceptance  of  the  port." 

viood  operates  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  In  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Reeder,  9  S. 

contract,  and  the  delivery  and  receipt  &  R.  (Pa.)  198,  it  was  held  that  in  a 

of  the  wood  by  the  plaintiff  under  this  suit  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 

agreement,  are  substantive  facts  which  note  by  an  indorsee  to  whom  it  had 

should  be  set  forth  in  the  answer."  passed  for  a    valuable   consideration, 

1.  Cooper  V.  Morecraft,  3  M.  &  W.  evidence  could  not  be  given  by  the  de- 

500;     Wheaton    v.    Nelson,     11    Gray  fendant  under  the  plea  of  payment  of 

(Mass.)  15;  Hamburg  v.  Wood,  66  Tex.  a  failure  of  the  consideration  for  which 

168.     And  see  Able  v.  Lee,  6  Tex.  427.  the  note  was  given.     It  should  be  ob- 

Biyment  with  Votioe  of  Set-off.  —  In  served,  however,  in  this  connection, 
lilinois^  by  section  29  of  the  Practice  that  this  case  seems  to  have  been  de- 
Act,  it  is  provided  that  *'  ihe  defendant  cided  rather  with  reference  to  the  rules 
in  any  action  brought  upon  any  contract  of  commercial  law  than  any  question 
or  agreement,  either  express  or  implied,  of  mere  pleading  involved. 
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m.  Judgment  in  Garnishment. — A  foreign  attachment 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  plea  of  payment  in  an  actioa 
of  debt  against  the  garnishee.^ 

«.  Discontinuance  of  Action,  —  Under  a  plea  of  payment 
proof  of  the  former  discontinuance  of  the  suit  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence.* 

o.  Statute  of  Limitations.  —  Proof  that  a  debt  has  become 
barred  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
sustain  a  plea  of  payment.'  , 

/.  Partial  Payments.  —  Evidence  of  part  payment  is  admis- 
sible under,  a  plea  of  payment,  and  if  the  fact  is  established 
operates  as  a  defense  pro  tanto,^     It  is,  therefore,  error  to  instruct 

1.  Updegraff  v.  Spring,  ii  S.  &  R.  events,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
(Pa.)  i88.  be  allowed   in   reduction  of   damages 

Bneh     Befflme     Should     Ba     Pleaded  such  amount  as  he  had  proved  to  have 

Speoiallx,  or  if  the  plea  be  payment  with  been  paid.    *'  This,  we  think,"  said  the 

leave,  etc.,  notice  should  be  given  to  court  ki  Rohr  v,  Anderson,  51  Md.  205^ 

the  plaintiff  of  the  defendant's  inten-  commenting  on  the  doctrine  of  the  fore- 

tion  to  give  the  judgment  in  garnish-  going  case,  '*  is  not  only  in  accordance 

ment     in     evidence.       Updegraff     v,  with  justice,  but  with  established  prac- 

Spring,  II  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  188.  tice.*'     And  in  the  same  connection  the 

2.  Ciatapee  v.  Pecholier,  2  Wash.  (U.  court,  in  this  carefully  considered  case, 
S.)  180.  said  further,  that  "  in  actions  of  debt  on 

8.  Austin  V,  Wilson,  46  Iowa  363.  simple  contract,  as  well  as  in  indebitatus 

4.  Arkansas,  —  Owens  v.  Chandler,  assumpsit^  the  plea  of  payment,  though 

16  Ark.  651.  pleaded  generally,  may  be  taken  dis- 

Delaware,  —  State  v,  Lobb,  3  Harr.  tributively,  and  the  issue  be  found  for 

(Del.;  421.  the  defendant  as  to  the  amount  proved 

Illinois,  —  Keyes    v.    Fuller,    9    111.  to  be  paid,  and  as  to  the  residue  for  the 

App.   528;    Hays  v.  Smith,  4  111.  427.  plaintiff  (Cousins  v,  Paddon,  2  C.   M. 

Afaryland,  —  Rohr  v,  Anderson,   51  &  R.  547),  or,  according  to  our  practice, 

Md.  216.  the  result  of  such  an  inquiry  may  be 

England,  —  Cousins  v,  Paddon,  2  C.  expressed  in  a  general  verdict  for  the 

M.  &  R.  547.  plaintiff  for  the  amount  found  due  after 

Compare  Hamilton  v.  Coons,  5  Dana  deducting  all   payments  admitted  or 

(Ky.)  317.  proved." 

Evideneeef  Part  Payment — Bule  Stated.  lUiistration.  —  Where  in  debt  for 
—  In  the  case  of  Owens  v.  Chandler,  16  goods  sold  and  delivered  and  work  and 
Ark.  651,  Hanly,  J.,  delivering  the  labor  done,  the  defendant  pleaded  as  to 
opinion  of  ihe  court,  said:  "  We  appre-  parcel  of  the  sum  demanded,  to  wit, 
hend  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  338  pounds,  payment  of  338  pounds  in 
payment  of  the  whole  sum  demanded  discharge  of  that  parcel,  but  the  defcnd- 
is  pleaded,  but  the  proof  is  of  the  pay-  ant  only  proved  payment  of  314  pounds, 
ment  of  part  only,  the  defendant  is  the  court  directed  a  verdict  to  be  en- 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  evidence  tered  on  the  plea  of  payment  as  to  314 
by  way  of  reduction  of  the  debt  or  re-  pounds  for  the  defendant  and  as  to  the 
covery  if  the  action  was  debt,  and  of  residue  for  the  plaintiff.  Cousins  v, 
the  damages  if  the  action  was  one  Paddon,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  547. 
sojnding  in  damages.  See  Lord  v.  Plea  of  Payment  of  Stated  Amount. — 
Ferrand,  I  Dowl.  &  L.  630;  2Greenleaf  Where  in  debt  on  simple  contract  the 
on  Evidence  491,  note  I."  In  the  case  defendant  pleads  payment  of  a  certain 
of  Lord  r/.  Ferrand  just  cited  the  defend-  sum,  he  must  prove  payment  of  that 
ant  pleaded  payment  of  the  whole  sum  even  though  it  be  laid  under  a 
amount  of  the  promissory  note  de-  videlicet  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a  ver- 
clared  on,  but  proved  payment  of  part  diet  on  the  whole  plea.  But  the  plea 
only;  and  while  the  court  expressed  may  be  taken  distributively,  and  the 
a  doubt  whether  the  plea  could  be  issue  found  for  the  defendant  as  to  the 
applied  distributively,   it  said,  at  all  amount  proved  to  be  paid  and  as  to 
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a  jury  that  the  defendant,  under  a  plea  of  payment,  must  show 
a  payment  of  the  whole  debt.*  And  even  though  under  the 
statute  of  4  Anne,  c.  i6,  §  12,  it  was  necessary  in  an  action  on 
a  record  to  plead  full  payment  if  payment  at  all,  under  such  plea 
of  full  payment  as  required  it  has  been  held  that  a  defendant 
might  give  in  evidence  and  avail  himself  of  partial  payments  as 
a  defense /ri?  tanto,^ 

q.  Collection  and  Loss  of  Collaterals.  —  The  general 
rule  seems  to  be  that  under  a  plea  of  payment  it  may  be  shown 
that  the  plaintiff  has  received  the  proceeds  of  collaterals  in  his 
hands.'  The  question  whether  or  not  under  such  a  plea  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  chargeability  with 
or  liability  for  the  value  of  collaterals  lost  through  his  laches  or 
negligence,  has  given  rise  to  a  conflict  of  authority.* 

lA  PeaaiylTftiiia  where  a  practice  exists  of  pleading  payment  with 
leave  to  give  the  special  matter  in  evidence,  such  evidence  is  held 
competent  when  the  foundation  for  it  is  so  laid.* 

the  residue  for  the  plaintiff.   Cousins  v.  In  the  case  of  Buddicum  v.  Kirk,  3 

Paddon,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  547.     But  a  de-  Cranch  (U.  S.)  293,  it  was  held  that  the 

fendant  need  not  prove  payment  of  the  defendant    under  a  plea  of  payment 

whole  sum  slated  in  the  plea.     It  is  might  give   in  evidence  that  he  bad 

sufficient  if  payments  be  shown  to  an  assigned  sundry  debts  to  the  plaintiff, 

extent  to  cover  the  plaintiff's  demand,  part  of  which  were  collected  by  him 

Falcon  v.  Benn,  2  Q.  B.  314, 42  E.  C.  L.  and  part  lost  by  his  indulgence  or  neg- 

691.  ligence. 

1.  Keyes  v.  Fuller,  9  III.  App.  528.  Contrary  Doetrins.  —  Mercantile  Bank 

8.  Rohr  V,  Anderson,  51  Md.  205;  z  v.  Anderson,  27  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  94; 

Chit,  on  PI.  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  512.  Covely  v.  Fox,  iz  Pa.  St.  171;  Plant's 

But  see  in  this  connection  the  case  of  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Falvey,  20  Wis.  200.     And 

Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Hazard,  13  Johns,  see  Bailey  v,  Bailey,  Z4  S.  &  R.  (Pa.) 

(N.  Y.)  353,  holding  that  in  an  action  Z95. 

on  a  recognizance  of  bail,  under  a  plea  Under  an  answer  alleging  payment 

of  payment,  evidence  of  payment  of  a  in  notes  of  third  parties,  in  an  action 

less  sum  than  the  amount  of  the  judg-  on  a  promissory  note  executed  by  the 

ment  was  inadmissible.  defendants,  the  proof  showed  that  the 

S.  Wolcott    V.   Ensign,   53   Ind.   70;  notes  of  third  parties  had  been  assigned 

Reeves  v.  Plough,  46  Ind.  350.     And  as  collateral  security  merely,  and  it  was 

see    also    cases   cited    in    succeeding  held  that  under  the  answer  the  defend- 

note.  ants  could  not  introduce  evidence  going 

It  Has  BssnEsld,  Thsrsfort,  fhat  Thors  to  show  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  for 

Is  Ko  Error,  in  such  case,  in  striking  the  value  of  collaterals  lost  through  his 

out  of  a  paragraph  of  the  answer  such  negligence.     Plant's  Mfg.  Co.  r.  Fal- 

special  matter  of  defense,   or  in  sus-  vey,  20  Wis.  200. 

taining  a  demurrer  to  a  paragraph  of  6.  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 
Che  answer  which  relies  thereon,  where  the  defendant  may  under  the  plea  of 
there  remains  such  general  answer  of  payment  with  leave  to  give  the  special 
payment,  as  the  error  could  not  have  matter  in  evidence,  prove  an  assign- 
harmed  the  defendant.  Wolcott  v.  ment  to  the  plaintiff  as  collateral 
Ensign,  53  Ind.  70.  security  of  the  note  of  a  third  person  of 

4.  Boetrins  fhat  Booh  ETidonos  Is  Ad-  greater  amount  than  the  claim  of  the 

missi^ls.  —  Hamilton  v,  Moore,  4  W.  &  plaintiff,  which  said  collateral  note  had 

S.  (Pa.)  570,  per  Tilghman,  C.  J. ;  Bud-  been  paid.     Bailey  r.   Bailey.  14  S.  & 

dicum  V,  Kirk,  2  Cranch  (U.  S.)  293;  R.  (Pa.)  Z95.    And  see  Covely  v.  Fox, 

Wolcott  V,  Ensign.  53  Ind.  70;  Reeves  iz  Pa.  St.  17Z. 

V.  Plough,  46    Ind.    350;    Hobson  v.  It  Should  Also  Bo  Oboorrod  that  there 

Croft,  9  Pa.  St.  363.  is  an  apparent  conflict  of  authority  be- 
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r.  Equitable  Defenses.  —  Evidence  of  merely  equitable 
defenses  is  not,  as  a  rule,  admissible  under  a  plea  of  payment.^ 

3.  Evidence  to  Disprove  Came  of  Action.  —  Evidence  to  disprove 
the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is  not  admissible  under  the  plea  of 
payment,*  even  though  such  evidence  be  offered  in  mitigation  of 
damages  merely.' 

4.  Facts  Exoosing  Nonpayment  —  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  con- 
tract to  pay  money,  the  answer  sets  up  the  defense  of  payment, 
evidence  of  facts  relied  on  to  excuse  nonpayment  is  not  admissible.^ 

5.  Where  Manner  of  Payment  Expressly  Stated.  —  Where  the  plea 
of  payment  expressly  avers   payment  to  have  been  made  in  a 

tireen  the  Pennsylvania  adjudications  quently  contest  the  validity  of  the  note 

cited  in  the  foregoing  note.     The  later  on  account  of  the  alteration.     Matossy 

decisions  seem   to  hold  thai   under  a  r.  Frosh,  q  Tex.  6zo. 

general    plea  of   payment   alone    evi-  8.  Speck  v.  Phillips^  5  M.  &  W.  282. 

dence  of  the  plaintiff's  liability  for  the  Aotion  for  IMieharge  of  XmployM.  — 

value  of  collaterals  lost  would  not  be  Where  to  an  action  for  wrongfully  dis- 

admissible.  charging  the  plaintiff  from  the  defend- 

1.  Sqnitablt  DafonsM,  —  Under  a  plea  ant's  service  the  defendant  pleaded 
of  payment  the  surety  in  a  joint  judg-  only  payment  of  money  into  court,  it 
ment  against  the  principal  and  himself  was  held  that  he  could  not  prove  in 
cannot  make  defense  on  the  ground  of  mitigation  of  damages  that  he  dis- 
a  release  -by  the  creditor  of  the  prop-  charged  the  plaintiff  for  misconduct, 
eriy  of  the  principal  debtor,  whereby  Speck  v,  Phillips,  5  M.  &  W.  283. 

the  surety  contends  he  was  released.  Flaa  of  Paymint  w  Admitting  Validity 
Such  defense  is  purely  an  equitable  of  SooogniniiM. — And  where,  accord- 
one,  and  the  surety  should  plead  it  ing  to  the  principle  announced,  on  the 
specially.  Holt  v,  Bodey,  18  Pa.  St.  introduction  in  evidence  of  a  recogniz- 
207.  And  see  Hobson  v.  Croft,  9  Pa.  ance  to  support  a  writ  reciting  a  recog- 
Sc.  363.  nizance  in  due  and  proper  form,  the 
Action  Against  Snrotj — AppUoation  ef  defendant  having  pleaded  payment,  it 
Paymonts.  —  In  a  suit  by  a  bank  against  was  held  that  he  could  not,  under  such 
the  surety  on  a  promissory  note  the  de-  plea,  object  to  the  recognizance  for 
fendant  pleaded  payment,  and  on  the  matter  either  of  form  or  substance, 
trial  offered  in  e/idence  the  bank  book  Abbott  v,  Lyon,  4  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  39. 
of  the  principal  in  the  note,  showing  4.  Omaha  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chil- 
deposlts  by  him  with  the  plaintiff  after  son,  45  Neb.  257. 

the   maturity  of   the  note   largely   in  Snpi^emental   Aniwor   Alleging    Snoli 

excess  of  the  amount    thereof.      The  Faots.  —  The  defense  of  payment  hav- 

defendant's  contention    was   that   the  ing  been  relied  on  until  the  cause  was 

plaintiff  was  bound  to  appropriate  said  about  to  be  tried,  it  was  held  to  be 

deposits  in  payment  of  the  note,  and  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court 

that  its  failure  to  do  so  relieved  him  then  to  refuse  to  allow  a  supplemental 

from  liability.     It  was  held,  however,  answer  setting  up  facts  excusing  non- 

that  this  defense  was  equitable  merely  payment,  or  showing  a  counterclaim 

and   was   not  therefore  admissible   in  for   the   recovery  of  a   nominal   sum. 

evidence  under  the  plea  of  payment.  Voak  z/.  National  Invest.  Co.,  51  Minn. 

Steiner  v,  Erie  Dime  Sav.,  etc.,  Co.,  450. 

98  Pa.  St.  591.  In  an  Aotion  Against  the  Haker  of  a 

2.  Hamilton  v,  Moore,  4  W.  &  S.  Promissory  Koto  ^  the  Pledgee  thereof 
(Pa.)  570;  Specks'.  Phillips,  5  M.  &  W.  the  defendant  pleaded  payment  of  the 
283.  debt  for  which  the  note  sued  on  was 

Objeotion  for  Alteration  of  Initnunent.  given  as  collateral.     It  was  held  that 

—  Where  in  an  action  on  a  promis«ory  evidence  that  the  pledgee  had  taken 

note  the  defendant  pleaded  payment  other  security  for  the  principal  debt, 

with  a  copy  of  the  note  on  which  ap-  and  agreed  to  release  the  note  sued  on, 

peared    an    alteration   before   him,   it  was  inadmissible.    Omaha  First  Nat. 

was    held    that    he  could   not  subse-  Bank  v,  Chllson,  45  Neb.  257. 
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particular  manner,    evidence  of  payment  in  another  manner  is 
inadmissible.^ 

Plea  of  Payment  in  Honoy  —  ETidonoo  of  Payment  in  Property.  —  Nor  can 
a  plea  of  payment  in  money  be  proved  by  evidence  of  a  payment 
in  property.* 

6.  Bule  in  Chancery  Pleadings.  —  An  allegation  of  payment  in 
chancery  pleading  is,  it  has  been  held,  sufficiently  sustained  by 
pfoof  of  satisfaction  of  the  demand  in  any  way,  as  by  set-off, 
accord  and  satisfaction,  etc.* 

7.  Payment  with  Leave,  etc. — a.  In  General.  —  In  Pennsyl- 
vania^ a  practice  exists  of  pleading  payment  with  leave  to  give 
the  special  matter  in  evidence.*  When  this  plea  is  resorted  to, 
evidence  of  any  defense  is  admissible  which  tends  to  show  that 
in  equity  and  good  conscience  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  recover.* 

1.  Wheaton     v.     Nelson,     ii     Gray    circumstances  which  would  render  it 
'  (Mass.)  T5;  Canfield  t/.  Miller,  13  Gray    void  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  there  is  no 

(Mass.)  274;  Shakopee  First  Nat.  Bank  plea  of  which  the  obligor  could  avail 

z'.  Strait,  (Minn.   1898)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  himself     at     law,     the     courts     have 

645;  Hamburg  v.  Wood,  66  Tex.  168.  thought  themselves  justified  in  letting- 

Under  a  Plea  of  Payment  Ayerring  De-  him  into  his  equitable  defense  under 

livery  of  Certain  Goods  to  the  plaintiff  the   plea  of  payment.    This    appears 

the  defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence  from   the  case  of  Swift  v,  Hawkins,  i 

settlements  at  which  certain  sums,  not  Dall.  (Pa.)  17,  decided  in  the  year  1768, 

specified  in  his  answer,  were  received  and  always  since  held  for  law.     The 

by   the   plaintiff   in   discharge   of    his  chief  justice  there  declared  that  to  his 

claim,  either  as  accord  and  satisfaction  knowledge   the   practice   of    receiving- 

or  as  payment.     Wheaton  v.  Nelson,  evidence  to  show  the  want  of  consid- 

II  Gray  (Mass.)  15.  eration  on  a  plea  of  payment  to  debt 

Payment  of  Partnership  Kote.  —  Under  on  bond  had  prevailed  for  thirty-nine 
a  plea  alleging  a  partnership  note  to  years;  and  he  assigns  the  reason,  *  be- 
have been  paid  by  a  deposit  of  money  cause  otherwise  there  would  be  a  fail- 
in  a  bank  to  which  the  note  was  pay-  ure  of  justice;  *  but  that  reason  does, 
able,  evidence  that  the  bank  accepted  not  apply  to  actions  on  the  case 
in  payment  of  the  copartnership  note  founded  on  an  assumption  where  upon 
the  individual  note  of  one  of  the  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  every  defense 
members  of  the  firm  is  inadmissible,  can  be  made  which  justice  requires. 
Shakopee  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Strait,  There  is  no  occasion  therefore  in  these 
(Minn.  1898)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  645.  actions  to  depart  from  the  common-law 

In   an  Action  on  a  Promioiory  Koto,  rule.     We  have  indeed  sanctioned  a. 

where  the  answer  avers   payment  by  practice  of   pleading    generally,    with 

another  note,  evidence  of  payment  in  leave  to  give  the  special  matter  in  evi- 

money   or  by  check  is   inadmissible,  dence." 
Canfield  v.  Miller,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  274.        5.  Steiner v.  Erie  Dime  Sav.,  etc.,  Co.^ 

2.  Hamburg  v.  Wood,  66  Tex.  168.  98  Pa.  St.  591;  Hawk  v.  Geddis,  16  S. 
And  see  Able  v.  Lee,  6  Tex.  427.  &  R.  (Pa.)  28;  Latapee  v.  Pecholier,  2 

8.  Lee  v.  Beatty,  8  Dana  (Ky.)  204;  Wash.  (U.  S.)  180;  Lyon  v.  Huntingdon 

King  V.  King,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  44-  Bank,  14  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  283. 

4.  Origin  of  Praetioe.  —  In  the  case  of  Nature  and  Operation  of  Plea.  —  With 

Hamilton  t'.   Moore,  4  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  reference  to  the  plea  of  payment  with 

570,  Tilghman,   C.  J.,  delivering  the  notice  of  an  equitable  defense,  it  has 

opinion  of  the  court,  said:     '*  Having  been  ,held    that   such    plea    operates 

no  court  of  equity  we  have  found  our-  substantially  as  a  plea  in  equity  pray- 

selves   obliged,  for  the  prevention  of  ing  an  injunction;    admitting  of   any 

injustice,  to  depart  in  some  instances  suggestion    which    shows  ex   (Bquo  ef 

from    the   rules  of   the  common  law.  bono  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  recover; 

Where  a  bond  or  other  specialty  has  without  notice  the  door  is  closed  upon 

been   given,  and   there  are  equitable  every    merely  equitable  consideratioa 
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The  practice  of  pleading  payment  with  leave,  and  the  rules  of 
court  with  reference  thereto,  do  not,  however,  affect  a  defend- 
ant's right  to  give  in  evidence  under  the  plea  of  payment  any 
proof  which  would  go  to  show  a  payment  at  common  law,*  nor 
is  by  such  method  the  scope  of  a  plea  of  payment  or  the  evi- 
dence receivable  thereunder  enlarged,  where  no  equitable  defense 
is  sought  to  be  established.^ 

b.  Necessity  for  Notice.  —  It  is  requisite,  however,  that 

the  proper  notice  be  given  of  the  particular  equitable  defense 
intended  to  be  relied  on,  otherwise  the  evidence  when  offered  will 
not  be  received.' 

which  falls  short  of  technical  paymenL  defendant,  as  stated,  having  given  the 

Hawk  V,  Geddis,  i6  S.  &  R.  (ra.)  28.  note  with   the  specific   understanding 

In  the  case  of  Covely  v.  Fox,  11  Pa.  that  it  was  only  required  incompliance 

St.  171,  Bell,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  with  the  rules  of  the  bank,  and  that 

of  the  court,  said:    "  The  plea  of  pay-  only  the  collaterals  deposited  should 

ment  with  leave,  etc.,  has  a  twofold  be  looked  to  for  the  payment  of  the 

character:    one    being    strictly  legal,  debt. 

the  other  equiuble,  and  first  intro-  Bdr»  Faolat  to  Seview  Jndgmont. — 
daced  from  our  want  of  a  court  of  Under  the  plea  of  payment  with  leave, 
chancery.  With  notice  of  the  special  etc.,  10  a  scire  facias  to  revive  a  judg- 
matter  constituting  the  defense,  any  ment,  the  defendant  may  give  in  evi-. 
equity  which  tends  to  defeat  the  plain-  dence  that  when  he  executed  the  bond 
tin's  action  may  be  given  in  evidence;  and  warrant  upon  which  the  judgment 
but  without  an  accompanying  notice  was  confessed,  the  plaintiff  promised 
the  plea  has  no  more  than  its  common-  to  cancel  it  upon  an  event  Which  has 
law  effect,  and  of  course  the  proof  is  occurred  since  the  judgment.  Hartzell 
confined  to  what  that  law  recognizes  as  v.  Reiss,  i  Binn.  (Pa.)  289.  The  de- 
payment.*'  fense  in  this  case  which  the  defendant 

Bridmoe  AdmiMibU.  —  By  the  prac-  sought  to  set  up  was  of  an  equitable 
tice  and  laws  in  Pennsylvania  any  evi-  nature,  in  which  connection  the  court 
dence  may  be  given  uoder  the  plea  of  observed:  '*  It  is  to  be  remarked  that 
payment  with  leave  which  shows  that  an  equitable  defense  may  in  this  state 
ex  aquo  et  bono  the  debt  sued  for  ought  be  pleaded  in  a  court  of  law,  which  19 
not  to  be  paid.  Thus,  if  the  debt  has  not  the  case  in  England.  I  very  much 
in  whole  or  in  part  been  paid,  or  has  doubt  whether  there  the  defendant 
been  extinguished  by  any  means,  as  could  have  had  any  relief  in  a  court  of 
by  a  contract  of  a  superior  nature,  or  common  law.  But  certainly,  if  he  had 
has  been  released,  or  if  the  debt  be  not  filed  his  bill  in  equity  and  made  good 
in  conscience  due,  or  has  by  some  the  matters  alleged  by  him  in  this  bill 
means  been  set  aside  so  that  it  cannot  of  exceptions,  he  would  have  been  re- 
be  conscientiously  demanded,  these  lieved  from  the  judgment." 
facts  may  be  given  in  evidence.  La-  1.  Richabaugh  v.  Dugan,  7  Pa.  St. 
tapee  v,  Pecholier,  2  Wash.  (U.  S.)  180.  394. 

In  an  Aetion  on  a  Single  Bill  to  which  2.  In  the  case  of  Hellings  v.  Amey, 

has  been  interposed  a  plea  of  payment  i  Whait.  (Pa.)  63,  Gibson,  C.  J.,  deliv- 

with  leave,  etc.,  it  has  been  held  that  a  ering  the  opinion  of   the  court  said: 

defendant    might  prove   that  the  bill  **  It  is  true  the  fact  of  payment  was 

was  taken  subject  to  a  parol  agreement  pleaded  '  with  leave  to  give  the  special 

that  payment  thereof  was  never  to  be  matters  in  evidence  '   which    by  our 

required.     Lyon  7/.  Huntingdon  Bank,  practice  makes  way  but  for  an  equity 

14  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  283.     In  this  case  the  where  there  is  one;  but  where   there 

defendant  alleged  that  the  note  sued  is  none,   the    leave    thus   taken  goe& 

on  had  been  given  to  the  plaintiff  bank  for  nothing,  and  the  plea  has  no  more 

as  a  matter  of  form  merely,  on  the  oc-  than  its  common-law  effect." 

casion  of  a  loan  to  the  deifendant  b}'  S.  In  the  Absenee  of  8noh  Kotioe  it  has 

the  bank,  understood  to  be  solely  on  been  said:    "  The  door  is  closed  upon 

the  credit  of  certain  collaterals;   tlie  every  merely  equitable  consideration 
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TI  BSPUCATIOK  TO  Plxa  07  Patxskt  —  1.  In  General  —  On 

account  of  the  nature  of  a  plea  of  payment  as  generally  regarded, 
it  is  not  infrequently  stated  that  a  replication  is  necessary  to  the 

making  up  of  an  issue  thereon.^  And  though  the  record  shows 

which   falls    short  of    technical    pay-  Bnlo  Statod.  —  A  plea  of  payment  in 

ment."     Steiner  v.    Erie    Dime    Sav.,  an  answer  is  new  matter,  which,  not 

etc.,  Co.,  98  Pa.  St.  591.  being  denied  by  the  reply,  stands  ad- 

In   the  case  of  Hobson  v.  Croft,  9  mitted.      Benicia  Agricultural   Works 

Pa.  St.    363,  Bell,  J.,   delivering  the  v.  Creighton,  21  Oregon  495.     In  the 

opinion  of  the  court,  said:    '*  The  de-  same  connection  it  was  held  in  another 

fendant's  plea  is  payment.     It  is  very  state  that  the  defendant  cannot  avail 

certain   that  under  this  plea   without  himself    of    the    defense  of  payment 

notice  of  special  matter  a  defendant  without  pleading  it,  and  when  pleaded, 

cannot  give   evidence  of  facts   which  if  there  be  no  reply,  there  can  be  no 

may  constitute  a  special  equitable  de-  trial  for  want  of  an  issue.     Hubler  p. 

fense."  Pullen,  9  Ind.  273.     And  see  also,  to 

Leagth   of    Kotiee    Beqairod.  —  With  the  same  efifect,  the  case  of  Price  v. 

reference  to    this  Pennsylvania  prac-  Sinclair,  5   Smed.  &    M.   (Miss.)  254, 

tice,  in  the  Supreme  Court  the  rule  in  wherein  it  was  held  to  be  error,  where 

such  cases  has  been  said  to  be  that  no>  there  is  a  plea  of  payment  undisposed 

tice  of  the  special  matter  intended  to  of,  to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury  upon 

be  offered  in  evidence  should  be  given  a  plea  of  nan  assumpsit.     If  the  plea 

by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  before  of  payment  be  not  answered  or  other- 

the  trial.     The  rule  of  the  Common  wise  disposed  of,  the  judgment  will  be 

Pleas  is  that  notice  need  not  be  given  erroneous. 

unless    demanded    by    the    plaintiff.  AotiAa  oa  Jadgaioat  Boadmd  ia  fllstar 

Tilghman,  C.  J.,  in  Hamilton  v,  Moore,  Btatt.  —  A  plea  of  payment  to  an  action 

4  W.  &   S.  (ra.)  570.     In   this  case,  of  debt,  founded  on  judgment  rendered 

after  pleading  payment,  the  defendant  in  the  state  of  Kentucky,  the  plea  also 

sought  to  introduce  evidence  tending  averring  that  in  such  state  a  plea  of 

to  disprove  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  ac-  payment  was  proper  in  an  action  of 

tion.    Such  evidence   was  held  to  be  debt  founded  on  a  judgment,  properly 

inadmissible  under  a  general  plea  of  puts  in  issue  the  law  of  Kentucky,  and 

payment,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  in-  the  plaintiff  will  be  required  to  reply 

timated   that  the  evidence  might  not  to  It.     Hutchison  v.  Patrick,  3  Mo.  65. 

have  been  admissible  though  sought  to  BtpUeatioa  Admittiag  PayoMat  ia  Part 

be  introduced  under  a  plea  of  payment  —  To  a  plea  of  payment  in  full,  a  reply 

with  leave,  if  no  notice  of  such  defense  admitting  a  part  payment  and  averring 

had  been  given  according  to  the  rules  that  no  more  was  paid,  is  good  on  de- 

of  court.  murrer.  Lillie  v.  Trentman,  130  Ind.  16. 

Another  rule  of  court  in  the  same  Btplioatioa  Hold  Bad  —  Illaitratloa. — 
connection  is  that  a  defendant,  under  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  bal- 
the  plea  of  payment  in  an  action  of  ance  due  on  an  account  stated,  the  de- 
debt  on  a  bond  or  specialty,  shall  not  fendant  pleaded  that  after  the  state- 
be  permitted  to  give  any  evidence  ment  of  the  account  the  plaintiff  drew 
that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  with-  and  the  defendant  accepted  a  bill  of 
out  sufficient  consideration,  unless  he  exchange  and  delivered  the  same  to 
gives  twenty  days*  notice  before  the  the  plaintiff,  who  then  accepted  and 
trial,  of  the  matter  on  which  he  intends  received  the  same  in  discharge  of  said 
to  rely,  and  that  he  must  give  notice  balance  due,  and  indorsed  the  same  to 
of  any  matter  intended  to  be  set  off  some  person  unknown  to  the  defend- 
against  the  plaintiff's  claim  ten  days  ant,  which  latter  person  was  still  the 
before  the  trial.  Richabaugh  v.  Dugan,  holder  thereof  and  entitled  to  enforce 
7  Pa.  St.  394.  the  defendant's  liability  on  said  bill  of 

1.  Kennedy     v.     Pickering,     Minor  exchange.  The  replication  was  that  the 

(Ala.)z37;  Hublerv.  Pullen,  oind.  273;  plaintiff  did    not  accept  and    receive 

Price  V,  Sinclair,  5  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  the  bill  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 

254:    Hutchison  v.  Patrick,  3  Mo.  65;  the  balance  due,  which,  on  special  de- 

Benicia  Agricultural  Works  v.  Creigh-  murrer,  was  held  to  be  bad.    Emblin 

ton,  21  Oregon  495.  v.  Dartnell,  z  Dowl.  &  L.  591. 
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that  the  plea  was  filed  at  a  term  subsequent  to  the  return  or 
imparlance  term,  the  necessity  for  a  reply  is  not  obviated,  as  it 
will  be  presumed  by  an  appellate  tribunal  to  have  been  filed  with 
the  permission  of  the  court  below. ^  Nor  can  a  plaintiff  antici- 
pate the  defense  of  payment,  and  dispense  with  the  rule  requiring 
a  replication,  by  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  no  payments 
have  been  made  on  the  claim  sued  on.^ 

2.  Bvle  as  Affected  by  Conclmioii  of  Plea.  —  Though  a  replication, 
it  has  been  held,  is  unnecessary  to  a  plea  of  payment  which  con- 
cludes to  the  country,  the  rule  has  been  declared  otherwise  where 
the  plea  concludes  with  a  verification.'  It  is  not,  however,  that 
the  question  is  determined  in  fact  by  the  formal  conclusion  of  the 
plea,  but  the  real  consideration  is  whether  the  plea  contains  new 
matter  or  not,  which  circumstance,  according  to  common-law 
rules,  regelates  the  conclusion  of  the  plea.*  And  by  the  weight 
of  modern  authority,  under  the  codes  and  otherwise,  the  neces- 
sity for  a  replication  is  made  to  depend  on  whether  or  not  the  plea 
of  payment  introduces  and  relies  on  new  matter  as  a  defense,  or 
is  only  a  denial  of  a  material  allegation  of  the  declaration  or  com- 
plaint.'^ Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  when  a  plaintiff  in  an  action 
on  a  promissory  note  avers  that  the  note  has  not  been  paid,  an 
averment  in  the  answer  of  the  payment  of  such  note  is  not  new 
matter  requiring  a  reply.  It  is  merely  a  proper  mode  of  contro- 
verting an  allegation  of  the  complaint.  An  issue  being  thus 
made,  a  reply  is  unnecessary.* 

Vood  Vot  Boply  to  Ploo  AiUlly  Dofoot-  6.  McArdle  v.  McArdle,  12  Minn.  98. 
Ito.  —  A  plea  of  payment  concluding  In  Frisch  v.  Caler,  2Z  Cal.  71,  it  was 
with  the  words,  *'  and  he  [defendant]  similarly  held  that  a  plea  of  payment 
herewith  files  his  bill  of  particulars  to  a  complaint  on  a  promissory  note  is 
and  will  insist  apon  them  as  an  offset,"  not  new  matter,  the  fact  of  which 
when  no  bill  of  particulars  was  in  fact  would  not  therefore  be  deemed  ad- 
filed,  may  be  disregarded  by  the  plain-  mitted  in  the  absence  of  a  replication 
tiff,  and  a  failure  to  file  a  replication  under  the  practice  requiring  a  replica- 
thereto  constitutes  no  ground  of  re-  tion  to  new  matter  set  up  in  the  an- 
versal.  Miller  v.  Brooks,  4  Smed.  &  swer.  This  case  was  decided  under  a 
M.  (Miss.)  Z75.  statute  requiring  a  replication  to  new 

1.  Price  V,  Sinclair,   5  Smed.  &  M.  matter  in    the    answer.    The  answer 

(Miss.)  254.  averred  that  the  note  in  suit  had  been 

t.  Benicia    Agricultural    Works    v,  paid  by  the  defendant  except  a  small 

Creightcn,  21  Oregon  495.  sum   which  was  admitted  to  be  then 

8.  Wellsburg    First    Nat.    Bank    v»  due;    and  it  was  contended  that  that 

Kimberland,  16  W.  Va.  555.  averment  was  admitted,  because  of  the 

4.  See  fii^ra,  IV.  17.  Conclusion  of  failure  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
Plea.  file  a  replication  denying  it;    but  the 

5.  Frisch  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  71;  Powe-  court  held  that  it  was  not  new  matter; 
sheik  County  v  Mickel,  10  Iowa  76;  that  the  failure  to  pay  the  note  consti- 
McCartcr.  Regooter,  68  Md.429;  Wells-  tuted  the  breach  and  must  be  alleged; 
burg  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kimberland,  and  that  the  allegation  in  the  answer 
16  W.  Va.  555;  Kinsley  v.  County  Ct.,  that  it  had  been  paid  was  only  a  trav- 
31  W.  Va.  464;  Van  Giesen  v.  Van  erse  of  an  allegation  in  the  complaint 
Giesen,  10  N.  Y.  516;    McArdle  r/.  Mc-  that  it  had  not  been  paid. 

Ardle,  12  Minn.  98.  And  see  Doug-  In  the  case  of  Van  Giesen  v.  Van 
lass  r.  Central  Land  Co.,  12  W.  Va.  Giesen,  10  N.  Y.  316,  which  was  de- 
S02;  Stacy  v.  Stichton,  9  Iowa  399.  cided  under  the  New  York  statute  of 
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Similitor  —  When  a  Snfieient  BepUoatioiL  —  Where,  therefore,  a  plea 
of  payment  properly  concludes  with  a  verification,  a  replication 
is  necessary,  and  it  has  been  held,  obviously,  that  the  addition 
of  a  similiter  will  not  satisfy  the  requirement.*  But  where  the 
conclusion  is  to  the  country,  no  replication  is  necessary,  and  even 
the  formal  addition  of  a  similiter  has  been  dispensed  with.*  If, 
however,  a  plea  of  payment  concludes  to  the  country,  but 
improperly  so,  as  introducing  new  matter,  a  replication  is  requi- 
site, and  the  addition  of  a  similiter  will  raise  no  issue.* 

8.  Construction  of  Plea  with  Beference  to  Necenity  for  Beplication. 

—  Where  it  is  uncertain  from  the  avermentis  of  the  defendant's 
pleading  whether  the  defense  set  up  is  that  of  payment,  requiring 
no  reply,  or  counterclaim,  to  which  a  replication  is  requisite,  the 
construction,  it  has  been  held,  will  be  that  the  defense  of  payment 
was  intended.* 

1848,  it  was  held  that  where,  in  an  ac-  a  certain  sum  of  monev,  the  declara- 
tion on  a  promissory  note,  there  is  an  tion  averring  that  the  defendant  had 
averment  of  nonpayment  in  the  com-  not  paid  the  same.  The  defendant 
plaint  and  an  allegation  of  payment  in  pleaded  non  est  factum  and  payment, 
the  answer,  no  replication  is  requisite  Upon  these  pleas  issue  was  joined  by 
or  proper  under  the  code.  entry  on  the  docket  of  "  issue  joined.  ' 
Seply  Direeted  in  IMsoretloii  of  Court.  After  trial  and  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

—  In  New  York  it  is  provided  (§  516,  upon  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  it 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure)  that  "  where  was  held  that  the  entry  of  **  issue 
an  answer  contains  new  matter  con-  joined  "  was  a  sufficient  joinder  of 
stituting  a  defense  by  way  of  avoidance  issue  as  to  the  plea  of  payment,  al- 
the  court  may  in  its  discretion,  on  though  affirmative  in  form,  as  such 
the  defendant's  application,  direct  the  plea  was,  under  the  circumstances,  in 
plaintiff  to  reply  to  the  new  matter."  effect  a  denial  of  the  allegation  of  non- 

1.  The  Words  "  and  the  Plaintiif  Doth  payment  in   the  declaration,  and  the 

the  Like"  cannot  be  taken  as  a  traverse  joinder  of  issue  thereon  was  no  ground 

of  a  plea  of  payment,  concluding  with  for  arresting  the  judgment, 

a  verification.     Lockwood,  J.,  in  Betts  S.  Nadenbousch   v,   M'Rea,    Gilmer 

V,  Francis,  I  III.  165.  (Va.)  228. 

3.  Kinsley  v.  County  Ct.,  31  W.  Va.  4,  Bates  v,  Rosekrans,  23  How.  Pr. 

464;    Wellsburg    First  Nat.    Bank  v,  (N.    Y.    Supreme    Ct.)  98;     Burke    v, 

Kimberland,  16  W.  Va.  555.     And  see  Thorne,  44  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  363. 

Douglass  V.  Central  Land  Co.,  Z2  W.  Answer     Adibignoiu  —  Payment      In- 

Va.  502.  tended. —  In  an   action   to  recover  for 

In  the  case  of  Wellsburg  First  Nat.  work  and  labor  done  by  the  plaintiff 
Bank  v,  Kimberland,  16  W.  Va.  555,  for  the  defendants,  the  answer,  after 
the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit  admitting  the  performance  of  the 
and  payment.  There  was  no  replica-  labor,  set  forth  for  a  defense  to  the  de- 
tion  filed  to  either  plea,  nor  formal  mands  stated  in  the  complaint  that  the 
issue  joined  thereon;  but  the  court  defendants,  durin^^  the  time  of  the  per* 
said:  '*  Though  no  formal  issues  were  formance  of  the  labor,  had  paid  divers 
taken  on  the  pleas  of  non  assumpsit  and  sums  of  money  to  and  for  the  plaintiff, 
payment,  yet,  as  both  these  pleas  prop-  to  be  applied  in  part  payment  on  and 
erly  conclude  to  the  country,  the  plain-  for  his  said  labor  and  services,  specify- 
tiff  had  a  right,  without  the  formal  ing  the  amount.  It  then  claimed  thai 
addition  of  a  similiter,  to  proceed '  to  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  de- 
trial  on  them  as  though  issues' had  been  fendants  for  the  said  sums  of  money, 
formally  joined  upon  them.'*  and  alleged  that  the  defendants  would 

Where  Plea  of  Payment  Kot  Kew  Hat-  insist  upon  the  sums  so  paid  as  a  coun- 
ter. —  The  case  of  McCart  v.  Regester,  terclaim  or  counterclaims  in  the  action, 
68  Md.  429,  was  an  action  upon  a  and  demanded  judgment  for  costs.  It 
sealed  instrument  covenanting  to  pay  was' held  that  such  answer  did  not  set 
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4.  Keplkatioii  by  Way  of  Hew  Afsigmnent  —  The  plea  of  pay- 
ment, it  has  been  decided,  will  be  taken  to  apply  to  the  plaintiff's 
demand,  whatever  it  may  prove  to  be,  and  therefore  it  is  not  in 
general  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  new  assign.^  The  defendant 
will  not  be  permitted,  by  pleading  a  sum  which  the  plaintiff  does 
not  claim  in  the  present  action,  to  derive  any  advantage 
therefrom.  • 

yU  YSSDIOT  AHB  JlTDGMBKT.  —  It  has  been  held  that  in  the 
trial  of  an  issue  made  by  a  plea  of  payment,  it  was  proper  that 
the  result  of  the  inquiry  should  be  expressed  in  a  general  verdict, 
after  deducting  all  payments  admitted  or  proved.*^ 

What  MAdttftt  to  Satpoort  Y«rdiot.  —  The  mere  entry  in  the  order 
book  that  the  defendant  filed  a  plea  of  payment,  where  no  such 
plea  is  found  in  the  record,  has  been  held  insufficient  to  support 
a  verdict  for  such  party.* 

▼m  Costs  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  If  the  defendant  pays  the  debt 
after  suit  is  brought,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  for 
costs  accrued.* 

2.  Payment  Pnis  Darrein  Continnance.  —  Where  a  defendant 
pleads  payment  puis  darrein  continuance^  and  such  plea  is  estab- 
lished by  the  proof,  the  plaintiff  receives  costs  only  up  to  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  the  plea,  and  the  defendant  afterwards.* 

up  a  coanterclaim  so  as  to  require  a  4.  Trotter  v.   Williamson,   6  T.    B. 

reply,  but  that  the  facts  pleaded  stated  Mon.  (Ky.)  38. 

the  defense  of  payment  only;  and  that  5.  Atherholt  v,  Robinson,  6  Houst. 

therefore,  althouf^h  there  was  no  reply.  (Del.)  428. 

the   whole  answer  did  not  stand  ad-  If  the  Debt  Is  Paid  at  tha  Betom  Term 

mitted.     Burke  v.  Thorne,  44  Barb.  (N.  of  the  Writ,  and  the  plaintiff  neglects  to 

Y.)  363.  Apply  for  judgment  before  the  close  of 

1.  James  v.   Lingham,   5   Bing.   N.  such  term,  he  will  only  be  entitled  to  a 

^s.  553,  35  E.  C.  L.  225;   Freeman  v,  judgment  for  costs  up  to  such  term. 

Crafts,  4  M.  &  W.  4.  Atherholt  v,  Robinson,  6  Houst.  (Del.) 

nivstratiOA.  —  Thus,  in  an  action  of  428. 
debt  for  work  and  labor,  the  aggregate  6.  Greenleaf  v.  Allen,  83  Me.  333. 
of  the  sums  stated  in  the  declaration  And  see  Lyttleton  v.  Cross,  4  B.  &  C. 
being  thirty  pounds,  the  defendant  Z17,  10  E.  C.  L.  285;  Coffin  v,  Cottle,  9 
pleaded  payment  of  divers  sums  of  Pick.  (Mass.)  287:  Staples  v.  Welling- 
money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  ton,  62  Me.  9;  Leavitt  v.  School  Dist. 
aggregate  of  all  the  debts  and  moneys  No.  19,  78  Me.  574.  * 
in  the  declaration  mentioned.  The  de-  But  Where  Sepcurate  Sniti  Hays  Been 
fendant  on  the  trial  proved  payments  Brought  against  the  maker  and  indorser 
to  the  amount  of  ninety- two  pounds,  of  a  promissory  note,  the  latter,  after 
but  the  plaintiff  proved  work  done  to  plea,  cannot  avail  himself  of  a  subse- 
the  value  of  one  hundred  and  seven  quent  payment  of  the  note  by  the 
pounds.  It  was  held,  according  to  the  maker  by  setting  up  such  facts  under 
rule  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en-  plea  of  puis  darrein  continuance.  Un- 
titled to  a  verdict  for  the  balance,  and  less  the  defendant  elects  to  proceed  to 
was  not  required  to  new  assign.  Free-  trial  upon  the  plea  filed,  the  plaintiff 
man  r.  Crafts,  4  M.  &'W.  4.  may  discontinue  without  costs.    Com- 

8.  2  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  mercial  Bank  v.  Love,  19  Wend.  (N. 

«d.)  444;    Dyte  p.  Hawker,  i  Dowl.  &  Y.)  98. 

L.    189:     Kenningham    v.    Alison,    2  Payment  Bnring  Vacation  —  Ko  Plead- 

Dowl.  N.  S.  658.  ingi.  —  Where  the  facts  relating  to  pay- 

S.  Rohr  7.  Anderson,  51  Md.  205.  ment  made  subsequent  to  the  institu- 
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3.  SedQetion  of  Debt  by  Payment  Below  Jnriidiotional  Limit  — 
a.  In  General.  —  There  are  code  provisions  regulating  this  sub- 
ject in  many  of  the  states,  similar  in  object  and  intent  but  differ- 
ing somewhat  in  terms.  The  objects  of  these  statutes  are  to 
discourage  frivolous  and  vexatious  litigation ;  to  compel  litigants 
to  resort  to  the  proper  tribunals  for  the  adjustment  of  their  con- 
troversies ;  and  also  to  cause  a  settlement  of  disputes  in  the  man- 
ner entailing  the  least  cost  upon  the  parties  concerned.  These 
objects  are  accomplished  by  provisions  that  if  the  plaintiff's  claim 
has  been  reduced  below  a  certain  amount  by  payment,  or  if  he 
had  no  reasonable  ground  to  expect  to  recover  more  than  a  pre- 
scribed amount,  usually  the  minimum  jurisdictional  limit  of  the 
court  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  then  the  plaintiff  shall 
recover  no  costs,  or  costs  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  or 
only  such  costs  as  would  have  been  incurred  in  a  trial  in  an 
inferior  tribunal. 

b.  Where  Plaintiff  Recovers  No  Costs.  —  The  rule 
adopted  in  some  states  is,  as  stated,  that  if  a  plaintiff  fails  to 
recover  an  amount  equal  to  the  minimum  jurisdictional  limit  of 
the  court  in  which  he  institutes  his  action,  he  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  his  costs,  though  his  claim  originally  may  have  been  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  if  the  reduction  to  the  amount  of 
recovery  has  been  by  payment.*  Under  such  circumstances  the 
judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  balance 

tion  of  suit,  and  during  vacation,  were  from  the  sum  of  $182.12,  and  therefore 

submitted  for  decision  to  a  judge  at  gave  costs  to  the  plaintiff.    The  proof 

nisi  priuSf  without  pleadings,  and  the  showed  that  a  mare  which  had  been 

payment  established,   the   plaintiff  is  mortgaged  to  secure  one  of  the  notes 

entitled  only  to  costs  up  to  the  first  had  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  to  be 

day  of  the  term.     Greenleaf  v.  Allen,  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  pay- 

83  Me.  333.  ment.     Instead  of  selling  her  for  cash, 

1.  Michigan,  —  Mandigo  v,  Mandigo,  he  exchanged  her  for  other  property, 

26   Mich     349;     Ladd    r.   Duncan,   23  and   the  parties  disagreed  as  to  how 

Mich.  2S5.  much  should   be   applied.     This    dis- 

New    York,  —  Parker  v.  Radliff,   14  agreement  was    held    by    the  Circuit 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  68;  Matteson  v.  Bloom-  Court  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 

field,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  556;    Bates  r.  transaction  as  a  payment  and  convert 

Norris,  55  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  269.    And  it  into  a  counterclaim  or  set-off,  but  on 

see  Spring  Valley  Shot,   etc.,   Co.   v,  appeal  Campbell,  C.  J.,  delivering  the 

Jackson,  2  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  622;    Hood-  opinion    of    the    court,    said:     *'  The 

less  V.  Brundage,  8  How.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  agreement   to   apply  the   proceeds  of 

Supreme  Ct.)  263.  the    mare   in   payment    could   not   be 

Texas.  —  Browning  v.  Hart,  29  Tex.  destroyed  by  the  subsequent  disagree- 

271;    Heatherly  v.  Record,  12  Tex.  49;  ment  as  to  the  amount.     Plaintiff  be- 

Tinsley  v.  Ryon,  9  Tex.  405;  Cochran  low,  as  soon  as  he  received  the  value 

V,  Kellum,  4  Tex.  120.     See  Denson  v.  of  the  mare,  received  payment  to  the 

McCasland,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  184.  extent  of  that  value,  and  a  dispute  as 

Payment  bi  Prooeods  of  Property.  —  In  to  its  amount  would   not  change  its 

the  case  of  Strong   v,    Kennedy,    40  character  as  a  payment,  any  more  than 

Mich.  327,  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  if  it  had  been  a  monev  payment  from 

in  the  Circuit  Court  on  two  promissory  which  the  creditor  claimed  deductions 

notes    and     recovered    judgment    for  for  expenses.    It  is  the  fact,  and  not.  the 

$54. 12.     The  trial  court  held  that  the  question  whether  it  is  disputed  or  not, 

judgment  had  been  reduced  by  set-off  which  determines  payment.    As  this 
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found  to  be  due  him,  but  for  the  defendant  as  to  the  costs  of  the 
action.^ 

Pajnoiti  Poidiaff  Bait.  —  Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  plaintiff 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  his  costs  unless  his  recovery  exceeds  a 
certain  amount,  the  rule  will  apply,  although  the  payments  have 
been  made  pending  suit,  unless  the  plaintiff's  right  to  costs  is 
preserved  by  the  order  allowing  the  filing  of  a  supplemental 
answer  setting  up  such  payments,  or  by  stipulation  in  writing 
between  the  parties,  as  required  by  the  rules  of  the  court.* 

PftjBMnt  OthtrwlM  tliftii  in  Honoy.  —  Under  statutes  providing  that 
where  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  reduced  below  the  jurisdictional 
amount  by  payment,  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  his  costs,  pay- 
ment may  be  pleaded  in  other  things  than  money.' 

Xaduetira  by  8«t-«lt  —  Where  the  reduction  below  the  jurisdictional 
amount  is  by  set-off  and  not  by  payment,  the  plaintiff  does  not 
lose  his  costs.  ^    And  though  a  plaintiff  recover  less  than  the 

payment  reduced  the  original    claim  the  plaintiff  and  for  costs  of  suit.     But 

below  $ioo  it  gave  a  right  to  defendant  should  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  be  re- 

below  to  costs."  duced  to  a  sum  not  within  the  juris- 

Aftdavit  of  Bsliif  that  D«bt  KtbssiIs  diction  of  the  court,  by  payment,  then 

Jvlsdietioiial    Amonat.  —  In    PennsyU  the  judgment  shall  be  given   for  the 

vania^  by  the  Act  of  the  aoth  of  March,  plaintiff  for  the  balance  due,  but  the  de- 

1810,  g  26,  5  Sm.  Lpaws  172,  if  any  per-  fendant  shall  recover  the  costs  of  the 

son  shall  commence  a  suit  for  any  debt  suit.*' 

made  cognizable  by  a  justice  of  the  Ia   Msiiaohmstti  it  is  provided  bv 

peace  in  any  other  manner  than  is  di-  statute  (Pub.  Sut.  1882,  p.  1119)  thai"  if 

rected  by  said  act,  and  shall  obtain  a  the  plaintiff  s  claim  as  established  on 

verdict  and  judgment  which,  without  the  trial  exceeds  twenty  dollars  and  is 

costs,  shall  not  amount  to  more  than  reduced  to  that  amount  or  less  by  set- 

$100,   not    having    made    an  oath  or  offs  which  could  not  have  been  proved 

affirmation  before  obtaining  the  writ,  in  payment,  such  claim  shall  be  con- 

aod  filed  the  same  in  the  prothonotary's  sidered,  for  the  purposes  of  section  5 

office,  that  he  believes  the  debt  exceeds  as  having  exceeded  twenty  dollars,  and 

$100,  he  shall  not  recover  any  costs,  the   party   who  finally  recovers  judg- 

S(ewart  v.   Mitchell,  13  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  ment  in  the  suit  shall  be  entitled  to  his 

287;  Rogers  v,  Ratcliffe.  23  Pa.  St.  184.  full  costs.**     Section  5,  to  which  refer- 

And  see  Cooper  v.  Coats,  i  Dall.  (Pa.)  ence  is  here  made,  is  as  follows:  "  In 

308,  decided  under  an  earlier  but  simi-  personal  actions  brought  originally  in 

lar  sutute.  the  superior   court,  except  actions  of 

1.  Tinsley  v.  |lyon,  9  Tex.  405.  replevin,  if  the  plaintiff  finally  recor- 

8.  Bates  v.  Norris,  55  N.  Y.  Super,  ers  a  sum  not  exceeding  twenty  dol- 

Ct.  269.  lars  for  debt  or  damages,  he  shall  be 

8.  Tinsley  v,  Ryon,  9  Tex.  405.  entitled   to  no  costs    except    as    pro- 

4.  Parker  ».  Radliff,    14  Wend.  (N.  vided,"  etc. 

Y.)    68;     Matteson   v,   Bloomfield,    10  Ssduotion  by  Aooount.  —  Where,   un- 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  556;    Cochran  v,  Kel-  der  such  statute,  the  reduction  was  by 

lum.  4  Tex.  120.     And  see  Spring  Val-  an  account  which  the  defendant  held 

ley  Shot,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Jackson,  2  Sandf.  against  the  plaintiff  before  he  gave  his 

(N.  Y.)  622;  Hoodless  v.  Brundage,  8  note,  and  which  the    plaintiff*s  agent 

How.  Pr.  (K.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  263.  agreed  should  be  credited  on  the  note, 

B11I0  Stated.  —  The  rule  in  Texas  is  should  the  evidence  be  produced,  the 

thus  stated  by  Lipscom,  J.,  in  Cochran  fact  that  such   account    reduced    the 

V.  Kellum,4Tex.  Z20:  "If  the  amount  principal  of  the  note  below  the  juris- 

sued  for  by  the  plaintiff  be  reduced  by  dictional  amount  was  held  not  to  oust 

set-off  to  an  amount  not   within   the  the  court  of  jurisdiction,  nor  to  entitle 

jurisdiction    of    the    court,   judgment  the  defendant  to  costs.     Browning  v, 

shall  still  be  given  for  the  amount  due  Hart,  29  Tex.  271. 
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jurisdictional  amount,  he  will  be  entitled  to  his  costs  if  his  claim 
has  been  so  reduced  by  set-ofif,  although  it  appear  that  the  matter 
of  the  set-off  might  have  been  given  in  evidence  as  payment 
under  the  general  issue.* 

Where  Record  Deee  Vot  flhow  Xaanor  of  Xednetion  of  Claim.  —  Where, 
under  such  statute,  both  payment  and  set-off  are  pleaded,  but  it 
is  uncertain  from  the  record  under  what  plea  the  plaintiff's 
demand  was  reduced,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  both 
the  balance  found  and  the  costs  of  suit,  will  not  be  set  aside,  the 
presumption  being  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  judgment,  — 
viz.,  that  the  claim  was  reduced  by  set-off.*  In  a  somewhat 
similar  case,  where,  though  there  was  nothing  in  the  record  to 
show  how  the  plaintiff's  claim  had  been  reduced,  the  trial  court 
had  decided  that  the  reduction  was  by  payment  and  not  by  set- 
off, it  was  held  that  such  finding  would  not  be  disturbed.* 

c.  Discretionary  Costs.  —  The  rule  as  it  exists  in  other 

jurisdictions  provides  that  if  a  plaintiff  who  institutes  his  suit  in 
a  court  of  record  shall  not  have  had  reasonable  expectation  of 
recovering  more  than  a  stated  amount,  then  his  costs  may  be 
limited  to  such  an  amount  as  may  by  the  trial  court  be  deemed 
just  and  reasonable.*     While  the  distinction  between  reduction 

Connterolaim.  —  A  reduction  by  coun-  ers  less  than  one  hundred  dollars,  and 

terclaim  is  not  equivalent  to  a  reduc-  there  is  nothing  on  the  record  to  show 

tion  by  payment  within  the  provisions  that  the  judgment  was  reduced  by  set- 

of  art.  1428,  Rev.  Stat.  Texas,     Denson  ofif,  the  presumption  is  that  the  amount 

V,  McCasland,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1S4.  in  controversy  was  within  the  jurisdic- 

Oironmitanoei  Held  Kot  to  Comtitute  tion  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the 
Sednetion  by  Set-off.  —  Where  the  only  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs, 
defense  set  up  in  an  action  of  assump-  Rogers  v,  Ratcli£fe,  23  Pa.  St.  184. 
sit  was  a  settlement  of  accounts,  and  4.  Under  a  statute  that  ''in  *  *  * 
that  substantially  defendant  did  work  actions  commenced  in  the  court  of  com- 
for  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  twenty-  mon  pleas,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  jus- 
one  dollars,  and  the  court  instructed  tices  of  said  court  that  the  plaintiff  or 
the  jury  that  if  they  found  the  settle-  plaintiffs  had  no  reasonable  expectation 
ment  sustained  they  should  disregard  of  recovering  more  than  $13.33  '^^  dam- 
all  amounts  that  entered  into  such  set-  ages  in  such  suit,  the  justices  of  said 
tlement  and  then  find  the  balance  one  court  may  limit  the  plaintiff  or  plain- 
way  or  the  other  as  to  subsequent  tiffs  in  their  costs  to  such  sum  as  they 
items,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  may  think  just  and  reasonable,"  it 
the  plaintiff  for  only  twenty.five  dollar?,  seems  to  have  been  intimated  that 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  en-  where  the  demand  has  been  reduced 
titled  to  his  costs  and  that  the  plaintiff*s  to  that  sum  by  set-off  and  not  by  pay- 
position  that  his  claim  had  been  re-  ment,  full  costs  should  be  allowed 
duced  below  one  hundred  dollars  by  the  plaintiff.  Burbank  v.  Willoughby, 
setoff  was  not  well  taken.  Carter  z/.  5  N.  H.  iii:  Gale  v,  Emery,  16  N.  H. 
Snyder,  27  Mich.  484.  86. 

1,  Burbank  v.  Willoughby,  5  N.  H.  Becovery  of  Kominal  Dunageo  —  Sier- 
lEi.  else  of  Diforetioii.  —  Where  in  assump- 

2.  Cochran  v,  Kellum,  4  Tex.  120;  sit  under  a  general  count  for  money  had 
Watts  V,  Harding,  5  Tex.  386;  Tinsley  and  received,  plaintiff,  on  the  motion 
V.  Ryon,  9  Tex.  405.  And  see  Bond  v,  of  the  defendant,  was  ordered  to  file  a 
Mallow,  17  Tex.  636;  Wallace  v,  specification,  which  order  was  from 
Bogel,  62  Tex.  636.  time  to  time  renewed  and  not  complied 

S.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  in  with  for  several  terms  of  court,  and 
the  common  pleas  on  a  contract  recov-    when   the  case  finally  came   for  trial 
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by  payment  and  set-off  is  not  made  by  the  statute,  this  distinc* 
tion  is  made  by  decisions  of  the  courts  on  the  statute,  the  view 
taken  being  that  if  a  debt  or  demand  has  been  reduced  by  actual 
payment  below  the  stated  amount,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  regarded 
as  having  a  reasonable  expectation  of  recovery  of  what  has  already 
been  paid.^  But  where  the  reduction  is  by  set-off  or  counter- 
claim, the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  full  costs,  because  he  cannot 
know  when  he  brings  his  action  that  the  defendant  will  rely  on 
his  set-off  or  counterclaim  in  defense.' 

d.  Limited  Costs.  —  By  an  early  statute  in  Souf/i  Carolina, 
it  was  provided  that  if  the  plaintiff  in  a  regular  action  recovered 
less  than  twenty  pounds,  he  should  be  entitled  only  to  the  costs 
on  summary  process,  though  the  claim  was  originally  above  such 
amount,  if  it  had  been  reduced  to  the  amount  of  recovery  by 
pa3rment.'  But  the  rule  is  otherwise  where  there  are  mutual 
demands  and  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  reduced  by  counter-demand 
or  set-off;  because  the  plaintiff  may  not  know  the  amount  of  the 
defendant's  cross-demand,  or  that  defendant  will  avail  himself  of 
such  defense.^ 

the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  payments  nard  v.  Curtis,  8  Mass.  535;  Hathorne 
made  pending  suit  recovered  only  a  v.  Gate,  5  Me.  74;  Loud  v.  Hobart,  2 
judgment  for  nominal  damages,  it  was  Cush.  (Mass.)  325 ;  Woodhams  v.  New- 
held  that  his  costs  were  properly  lim-  man,  7  C.  B.  654,  62  E.  C.  L.  654." 
ited  to  the  first  term  at  which  the  8.  Costs  as  on  Bnnunary  Proooss. — 
specification  ^as  ordered.  Dana  v.  Where  the  plaintiff's  demand  has  been 
Sessions,  46  N.  H.  509.  reduced  by  actual  payments  to  a  sum 

Lftflk  (rf  EsMoaablt  Szpootatio&  Hvst  within  the  summary  process  jurisdic- 

Cloarly  Appoar.  —  It  has  been  held  un-  tion,  he  must  proceed  by  way  of  sum- 

der  this  sutute  that  in  order  that  the  mary  process  for  the  balance,  and  if  he 

plaintiff  should  be  deprived  of  a  recov-  brings  action  for  the  whole  he  can  re- 

ery  of  his  full  costs  the  lack  of  a  rea-  cover  only  the  costs  of    a  summary 

sonable  expectation  of  recovery  above  process.     Levy  v.  Roberts,   z  McCord 

the  specified  amount  should  be  made  L.  (S.  Car.)  395;  Hall  v.  Williams,  2 

clearly  to  appear.    Church  v,  Clarke,  Bay  (S.  Car.)  433.     In  the  same  con- 

26  N.  H.  366.  nection  see  also  the  case  of  Cambridge 

1.  Burbank  v.  Willoughby,  5  N.  H.  Assoc,  v,  Nichols,  3  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  248, 

III;  Gale  v.  Emery,  16  N.  H.  86.  in  which  it  was  held  that  if  the  demand 

8.  Xadoetion  by  flot-off.  —  In  the  case  be  reduced  by  payments  before  the  ac- 

of  Leavitt  v,  Peabody,  62  N.   H.   190,  tion   is  brought,  to  less  than   twenty 

Carpenter,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  pounds,   the    plaintiff    shall    have  no 

the  court,  said:   "Statutes   depriving  more    than    summary    process    costs, 

the  plaintiff  of  costs,  limiting  them,  or  But  if  the  plaintiff  bona  fide  claims  a 

giving  costs  to  the  defendant   where  sum  beyond  twenty  pounds,  though  he 

less  than  a  certain  sum  is  recovered,  recover   less    than   such    amount,   he 

have  been  uniformly  held  inapplicable  shall  have  full  costs, 

to  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff's  dam-  Quarter  Costs  —  Mains.  —As  to  what 

ages  are  reduced  by  a  set-off.  upon  the  should  be  regarded  as  payments  and 

ground  that  it  is  not  a  defense  but  a  what  set-offs,  under  a  statute  restrict- 

cross-action.      The  plaintiff  in  effect  ing  a  plaintiff  to  quarter  costs  where 

recovers  '  the  full  amount  of  his  claim,  his  debt  or  demand  has  been  reduced 

because  a  debt  (the  set-off)  which  he  below  a  stipulated  amount  by  payment, 

mast  otherwise  have  paid  is  now  satis-  see  Dodge  v.  Swazey,  35  Me.  535. 

fied.*     Pitts  V,  Carpenter,  9  Stra.  1191;  4.  Levy  v,  Roberts,  i  McCord  L.  (S. 

Burbank  V.  Willoughby,  5  N.  H.  ixi;  Car.)  395;  Hall  v,  Williams,  2  Bay  (S. 

Bryant  v.  Bowen,  40  N.  H.  157;  Bar-  Car.)  433. 
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1  VtijiMffEt  into  Cowrt— ^1.  Costs  Accruing  Before  Pay- 

MENT  INTO  Court.  —  Where  a  defendant  pays  money  into  court, 
alleging  that  the  sum  so  paid  in  is  all  that  is  justly  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff, there  is  no  doubt  that,  as  a  rule,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
his  costs  accrued  up  to  the  time  the  money  is  paid  in.^  By  some 
authorities,  however,  this  rule  is  limited  to  cases  where  the  plain- 
tiff accepts  in  satisfaction  the  amount  so  paid  in,  or,  not  accepting 
it,  prevails  on  the  issue  joined,  and  recovers  a  greater  amount^  the 
doctrine  of  these  cases  being  that  if  the  plaintiff  recovers  a  less  or 
no  greater  amount  than  that  paid  in,  the  defendant  may  recover 
full  costs.'    But  the  preferable  doctrine  is  believed  to  be  that  the 

1.  Seamour  v.  Bridge,  8  T.  R.  408;  8.  87  Roto  10  of  the  Sefnltt  eta*- 

Lorck  V.  Wright.  8  T.  R.  486;  Hertley  rOat,   contained   in  4  Bing.    N.   Cas. 

V.  Bateson,   i  T.  R.  629;  Griffiths  v,  815,  the  proceedings  by  the  pUuntiS 

Williams,  i  T.  R.  710;  Wilton  v.  Place,  after  paying  money  into  court  are  pre- 

2  B.  &  P.  56;  Muller  v.  Hartshome,  3  scribed    as    follows:    "  The    plaintiff, 

B.  &  P.  556;  Davis  V.  Mansell,  Willes  after  delivery  of  a  plea  of  pavment  of 

191 ;  State  Bank  v,  Holcomb,  7  N.  J.  L.  money  into  court,  shall  be  at  liberty  to 

193.     Compare  Stevenson  v,  Yorke,  4  T.  reply  to  the  same  by  accepting  the  sum 

R.  10.  so  paid  into  court  in  full  satisfaction 

BnlB  Stated.  —  In  the  case  of  Davis  v,  and  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  in 

Mansell,    Willes    191,    Fortescue,    J.,  respect  of  which  it  has  been  paid  in, 

said  that  "  the  plaintiff  might  take  out  and  he  shall  be  at  liberty  in  that  case 

the  money  at  any  time  before  trial,  and  to  tax  his  costs  of  suit,  and  in  case  <^ 

would  be  entitled  to  costs  till  the  time  nonpayment  thereof  within  forty-eight 

of  the  money  brought  in."  hours  to  sign  judgment  for  his  costs  of 

Paynent  en  Whole  Beelaratiem  er  Aay  suit  so  taxed;  or  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
Single  Oeunt. —  If  a  defendant  pay  ply  'that  he  has  sustained  damages 
money  into  court  either  upon  the  whole  (or,  that  the  defendant  was  and  is  in- 
or  any  single  count  of  the  declaration,  debted  to  him,  as  the  case  may  be)  to 
he  must  pajr  costs  up  to  the  time  when  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum ;' 
the  money  is  paid  in,  even  though  the  and,  in  the  event  of  an  issue  thereon 
plaintiff  should  proceed  and  recover  no  being  found  for  the  defendant,  the  de- 
more  than  the  amount  paid  in.  State  fendant  shall  be  entitled  to  judgment 
Bank  v,  Holcomb,  7  N.  J.  L.  193.  and  his  costs  of  suit.*' 

KoBey  Paid  on  One  ef  Several  Oonnts.  —  In  Xaryland,  by  sti^tute,  a  defendant 

If  money  is  paid  into  court  upon  one  is  allowed,  except  in  certain  actions, 

count  of  a  declaration  and  the  plaintiff  "  to  pay  into  court  a  sum  of  money  by 

takes  it  out,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  way  of  compensation  or  amends,"  and 

costs  of  the  other  counts  of  the  declara-  such  payment  may  be  set  up  by  plea, 

tion.     Skarratt  v,  Vaughan,  a  Taunt.  The  plaintiff  then,  after  the  money  has 

266.     In  this  case  the  court  said  that  thus  been  paid  in,  may  reply,  accept- 

*'  it  would  be  a  strange  state  of  the  law  ing  the  same  "  in  full  satisfaction  and 

if    in  a  case  where    money    is    paid  discharge  of  the  action,"  and  if  he  does 

into  court  and  where  the  plaintiff,  being  this  he  may  have  his  costs  taxed,  and 

convinced  that  he  has  no  further  cause  if  they   be   not   immediately  paid   he 

of  action,  takes  it  out,  he  should  have  shall  have  judgment,  therefor;  "  or  he 

allowed  him  the  costs  of  the  further  may  reply  that  the  sum  paid  in  is  not 

claim    which    he    thereby    abandons;  enough    to  satisfy   the    claim   of  the 

while  if  he  persists  in  his  action  under  plaintiff  in   respect  of  the   matter  to 

a  persuasion  that  he  can  establish  a  which  the  plea  is  pleaded,  and  in  the 

further  claim,  he  can  only  have  the  event  of  an  issue  thereon  being  found 

costs  of  those  counts  on  which  he  sue-  for  the  defendant,  the  defendant  shall 

ceeds."     In  the  case  of  State  Bank  v,  be  entitled  to  bis  costs  o^  suit  and  the 

Holcomb,  7  N.  J.  L.  103,  however,  it  is  plaintiff  to  so  much  of  iJie  sum  paid 

made  a  question  whetner,  when  money  into  court  as  shall  be  found*  foi^  him," 

is  paid  under  one  count  in  a  declara-  Under  this  statute  ic  was  heUi  that 

tion,  the  defendant  must  pay  the  costs  where,  in  a  suit  on  a  pranissory.  note, 

of  the  other  counts.  the    defendant    pays    into    court    aa 
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plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  costs  accrued  up  to  the  time  oi  the  pay- 
ment into  court,  though  the  recovery  is  less  than  or  does  not 
exceed  the  amount  paid  in,  and  the  defendant  to  those  subset 
quently  incurred.* 

amount  alleged  to  be  all  that  is  due,  if  Homj  Ftid  in  at  Any  8t«ge  of  Prooaod* 

the  plaintiff  fails  to  recover  a  larger  lags.  —  It  seems   that   money  may  at 

amoanc  than  that  so  paid  in,  the  costs  any  stage  of  the  proceedingm  be  paid 

of  the  suit  should  be  taxed  in  favor  of  into  court  to  save  costs  subsequently 

the  defendant.     Gamble  v.  Sentman,  accruing.     Cullen  v.  Green,  $  Harr. 

68  Md.  71.  (Del.)  17. 

Vsw  Tfawpthtrs.  —  In  this  sute,  by  Oflv  to  tvf  iato  €ovl~K«it  ^Uow 

the  rules  of  court  adopted  in  1833,  in  fltetoto.  —  An  offer  to  pay  a  certain  sum 

the  Superior  Court  of  Judicature  and  into  court,  under  New  York  Laws  of 

of  the  Courts  of  Common  Pleas  (see  6  1885,  c.  342,  §  19,  must,  in  order  to  im- 

N.  H.  588,  rules  36,  37)  it  was  provided:  pose   costs   thereafter  accruing   upon 

**  In  all  proper  cases  any  sum  of  money  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  enforce  a 

may  be  paid  into  couit  upon  the  com-  mechanic's  lien,  follow  the  statute  in 

mon  rule,  accompanied  with  the  general  its  language  and  expressly  state  that 

issue,  as  of  course;  and  if  the  plaintiff  the  offer  made  is  in  *'  dischai^eof  the 

shall  refuse  to  receive  the  sum  paid  lien.**     Hall  v.  Denocrleiii,  (C.  PL)  14 

into  court,  with  his  costs,  in  full  satis-  N.  Y.  Snpp.  796. 

faction  of  his  claim,  the  sum  so  paid  Ofhr  to  Pay  to  Fhboob  Balitlod  iafl- 

into  court  shall  be  struck  out  of  the  oiont. —  In  a  subcontractor's    suit   to 

declaration,   and   unless  the    plaintiff  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien,  in  which  the 

shall  show  that  a  greater  sum  than  the  property  owner  is  made   codefendant 

sum  so  paid  into  court  was  due  to  him,  with  the  assignee  of  the  contractor, 

he  shall  have  no  costs,  but  the  defend-  upon  the  owner  appearing  and  disclos- 

attt  shall  be  allowed  his  costs  from  the  ing  the  exact  amount  unpaid  on  the 

beginning.     But  when  a  sum  of  money  contract    and    proffering   payment  of 

shall  be  paid  into  court,  accompanied  such  sum  to  tlie  person  who  shall  be 

with  a  special  plea,  or  when  a  set-off  adjudged  entitled   thereto,  the  owner 

shall  be  filed  and  a  sum  of  money  be  is  entitled  to  his   costs   subsequently 

paid  into  court  as  the  balance  due  to  accruing.      Bourget  v.  Donaldson,  83 

the  plaintiff;   in  these  cases  the  costs  Mich.  478. 

of  the  plaintiff  up  to  the  time  of  obtain-  In  Toast  it  has  been  held  that  an  offer 

ing  the   rule  shall  also  be  paid  into  of  a  junior  mortgagee  to  pay  off  a  senior 

court,  and  the  defendant,  if  he  prevail,  mortgage  is  not  restricted  by  the  rules 

shall  be  allowed  only  his  subsequent  governing  tender,  and  in  order  that  a 

costs.**     See  Drew  v.  Towle,  30  N.  H.  prior    mortgagee    seeking  foreclosure 

531,   where   the  latter  portion  of  the  after  such  offer  may  have  the  costs  of 

foregoing  rule  was  applied.  the  proceeding  imposed  upon  him,  it 

^^ere   the  defendant  pays    money  is  not  necessary  that  the  junior  mort- 

into  court  under  the  common  rule,  un-  gagee  should  show  an  actual  tender  of 

less   the  plaintiff  shall    show    that   a  the  money  made  or  continued,  or  an 

greater  sum  than  the  sum  so  paid  into  actual  deposit  of  the  money  in  court, 

court  be  due  him,  he  will   not  be  en-  Maloney  t/.  Eaheart,  81  Tex.  281.    And 

titled  to  costs.     Eastman  v.  Molineux,  see  Spann  v.  Sterns,  18  Tex.  556. 

14  N.  H.  503.  Tho  ProfOraUo  Dootrino — Boasoa  fnr 

1.  Logan  V,  Hartwell,  5  Kan.  649;  Proforonoo.  —  In  Williams  v.  Ingersoll, 

Allen  V,  Wills,  4  La.  Ann.  97;    Wil-  12   Pick.  (Mass.)  345,  the  court  said: 

Hams  V.  Ingersoll,  12  Pick.  (Mass.)  345;  "  In  the  case  of  Boyden  v,   Moore,   5 

State  Bank  v,  Holcomb,  7  N.  J.  L.  193.  Mass.   37a,   Parsons,  C.  J.,  states  the 

And  see  First  Municipality  v.  Bell,  4  rule  to  be  that  unless  the  plaintiff  will 

La.  Ann.  121.  accept  the  money  brought  into  court 

PayBOiit  iato  Oout  Hust  Iholudo  Ao-  in  full  satisfaction,  with  costs  to  that 

omod  Costo.  —  A  payment  into  court  in  time,  the  amount  brought  in  shall  be 

order  to  relieve  a  party  from  subse-  struck  out  of  the  declantion,  and  on 

quent  costs  must  include  costs  accrued  the  trial  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  per- 

up  to  the  date  of  the  payment.     Sum-  mitted  to  give  any  evidence  for  that 

merson    v.    Hicks,    142    Pa.   Sl   344;  sum;  and  if  on  the  trial  the  defendant 

Parker  v.  Rawle,  148  Pa.  St.  208.  obuins  a  verdict  he  will  have  all  his 
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Whin  Indgmmit  Qo«  far  Dtfwdftttt  —  If  money  is  paid  into  court, 
and  the  plaintiff,  not  taking  it  out,  proceeds  to  trial,  and  a  verdict 
is  found  for  the  defendant,  it  has  been  held  that  the  plaintiff  will 
recover  no  costs,  even  up  to  the  time  of  the  payment  into  court.* 

b.  Costs  Subsequently  Accruing.  —  Where  the  plaintiff 
refuses  to  accept  the  amount  so  paid  in,  and  his  costs,  in  full  satis- 
faction of  his  claim,  he  will  also  be  entitled  to  his  costs  subse- 
quently accruing,  if,  on  trial  of  the  issue,  a  greater  sum  is  found 
to  be  due  him.*  If  a  greater  amount  is  not  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff, but  he  recovers  only  an  equal  or  less  sum,  the  defendant  will, 
as  has  just  been  seen,  recover  his  costs  subsequently  accruing, 
and  according  to  some  authorities  costs  from  the  beginning. 

c.  Should  be  Set  Up  by  Plea.  —  Payment  into  court,  it  has 
been  said,  should  be  set  up  by  plea.' 

costs  taxed.  This  is  understood  to  be  wards  they  entered  into  the  common 
the  rule  in  the  King  s  Bench,  and  it  consolidation  rule,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  been  practiced  upon  in  this  part  was  nonsuited  in  the  action  that  was 
of  the  commonwealth.  But  it  is  at-  tried.  It  was  held  that  the  latter  was 
tended  with  injustice,  if  the  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  the  costs  in  any  of  th« 
must  either  abandon  the  residue  of  his  actions  up  to  the  time  of  paying  the 
claim  or  subject  himself  to  the  pay-  money  into  court.  But  the  later  case 
ment  of  costs  which  accrued  during  of  Twemlow  v.  Brock,  2  Taunt.  361, 
the  period  when,  by  the  defendant's  seems  to  be  in  conflict  with  this  de- 
own  admission,  he  had  a  good  cause  of  cision.  In  this  latter  adjudication  it 
action;  and  this  reason  probably  led  was  held  that  in  actions  on  policies  of 
to  a  modification  of  the  rule  in  1820.  insurance,  where  there  is  a  consolida- 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  as  tion  rule,  and  money  paid  into  court, 
laid  down  in  Boyden  v,  Moore,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
amended  and  qualified  by  the  17th  rule  costs  of  the  short  causes  up  to  the  time 
(z6  Mass.  376),  is  established  here.  By  when  the  money  is  paid  into  court, 
the  rule  thus  modified,  if  the  plaintiff  although  he  may  not  succeed  in  the 
proceeds  to  trial  and  does  not  recover  cause  which  he  proceeds  to  try,  and 
more  than  has  been  paid  into  court,  he  although  the  defendant  in  that  cause  Is 
is  not  subject  to  pay  costs  accruing  entitled  to  the  whole  costs, 
previously  to  the  payment  into  court;  8.  Allen  v.  Wills,  4  La.  Ann.  97; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  he  does  not  re-  Drew  v,  Towle,  30  N.  H.  531. 
cover  costs  against  the  defendant."  Oosts  Sabssqutnt  to Paymmit  into  Court. 
The  existing  statutory  rule  in  Massa-  —  Where  money  is  paid  into  court  as 
chusetts  is  (Pub.  Stat.  1882,  c.  198,  §  9)  the  balance  due  plaintiff,  and  the 
that  "  when  a  defendant  brings  money  plaintiff's  costs  also,  and  it  is  found 
into  court  and  offers  the  same  in  satisfac-  that  a  greater  sum  is  due  than  the  sum 
tion  of  the  damages,  the  plaintiff  shall  so  paid  as  the  balance  due  him,  the 
be  entitled  to  the  costs  which  had  pre-  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  a  judgment 
viously  accrued,  though  he  may  not  lor  the  excess  and  interest  thereon,  and 
recover  a  larger  sum  than  is  so  brought  his  costs,  since  the  payment  into 
into  court."  court.     Drew  v.  Towle,  30  N.  H.  531. 

1.  Jeffs    V,    Smith,    4   Taunt.    196;  Amoimt  Paid  into  OoutPartof  <*0Bm 

Twemlow  v.  Brock,  2  Taunt.  361.  Baoovorod."  —  The  sum  paid  into  court 

Sersnl  Aotions  —  Pajnoat  into  Court  is  so  far  to  be  considered  a  part  of  the 

Aftor  CoDfoUdatioii  of  Oavsoi.  —  In   the  sum  recovered  that  if  both    together 

case  of  Burstall  v,  Horner,  7  T.  R.  368,  amount  to  more   than    two    hundred 

defendants  in  several  actions  on  a  pol-  dollars  it  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  his 

icv  of  insurance  paid  money  into  court  costs  in   the   Supreme  Court.      State 

which  the  plaintiff  toolc  out  without  Bank  v.  Holcomb,  7  N.  J.  L.  193. 

taxing  the  costs  to  that  time;   after-  9.  Gamble  v,  Sentman,  68  Md.  71. 
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By  Alfred  Pizsy. 

I  Scops  of  Abtxgub,  231. 
n.  DinnTXOVBy  231. 

1.  Penal  Statutes  and  Actions^  231. 

2.  Popular  and  Qui  Tarn  Actions^  233. 

TTT    OSHSKAL    HATUBA    AHD    CHASAOTIB  OF  ACTIOV  AVB  PBO- 

GSSDnresy  234. 

1.  Citnl  or  Criminal  Action^  234. 

2.  Statutory  Form  of  Action^  237. 

3.  Debt^  238. 

4.  Whether  Remedies  Are  Cumulative^  239. 

a.  Actions  to  Recover  Penalty^  239. 

b.  Criminal  Prosecutions^  2^\, 

c.  Penal  and  Other  Crvil  Actions^  243. 


i\\  New  Offenses^  2^^. 


Common-law  Injuries^  244. 
d.  Injunction  and  Mandamus^  245. 

5.  Trial  by  Jury,  245. 

6.  Control  over  Suit^  246- 

a.  Action  by  Informer^  246. 

b.  Action  by  State^  248, 

17.  JUEISDICTIOV,  248. 

1.  ExtraterritoricU  yurisdiction^  248. 

tf.  In  General^  248. 

b.   United  States  and  State  Courts^  250. 

2.  WhcU  Particular  Court  Hcu  yurisdiction^  252. 

a.  Courts  of  Equity^  252. 

b.  Courts  of  Law^  2^2. 
i)  Of  General  yurisdiction^  252. 

^2)  Inferior  Courts^  253. 

j)  United  States  Courts^  255. 

V.  VMruB,  256. 

1.  Local  or  Transitory ^  256. 

2.  Change  of  Venue j  257. 
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1.  Plaintiffs  258. 

tf.  r^r  State,  258. 
^.  Informers y  259. 
^.  Persons  Injured  or  Aggrieved^  26a 

2.  Defendant,  262. 

a.  In  General,  262. 

^.  Actions  Against  Property,  263. 

^.  Participators  in  PencU  Act,  264. 
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3.  yainder  of  Parties^  266. 

a.  Plaintiffs^  266. 

b.  Defendants^  267. 

Vn.  DlCLABATIOV,  InoSXATIOV,  PlTITIOV,  OE  OOHPLAnTT,  268. 

I.  Formal  Alleg€Uions^  268. 
«.  /«  General^  268. 

^.  Alleging  Nonpayment  and  Damage^  268. 
^.  Declaring  Qui  Tarn,  268. 
</.  Counting  on  Statute^  270. 


f  n  J?^«W  of  Statutory  Provisions,  270. 
(2)  General  Reference  to  Statute,  271. 


(tf^  /«  General,  271. 

(^)  Conclusion,  271. 

(r)  Actions  for  Double  Damages  and  the 

Like,  273. 
(^)  Modern  Doctrine,  274. 
a.  Allegations  of  Substance,  274. 
a.  /«  General,  274. 

^.  Averments  in  Language  of  Statute,  278. 
^.  Negativing  Exceptions  and  Provisos,  278. 
^.  Allegation  of  Amount,  279. 
r.  Statutory  Forms,  280. 
/.  Pleadings  in  Inferior  Courts,  280. 
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X.   PlBAS  LVb  AVSWEBS^  29O. 
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^.  Special  Pleas,  291. 

2.  Answers,  291. 

XL  D18COYSBT,  Pbodtotioh  or  Papxb«»  avd  thx  Likb,  202. 

1.  Actions  Against  Individuals,  2g2, 

2.  Actions  Against  Property,  294. 

xn.  IV8TBITOT10N8, 295. 
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CROSS-REFERENCES. 

/W*    matters    of    Substantive    Law    and  Evidence,    see    the    title 
PENALTIES,  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law. 

As  to  Actions  for  Violations  of  Various  Statutes,  consult  articles  such 
as  CARRIERS,  vol.  3,  p.  812;  CHATTEL  MORTGAGES, 
vol.  4,  p.  S34;  COPYRIGHT,  vol.  5,  p.  16;  EXTORTION, 
vol.  8,  p.  791;  GAME  AND  GAME  LAWS,  vol.  9,  p.  762; 
and  other  articles  referred  to  in  the  General  Index  to  this 
work. 
Proceedings  under  Ordinances,  see  article  ORDINANCES, 
vol  15,  p.  409. 

I  Scon  OF  AmtlOLB.  —  The  purpose  of  this  article  is  primarily 
to  treat  of  penal  actions.  Criminal  prosecutions  and  actions 
remedial  in  part  will  be  touched  upon  only  in  so  far  as  the  inti- 
mate relations  which  they  sustain  to  the  subject-matter  may 
require. 

II  DinvXTIOVS  —  1.  Penal  Statutes  and  Aotions — Pm&l  StatutM. 
—  A  statute  properly  designated  as  penal  is  one  which  inflicts  a 
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forfeiture  of  money  or  goods  by  way  of  penalty  for  breach  of  its 
provisions,  and  not  by  way  of  fine  for  a  statutory  crime  or 
misdemeanor.^ 

Biual  AetioBi.  —  A  penal  action  is  the  civil  suit  brought  for  the 
recovery  of  this  statutory  forfeiture  when  inflicted  as  punishment 
for  an  offense  against  the  public*  Penal  actions  are  civil  actions, 
on  the  one  hand  closely  related  to  criminal  prosecutions,  on  the 
other  to  actions  for  private  injuries  in  which  the  party  aggrieved 

may  by  statute  recover  punitive  damages.' 

1.  Fttial  Statnltt  are  *'  such  acts  of  Indiana.  —  Fruchey  v.  Eag^leson,  15 
Parliament  whereby  a  forfeiture  is  in-  Ind.  App.  88. 

flicted  for  transgressing^  the  provisions  Maine.  —  Palmer  v,  York  Bank,  18 

therein  enacted."    3  black.  Com.  160.  Me.   166;    Frohock  v,  Pattee,  38   Me. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Gray  v.  Bennett,  103;    Qui m by  v.  Carter,  20  Me.  218; 

3  Met.  (Mass.)  522.  Philbrook    v.    Handle v,    27    Me.    53; 

**  A  penal  statute  is  ordinarily  defined  Thacher  v,  Jones,  31  Me.  528. 

to  be  one  which  inflicts  a  penalty  for  Maryland.  —  Ordway  v.  Central  Nat. 

the  violation  of  some  one  or  more  of  its  Bank,  47  Md.  217  [citing  Lake  v.  Smith, 

provisions."      Welles   v.    Graves,    41  i  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  174;  Wilkinson  v,  CoU 

i^ed.  Rep.  459.     To  the  same  effect  see  ley,  5  Burr.  26(>4]* 

Calais  v.  Hall,  11  Vt.  494;    Woodward  Massachusetts,  —  Reed  v.  Northfield* 

V.  Alston,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  581;  Hall  13  Pick.  (Mass.)  99. 

V.   Norfolk,   etc.,    R.   Co.,  44  W.  Va.  Missouri,  —  Parish  v.  Missouri,  etc., 

36;   Spencer  v,  Swannell,  3  M.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  63  Mo.  284. 

155.  New  Jersey,  —  Tims  v,  Spragg,  58  N. 

"  A  Forfsitiire  of  Pfpsrty  for  a  prohib-  J.  L.  273. 
ited  act  is  a  penalty  for  committing  the  Oregon.  —  O'Keefe  v.  Weber,  14  Ore- 
act.     It  is  50  denominated  by  lexicog-  gon  55. 

raphers,  and  is  so  treated  injudicial  Vermont. — Calais  v.   Hall,    11    Vt. 

decisions."    Colon  v.   Lisk,  13  N.  Y.  494;    Lewis  v,   Brainerd,   53  Vt.  510, 

App.  Div.  203,  citing  Lawton  v,  Steele,  519;  Hubbell  v.  Gale,  3  Vt.  9^7. 

152  U.  S.  138.  United  States,  —  Huntington   v,  Kl- 

2.  Woodward   v.   Alston,   12   Heisk.  trill,   146  U.  S.  657,  reversing  70  Md. 
(Tenn.)  581.  191;   Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Humes, 

Bladatoiis*t   and   Xaaiflald's    Blstiao-  115   U.    S.  512;    Good  ridge  v.   Union 

tloBS.  —  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Atcheson  v,  Pac.  R.  Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  35;  Iowa  v, 

Everitt,  i  Cowp.  382,  said:    **  There  is  Chicago,  etc..  R,  Co.,  37  Fed.  Rep.  497. 

no  distinction  better  known  than  the  Canada,  —  Jones  v.  Godson,  23  Ont. 

distinction  between  civil  and  criminal  App.  34,  affirming  25  Ont.  Rep.  444. 

law;  or  between  criminal  prosecutions  England,  —  Pinkney  v,  De  Rotel,  2 

and  civil  actions.     Mr.  Justice  Black-  Saund.  377  ^,  note  12;    Huntington  v, 

stone    and    all    modern    and    ancient  Attrill,  (1893)  App.  150,  20  Ont.  App., 

writers  upon   the   subject  distinguish  appendix,  reversing  18  Ont.   App.   136, 

between    them.     Penal    actions    were  17  Ont.  Rep.  245;  Woodgate  p.  Knatch- 

never  yet  put  under  the  head  of  crimi-  bull,  2  T.  R.  148. 

nal  law,  or  crimes.     The  construction  EtmsdyVot  Strietly  Pwud.  —  "Penal 

of  the  statute  must  be  extended   by  laws,  strictly  and  properly,  are  those 

equity  to  make  this  a  criminal  cause,  imposing    punishment  for  an  offense 

It  is  as  much  a  civil  action  as  an  action  committed    against    the    state,     and 

for  money  had  and  received."  which,  by  the  English  and  Americaa 

8.  For  cases  which  have  discussed  constitutions,  the  executive  of  the  state 

the  relation  between  penal  statutes  and  has  the    power    to    pardon.     Statutes 

actions  and  those  which  are  remedial  giving  a    private  action   against    the 

in  part  see  the  following:  wrongdoer  are  sometimes  spoken  of  as 

Arkansas,  —  Daniel   v,   Vaccaro,    41  penal  in  their  nature,  but  in  such  cases 

Ark.  316.  It  has  been  pointed  out  that  neither  the 

Delaware,  —  Ross  v.  Horsey,  3  Harr.  liability  imposed  nor  the  remedy  given 

(Del.)  60;    Mcllvaine  v.   Marshall,    3  is  strictly  penal."     Huntington  v,  At^ 

Harr.  (Del.)  i.  trill,  146  U.  S.  657,  reversing  70  Md.  19Z. 
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%  Popular  and  Qvi  Tam  Aetteni.  —  A  qui  tarn  action  is  a  popular 
action  in  the  sense  that  the  right  to  sue  for  the  penalty  is  not 
given  to  any  particular  person,  but  is  granted  to  the  public  at 
urge.  Strictly  speaking,  however,  a  popular  action  is  one  in 
which  the  entire  penalty  is  recoverable  by  a  common  informer  for 
his  own  use ;  while  in  a  qui  tarn  action  a  moiety  of  the  penalty 

C5S  to  the  sovereign  or  state,  and  the  informer  sues  (to  use  the 
tin  phrase  from  which  the  action  derives  its  name)  qui  tam  pro 
domino  rege  quam  pro  seipso.  ^ 

AadMit  aad  Xotan  Aetiraf.  —  Actions  qui  tam  v/ere  very  extensively 
used  at  the  early  common  law  for  the  recovery  of  penalties,*  but 
they  are  proceedings  susceptible  of  great  abuse.  Statutes  were 
passed  at  an  early  date  to  correct  this ;  while  in  modern  times  it 
is  a  common  provision  that  the  action  shall  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  state  or  other  body  politic  instead  of  by  an  informer.* 

1.  3  Black.  Com.  i6i ;   Sweet's  Law  friends  to  begin  this '  popular '  action. 

Diet.  33;  Pollock  v.  Steam  Boat  Laura,  in  order  to  forestall  or  prevent  other 

5  Fed.  Rep.  133;    U.  S.  v,  Griswold,  5  actions.    This  abuse  of  the  suit  pro- 

Sawy.  (U.  S.)  35,  a  firmed  30  Fed.  Rep.  ducing  so  much  collusion  caused  the 

763;  Norman  r.  Dunbar,  8  Jones  L.  (N.  enactment   of   4    Henry   VH.,   c.    so. 

Car.)  3x7;   Seward  v.  Beach,  39  Barb.  After  this  enactment,  suits  to  recover 

(N.  Y.)  339;    McNair  v.  People,  89  III.  penalties  and  forfeitures  were  brought 

441 ;  Canfield  v.  Mitchell,  43  Conn.  169.  most  usually  in  the  name  of  the  king, 

"  The  words  '  popular  or  qui  tam  ac-  upon  the  relation  of  the  mfoimer,  and 

tions  '  evidently  mean  popular  actions  not  otherwise,  unless  by  statutory  pro- 

or  qui  iam  actions,  that  is  to  say,  popu-  vision."    O'Kelly  v,  Athens  Mfg.  Co., 

lar  actions  though  they  may  not  h^qui  36  Ga.  51.     To  the  same  effect  see  Pol* 

iam,  or  qui  iam  actions  which,  though  lock  v.  Steam- Boat  Laura,  5  Fed.  Rep. 

popular  actions,    are    partly    for   the  133  \ciiing  Crabbe's  Hist.    Eng.   Law 

benefit  of  the  crown.'*     La  vole  v.  Ra-  509];  Dyer  v.  Best,  L.  R.  i  Exch.  157. 

cine,  5  Quebec  L.  Rep.  319.  InfemMrs  Vat  Vow  la  TogvA.  —  '*At 

S.  **fnm   Tima   lauBiiflMrial   in    the  one  time  informers  performed  an  im- 

English  law,  it  has  been  found  that  qui  portant  part  in  the  collecting  of  the 

tam  actions    *    *    *    were  an  efficient  penalties    provided  in  penal   statutes, 

amd  indeed    sometimes  an  indispens-  but  even  at  the  time  of  the  revision  of 

able   means  of  enforcing  the  law  in  the  United  States  statutes  they  rarely 

many    cases,    as    for    the    breach    or  appeared  in  such  cases,  and  have  now 

neglect  of  duty  by  officers  and  corpora^  about  disappeared  in  penal  litigation.'* 

tions;  'and  Parliament  in  England  and  U.  S.  v.  Stocking,  87  Fed.   Rep.  857. 

legislative  bodies  in  this  country  have  See  also  State  v,  Sinnott,  15  Neb.  473; 

freely  enacted  statutes  for  the  enforce-  Llewellyn  v.   Vale    of  Glamorgan   R. 

mentof  laws  by  such  actions."     Sutton  Co.,  (1898)  i  Q.  B.  473. 

V,  Phillips,  116  N.  Car.  503, 117  N.  Car.  Itatutory  and  OoastltiitioBal  ProTisiona 

338.     See  also  U.  S.   v.   Stocking.   87  —  District  of  Columbia,  —  Com  p.  Stat. 

Fed.  Rep.  857.  D.  C,   1894,  p.  473,  §  149  (Act  Cong. 

S.  Itatate  4  Hm.  Til.,  e.  90.  —  "  The  March  3, 1801),  does  not  have  the  effect 

action  qui  iam  was  originally  one  given  of  preventing  an  informer  from  suing 

to  the  people  at  large,  or  rather  the  for-  as  plaintiff,  but  merely  gives  an  action 

feitures   and    penalties  prescribed  by  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  in  a 

Acts  of  Parliament  were  permitted  to  proper  case,  instead  of  in  the  name  of 

be  sued  for  by  any  informer,  the  act,  the  state  of  Maryland.     U.  S.  r.  Simms, 

however,   reserving  a  portion  to  the  i  Cranch  (U.  S.)  353;  U.  S.  v.  Evans,  4 

king,  the  poor,  or  some  public  use,  and  Cranch  (C.  C.)  105;  Cloud  v,  Hewitt,  3 

hence  the  name.    A  suit  begun  by  the  Cranch  (C.  C.)  199. 

informer  gave  him  ah  exclusive  right,  Penalties   and   Forfeitures    Given    i& 

and  was  therefore  a  bar  to  other  suits.  Counties,  —  Constitutional     provisions 

This  led  offenders   to   procure    their  giving  the  proceeds  of  all  penalties  and 

888  Volume  XVL 


etMia  Vfttwt  PENALTIES  AND      aad  OnrMtw  if 

m.  OBVIEAL  HATVmi  AVB  CHABAOfBB  •?  AOtXOM  AMB  PBOOBII. 

ZVM —  1.  CiTil  or  Criminal  Aetimi — Tami  LoomIj  VMd.  —  The  com- 
prehensive  meaning  given  to  the  word  "penal"  in  common  usage, 
and  the  indiscriminate  use  of  the  words  "penalty,"  '"fine/"  and 
"forfeiture/*  make  it  difficult  at  times  to  determine  whether  a 
statute  should  be  enforced  by  a  criminal  prosecution  or  a  penal 
action.^ 

Tht  W«di  "  Pra&ltj »»  aad  "  Hat."  —  With  reference  to  penal  actions 
the  word  "penalty"  means  the  forfeiture  inflicted  by  a  penal 
statute;  the  word  "fine/*  a  sum  of  money  imposed  by  a  criminal 
law.* 

Vm  of  TtokBiMa  Vovdf.  —  The  use  of  these  and  other  technical 
words  or  phrases  will  frequently  determine  the  form  of  action  as 
respectively  civil  or  criminal ;  *  but  not  if  a  different  intention  on 

forfeitures  to  the  several  counties  in  ffer,  lo  Phila.  (Pa.)  478,  30  Leg^.  Int. 

which  they  are  recovered  do  not  pre*  (P*')  S^i;    Kelly    v,   Davis,    i    Head 

dude  an  informer  or  a  (Mirty  aggrieved  (Tean.)  71;    State  v.  Egerer,  55  Wis. 

from  suing  for  a  penalty  given  him  527:  U.S. v.  Ebner»  4  Uiss.  (U.  S.)  117; 

either  in  whole  or  in  part  hy  statute,  Reg.  v.  Gallant,  10  New  Brans.  115. 
but  refer  only  to  penalties  recoverable        Vtrds  VnA  fai  Vailovs  Smmss.  —  "  In 

by  the  state  to  its  own  use.    Barnett  v.  the  municipal    law   of    England  and 

Atlantic,    etc.,    R.    Co.,    68    Mo.    56;  America,  the  words '  petial '  and  *  pen- 

Spealman  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  71  alty  '  have  been  used  in  various  senses. 

Mo.  434;  Cummings  v,  St.  Louis,  etc..  Strictly  and    primarily,   they    denote 

R.  Co.,  70  Mo.  570;   Blewett  v.  Smith,  punishment,  whether  cotporal  or  pecu* 

74  Mo.  404;    Humes  v.  Missouri  Pac.  niary,   imposed  and  enforced  by  the 

R.  Co.,  82  Mo.  221 ;   Meyers  v.  Union  state,  for  a  crime  or  offense  against  its 

Trust  Co.,  82  Mo.  237;  Burkholder  v,  laws."     Huntington  9.  Attrill,  146  U. 

Union  Trust  Co.,  82  Mo.  572;  Phillips  S.  657.    To  the  same  effect  see  U.S.  v. 

V,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  86  Mo.  ^40;  Reisinger,  128  U.  S.  398;  U.  S.  v.  Chou- 

Hines  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  86  Mo.  teau.   102  U.  S.  603;  Davis  v.  State, 

629;  Hamilton  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  X19  Ind.  55s;  Kirby  v.  Western  Union 

87  Mo.  85:  Carroll  9.  Missouri  Pac  R.  tel.  Co.,  4  S.  Dak.  463. 
Co.,  88  Mo.  239;  State  v  Wabash,  etc.,        9.  ftaaltj.  —  San  Luis  Obispo  County 

R.   Co.,  89  Mo.    562;    Perkins  v.  St.  v.  Hendricks,  71  Cal.  242;  Woolverton 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  103  Mo.  52;  Emer-  v,  Taylor,  132  IH.  197;  Davis  9.  Sute, 

son  V.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  zii  Mo.  119  Ind.  555;  Lancaster  v.  Richardson, 

i6x ;    Briggs  9.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  4  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  136;   Johnson  9.  Hud- 

III  Mo.  168;  Scott  9.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  son  River  R.  Co.,  2  Sweeny  (N.  Y.) 

Co.,  38  Mo.  App.  523;  Shields  9.  Klopf,  298,  reversed  on  other  grounds  in  49  N. 

70  Wis.  69;   Sutton  9.  Phillips,  116  N.  Y.  455;    Merchants'  Bank  r.  Bliss,  1 

Car,  502,  117  N.  Car.  228;  Goodwin  9.  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  391,. 35  N.  Y.  412;  Glen's 

Caraleigh  Phosphate,  etc..  Works,  119  Falls  Paper  Co.  9.  White,  58  How.  Pr. 

N.  Car.  120;  Clearwater  Bank  9.  Kur-  (N.   Y.   Supreme  Ct.)   172;     Kirby    9. 

konski,  45  Neb.  5;  Graham  9.  Kibble,  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  4  S.  Dak.  463; 

9   Neb.   182,  modifying  Atchison,  etc.,  Calais  9.  Hall,  ii  Vt.  494;  Hall  9.  Nor- 

R.  Co.  9.   Baiy.  6  Neb.  37.     But  see  folk,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  36;  Iowa  9. 

dictum   contra  in   Singer  Mfg.  Co.  9.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  37  Fed.  Rep.  497. 
Fleming,  39  Neb.  679.  !!■•. -^  Hanscomb    9.    Russell,     11 

1.  Grover  9.  Huckins,  26  Mich.  476,  Gray  (Mass.)  373;  Territory  9.  Baca,  2 

wherein  Coolev,  J.,  said:    "  The  term  N.  Mex.  183;  Lancaster  9.  Richardson, 

'  penalty  '  is  used  very  loosely  in  stat-  4  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  136;    State  9.  Robert- 

utes    in  some  cases."    To  the  same  son,  15  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  17;   State  9. 

effect  see    Gosselink    9.   Campbell,  4  Steen,  14  Tex.  396;    U.  S.  9.  Morin,  4 

Iowa  296;    People  9.  Nedrow,  122  111.  Biss.  (U.  S.)  93. 

363;    Sutton   9.    Phillips,  116  N.  Car.        8.  California.  —  People  9.  Craycroft, 

502,  117  N.  Car.  22S;    Com.  9.  Daven-  2  Cal.  243,  56  Am.  Dec.  331. 
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the  part  of  the  legislature  must  be  gathered  from  the  act  taken  in 
its  entirety.  * 

Suuifw.  —  Where  the  sum  given  by  the  statute  is  called  dam* 
^es  by  it,  that  fact  will  not  prevent  its  being  a  penalty  to  be 
recovered  by  a  penal  action,  if  such  is  its  real  nature.* 

CteiMfear  «f  PlMdiagt  aad  Vrootdvt.  —  The  general  principles  appli- 
cable to  matters  of  pleading  and  procedure  in  penal  actions  are, 
as  a  rule,  those  which  govern  the  particular  civil  action  brought, 
and  not  those  which  obtain  in  criminal  prosecutions.* 

IndUuta.  -» Indianapolis  r.  Fairchild,  special  proTision  as  to  the  mode  of  pro- 
I  Ind.  315:  Indiana  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  cedure  ^e  use  of  the  word  **  fine  "  de- 
Potts,  7  Ind.  681.  termines    the    form    of    the    remedy. 

Keniucky.-^  Com,    v,    Jellico    Coal  State  p.  Marshall,  64  N.  H.  549,  ^/r<rzr^</ 

Co.,  97  Ky.  346;   Com.  v,  LooisWUe,  in  State  v,  Horgan,  55  Minn.  183. 

etc..  R.  Co.,  (Ky.  1896)  37  S.  W.  Rep,  1.  Gi0rgia.  —  McDaniel  v.  Gale  City 

589.  Gas-Ligbt  Co.,  79  Ga.  $8. 

lAuisiana,  —  Sute    v,    Williams,     7  Indiana,  —  Burgh  v.  State,  108  Ind. 

Rob.  (La.)  352,  per  Morphy,  T.  132. 

ilfajiar^i«f^//!r.  —  Haascomb  v,  Ras-  Z^iiff>f«iM,  —  State    v,    Thomas,    12 

sell,  II  Grav  (Mass.)  373.  Rob.  (La.)  48. 

^ew  York,  —  New  York  v.  Walker,  MassackHsetts.  ^^H^n^omY^  v.  Rus- 

4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  258.  sell,  ix  Gray  (Mass.)  373. 

Oregon.  —  Ex  p,  Howe,  26  Oregon  J/*fmM(i»Ai.  •— State    v,    Morgan,    55 

181.  Minn.  185. 

Pennsylvama.^SpwhX  v.  Com.,  S4  A^^^fv/As.  ^  Miuhell     v.    State,     12 

Pa.  St.  103;  Com.  fir.  Borden,  61  Pa.*St.  Neb.  538. 

372;  Van  Swartow  v.  Com.,  24  Pa.  St.  New  Mexico,  —  Territory  v,  Baca,  2 

131;  Ott  V,  Jordan,  zi6  Pa.  St.  «i8;  N.  Mex.  183;  Territory  v.  Tafoya,  2  N. 

Wilcox  V,  Knoxville,  2  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  Mex.  191. 

721;  Com.  v.  Evans,  13  S.  ft  R.  (Pa.)  Ntw  K^r>.  —  Hodgman  v.  People,  4 

426.  Den.  (N  Y.)  935;    Bennett  v.  Ward,  3 

fFtxr^im'M.  —  Oshkosh  tr.  Schwaru,  Cai.  (N.  Y.)  259;  Wood  v,  Brooklyn, 

55  Wis.  483;   State  v.  Grove,  77  Wis.  14  Barb.  (N.  Y.)425. 

448.  Penneylvania,  —  Com.   v.  Wolf,  3  S. 

Wyoming. — Fein  v,  U.  S.,  I  Wyo-  ft  R.  (Pa.)49;   Garman  v.  Gamble,  10 

ming  246.  Watts   (Pa.)  382.    DisHnpuisking  Rex 

United  Slates,  —  U.  S.  v,  ClaAin,  97  v,  Luckup,  2  Strsi.  1048;  Com.  v.  Dav. 

U.  S.  546,  afirming  14  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  enger,  10  Phila.  (Pa.)  478,  30  Leg.  Int. 

55,  3S  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,799:    U.  S.  v.  (Pa.)  321. 

Morin,  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  93,  26  Fed.  Cas.  Uniied  States,  ^  U.  S.  v.  Ebner.  4 
No.  15,810;  Stockwell  v,  U.  S.,  13  Wall.  Biss.  117,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,020; 
(U.  S.)  531.  3  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  284;  U.  S.  V,  U.  S.  V,  Foster,  2  Biss.  (U.  S.)  455,  25 
Allen,  Brunner's  Col.  Cas.  94,  24  Fed.  Fed.  Cas.  Na  15,142;  U.  S.  v,  Elliot.  25 
Cas.  No.  14,431;  U.  S.  V,  Mann,  x  Gall.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043. 
(U.S.)3,26Fed.Cas.Nos.  15,7x7, 15,718;  XatsnluageaMe  Jaj  Itatite.  — The 
U.S.  ».  Trobe.28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,541;  words  "  fine,"  •*  penalty,'*  and  **  for- 
U.  S.  V,  Ebner,  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  117,  25  feiture  "  are  sometimes  made  inter- 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,020.  changeable   by    express    provision   of 

England.  —  Saunders  v.  Wiel,  (1892)  law.     Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Tvler, 

2Q.  B.  321;   Reg.  V.  Sullivan,  8  Ir.  C.  90  Va.   297;  State  v.   Grove,   77  Wis. 

L.  Rep.  404.  448. 

this.—- Where  the  statute   declares  9.  Spence  v,  Thompson,  11  Ala.  746; 

that  the  offender  shall  **  forfeit  and  Joyce  v.   Means,  41    Kan.  234  [citinj^ 

psva  fine,"  and  by  a  general  statute  Thomas  v.   Reynolds,    29    Kan.    304; 

**  fines  are  imposed  by  the  sentence  of  Perkins  v.  Matteson,4o  Kan.  165;  Hall 

a  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  in  a  v.  Hurd,  40  Kan.  374]. 

prosecution  commenced  by  indictment  S.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  State,  59 

or  information,  or  upon  complaint  bfe-  Ark.  165;  Pankey  v.  People,  2  III.  80; 

fore  a  justice,"  in  the  absence  of  any  Swift  v.  State,  3  Ind.  App.  285;  Indiati- 
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Forfiitu*  if  Frtfirtj.  —  Informations  in  rem  for  the  forfeiture  of 
property  are  civil  actions  within  this  rule.  ^ 


apoHs  V.  Fairchild,  i  Ind.  315;  Sweet 
v.  Ward,  43  Kan.  695;  Com.  v.  Avery 
14  Bush  (Ky.)  625;  Wilson  v.  Com.,  7 
Bash  (Ky.)  537;  LonisviUe,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
V,  Com.,  (Ky.  1897)  43  S.  W.  Rep.  458; 
Ordway  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  47  Md. 
217;  People  V,  Hoffman,  3  Mich.  249; 
Atcheson  v.  Everitt,  i  Cowp.  382. 

Ordinary  Bulss  «f  Prootdnre  TnmXL  — 
In  the  trial  of  a  penal  action  in  courts 
for  the  trial  of  small  causes,  the  entire 
conduct  of  the  cause  and  of  proceed- 
ings therein  is  regulated  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  creating  such  courts, 
except  so  far  as  such  provisions  are 
modified  by  the  penal  statute.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.  V,  New  Jersey  Soc, 
etc..  39  N.  J.  L.  400. 

BUI  «f  PlHtleiilAn.  —  Where  an  infor- 
mation against  property  under  the  in- 
ternal revenue  acts  is  so  vague  and 
uncertain  as  not  fully  to  inform  the 
defendant  of  the  charge  against  him 
he  is  entitled  to  a  bill  of  particulars. 
U.  S.  V.  Two  Hundred  Bushels  of 
Corn,  9  Ben.  (U.  S.)  186,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,586. 

Direetliig  Ttrdtet.  —  In  penal  as  in 
other  civil  actions,  a  verdict  may  be 
directed  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  proper 
case.  Hines  v.  Darling,  99  Mich.  47; 
Fielding  v.  La  Grange,  104  Iowa  530; 
People  V,  Girard,  73  Hun  (N.  Y.)  457, 
145  N.  Y.  105;  Low  V,  Hall,  47  N.  Y. 
104.  See  also  generally  article  Dirbct- 
ING  Verdict,  vol.  6,  p.  667. 

Jurors  as  Judgss  «f  Both  Law  and  Fa«t. 
—  The  rule  in  some  states  that  the  jurv 
in  a  criminal  case  is  to  judge  of  botn 
the  law  and  the  facts  has  no  application 
to  actions  for  penalties.  Boyle  v, 
Smithman,  146  Pa.  St.  255. 

Botiot  to  Prodiioo  Papon.  —  A  notice 
to  the  defendant  in  a  penal  action  to 
produce  papers,  etc.,  at  the  trial  need 
not  be  served  on  him  personally,  but 
notice  to  his  agent  or  attorney  is  suffi- 
cient. Cates  V.  Winter,  3  T.  R.  306, 
following  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Le  Merchant,  2 
T.  R.  201.  note  a, 

Proteonoo  oa  OaloBdar.  —  Laws  or 
rules  giving  criminal  cases  a  prefer- 
ence over  others  upon  the  docket  as  to 
the  time  of  trying  them  do  not  apply  to 
penal  actions.  Matter  of  Atty.-Gen., 
Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  285. 

Poor  Dobton*  Aot  — The  judgment 
defendant  in  a  penal  action  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  acts  for  the  relief  of 


poor  prisoners,  the  same  as  defendants 
in  an  ordinary  civil  action.  Dyer  9. 
Hunnewell,  12  Mass.  272;  Brophy  sr. 
Perth  Am  boy,  44  N.  J.  L.  217,  reversim^ 
43  N.  J.  L.  58^. 

In  England  it  has  been  held  that  39 
Geo.  II.,  c.  38,  g  13,  called  the  Lords* 
Act,  and  making  provision  for  the  re- 
lief of  prisoners  m  execution,  did  not 
comprehend  actions  qui  tarn,  i  Tidd's 
Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.)  376:  Hart  v,  Hawk- 
ins, 3  Burr.  1322,  I  W..B1.  372. 

BoteoDOo  and  ArUtratloa.  —  A  penalty- 
is  not  a  liability  which  may  be  referred 
or  submitted  to  arbitration  under  laws 
establishing  such  procedure.  Mevay 
V.  Edmiston,  i  Rawle  (Pa.)  457;  Buck- 
waiter  V.  U.  S.,  II  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  103; 
Beardsley  v.  Dygert.  3  Den.  (N.  Y.) 
380.  See  also  Middleton  v,  Wilming- 
ton, etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  N.  Car.  167. 
Contra^  where  the  penalty  is  not  for 
purposes  of  punishment  but  of  com- 
pensation to  a  party  injured.  Com.  v. 
Bennett,  16  S.  a  R.  (Pa.)  243. 

AttaohmoBt  aad  lion.  —  The  right  to  a 
writ  of  attachment  in  aid  of  a  penal 
statute  is  sometimes  given  by  express 
statutory  provision.  Travelers  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Stucki,4  Kan.  App.  424;  Adams 
V.  Johnson,  72  Miss.  896;  Adams  v. 
Evans,  74  Miss.  886;  Wolcott  v.  Ska- 
hill,  56  N.  J.  L.  221.  See  also  Drew  v. 
Hilliker,  56  Vt.  642. 

From  the  same  source  a  lien  against 
an  offending  vessel  sometimes  exists  in 
a  penal  action  in  personam  against  the 
owner  or  master,  brought  under  Acts 
of  Congress.     The  Steamer  Missouri, 

3  Ben.  (U.  S.)  508,  9  Blatchf.  (U.  S.) 
433;  U.  S.  V,  The  Steamship  The 
Queen,  4  Ben.  (U.  S.)  237,  11  Blatchf. 
(U.  S.)  416;  Pollock  V,  The  Steam-Boat 
Sea  Bird,  3  Fed.  Rep.  573;  The  Arctic, 
H  Fed.  Rep.  177,  note;  The  Lewcllen, 

4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  156;  The  Ranier,  Deady 
(U.  S.)438:  The  Prinx  Georg,  23  Fed. 
Rep.  906,  19  Fed.  Rep.  653. 

1.  Barnaroat  v.  Six  Quarter  Casks  of 
Gunpowder,  i  Met.  (Mass.)  225;  Sute 
V.  Tufts,  56  N.  H.  137;  State  i.  Rum, 
etc.,  51  N.  H.  373;  State  v.  Barrels  of 
Liquor,  47  N.  H.  369;  Haney  v,  Comp- 
ton,  36  N.  J.  L.  507;  Lilienthal's 
Tobacco  ».  U.  S.,  97  U.  S.  237;  The 
Three  Friends,  166  U.  S.  i. 

ttaluloo  MaUag  Aottos  CrimlsaL  — 
Where  it  must  be  gathered  from  the 
sutute  that  the  action  is  meant  to  be 
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iTwrait.  —  A  nonsuit  may  be  entered  against  an  informer  plain- 
tiff in  a  penal  action  the  same  as  in  other  civil  suits.  ^ 

Vm  «f  BtpoiitloBi.  —  The  defendant  in  a  penal  action  is  not  entitled 
to  be  confronted  in  open  court  by  his  witnesses,  as  in  criminal 
prosecutions,  but  evidence  may  be  taken  by  depositions.* 

2.  Statutory  Form  of  Aotion.  —  In  some  instances  a  general 
statute  or  the  penal  statute  itself  designates  a  form  of  civil  action 
which  shall  or  may  be  pursued,  there  being  little  uniformity  in 
the  general  statutes  of  the  various  states.* 

criminal  in  its  natare  such  an  action  is  Missouri,  — •  State  v,  Stewart,  47  Mo. 

not  considered  as  civil.     Fisher  v,  Mc-  38a;  State  v.  Amor,  77  Mo.  568;  State 

Girr,  i  Gray  (Mass.)  i;  Com.  v.  Intox-  v,  Wabash,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  S^  Mo.  562; 

icating  Liqnors,  113  Mass.  23;    Com.  State  v  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  Mo. 

V.  Certain    Intoxicating   Liquors,    107  571;  State  v.  Slaughter,   17  Mo.  App. 

Mass.  396;  Com.  v.  Certain  Intoxicat-  142;   In  re  Green,  40  Mo.  App.  491; 

log    Liquors,    13    Allen    (Mass.)    561;  State  t^.  Mackin,  51  Mo.  App.  129. 

Com.  V.  Certain  Intoxicating  Liquors,  New  Hampshire, —  Purinton  t/.  Ladd, 

14  Gray  (Mass.) 375;  Greene  v,  Briggs,  58  N.  H.  596. 

I  Cart.  (U.  S.)  311.  H^isconsin.  —  Carter  v.  Dow.  16  Wis 

1.  Ranney  v.  Jones,  21  U.  C.  Q.  B.  298;  State  v.  Grove,  77  Wis.  448. 

370;  McClenaghan  v,  McLeod,  3  Oot.  United  States.  —  U.   S.  r.  Elliot,  25 

Pr.  Rep.    13;    Stone  v,  Farey,   i  East  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043. 

554;   Robinson  v.  Garthwaite,  9  East  Etnsdy  by  Motion.  —  Code  Va.,  1887, 

296;  Watson  V,  Jaclcson,  i  Wils.   325;  §3211,  which  authorizes  a  remedy  by 

Banyan  v,  Yerbury,  i  D.  &  R.  448, 16  E.  motion  for  the  recovery  of  money  due 

C.  L.  46;  Bennett  v.  Smith,  1  Burr.  401.  upon  contract,  has  no  application  where 

S.  U.  S.    V,   Zacicer,    161  U.  S.  475;  a  penalty  is  sought  to  be  recovered. 

Moller  V.  U.  S.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  490;  In-  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bright,  90 

diaaa  Millers*   Mut.   F.    Ins.    Co.   v,  Va.  778. 

People,  65  111.  App.  355,  affirmed  170  Form  Aftor  Xopoal  or  Amtndmtnt  of 

111.474;  State  r.  Barrels  of  Liquor,  47  Att.  —  Where  a  lawgiving  a  penally 

N.  H.  369.  has  been  replaced  by  a  new  law  which 

Prissaoo  of  Dtfindaat  la  Court.  —  It  is  repeals  the  old,  but  conuins  a  saving 

not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  pro-  clause  for  penalties  or  forfeitures  in- 

ccediogs  that  the  defendant  should  be  curred  before  the  repeal,  such  penalties 

in  court  at  every  stage,  as  in  criminal  must   be  recovered  by   means  of   the 

cises.    The  court  may  proceed  to  final  remedy  given  by  the  old  law.     Myers 

jadgment  as  well  in  his  absence  as  in  v.  Van  Alstyne,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  98. 

his  presence.     Maguire  r.   Xenia,   54  Where,   however,   the  law    is    only 

111.  299.  amended,  the  statute  must  be  followed 

I.  Kentucky,  —  Com.  v.  Grand  Cent,  as  amended  though  the  cause  of  action 

Bldg.,  etc.,  Assoc.,  97  Ky.  325;  Com.  arose  before  the  change    was  made, 

r.  Long,  (Ky.  1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep.  628.  Barker  v.  Phelps.  39  Mo.  App.  288. 

Maine,  —  State  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Bnaltj  for  Vonpaymont  of  Taxos.  — 

Co.,  59  Me.  189.  **  Penalties,   when   prescribed   in    the 

Massachusetts,  —  Levy  v,  Gowdy,   2  case  of  delinquent  taxes,  become  a  part 

Alien  (Mass.)  320;  Nye  v,  Lamphere,  thereof,  and  are  collected  in  the  same 

a  Gray  (Mass.)  295;  Colburn  v.  Swett,  manneras  the  taxes  themselves.    They 

I    Met.    (Mass.)    232;    Sturbrldge    v,  are  regarded  in  the  same  light  as  in- 

Winslow,    21   Pick.  (Mass.)  83;    Pea-  terest  imposed  by   law   on  contracts, 

body  V.  Hayt,  10  Mass.  36.  which  becomes  a  part  of  the  debt  and 

Michigan,  ^  Canal   St.  Gravel-Road  is  collected  with  it,  as  a  part  of  it.** 

Co.  V,  Paas,  9s  Mich.  372:  People  v,  Burlington  v,  Burlington,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

Bradv,  00  Mich.  459;  Fox  v,  Francher,  41   Iowa  134.    See  also  article  Taxa- 

66  Mien.    536;    Woods  v,   Ayres,   39  tion. 

Mich.  345;  Pattinger  r.  People,  20  Mich.  CoafllotiBg  Boaodios.  —  Where  differ- 

336,  £stingnishing  People  v.  Carpenter,  ent  sections  of  the  same  statute  give 

X  Mich.  273;   People  v.  Hart,  i  Mich,  different  forms  of  penal  action  for  the 

467*  recovery  of  the  penalty,  not  intended 
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3.  I>«bt  —  If  no  form  of  action  is  pointed  out  in  terms  by  the 
penal  act  or  general  law  an  action  or  information  of  debt  is  appro- 
priate for  the  recovery  of  the  penal  sum,^  or»  in  those  states 
where  common-law  forms  have  been  abolished,  the  civil  action 
which  has  taken  the  place  of  debt.* 

to  be  in  the  alternative,  the  form  con-  Gall.  (U.  S.)  552;  Parsons  v,  Hnnter» 

tained    in   the  latest  of    the  sections  2     Sumn.    (U.     S.)     4x9;     Matthews 

must  be  pursued.     Howard  v,  Bangor,  v.  Offley,  3  Sumn.  (U.  S.)  1x5;  U.  S.  v. 

etc..  R.  Co.,  86  Me.  387;  Stroadsburg  Simms,  i  Cranch   (U.  S.)  252,    U.  S. 

V,  Brown,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  272,  dis^  v,  Laescki,  29  Fed.  Rep.  699;   Walsh 

Hnguished  in  Com.  v,  Wormser,  7  Pa.  v,  U.  S.,  3  Woodb.^  &  M.  (U.  Sw)  341: 


Dist.  Rep.  318. 

1.  Alabama.  —  State  v,  Fillyaw,  3 
Ala.  735;  Russell  v,  Irby,  13  Ala.  131; 
Rogers  v.  Brooks,  99  Ala.  31. 

Conn£ctUut,  —  U.  S.  v,  Allen,  4  Day 
(Conn.)  474. 

Delaware.  —  Hukill  v,  Bailey,  i 
Harr.  (Del.)  448. 


The  Nashville.  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  188, 17 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,023. 

Canada.  —  Church  v.  Richards,  6  U. 
C.  Q.  B.  562. 

England,  »  College  of  Physicians  r. 
Salmon,  i  Ld.  Rayra.  680;  Rex  v.  Rob- 
inson, 2  Burr.  803;  Collinson  v.  New* 
castle,  etc.,  R.  Co..  i  C.  &  K.  546,  47 


///tM^.  —  Vaughan  v,  Thompson,  15  E.  C.  L.  546;  Adley  v.  Reeves,  2  M.  & 

111.  39;  Proctor  V,  People,  24  111.  App.  S.  53;  Shepherd  v.  Hills.  11  Ecch.  55. 
599;  Chicago  V,  Enright,  27  111.  App.        Ordinary  AetlMi  «f  Debt  —  When  the 

559;    Durbm  v.   People,  54  111.  App.  remedy  is  an  action  of  debt  *'  it  is  to 

loi ;    Robley  v.  Culwell,  69  111.  App.  be  proceeded  in,  so  far  as  the  actiun  is 

272.  concerned,  just  as  in  any  other  action 

Indiana.  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  of  debt.*'     Bartolett  v,  Acbey,  38  Pa. 

V.  Scirde,   103   Ind.  227;    Durham  v,  St.  273. 
State,  Z17  Ind.  477.  S.  Thum  v.  Alta  Tel.  Co.,  is  Ctl. 

Kentucky.  —  Com,  v.  Avery,  14  Bush  473;  Com.  v.  Avery,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  625; 


(Ky.)625. 

Louisiana,  —  State  v.  Williams,  7 
Rob.  (La.)  2|^. 

Maim,  -^Rockland  v.  Fams worth, 
87  Me.  473. 


Katzenstein  v.  Raleigh,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  84 
N.  Car.  688;  Johnston  v,  Klopsch,  88 
Fed.  Rep.  692;  U.  S.  v.  Zucker,  161  U. 
S.  475.  See  also  Insley  v,  U.  S.,  150 
U.  S.  512;  U.  S.  V.  Grant,  55  Fed.  Rep. 


Maryland.  —  Ord way  v.  Central  Nat.  4x4;  Durham  v.  State,   117  Ind.   477: 

Bank,  47  Md.  217.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v,  Taylor,  84 

Mississippi,  —  State     v.     Baker,    47  Ga.  408;    Gadsden  v.  Woodward,  103 

Miss.  88;  Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Sute,  N.  Y.  242. 

51  Miss.  137.  Bonbls  or  Trebls  Daaagw  te  Aslsof 

New    Hampshire. '^'^\%\kop  v.  Mar-  Tnspum  — Debt. — This  rule,  allowing 

shall,  5  N.  H.  407.  an  action  of  debt,  has  been  held  to  ap- 

New  Jersey,  —  Campbell  v.  Board  of  ply  to  statutes  giving  double  and  treble 

Pharmacy,  45  N.  J.  L.  241.  damages  for  acts  of  trespass  to  prop- 

New    York, — Smith  v.  Merwin,   15  erty.      Blackburn    v.   Baker,   7  Port. 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  185.  (Ala.)  284;  Elder  v,  Hilthetm,  35  Miss. 

North  Carolina.  —  Martin  v.  Martin,  231 ;  Morrison  v.  Bedell.  22  N.  H.  234; 

5  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  349.  Janvrin   v.  Scammon,   29  N.  H.  280; 

Ohio,  —  Hade  v.  McVay.  31  Ohio  St.  Melvin  v.  Smith,  Z2  N.  H.  462;  Miller 

231.  V,  Stoy,  5  N.  T.  L.  548;  Thompson  v. 

Virginia,  —  Russell     v,     Louisville,  B.urdsall,  4    N.    I.    L.    193;    Scudder 

etc..  R.  Co..  93  Va.  322.  v,  Bloomfield,  3  N.  J.  L.  506;  Cato  r. 

United  States,  ^V.  S.  v.  The  C.  B.     Gill,  i  N.  J.  L.  13;  Crane  v, ,  I  N. 

Church,  I  Woods  (U.  S.)  1175;  U.  S.  v.  J.  L.  64;  Russell  v.  Louisville,  etc.,  R. 

Willetts.  5  Ben.  (U.  S.)  220;  Matter  of  Co..  93  Va.  322. 

Rosey.  6  Ben.  (U.  S.)  507,  20  Fed.  Cas.  .  Trespass  Rather  than  Debt,  —  Some 

No.    12,066;    Stockwell    v,   U.   S.,    13  cases  have  considered  trespass  to  be 

Wall.  (U.  S.)53i;  Matter  of  Vetterlein,  the  proper  form  of  action  for  statutory 

13  Blatchf.   (U.   S.)  44;    The  Ranier,  damages  of  this  character,  and  it  is 

Deady  (U.  S.)  438;   Jacob  v,  U.  S.,  i  sometimes  given  by  statute.     Rex  v. 

Brock.  (U.  S.)  520;  Exp.  Marquand,  2  Marsack,  6T.  R.  771;  Pierce  t/.  Spring, 

288  Volume  XVI. 


VatVM  PENAL  ACTIONS,      aad  Charwtv  of  A«ti«L 


for  penalties  are  in  use  at  the  present  time  only  in 
actions  for  the  forfeiture  of  property,  especially  those  brought  in 
federal  courts  under  Acts  of  Congress.^ 

4.  Whether  Bemedies  Are  CumiilatiYe  —  a.  Actions  to  Recover 
Penalty. —  Where  the  remedy  is  prescribed  by  the  statute 
which  denounces  the  offense,  no  other  process  or  procedure  can 
be  made  use  of  to  enforce  obedience  to  the  statute  than  that 
which  the  statute  itself  prescribes.  The  remedy  must  be  sought 
in  the  precise  mode  and  subject  to  the  precise  limitations  pro- 
vided by  the  act  which  creates  the  offense.* 

15   Mass.  489;    Prescott  v,    Tafts«    4  Spirits,    28     Fed.    Cas.    Nos.    16,502, 

Mass.   146;  Vaughan  v.  Thompson.  15  16,503,  16,504;  The  Samuel,  i  Wheat. 

111.  39;  Rhemke  v.  Clinton,  2  Utah  230.  (U.  S.)  9,  wherein  the  court  said:  "  A 

teyliUwahls  llsttoni sad latendMsnti. —  libel  on  a  seizure,  in  its  terms  and  in 

In    Wood«    V.    Ayres,   39    Mich.    345,  its  essence,  is  an  information." 

Graves,  J.,  said:  "  The  arbitrary  use  Osaeral  Chansltr.  —  This  form  of  ac- 

which  has  been  made  of  the  action  [of  tion,  sometimes  called  the  king's  action 

assumpsit,  under  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  of  debt,  was  frequently  used  by  the 

§  6841]  has  caused  many  incongruities  sovereign  at  common  law.     It  is  a  civil 

and  no  little  confusion.    The  practice  cause,  except  perhaps  the  information 

of  strained  constructions  and  the  in-  qui  tarn  for  a  penalty,  which  is  said  to 

▼ention  of  fictions  and  intendments  to  be  a  penal  action,  only  carried  on  by 

subject  causes  of  action  to  the  remedy  criminal   instead  of  civil    process.    4 

which    were    foreign    to    it    has    led  Black.  Com.  308;    Sweet's  Law  Diet. 

somewhat  to  a  confounding  of  transac-  429;  Canfieldv.  Mitchell,  43  Conn.  169; 

tions  which  are  not  contracts  with  those  Parsons  v.  Hunter,  2  Sumn.   (U.   S.) 

which  are  and  to  a  neglect  of  obvious  419;    Levy  v,  Burley.  2  Sumn.  (U.  S.) 

and  necessary  distinctions.     But  it  may  355;  U.  S.  v.  Elliot,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

be  observed  m  passing  that  it  is  not  the  15,043;  Walsh  v,  U.  S.,  3  Woodb.  A  M. 

only  occasion  where  inaccuracies  have  (U.  S.)  341;    U.  S.  v.  Grant,  55   Fed. 

been  generated  by  a  too  close  adher-  Rep.  414;  Schooner  Bolina,  i  Gall.  (U. 

ence  to  the  plan  of  studying  causes  of  S.)  75;  Adams  v.  Woods,  2  Cranch  (U. 

action    through   the  forms  of  action.  S.)  336;    U  S.  v.    Lyman,    i     Mason 

The  circumstance  that  a  cause  of  ac-  (U.  S.)  482;  Mewbum  v.  Street,  21  U. 

lion  in  point  of  fact   not  ex  contractu  C.  Q.  B.  498;  Ruck  v.  Atty.-Gen.,  3  H. 

is  allowed  to  be  sued  in  assumpsit  and  &  N.  208;  Rex  v.  Hymen,  7  T.  R.  532. 

to  be  described  as  matter  of  contract  Altamativs  BamsdlM.  —  The  govern- 

and  to  be  loosely  spoken  of  as  implied  ment  is  not  compelled  to  sue  by  in- 

contract  is  of  no  more  force  to  fix  its  formation,  but  may  bring  the  action  of 

actual  character  contrary  to  the  truth  debt  as  well.    Stockwell  v.  U.  S.,   13 

than  is  the  allegation  of  loss  and  find-  Wall.  (U.  S.)  531 ;  Bradlaugh  v,  Clarke, 

ing  in  trover  to  convey  the  sense  of  a  L.   R.   8  App.  354,  reversing  7  Q.  B. 

literal  loss  and  finding.     Permission  to  Div.  38;  U.  S.  v.  Elliot.  25  Fed.  Cas. 

apply  the  action  to  a  transaction  not  No.   15,043;    Jacob  v.   U.  S.,  i  Brock 

involving  any  real    contract  relation  (U.  S.)  520,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,157. 

between  the  parties  cannot  change  the  9.  California,  —  Reed  v.  Omnibus  R. 

true    nature    of    the   transaction   and  Co.,  33  Cal.  213. 

transform  it  into  matter  of  contract.  Connecticut. — State    v.     Bishop,     7 

Courts  cannot  make  contracts  for  par-  Conn.  181. 

ties.       And    the    fictions  and   intend-  Idaho. — State  v.  Eves,  (Idaho  1898) 

ments  permitted  for  the  sake  of  the  53  Pac.  Rep.  543. 

remedy    are     explainable     whenever  Illinois.  —  Carle    v.   People,    12    111. 

necessary."  285;  Confrey  v.  Stark,  73  111.  187;  Ellis 

L  The  Palmyra,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  i;  v.  OIney  First  Nat.  Bank,  11  111.  App. 

Coffey  V.  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  427;  Boyd  v.  275. 

U.  S.,   116  U.  S.  616;  U.  S.  V.  Zucker,  Kentucky.  — Com.  v.  Louisville,  etc., 

161  U.  S.  475;  U.  S.  v.  Elliot,  25  Fed.  R.  Co.,  (Ky.  1806)  37  S.  W.  Rep.  589. 

Cas.  No.  15,043;  U.  S.  V.  Three  Hun-  Louisiana.  —  Miles  v.   Craig,   3   La. 

dred  and  Ninety-Six  Barrels  Distilled  Ann.. 635. 
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80t-«ff  ud  Oraatonlftlm.  —  Because  the  statutory  remedy  is  exclu- 
sive, and  also  because  a  penalty  is  not  a  contractual  liability,  it 
cannot  be  recovered  by  way  of  set-off  or  counterclaim.^ 

Maine,  —  B«als  v.  Thurlow,  63Me.  9.     intent  of  the  legislative  authority  ia 
Massachusetts.  —  Smith     v.     Drew,    connecting  the  new  offense  with  the 
5  Mass.  514;  Com.  v,  Howes,  15  Pick,    particular    remedy   prescribed    to  ex- 
clude all  other  remedies.*'    Pentlarge 
V,  Kirby,  19  Fed.  Rep.  501. 

BUI,  Plaint,  and  lafmaatiaa  were  rem- 
edies frequently  given  by  early  sut- 
utes.  It  has  been  held  that  these 
forms  of  action  do  not  include  an  in- 
Danzen-  dictment  or  criminal  information. 
State  V.  Corwin,  4  Mo.  609;  Williams 


(Mass.)    231;    Wiley   v,  Yale,   z   Met. 
(Mass.)  553. 
Nebraska,  —  State  v,  Sinnott,  15  Neb. 

472. 

New  Hampshire,  —  State  v,  Stearns, 
31  N.  H.  106. 

New    Jersey,  —  Buck     v. 
backer,  37  N.  J.  L.  359, 

New    York, — Smith  v,   Merwin,  15  v.  State,  4  Mo.  481;  Journey  v.  State, 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  185;  Greater  New  York  i  Mo.  438;  Ward  v.  Tvler,  i  Nott  &  M. 

Athletic  Club  t'.  Worster,  19  Misc.  Rep.  S.  Car.)  23;  State  v.  Meyer,  i  Spears  L. 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  443.  (S.  Car.)  306;  Sute  v,  Helgen,  i  Spears 

North  Caro/ina,  —  State  v,  Loftin,  2  L.  (S.  Car.)  310;  State  v.  Mathews,  2 

Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  31.  Brev.   (S.   Car.)  82.     Qmtra,  Sute  v, 

Oregon.  —  Sujette  v.  Wilson,  13  Ore-  Helf rid,  2  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  233.     For 

gon  515.  a  general  discussion  of  the  forms  of  ac- 

Phiiadelphia,  —  Com.    v,    Davenger,  tion  included  in  those  words,  see,  in 

10  Phila.  (Pa.)  478,30  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  addition  to  the  above  cases,  the  opinion 

321.  of  Lowell,   J.,   in   U.  S.  v,  Elliot,  25 

Rhode  Island,  —  Moies  v,  Sprague,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043. 
R.  I.  541.  An  Aetion  of  Daht  may  be  brought 

South  Carolina,  —  Porter  v,  Jefferies,  on   such  a  statute,  it  t>eing  compre- 

40S.  Car.  92;  Woodward  V.  South  Caro-  hended  in  the  word  "bill."     Sims  v. 

lina,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  47  S.  Car.  233;  State  Alderson,  8  Leigh  (Va.)  470;  Donahue 

V,  Cole,  2  McCord   L.   (S.   Car.)  117;  v.  Dougherty,  5  Raw le (Pa.)  124. 


Ward  V,  Tyler,  i  Nott  &  M.(S.  Car.) 
22. 

Texas,  —  De  Witt  v.  Dunn,  15  Tex. 
106;  De  la  Garza  v.  Booth,  28  Tex. 
478;  Scogins  V,  Perry,  46  Tex.  in. 

Vermont,  —  Brattleboro  v.  Wait,  44 

Vt.  459. 


Assumpsit  Instead  of  Debt  —  Where 
the  statute  provides  a  remedy  by  action 
in  the  nature  of  debt,  assumpsit  may 
be  brought.  Lynch  v.  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank,  22  W.  Va.  554. 

1.  Chambersburg  Bank  v.  Com.,  2 
Grant's  Cas.  (Pa.)  385;    Hade  v,  Mc- 


United     StaUs,  —  The     James     D.  Vay,  31  Ohio  St.  231. 

Parker,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,193;  U.  S.  Uinry  Bzaetod  by  National  Banki. — 

V,  Grundy,  3  Cranch  (U.  S.)  338;  Pent-  This  question  has  often  arisen  under 

large  v,  Kirby,  19  Fed.  Rep.  501;  U.  S.  the  Act  of  Congress  which  gives  an  ac- 

V,  Laescki,  29  Fed.  Rep.  699;  McGuire  tion    in    the   nature  of  debt    against 

V,   Winslow,  23   Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  425;  national  banks  to  recover  double  the 

Virginia,  etc..  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v,  U.  amount  of  usurious  interest  taken  by 

S.,  Taney's  Dec.  (U.  S.)  418,  28  Fed.  them. 

Cas.  No.  16,973;  The  Nashville,  4  Biss.  Indiana,  —  Wiley  v,  Starbucfc,  44  Ind. 

(U.  S.)  x88,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,023,  298. 

citing  Stevens  z'.  Evans,  2  Burr.  1152.  Iowa, — Grundy  Center    First   Nat. 

Canada,  —  Ex  p.    Eagles,    13    New  Bank  v,  Moore,  83  Iowa  740. 

Bruns.  51.  Kansas,  —  Concordia  First  Nat.  Bank 

England,  —  Stevens  r.   Jeacocke,   11  v,  Rowley,  52  Kan.  394;  Parkhurst  v. 

8.  B.  731,  63  E.  C.  L.  731 ;    Foster's  Clyde  First   Nat.   Bank,  53  Kan.  136; 

ase,  II  Coke  57.  Meade    Center    First    Nat.    Bank    v, 

"  Wboro  thi  (Mfinso  Is  Vow,  and  tho  Grimes,  49  Kan.  219. 

Somtdy  Froteribod,  the  general  rule  has  Kentucky,  —  Marion    Nat.    Bank  v, 

long  been   that  the  remedy   must  be  Thompson,  (Ky.   1897)  40  S.  W.  Rep. 

sought  in  the  precise  mode  and  sub-  903;    Slack    v,  Greenville  First  Nat. 

ject  to  the  precise  limitations  provided  Bank,  (Kv.  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  354. 

by  the  act  which  creates  the  offense.  Massachusetts,  —  Peterborough  First 

The  rule  Is  founded  upon  the  presumed  Nat.  Bank  v.  Childs,  133  Mass.  248. 
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^.  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  xb  tw«  lmimmii  the  penal  action 

is  in  the  alternative  only,  and  a  criminal  prosecution  will  lie  for 
the  statutory  offense,  namely,  (i)  where  the  offense  is  not  newly 
created,  but  is  punishable  at  common  law  or  by  prior  statute ;  ^ 
(2)  where  the  offense  is  new,  but  there  is  a  general  prohibitory 

clause  distinct  from  the  section  giving  the  penalty.* 

/Nebraska.  —  Norfolk    Nat.   Bank  v.  1.  Bute  v.  Williams.  7  Rob.  (La.)  252, 

Schwenk,  46  Neb.  381.  per  Bullard,   J.;   Com.  v,   Howes,   15 

ATew    York,  —  National      Bank     v.  Pick.  (Mass.)  231;  Com.  v,  Evans,  13 

Lewis,  81  N.  Y.  15,  modified  on  a  re-  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  426;  State  r.  Cole,  2  Mc 

hearing  in  75  N.  Y.  516,  10 Hun  (N.  Y.)  Cord  L.  (S.  Car.)  117;  Brattleboro  v, 

468;  National  Sute  Bank  v,  Boylan,  2  Wait,  44  Vt.  459  \dting  Reg.  v.  Wigg, 

Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  218.  2  Salk.  460];  Rex  zf.  Pitt,  i  W.  Bl.  380, 

Ohio,  —  Higley  v,  Beverly  First  Nat.  3  Burr.  1335;  Garrett  r.  Messenger,  L. 

Bank.  26  Ohio  St.  75.  R.  2  C.  P.  583,  lo  Cox  C.  C.  498. 

Pennsylvania,  —  Clarion  First  Nat.  '*  But  where  the  offense  was  anteced- 
Bank  v,  Gruber,  91  Pa.  St.  377;  ently  punishable  by  a  common-Iaw 
National  Bank  v,  Oushane,  96  Pa.  St.  proceeding,  and  a  statute  prescribes  a 
340  [overruling  Lucas  v.  Government  particular  remedy  by  a  summary  pro- 
Nat.  Bank,  78  Pa.  St.  228;  Overholt  v.  ceeding,  there  either  method  may  be 
Ml.  Pleasant  First  Nat.  Bank,  82  Pa.  pursu^,  and  the  prosecutor  is  at  lib- 
St.  490;  and  Stephens  v,  Monongahela  erty  to  proceed  either  at  common  law, 
Nat.  Bank,  88  Pa.  St.  157].  or  in  the  method   prescribed  b^  the 

West  Virginia, — National  Exch.Bank  statute,  because  there  the  sanction  is 

V,  Boylen,  26  W.  Va.  554.  cumulative,  and  does  not  exclude  the 

United  States.  —  Farmers*,  etc.,  Nat.  common-law    punishment."      Rex    v. 

Bank  v,  Dearing,  91  U.  S.  29;  Dries-  Robinson,  2  Burr.  799. 

bach  V.  Wilkesbarre  Second  Nat.  Bank,  9.  Connecticut,  —  State    v.  Bishop,  7 

104  U.  S.  52;  Barnet  r.  National  Bank,  Conn.  181. 

98  U.  S.  555;  Stephens  v.  Monongahela  Louisiana,  —  State  v.  Williams,  7  Rob. 

Nat.  Bank,  iiz  U.  S.  197,  reversing  88  (La.)  252, ^^  Bullard  and  Martin,  JT. 

Pa.  St.  157;  Dan  forth  v.  National  State  Maryland,  —  Keller  v.  State.  11  Md. 

Bank,    48    Fed.  Rep.  271;    Farmers',  525. 

etc..   Bank  v,  Hoagland,  7  Fed.  Rep.  New  Hampshire,  —  State  v,  Fletcher, 

159.  5  N.  H.  257. 

See  also  Brown  v,  Erie  Second  Nat.  New  York,  —  People  v.   Brown,    16 

Bank,  72  Pa.  St.  909:  McNeal  v,  Leon-  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  562. 

ard,    I    Allen    (Mass.)   399:    Scottish  Nortk  Carolina,  —  State  v,  Parker,  91 

Mortff.,  etc..  Invest.  Co.  v,  McBroom,  N,  Car.  650. 

6  N.  Mex.  573;  Porter  v,  Jefferies,  40  Pennsylvania,  —  See    also    Edge  v, 

S.  Car.  92.  Com.,  7  Pa.  St.  275,  cited  in  Com.  v,  Hol- 

Vtw  York  BaaUag  Att  —  The  same  land,  153  Pa.  St.  233;  Com.  v,  Evans, 
ruling  has  been  made  in  New  York  un-  13  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  426. 
der  a  sute  banking  act  identical  with  South  Carolina,  —  State  v,  Thomp- 
that  of  Congress,  passed  to  place  bank-  son,  2  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.)  12. 
ing  associations  organized  and  doing  Tennessee,  —  Spence  v.  State,  (Jack- 
business  under  state  laws  on  an  equal-  son  1870)  2  King's  Tenn.  Dig.,  §  2029. 
ity  with  national  banks.  Caponigri  v,  Texas,  —  Bush  v.  Republic,  i  Tex. 
Altieri,  2^  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  304,  reverse  455. 

ing  22  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  loi,  21  Misc.  Vermont,  —  Brattleboro  v.  Wait,  44 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  510.  Vt.  459. 

Iquitabls  StI-oit  — A  judgment  ob-  C/niud  States,-— V.  S.  v,  Bougher,  6 

taxned  in  a  penal  action  may,  however,  McLean  (U.  S.)  277,  distinguished  in  U. 

be  used  for  purposes  of  a  set-off  to  the  S.  v,  Laescki,  29  Fed.  Rep.  701 ;  U.  S. 

same     extent    as    other    judgments,  v.  Elliot,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043;  U. 

Barbour  v.  National  Exch.   Bank,  50  S.  v,  Moore,  11  Fed.  Rep.  249;  U.  S.  v, 

Ohio  St.  90;    Lebanon  Nat.  Bank  v,  Howard,  17    Fed.  Rep.  638;  U.  S.  v. 

Karmany,  98  Pa.  St.  65,  cited  with  ap*  Stocking,  87  Fed.  Rep.  857,  criticising 

proval  in  Osborn  v,  Athens  First  Nat.  U.  S.  v,  Payne,  22  Fed.  Rep.  426,  and 

Bank,  154  Pa.  St.  134.  Matter  of  Seagraves,  4  Okla.  422. 
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Pra&i  Aodott  BMtfiifttid  V7  ftetnte.  —  A  criminal  prosecution  bv 
indictment  will  not  lie  where  the  form  of  penal  action  which  shsul 
be  pursued  is  designated  by  the  statute.^ 

Crimiiua  Protemtioa  AUinrsd  \ff  ImpUMliOB.  —  If  the '  statute,  in 
addition  to  giving  a  form  of  action,  uses  general  words  which 
show  that  no  proper  proceeding  is  intended  to  be  excluded,  an 
indictment  as  well  as  a  penal  action  will  lie.* 

Wher«  Vo  Form  of  Aetion  Ii  PrMoribed  and  no  appropriation  is  made 
of  the  penalty,  the  right  to  recover  the  penalty  being  in  the  state, 
some  authorities  have  held  that  an  indictment  as  well  as  a  penal 
action  will  lie.*  This  seems,  however,  to  be  incorrect;  and  a 
fixed  sum  of  money,  whether  given  by  a  penal  statute  or  other- 
wise, can  be  recovered  only  by  action  of  debt  or  civil  action  under 
the  code.* 

England.  ^Ktx  ».  Wright,  I  Burr.  Ion,  35  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,085;  U.  S.  v, 

543;  Rex  V.  Harris,  4  T.  R.  202;  Ex  /.  Abbou,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,416;  Auy.- 

Hartt,  8New  Bruns.  122;  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Gen.  9.  Radloff,  io£xch;84;  ColHnson 

Radloff,  10  Exch.  84;   Reg.  v.  Craw-  v.  Newcastle,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  i  C.  &  K. 

shaw,  Bell  C.  C.  303.  546,  47  E.  C.  L.  546. 

Aet  Vot  (Mfinio  at  Oonmon  Law.  —  In  S.  z  Chitty's  Crim.  L.  163  Uited  in 

People  V.  Brown,  16  Wend.  (N.  V.)  561,  State  v,  Meyer,  i  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.) 

it   was  said:  **  It  was  admitted  that  306];    Ransdell    v.  Patterson,   i  App. 

where  an  act  is  not  an  offense  at  com-  Cas.  (D.  C.)  489;  U.  S.  v.  Hoskins,  5 

mon  law,  but  is  made  so  by  statute,  an  Mackey  (D.  C.)  478;  State  v.  Williams, 

indictment  will  He,  where  there  is  a  7  Rob.  <La.)  252,  per  Morphy,  T. ;  State 

substantive    prohibitory    clause,    but  v.    Sinnott,   15    Neb.    473;    Hilton  v. 

that  it  is  otherwise  where  the  statute  is  Morse,  2  West.  L.  M.  (Ohio)  317,  2  Ohio 

not  prohibitory,  and  only  inflicts  a  for-  Dec.  (Reprint)  292;  Com.  ».  Betts.  76 

feiture  for  the  doing  of  a  specified  act.  Pa.  St.  465  [citing  Wood  v.  Com.,  12  S. 

and  provides  for  the  remedy."  &  R.  (Pa.)  214;  Gearhart  v,  Dixon,  i 

'*  I  always  took  it  that   where  new  Pa.  St.  228];  Hatch  r.  Robinson,  26  Vt. 

created  offenses  are  only  prohibited  by  737;  U.  S.  v.  Laescki,  29  Fed.  Rep.  699. 

the  general  prohibitory  clause  of  an  See  also  Com.    9.   Walters,   6    Dana 

Act  of  Parliament,  an  indictment  will  (Ky.)  291. 

lie;  but  where  there  is  a  prohibitory  4.  Indiana,  —  Davis    v.    State,     119 

particular  clause  specifying  only  par-  Ind.  555. 

ticular  remedies,  there  such  particular  Louisiana,  —  State    v.    Williams,    7 

remedy  must  be  pursued.     For  other-  Rob.  (La.)  252,  per  Martin,  J. 

wise  the  defendant  would  be  liable  to  New  York.  —  People  v.   Bennett,   5 

a  double  prosecution;    one   upon   the  Abb.     Pr.   (N.   Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  384, 

general  prohibition  and  the  other  upon  affirmed  t  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  343;  People 

the  particular  specific  remedy.**     Per  v.   Page,    3    Park.    Cr.    Rep.    (N.    Y. 

Lord  Mansfield,  in  Rex  v.  Wright,  i  Supreme  Ct.)  600;  'Van  Zant  v.  People, 

Burr.  543.  2  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

1.  I  Chitty's  Crim.  L.  162;  State  v.  168;  Buffalo  v.  Schliefer,  25  Hun  (N. 
Huffschmidt,  47  Mo.  73;  State  v.  Y.)  275;  Foote  r.  People,  56  N.  Y.  321; 
Dougher,  49  Mo.  409;  State  v.  Snider,  People  v,  Hislop,  77  N.  Y.  331,  i6  Hun 
49  Mo.  409;  Sute  v.  Snuggs,  85  N.  (N.  Y.)  577,  Astingmsking  Behan  7. 
Car-  541;  Rawlings  v.  Sute,  39  Tex.  People,  17  N.  Y.  516,  and  Hill  v. 
200;  State  V,  Garcia,  38  Tex.  543;  U.  S.  People.  20  N.  Y.  363. 

V.  Ellis.  I  Cranch  (C.  C.)  125;  Castle*s         Tennessee, --^XAVt  v.  Maze,  6  Humph. 
Case,  Cro.  Jac.  643.  (Tcnn.)   17;    Moore  v.   Sute,  9  Yerg. 

2.  People  V,  Stevens,  13  Wend.  (N.    (Tenn.)  353. 

Y.)  341;  Behan  v.  People,  17  N.  Y.  516;  UniUd  States.  —  Matthews  v.  Offley, 

Com.  V,  Richards,  i  Va.  Cas.  133;  U.  3  Sumn.  (U.  S.)  115;  Ex  p.  Marquand, 

S.  V.  Morin,  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)93;  U.  S.  v.  2  Gall.  (U.  S.)  552;   The  LeweUen,  4 

Craft,    43    Fed.    Rep.    374;    U.   S.  v,  Biss.  (U.  S.)  156;  U.  S.  v,  Tilden,  s8 

Moore,  11  Fed.  Rep.  249;  U.  S.  v,  Fene-  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,533. 
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c.  Penal  and  Other  Civil  Actions  —  (i)  New  Offenses.  — 
Where  the  statute  creates  a  new  public  offense  an  action  at  com- 
mon law  will  not  usually  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  party  aggrieved, 
but  the  penal  action  is  exclusive.  It  is  otherwise,  however,  if  the 
purpose  of  the  enactment  is  to  confer  a  private  right  in  addition 
to  inflicting  punishment.^ 

In  Stockwell  v,  U.  S.,  13  Wall.  (U.  be  applied  in  determining  wliether  the 
S.)  531,  the  court,  fer  Strong,  J.,  sup-  party  injured  may  have  an  action  at 
ports  this  view  of  the  law  in  the  follow-  common  law  is  stated  by  Cooley,  J.,  in 
ing  language:  *'  Nor  is  it  doubted  that  the  following  language:  **  The  nature 
when  a  statute  gives  to  a  private  per-  of  the  duty  and  the  benefits  to  be  ac- 
son  a  right  to  recover  a  penalty  for  a  complished  through  its  performance 
violation  of  law,  he  may  maintain  an  must  generally  determine  whether  it  is 
action  of  debt,  but  it  is  insisted  that  a  duty  to  the  public  in  part  or  exclu- 
when'the  government  proceeds  for  a  sively,  or  whether  individuals  may 
penalty  based  on  an  o£fense  against  claim  that  it  is  a  duty  imposed  whollv 
law,  it  must  be  by  indictment  or  by  in-  or  in  part  for  their  especial  benefit, 
formation.  No  authority  has  been  ad-  Taylor  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  45 
duced  in  support  of  this  position,  and  Mich.  74,  quoted  vnth  appnnfal  in  Hayes 
it  is  believed  that  none  exists.  It  can-  v,  Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.,  zii  U.  S. 
not  be  that  whether  an  action  of  debt  228,  followed  in  Cook  v,  Johnston,  ^  58 
is  maintainable  or  not  depends  upon  Mich.  437,  and  Joslyn  v,  Detroit,  74 
the  question  who  is  the  plaintiff.  Debt  Mich.  458.  See  also,  for  a  good  discus- 
lies  whenever  a  sum  certain  is  due  to  sion  of  the  rule,  Gorris  v,  Scott,  L.  R. 
the  plaintiff,  or  a  sum  which  can  readily  9  Exch.  125. 

be  reduced  to  a  certainty  —  a  sum  re-  Applioationof  Bule.  —  For  various  ap* 

quiring  no  future  valuation  to  settle  its  plications  of  the  rule,  see  the  following 

amount.     It  is  not  necessarily  founded  cases: 

upon  contract.      It  is  immaterial  in  Alabama,  —  Grey  v.  Mobile    Trade 

what  manner  the  obligation  was  in-  Co.,  55  Ala.  387,  28  Am.  Rep.  729  [com- 

curred,  or  by  what  it  is  evidenced,  if  pare  Gorris  v.  Scott,  L.  R.  9  £xch.  125]. 

the  sum  owing  is  capable  of  being  defi-  Georgia,  —  Augusta,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 

nitely  ascertained.    The   Act  of  1823  McElmurry,  24  Ga.  75;  Nashville,  etc., 

fixes  the  amount  of    the  liability  at  R.  Co.  v,  Heggie,  86  Ga.  210. 

double  the  value  of  the  goods  received.  Nebraska.  —  Hale  v,  Missouri  Pac. 

concealed,  or  purchased,  and  the  only  R.  Co.,  36  Neb.  266. 

party  injured  by  the  illegal  acts,  which  New  Hampshire,  —  Hall  v.   Brown, 

subject  the  perpetrators  to  the  liability,  54  N.  H.  495,  58  N.  H.  93. 

is  the  United  States.     It  would  seem.  New    York,  —  Almy    v,    Harris,    5 

therefore,  that  whether  the  liability  in-  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  176  \criHcised  in  Barden 

curred  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  penalty,  v,  Crocker,  lo  Pick.  (Mass.)  383] ;  Dud- 

or  as  liquidated  damages  for  an  injury  ley  v,  Mayhew,  3  N.  Y.  9;    Willy  v, 

done  to  the  United  States,  it  is  a  debt,  Mulledy,  78  N.  Y.  310;  Pauley  v.  Steam 

and  as  such  it  must  be  recoverable  in  a  Gauge,  etc.,  Co.,  131  N.  Y.  90;  Huda 

civil  action.'*  v,  American  Glucose  Co.,   154  N.  Y. 

BMMm  of  Bole.  —  "  As  anything  that  474. 

we  should  call  a  contract  was  not  its  Pennsylvania,  —  Schott    v,   Harvey, 

[action  of  debt's]  essence,  we  soon  find  105  Pa.  St.  222;  Mack  v,  Wright,  180 

that  it  can  be  used  whenever  a  fixed  Pa.  St.  472. 

sum, '  a  sum  certain,'  is  due  from  one  South    Carolina,  — Gibbes  v.   Beau- 
man  to  another.    Statutory  penalties  fort,  20  S.  Car.  213. 
and    forfeitures    under    police    laws,  Texas,  —  Norwood  v,  Galveston,  etc., 
amercements     inflicted     by     inferior  R.  Co.,   12  Tex.  Civ.   App.   560;    Ft. 
courtt,  money  adjudged  by  any  court  Worth,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Daggett,  87  Tex. 
to  be  due,  can  be  recovered  by  it.    This  322;  Galveston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Warn- 
was  never  forgotten  in  England  so  long  ken,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  645. 
as  the  old  system  of  common-law  plead-  Vermont,  —  Wakefield    v.  Connect!- 
ing  was  retained."   2  Pol.  ftMait.  Hist.  cut.  etc..  River  R.  Co.,  37  Vt.  330. 
Eng.  Law  208.  Virginia,  —  Chesapeake,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

1,  Bnls  of  OoBStnetiinL  —  The  test  to  v,  American  Exch.  Bank.  92  Va.  495. 
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OrdiaaaoM.  —  This  rule  is  applicable  to  ordinances  inflicting 
penalties,  but  they  are  usually  held  not  to  create  a  duty  enforce- 
able at  common  law,  but  only  to  give  a  penalty  for  a  public 
offense  recoverable  by  penal  action.* 

(2)  Common-law  Injuries.  —  On  the  other  hand,  if  an  offense 
is  made  of  an  injury  for  which  the  party  aggrieved  may  sue  at 
common  law,  the  penal  action  is  cumulative,  even  though  the 
statute  gives  the  penalty  to  him  instead  of  to  the  state  or  a  com- 
mon informer.' 

England.  —  Atkinson  v.  New  Castle,  CcAifi  ^  La.  Ann.  753:  Flynn  v.  Can- 

etc,   Waterworks  Co.,   2   Exch.   Div.  ton  Co.,  40  Md.  312;  Philadelphia,  etc., 

441,   reversing    L.    R.    6    Exch.    404;  R.  Co.  t^.  Ervin,  89  Pa.  St.  71;  Heeney 

Couch  V,  Steel,  3  El.  &  BI.  402,  77  E.  v,   Sprague.    11    R.    I.  456;    Grant  v, 

C.  L.402;  Millari/.  Tajrlor.4Burr.  2323;  Slater  Mill,  etc.,  Co..  14  R.  I.  38o[rrxft- 

Beckfords^.  Hood,  7  T.  R.  616;  Novello  cising  Aldrich  v,  Howard,  7  R.  I.  87]; 

V,  Sudlow,  12  C.  B.  177,  74  E.  C.  L.  177;  Brown  v.  Buffalo,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  22  N. 

Blamires  v.  Lancashire,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  Y.  191,  three  judges  dissenting  {criH- 

L.  R.  8  Exch.  283:  Stevens  t/.  Jeacocke,  cised  in  Jeiter  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R. 

It  Q.  B  731,  63  E.  C.  L.  731;  Vallance  Co.,  2  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  154,  2  Abb.  App. 

V,  Falle,  13  Q.  B.  Div.  109.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)458,  \i}x\.approved\xi  Knupfle 

See  also  General  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v,  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co..  84  N.  Y.  488, 

Morrison,  13  C.  B.  581.  76  E.  C.  L.  581  reversing  23  Hun  (N.  Y.)  159I;  Fillo  v, 

[cited  in   Hoffman  v.  Union  Ferry  Co.,  Jones,  4  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  328;  Charleston 

47  N.  Y.  176];  Lyme  Regis  v.  Henley  i  v.  Ashley  Phosphate  Co..  34  S.  Car.  541, 

Bing.  N.  Cas.  222,  27  E.  C.  L.  366,  3  B.  distinguishing  Information  Against  OH- 

&  Ad.  77,  23  E.  C.  L.  32;  Anne  Arun-  ver,  21  S.  Car.  323.     Compare  State  v, 

del  County  v.  Duckett,   20  Md.  468;  Poulterer,  16  Cal.  515;  Bott  v.  Pratt.  33 

Thayer  v.  Boston,  19  Pick.  (Mass.)  516;  Minn.  323,  53  Am.  Rep.  47;  Osborne  v. 

Stetson  V,  Faxon,  19  Pick.  (Mass.)  153.  McMasters.  40  Minn.   103:   Salisbury 

In  the  leading  case  of  Atkinson  v.  v,  Herchenroder,  106  Mass.  458;  Kirby 
Newcastle,  etc..  Waterworks  Co.,  2  v,  Boylston  Market  Assoc,  14  Gray 
Exch.  Div.  441,  reversing  L.  R.  6  Exch.  (Mass.)  249.  See  also  Massoth  v.  Dela- 
404.  and  criticising  Couch  z/.  Steel,  3  El.  ware,  etc..  Canal  Co.,  64  N.  Y.  524. 
&  Bl.  402,  77  E.  C.  L.  402,  Brett.  L.  J.,  Virginia.  —  Code  Va.  1873,  c.  145, 
said:  **  I  entertain  the  strongest  doubt  §  5  (Code  1887.  ^  2900),  provides  that 
whether  the  broad  rule  there  enun-  **  any  person  injured  by  the  violation 
ciated  can  be  maintained,  the  rule,  that  of  any  statute  may  recover  from  the 
is  to  say,  that  where  a  new  duty  is  offender  such  damages  as  he  may 
created  by  statute,  and  a  penalty  is  sustain  by  reason  hi  the  violation, 
imposed  for  its  breach,  which  penalty  although  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  for 
is  to  go  to  the  person  injured  by  such  such  violation  be  thereby  imposed, 
breach,  the  penalty,  however  small  and  unless  the  same  be  expressly  men- 
inadequate  a  compensation  it  may  be,  tioned  to  be  in  lieu  of  such  damages." 
is  in  such  a  case  to  be  regarded  as  in-  Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Irvine,  84  Va. 
dicating  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  553,  citing  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v, 
legislature  that  there  should  be  no  Reynolds,  77  Va.  178. 
action  by  such  person  for  damages,  but  2.  Maine,  —  Hayes  v.  Porter,  22  Me. 
that,  where  a  similar  duty  is  created,  371. 

and  a  similar  penalty  imposed  which        Massachusetts,  —  Salem     Turnpike, 

is  not  to  go  to  the  person  injured,  then  etc..  Corp.   v.  Hayes,  5  Cush.  (Mass.) 

the  intention  is  that  he  is  to  have  a  458;  Heridia  v.  Ayres,  12  Pick.  (Mass.) 

right  of  action.    I  do  not  think  that  that  335;     Barden    v,    Crocker,    10    Pick, 

proposition  can  be    supported.*'     Cited  (Mass.)  383. 

m  Hayes  v.  Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.,  iii        Missouri,  —  Iba  v,  Hannibal,  etc.,  R. 

U.  S.  228.  Co.,  45  Mo.  469. 

1.  Vandyke  v,  Cincinnati,  i  Disney        New     Vorh,  —  Susquehannah,    etc., 

(Ohio)  532;  Chambers  v.  Ohio  L.  Ins.,  Turnpike  Road  Co.  v.  People.  15  Wend, 

etc.,  Co.,  I  Disney  (Ohio)  327;  Hart-  (N.  Y.)  267;  Almv  v.  Harris,  5  Johns, 

ford  V.  Talcott,  48  Conn.  525;  Miles  v.  (N.  Y.)    176;    Scidmore  v.   Smith,    13 
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Aetkai  te  DmiUa  Suuigii.  —  Where  statutes  give  double  or  treble 
damages  to  the  party  aggrieved  for  a  common-law  injury,  he  may 
sue  either  at  common  law  or  upon  the  statute,  at  his  discretion.^ 

d.  Injunction  and  Mandamus.  —  The  fact  that  a  penal 
action  lies  for  a  breach  of  the  statute  will  not  exclude  relief  by 
injunction  or  mandamus  in  a  proper  case.' 

5.  Trial  by  Jury  —  As  in  CiTil  Oaftf.  —  Parties  to  a  penal  action  are 
usually  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  only  when  such  a  trial  may  be 
demanded  in  other  civil  cases.' 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  322;  Farmer's  Turnpike  v,    Dawson,    13    S.   &    R.   (Pa.)  246; 

Road  r.  Coventry,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  389.  Hughes v,  Stevens,  36  Pa.  St.  320;  Rich- 

New  Hampshire.  -^  Benton  v.  Good-  ards  v,  McGrath,  100  Pa.  St.  389];  Mor- 
ale, 66  N.  H.  424;  Hall  v.  Brown,  54  rison  v.  Gross,  i  Browne  (Pa.)  i. 
N.  H.  495.  58  N.  H.  93.  South  Carolina,  ^Cocktti^    v,   Sin- 

Texas,  —  De  la  Garza  v.  Booth,  28  gletary,  15  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  240. 

Tex.  478.  Texas,  —  Schloss  v,  Atchison,   etc., 

F>r»wm/.  — Roys  V.  Roys,  13  Vt.  543.  R.  Co.,  85  Tex.  601;  Murray  v.  Gulf, 

West    Virginia,  —  Hall    v.   Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  63  Tex.  407. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  36.  "  The  statutory  action  is  cumulative 

United  States,  —  Hatch  v.  The  Steam  to  the  common-law  remedy,  or  perhaps 

Boat  Boston,  3  Fed.  Rep.  807;  Jones  v,  rather  an  optional  or  alternative  rem- 

Vanzandt,  2  McLean  (U.  S.)  611.  edy;    for  a  resort  to  either  would  be 

England.  —  Ashby  v.  White,   2  Ld.  a  bar  to  the  other."  Hughes  t/.  Stevens, 

Raym.  938;  Rowning  v.  Goodchild,  2  36  Pa.  St.  320. 

"W.  Bl.  907,  Hted  in  Barnes  v,  Foley,  5  2.  Cooper  v,  Whittingham,   15  Ch. 

Burr.   2716,  3   Wils.   443;    Caswell  v,  Div.  501;  Rex  v.  Clear,  4  B.  &  C.  899. 

Worth,  5  El.  &  Bl.  849, 85  E.  C.  L.  849;  10  E.  C.  L.  466.     See  also  Tonson  v. 

Millar  v,  Taylor,  4   Burr.  2323;  Wil-  Collins,  i  W.  Bl.  301,  322;  Livingstone. 

Hams  V,  Golding,  L.  R.  i  C.  P.  69.  Van  Ingen,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  507;  Wal- 

**  The  rule  stated  in  Com.  Dig.,  Ac-  lack    v.  Society,  etc.,   67  N.    Y.    23; 

tion  upon  Statute,  C,  is:  *  If  a  statute  Powell  v,  Redfield,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)45» 

gives  a  remedy  in  the  affirmative  (with-  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,359. 

out  a  negative  expressed  or  implied)  8.  Reagh   v,   Spann,  3  Stew.   (Ala.) 

for  a  matter  which  was  actionable  by  100;    Floyd  v,  Eaton  ton,   14  Ga.  354; 

the  common  law,  the  party  may  sue  at  Williams  v,  Augusta,  4  Ga.  509;  Gar- 

the  common  law,  as  well  as  upon  the  nett  v.  Jennings,  (Kv.  1898)  44  S.  W. 

statute;  for  this  does  not  take  away  the  Rep.  382;    People  v,  Hoffman,  3  Mich, 

common  law.'  "     Barden  v,  Crocker,  249;   Ex  p.  Kiburg,  10  Mo.  App.  442; 

10  Pick.   (Mass.)  383,   citing  Com.   v.  Charleston  v.  Stel^es,  10  Rich.   L.  (S. 

Chapin,  5  Pick.  (Mass.)  199.     To  the  Car.)  438,  distinguishing  Anderson   v, 

same  effect,   see  Susquehannah,  etc..  Fowler,  i  Hill  L.  (S.  Car.)  226. 

Turnpike    Road    Co.    v.    People,    15  Actioas  for  Soubto  or  Txoble  Bamagoi. 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  267.  — "  In  such  cases  the  party  subject  to 

1.  Connecticut,  —  Broschart  v.  Tuttle,  the  penalty  is  as  much  interested  in  the 

59  Conn.  I.  assessment  of  the  damages,  and  has 

Illinois,  —  Amend  v.  Murphy,  69  111.  the  same  right  to  a   hearing  on  the 

337;  Cornelia  v.  Ellis,  11  111.  584;  Pace  question  of  damages,  and  to  the  same 

V,  Vaughn,  6  III.  30;  Cushing  v.  Dill,  3  mode  of  trial,  as  where  he  is  sued  in  a 

III.  460;  Camp  V,  Ganley,  6  111.  App.  civil  action  sounding  in  damages;  and 

499-  the  amount  of  the  damages  is  deter- 

lowa.  —  Heiserman    v,    Burlington,  mined  by  the  jury  who  try  the  general 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  63  Iowa  732.  nuestion  of  the  defendant's  liability  for 

Kentucky,  —  Bell  v,  Norris,  79  Ky.  48.  the  penalty.'*     East  Kingston  v,  Towle, 

New  Hampshire  — Ome  v,  Roberts,  48   N.  H.  57.     See  also  Hines  r.  Dar- 

51  N.  H.  no.  ling,  99  Mich.  47. 

New  York,  —  Dygert  v,  Schenck,  23  Trial  by  Jury  on  Appeal.  —  In  penal 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  446.  actions  in  which  the  defendant  is  en 

Pennsylvania,  —  Rees  v,  Emerick,  6  titled  to  a  trial  by  jury  it  will  be  suffi- 

S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  286  [followed  in  Garvin  cient  if  provision  is  made  for  such  a 
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la  Aetiaaa  for  ForCaitvra  of  Froporty.  —  In  penal  actions  for  the  for- 
feiture of  property,  trial  by  jury  is  ordinarily  regulated  by  the 
rules  applicable  to  civil  actions  rather  than  those  which  govern 
criminal  prosecutions.^ 

VlolatioBB  Coaiiderod  aa  Wtodoiaoaaoro.  —  In  some  instances  it  has  been 
held  that  jurisdiction  may  be  conferred  on  magistrates  to  try 
penal  actions  without  a  jury,  on  the  theory  that  the  violations  of 
the  statutes  are  misdemeanors.* 

6.  Control  over  Suit  —  a.  Action  by  Informer.  —  Where  the 
action  is  brought  by  an  informer  he  is  entitled  to  absolute  control 
over  the  proceedings  although  the  state  or  another  may  be  entitled 
to  share  in  the  penalty.' 

trial  on  appeal  from  a  lower  court.     It  In  an   action  to  recover  a  penalty 

is   not  necessary  that  the  trial    take  given  by  a  by-law,  the  freemen  of  a 

place  in  the  first  instance.     Colon  v.  corporation  are  not  competent  to  act  as 

Lisk,  13  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  903;  Com.  v.  jurors,  because  of  their  mteresL     Hes- 

McCann,  174  Pa.  St.   19,  wherein  the  keth  v.  Braddock,  3  Burr.  1847. 

court  said:    '*  Regulating  the  method  1.  Haney  v.  Compton,  36  N.  J.  L. 

by  which  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  507;  Day  v.  Compton,  37  N.  J.  L.  514. 

court  may  be  brought  into  a  superior  This  Bait   AppUes   in   XTnitad   StaUs 

court  for  trial,  so  that  a  jury  may  be  Courts  Only  to  Cmm  in  which  the  seiz- 

reached  and   their  verdict  upon  any  ure  is  made  on  land;  otherwise  it  is  a 

question  of  fact  in  dispute  obtained,  is  cause  of  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 

not  a  denial  of  trial  by  jury.     It  is,  on  diction,  and  the  trial  must  be  to  the 

the  contrary,  a  '  casting  up  of  the  high-  court.     Morris's  Cotton,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

way '  over  which,  in  the  judgment  of  507;  The  Sarah,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  391: 

the  people  as  expressed  in  their  funda-  U.   S.    v.    The     Schooner    Betsey,    4 

mental  law,  suitors  should  go  in  order  Cranch  (U.  S.)  443;    U.  S.  v.  La  Ven- 

to  reach  a  trial  by  jury  in  a  certain  geance,  3  Dall.  (U.  S.)  297;  Clark  v.  U. 

class  of  cases.*'  S.,  2  Wash.  (U.  S.)  519,  5  Fed.  Cas. 

Aetion  fbr  FaUnre  to  Diwdiargo  Xort-  No.  2,837 ;  U.  S.  v.  The  Steamship  The 

gage.  —  In  a  penal  action  brought  by  a  Queen,  4  Ben.  (U.  S.)  237;  U.  S.  v.  The 

mortgagor  for  a  failure  to  discharge  his  Steamer  Missouri,  3  Ben.  (U.  S.)  508,  9 

mortgage  of  record,  either  of  the  par-  Blatchf.   (U.  S.)  433;    A  Quantity  of 

ties  to  the  suit  has  an  absolute  right  to  Manufactured  Tobacco,  10  Ben.  (U.  S.) 

a    trial   by   jury.     Stevens  v.   Homes  447;    The   Meteor,    17   Fed.   Cas.  No. 

Sav.,  etc.,  Assoc,  (Idaho  1898)  51  Pac.  9,498;  The  Paolinas,  11  Fed.  Rep.  171. 

Rep.  779.  Whm  8aoh  Actions  Aro  Criminal  in 

Hew  York.  —  In  this  state  it  is  said  Thdr  Vatnro,  the  defendant  is  entitled 

that  it  is  a  matter  of  public  notoriety  to  a  trial  by  jury  as  in  other  criminal 

that  suits  for  penalties,  whether  in  per-  prosecutions.       Com.     v.     Reed,     162 

sonam  or  in  rem  for  the  forfeiture  of  Mass.  215;    Fisher  v.  McGirr,  i  Gray 

property,  have  generally  been  tried  be-  ^Mass.)  i;   Greene  v.  Briggs,  i  Curt, 

fore  a  jury.     Wood   v.   Brooklyn,   14  (U.  S.)  311. 

Barb.  (N.  Y.)425;  Colon  v.  Lisk,  13  N.  3.  McGear  v.  Woodruff,  33  N.  J.  L. 

I.  37  N.  J.  - 


Y.  App.  Div.  203;  Fire  Department  v,    213;    Howe  v,  Plainfield,  37_N.  J.  L. 
Harrison,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  455,  1 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  273,  18  How.   Pr. 


Harrison,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  455,  17  How.     145;  Sparks  v.  Stokes,  40  N.  I.  L.  487; 

(N.  Y.)    Greeley  v.   Passaic,  42  N.   J.  L.   87; 


181,  9  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  i.  Carter  v.  Camden  Dist.  Ct.,  49  N.  J.  L. 

Qnaliiloations  of  Juron.  —  Penal   ac-  600;   Shivers  r.  Newton,  45  N.  J.  L. 

tions  are  included  in  the  statute  4  and  469;    Wendt  v.  Craig,  67  Pa.  St.  427, 

5  Anne,  c.  16,  and  amendatory  acts,  following  Van  Swartow  v.  Com.,  24  Pa. 

and   the   venire   must   come  from  the  St.   131.     See   also   State    v.    Zeigler, 

body  of  the  county  and  not  merely  from  32   N.  J.   L.  262;   Com.  v,  Avery,  14 

the  vicinage  as  under  the  early  law.  Bush  (Ky.)  625;  Ex  p,  Klburg,  10  Mo. 

Wynne    v,    Middleton,    z    Wils.    125;  App.  442. 

French  v,  Wiltshire,  2  Stra.  1085,  Andr.        8.  Canfield  v.  Mitchell,  43  Conn.  169; 

99,  67.  Burnham   v.   Barker,  2  Root  (Conn.) 
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OompoiindlBf  Tmal  AettoM.  —  Where  the  penal  action  is  brought  by 
an  informer  who  is  entitled  only  to  a  share  of  the  penalty,  and 

not  to  the  whole  sum,  he  cannot  compound  it  with  the  defendant 
without  first  obtaining  leave  of  court.  ^ 

iMTt  Owiattioiial.  —  In  the  absence  of  consent  on  the  part  of  the 
state  or  other  having  a  share  in  the  proceedings,  leave  to  com- 

526;  Hyde  V.  Hyde,  4  Coon.  1x7;  Mat-  Hart  v.  Meyers,  7  U.  C.  Q.  B.  416; 

ter  of  Atty.-Gen.,  Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  Howell  r.  Morris,  i  Wils.  79;    Rex  v. 

3S5;  Lynch  v.  The  Steamer  Economy,  Clifton,  5  T.  R.  257;  Crowder  v.  Wag- 

27  Wis.  69;  U.  S.  V.  Griswold,  5  Sawy.  staff,   i  B.  &    P.   z8;    Anonymous,    i 

(U.  S.)  25,  30  Fed.  Rep.  762.  Wils.  130;    Maughan  v.  Walker,  5  T. 

Aetton  by  InfMniiffr  in  AnoUur's  Kamt.  R.  98;  Wood  v,  Cassin,  2  W.  Bl.  11 57; 

—  This  rule  extends  to  actions  which  Bradshaw  v.  Mottram,  i  Stra.  167;  Lee 

by  statute  are  to  be  brought  and  car-  v,  Cass,  2  Taunt.  213;  Rex  v.  Collier, 

ried  on  by  an  informer  though  they  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  581 ;    Morgan  v.  Lute,  z 

must  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  state  Chit.  Rep.  381,  18  E.  C.  L.  iii;  Bellis 

or  other  body  politic.     U.  S.  v.  Gris-  v.  Beale,  i  Chit.  Rep.  381,  note.    See 

wold,  5  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  2$,  30  Fed.  Rep.  also  Stock  v.  Eagle,   2  W.   Bl.  1052; 

762;    Bush  V.  U.  S.,  13  Fed.  Rep.  625;  Webb  v.  Punter,  2  Stra.  1217;  Wright 

Record  v.  Messenger,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.)  v,  Stevenson,  5  Taunt.  850,  i   E.  C.  L. 

283  [citing  Barlow  v.  Pease,  5  Hun  (N.  285;    Wood  v.  Johnson,  2  W.  Bl.  1157, 

Y.)  564];    Samuell  v,  Sherman,  170  III.  note;  Brery  v.  Levy,  i  W.  Bl.  443. 

265.  Exoeptions.  —  The  rule  that  a  penal 

An  objection  that  the  informer  is  action  cannot  be  compounded  without 
prosecuting  in  the  name  of  another  leave  of  court  does  not  apply  to  actions 
without  authority  cannot  be  taken  by  where  the  plaintiff  is  an  officer  suing 
the  defendant  in  the  penal  action,  but  in  his  official  capacity.  Bellinger  v, 
only  by  the  one  in  whose  name  the  Birge,  54  Hun  (N.  Y.)  511,  Merwin,  J., 
action  is  being  prosecuted.  Excise  dissenting.  See  also  People  v.  Leonard, 
Com'rs  V,  Purdy,  36  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  266,  74  N.  Y.  443;  Hess  r.  Appell,  62  How. 
13  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  434,  22  How.  Pr.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Marine  Ct.)  313. 
(N.  Y.)  506,  Leonard,  J.,  dissenting;  Nor  does  the  rule  apply  to  actions 
Thayer  v.  Lewis,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.)  269;  on  statutes  that  are  remedial  rather 
Pomroy  v.  Sperry,  16  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  than  penal.  Wall ».  Metropolitan  Stock 
Supreme  Ct.)  2ii.  Contra^  where  the  Exch.,  168  Mass.  282;  Shea  v.  Metro- 
name  is  that  of  the  people  or  state,  politan  Stock  Exch.,  168  Mass.  284, 
which  may  only  be  used  by  the  proper  note. 

state  official.     People  v.  Belknap,   58  TJnited  StaUi.  —  By  Act  of  Congress 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  241;    People  v.  Lamb,  85  the    secretary    of    the  United    States 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  171.  treasury  has  the  discretionary  power  in 

Where  the  defendant  may  object  to  many  instances  to  remit  or   mitigate 

the  plaintiff's  capacity  to  sue,  he  must  penalties  at  any  time  before  distnbu- 

do  so  by  demurrer  or  by  allegation  in  tion.    whether  they  are  such    as    are 

his    answer,    or    the    defect    will    be  given  to  the  United  States,  or  in  whole 

waived.     People  v.  Lamb,  85  Hun  (N.  or  in  part  to  the  informer.     U.  S.  v, 

Y.)   171,   citing   Lee  v.   Delehanty,   25  Morris,  10  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  246,  affirming 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  197.  I  Paine  (U.  S.)  209;  M'Lane  v.  U.  S.,  6 

Kollt  Frosequi.  —  The    state    cannot  Pet.  (U.  S.)405;    Dorsheimer  v,  U.  S., 

enter  a  nolle  prosequi  in  an  action  com-  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  166;  U.  S.  v.  Collier,  3 

menced  by  a  common  informer  so  as  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  325,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

to  prevent  the  informer  from  prosecut-  14,833;  Confiscation  Cases,  7  Wall.  (U. 

ing  for  his  share  of  the  penalty.     Mc-  S.)  454;    U.  S.  v.  Lancaster,  4  Wash. 

Nair  ».  People,  89  111.  441;  Stretton  r.  (U.  S.)  64;   The  Palo  Alto,  2  Ware  (U. 

Taylor,   Cro.   Eliz.    138,   ii    Coke  66,  S.)  344,  t8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,700.     Some 

note;    Hammon  v,  Gryffith,  Cro.  EHz.  of  the  early  cases  held  that  this  power 

583.  of  remission  did  not  exist  after  liability 

1.  I  Tidd's    Pr.    557;    Raynham    v,  had  become  fixed  by  judgment,   but 

Rounseville,     9     Pick.     (Mass.)    44;  they  have  been  criticised  and  overruled 

Bleeker  v,  Meyers,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  134;  by    those    above    cited.      Pollock    v,. 
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pound  is  not  usually  granted,  except  on  condition  that  such  share 
is  paid  into  court  by  the  defendant.^ 

b.  Action  by  State.  —  If  the  action  is  brought  by  the  state 
or  other  body  politiCy  it  is  within  the  absolute  control  of  its  offi- 
cers, no  matter  what  interest  an  informer  may  have  in  the  penalty.* 

IV.  JuBiSDiOTiov  —  1.  Bztratarritorial  Jurifdiction  —  a.  In  Gen- 
eral. —  It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that  the  courts  of  one 
country  have  no  jurisdiction  to  punish  offenses  against  the 
criminal  laws  of  another;  and  this  rule  extends  to  prevent  courts 
from  entertaining  actions  arising  under  foreign  penal  statutes.' 

Steam-Boat  Laura,  5  Fed.   Rep,   133,  "And  it  seems  to  be  a  general  rale 

afiirmed  19  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  562,  114  U.  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  when  they  give 

^411  (dictum);    The  Brig  Hollen,  i  leave  to  compound  a  penal  action,  to 

Mason  (U.  S.)  431,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  require  the  king's  half  of  the  compen- 

6,608*   The  Margaretta,  2  Gall.  ^U.  S.)  sation  to  be  paid.     Burr.  1929.    This 

515;  Van  Ness  v,  Buel,  4  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  is  a  very  salutary  rule,  and  well  calcu- 

74.  lated  to  prevent  speculations  on  penal 

Attaohusnt. — After  the  defendant  has  statutes;    and  we  shall  be  disposed, 

agreed  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  com-  hereafter,  to  adopt  the  principle  of  this 

pound  the  action,  if  he  fails  to  keep  the  rule,  unless  some  special  circumstances 

agreement  an  attachment   to  compel  shall  appear  to  prevent  its  application, 

the   payment   may  be  had.      Rex  v.  In  the  present  case,  however,  leave  is 

Clifton,  5  T.  R.  257;  Hart  v.  Draper,  7  given  to  discontinue  on  payment  of 

Taunt.  43,  2  E.  C.  L.  43,  2  Marsh  358.  costs  only,  without  exacting  the  moiety 

See  also  Wood  v.  Ellis,  2  W.  Bl.  1154;  of  the  penalty  to  which,  by  the  statute, 

Gordon  v,  Powis,  2  W.  Bl.  781.  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town 

DiiooBtiBiianos.  —  An  informer    may  where    the    offense    was    committed 

voluntarily  discontinue  a  penal  action  would  be  entitled."     Bradway  v,  Le 

brought  by  him,  that  not  being  a  com-  Worthy,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  251. 

pounding  of  it  within  this  rule.     Has-  3.  Confiscation  Cases,  7  Wall.  (U  S.) 

kins  t'.  Newcomb,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  406.  454;     Dorsheimer  v,   U.   S.,   7    Wall. 

Beleasing  JudgiiiMit.  —  While  an  in-  (U.  S.)  166;  The  Gray  Jacket,  5  Wall.  (U. 

former  who  is  entitled  only  to  a  part  of  S.)  370;  Francis  v.  U.  S.,  5  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

the  sum  recovered  may  not  compound  338:  State  v.  Smith,  49  N.  H.  155. 

the  action  after  judgment  any  more  Public  Offleials.  —  For  public  officials 

than  before,  it  seems  that  payment  of  who  have  been  designated  bv  various 

the  full  amount  adjudged  to  be  due  statutes    to    prosecute    penal    actions 

may  be  made  to  him,  and  that  such  where  they  are  brought  in  the  name  of 

payment  will  discharge  the  defendant,  the  state,   see  Com.   v.   Grand  Cent. 

Caswell  V,  Allen,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  118;  Bldg.,  etc.,  Assoc.,  97  Ky.  32s;   Com. 

Minton  v.  Woodworth,  11  Johns.  (N.  r.  Long,  (Ky.  1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep.  628; 

Y.)  474;    Megargell  v.  tfazleton  Coal  People  v.  Navarre,  22  Mich,  i;    San 

Co.,  8  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  342.     In  Wardens  Antonio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  State,  79  Tex. 

of  Poor  t/.  Cope,  2  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  264.     See    also    People    r.   Brady,  90 

44,  however,  it  was  held  that  the  in-  Mich.  459. 

former  plaintiff  could  receipt  for  and  8.  Illinois,  —  Missouri  River  Tel.  Co. 

release  only  his  share  in  the  judgment,  v.  Sioux  City  First  Nat.  Bank,  74  lU. 

1,  Burley  v,  Burley,  6  N.  H.  200;  217;    Barnes  v,  Whitaker,  22  111.  606, 

Bradway  v.  Le  Worthy,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  citing  Sherman  v,  Gassett,  9  111.  521. 

251;  May  V,  Dettrick,  5  U.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  Maim,  —  Lindsay  v.  Hill,  66  Me.  212. 

S.  77;   Brown  V.  Bailey,  4  Burr.  1929;  Maryland,  —  Plymouth     First    Nat. 

Sheldon  v.  Mum  ford,  5  Taunt.  268,  i  Bank  v.  Price,  33  Md.  487. 

E.  C.  L.  104;    Howard  v,  Sowerby,  i  Massachusetts, — Coffing    r.    Dodge» 

Taunt.  103;  Lee  v.  Cass,  2  Taunt.  213;  167  Mass.  231;  Hancock  Nat.  Bank  v. 

Wood  V,  Johnson,  2  W.  Bl.  1157;  Hem-  Ellis,  166  Mass.  414;  Gale  v.  Eastman, 

ton  V.  Spenge,  2  Smith  195;    Wood  v,  7  Met.   (Mass.)  14,   cited  in  Smith  v. 

Ellis,  2  W.  Bl.  1154;    Rex  v.  Gibbs,  3  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Allen  (Mass.> 

Dowl.  P.  C.  335.  336,  and  Akers  v,  Demond,  Z03  Mass. 
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IvsMMm  te  BrtMh  ia  VortlfB  StoU.  —  A  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  an  action  for  a  penalty  under  a  penal  law  of  the  state 
where  the  breach  of  its  provisions  took  place  without  the  terri- 
torial limits.^ 

How  JvrlidletiMi  Bettmlaid.  —  For  the  purpose  of  determining  this 
question  of  jurisdiction  it  has  frequently  been  held  that  the  con- 
struction placed  upon  the  law  in  the  foreign  state,  as  penal  or 
otherwise,  is  conclusive, • 

la  tlM  BagUih  and  Ftdmnd  Cmirtt,  however,  the  contrary  doctrine  is 
now  established.' 

3x8;  iKsHnguisked in.  Peterborough  First  are  divisible  into  two  sorts  or  species; 

Nat.  Bank  v.  Childs,  130  Mass.  521.  private    wrongs    and    public  wrongs. 

AVw  Jersey,  —  Derrickson  v.  Smith,  The  former  are  an  infringement  or  pri- 

27  N.  J.  L.  166.  vation  of  the  private  or  civil  rights  be- 

ATew  York,  —  Marshall  v.  Sherman,  longing  to  individuals   considered  as 

148    N.  Y.  9,755  \revernng  84  Hun  (N.  individuals;   and   are    thereupon    fre- 

Y.)  x86l;  Western  Transp.,  etc.,  Co.  v,  quently  termed  civil  injuries;  the  latter 

Kilderhouse,  87  N.  Y.  430;    Willis  v,  are  a  breach  and  violation  of  public 

Cameron,   12  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  rights  and    duties,   which    affect    the 

245;    Bird  V.  Hayden,  i  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  whole    community,    considered    as    a 

383;  Scoville  V,  Can6eld,  14  Johns.  (N.  community;  and  are  distinguished  by 

Y.)  338.  the  harsher  appellation  of  crimes  and 

Vermont  —  Blaine  v,  Curtis,  59  Vt.  misdemeanors.'    3  Black.  Com.  2." 

Z20.  1.  Slack   V,  Gibbs,  14  Vt.  357.  Mc- 

fVisc^Hsin.  —  Bettys   v.   Milwaukee,  Bride  v.  Fidelity,  etc.,   Co.,   14  Tex. 

etc.,   R.  Co..  37  Wis.  323.  eiting^  Brig-  Civ.  App.  280. 

ham  V.  Claflin,  31  Wis.  607.  Baiiuig   Olgeotion    to   Jvrisdktioii. — 

England.  —  Ogden  «/.  Folliot,  3  T.  R.  Advantage  of  want  of  jurisdiction  from 

726,  affirming  i  H.  Bl.  123,  often  cited  this  cause  ma]^  be  taken  by  motion  in 

as  a  leading  case;  Dudley  v,  Folliott,  arrest,  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  dec- 

3  T.  R.  584;  Wright  v,  Nutt,  z  H.  Bl.  laration,  after  trial  on  the  general  issue. 

136;  Wolff  V,  Ozholm,  6  M.  &  S.  92.  Davison  r.  Champlin,  7  Conn.  245. 

Uadtatiinis  of  tht  Bulo.  —  Many  of  Action  on  Judgmmt.  —  According  to 
the  cases  above  cited  in  which  opera-  the  weight  of  authority  an  action  on  a 
tioQ  was  given  to  the  general  doctrine  judgment  recovered  in  a  suit  for  a  pen- 
as  stated  in  the  text  were  cases  arising  alty  is  not  maintainable  in  a  jurisdiction 
under  foreign  laws  giving  double  dam-  other  than  that  in  which  the  judgment 
ages  to  the  party  aggrieved,  or  an  ac-  was  recovered.  Huntington  v,  AttrilU 
tion  to  such  party  against  officers  of  (1893)  App.  150,  20  Ont.  App.,  appen- 
corporations  for  the  amount  of  his  dix,  reversing  18  Ont.  App.  136,  17 
debt.  By  late  cases  the  doctrine  has  Ont.  Rep.  245.  See  also  article  Judg- 
been  more  strictly  defined.  See  supra^  mbnts,  vol.  11,  p.  iioi. 
II.  X.  Penal  Statutes  and  Actions.  See  Judgmsnt  of  Forftitiixo.  —  Title  to 
also  Chesapeake,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Ameri-  property  which  has  become  vested  by 
can  Exch.  Bank,  92  Va.495;  Wisconsin  a  foreign  condemnation  in  rem  because 
r.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  293;  of  forfeiture  will  be  recognized  and  up- 
Huaiington  v.  Attrill.  146  U.  S.  657,  held  in  the  courts  of  other  countries. 
reversing  70  Md.  191;  Huntington  v.  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U. 
Attrill,  (1893)  App.  150,  20  Ont.  App.,  S.  265  Uiting  Rose  v,  HimeW,  4 
appendix,  reversing  z8  Ont.  App.  136,  Cranch  (U.  S.)  241;  Hudson  v.  Gues- 
17  OnL  Rep.  245.  tier,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.)  293;  Bradstreet 
In  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S.  v,  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  (U.  S.) 
657,  Gray,  J.,  said  that  '*  the  test  600- and  Piggott  on  Foreign  Judgments 
whether  a  law  is  penal,  in  the  strict  264J. 

and  primary   tense,    is    whether    the  S.  Halsey     v.     McLean,     12    Allen 

wrong  sought    to   be  redressed  is  a  (Mass.)  438;    Coffing   v.    Dodge,    167 

wrong  to  the  public,  or  a  wrong  to  the  Mass.  231;    Derrickson  v.  Smith,  27  N. 

indivtdaal,  according  to  the  familiar  J.  L.  166;  filaine  v.  Curtis,  59  Vt.  120. 

classification  of  Blackstone:    'Wrongs  8.  Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S. 
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b.  United  States  and  State  Courts.  —  jwMi«tion  of  tht  Ftdmi 

CMurii  over  suits  for  penalties  and  forfeitures  arising  under  Acts  of 

Congress  is  generally  exclusive  of  the  courts   of  the  different 
states.^ 

Aet  OoBtoriaf  Juiadlotlmi.  —  But  an  Act  of  Congress  inflicting  a 
penalty  may  confer  jurisdiction  to  recover  it  upon  those  courts.' 

657,  reversing  70  Md.  191;  Huntingtoa  VermoHi.  —  Doir  v,  Irasburgh  Nat. 

V,  Aurill,  (1^3)  App.  150, 90  Ont.  App.,  Bank,  50  Vt.  112. 

appendix,  reversing  18  Ont.  •  App.  136,  fVest  yirgima.  —  Lynch  v.  Mer- 
17  Ont.  Rep.  245.  See  also  Whitman  chants  Nat.  Bank,  22  W.  Va.  554. 
v:  National  Bank,  83  Fed.  Rep.  292,  Contra,  —  U.  S.  v.  Lathrop,  J^  Johns. 
oMrming  76  Fed.  Rep.  697;  Flash  v.  (N.  Y.)  4,  Piatt,  J.,  dissenHng ;  Ely  v. 
Conn,  109  U.  S.  371,  16  Fla.  428;  Peck,  7  Conn.  240;  Davison  v.  Champ- 
Adams  V,  Conn,  109  U.  S.  381;  Nimicic  lin,  7  Conn.  245;  Jackson  9.  Rose,  2 
v.  Mingo  Iron  Works  Co.,  25  W.  Va.  Va.  Cas.  34. 
184.  **  On  the  matter  of  jurisdiction,  it  is 

1.  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  g  711;   Gelston  sufficient  to  observe,   this   court  has 
V,  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  246.  often  sustained  actions  on  penal  Acts 

Bsmoval  of  Causes.  —  A  penal  action  of  Congress,  for  the  penalty,  where  the 

under  a  state  law,  though  in  form  a  penalty  is  made  recoverable  in  the  state 

civil  suit,  is  not  within  the  Act  of  Con-  courts.     And  although  convenience  is 

gress  providing    for   the    removal  of  no  justification  for  the  usurpation  of 

causes  of  a  civil  nature  from  a  state  to  power,  yet,  as  the  court  does  not  see 

a  federal  court.     Iowa  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  how  this  conflicts  with  the  Constitution 

R.  Co.,  37  Fed.  Rep.  497,  cited  \n  Texas  of  the  United  States,  the  inconvenience 

V,  Day  Land,  etc.,  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  may  be  considered,  and  it  would  be  an 

228;    Ferguson  v.  Ross,  38  Fed.  Rep.  intolerable  inconvenience  and    griev- 

161.     See  also  article  United  States  ance,  in  an  action  for  a  petty  penalty. 

Courts.  to  drag  a  man  from  the  most  remote 

2.  Arkansas.  —  Pickett  v.  Merchants*  corner  of  the  state  to  the  seat  of  the 
Nat.  Bank,  32  Ark.  346.  federal  judiciary.'*     Buckwalter  v.  U. 

Kentucky.  —  Henderson   Nat.    Bank  S.,  ti  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  193. 

V.   Alves,   91    Ky.    142,   distinguishing  Effset  of  flash  a  Grant  on  Bov.  Stat.  XT. 

Haney  v.   Sharp,   i   Dana  (Ky.)  442;  8.,  §  711.  —  *'A  suit  against  a  national 

National  Bank  v,  Johnston,  91  Ky.  181.  bank  to  recover  back  twice  the  amount 

Maryland.  —  Ordway  v.  Central  Nat.  of  interest  illegally  taken  by  it  is  a  suit 

Bank,  47  Md.  217.  to  recover  a  penalty  incurred  under  a 

Massachusetts.  —  Peterborough   First  law  of  the  United  States;  and  it  may 

Nat.  Bank  r.  Childs,  130  Mass.  519.  be  that  if  the  Act  of  1864  h&d  been 

Minnesota,  —  Endres  v.  Breckenridge  silent  as  to  the  courts  which  might  take 

First  Nat.  Bank,  66  Minn.  257.  cognizance  of  such  a  suit,  it  must,  at 

Nebraska,  —  Tecumseh     First     Nat.  any  time  before  the  revision  took  effect, 

Bank  v.  Overman,  22  Neb.  116;  Schuy-  have  been  brought  in  the  proper  court 

ler  Nat.  Bank  r.  Bollong,  37  Neb.  620,  of  the  United  States.     But  the  Acts  of 

32  Neb.  70,  28  Neb.  684,  24  Neb.  821,  1864  and  1875,  authorizing  certain  state 

825,  150  U.  S.  85.  courts  to  take  cognizance  of  suits,  ac- 

New  Jersey,  —  U.  S.  v.  Smith,  4  N.  tions,  and  proceedings  against  national 

J.  L.  37,  Southard,  J.,  dissenting,  banking  associations,  had  the  effect,  so 

Ohio,  —  Hade  v,  McVay,  31  Ohio  St.  far    as    suits    for    penalties    incurred 

231.  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 

Pennsylvania,  —  Bletz    v,    Columbia  were  concerned,  to  modify  the  provi- 

Nat.  Bank,  87  Pa.  St.  87,  2  Penny.  (Pa.)  sion  in  prior  enactments  that  expressly 

169;  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank  v.  Karmany,  excluded  suits  for  such  penalties  from 

98  Pa.  St.  65 ;  Clarion  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  the  cognizance  of  state  courts.*'    Char- 

Gruber,  91  Pa.  St.  377;  Gruber  v,  Clar-  lotte  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  132 

ion  First   Nat.  Bank,  87  Pa.  St.  465;  U.  S.  141.     To  the  same  effect  see  Hade 

Stephens  v,  Monongahela  Nat.  Bank,  v,  McVay,  31  Ohio  St.  231;  Steams  v, 

88  Pa.  St.  157.  U.  S.,  2  Paine  (U.  S.)  300,  22  Fed.  Cas. 

Tennessee,  —  Hartley    v,    U.     S.,     3  No,  13,341. 

Hayw.  (Tenn.)  45.  Btmedial  Aetioas.  — "Whatever 
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If,  however,  the  act  is  penal  in  the  strict  sense,  it  is  optional  with 
the  state  court  whether  it  will  exercise  jurisdiction  or  not.^ 

Aotim  bj  Xaftmiflr  te  Huure  of  Finftltj.  —  When  a  penal  action  which 
has  been  brought  by  the  federal  government  is  settled  or  con- 
tinued without  the  consent  of  one  claiming  an  informer's  share, 
or  where  the  amount  of  the  penalty  has  been  recovered,  but  not 
distributed,  proceedings  for  such  portion  must  be  taken  by  the 
informer  in  the  court  where  the  action  was  brought.' 

Hatioaal  Bankrupt^  Asts.  —  A  provision  in  bankrupt  laws  rendering 
void  any  payment,  transfer,  or  conveyance  of  property  made  by 
a  debtor,  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  is  not  strictly  penal 
in  character,  and  actions  to  set  aside  such  payments  or  transfers 
may  be  brought  as  well  in  state  courts  as  in  those  of  the  United 
States.* 

doubts    *    *    *    have  been  expressed  JvrisdistioB  of  TF.  S.  Sapnme  Ooort  on 

by  some  state  courts  as  to  penalties  to  Writs  of  Error.  —  Such  a  suit  is  one 

be  sued   for  by  the  United  States,  or  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United 

some  one  in  their  behalf,  in  order  to  States  and  may  be  taken  to  the  United 

vindicate  the  federal  law,  they  do  not  States  Supreme  Court  by  writ  of  error 

extend   to  the  case  before  us  of  a  pri-  to  the  state  court  rendering  final  judg- 

▼ate  right  sued  for  by  the  citizen  for  ment.     Buel   v.   Van   Ness,  8   Wheat, 

himself."       Bletz    v.    Columbia    Nat.  (U.  S.)  312. 

Bank,  87  Pa.  St.  87.  8.  Illinns,  —  Isett  v.  Stuart,  80  111. 

1.  Steams  v.  U.  S.,  2  Paine  (U.  S.)  404. 

300,  22  F»d.  Cas.  No.  13.341;  Hunting-  Kentucky,  —  Boone  v.  Hall,  7  Bush 

ton  V,  Atirill,   146  U.  S.  672,  70  Md.  (Ky.)  66. 

191,  disHnguisking    Claflin    v.    House-  Maryland, — Jordan  v,  Downey,  40 

man,  93  U.  S.  130.     See  also  Hade  v,  Md.  401. 

McVay,    31   Ohio  St.    231:     U.   S.    v,  Massac husetis,  —  Forbes     v.     Howe, 

Campbell,  Tappan  (Ohio)  61.  102  Mass.  427;    Beals   v,  Quinn,  loi 

S.  M'Lane  v,  U.  S.,  6  Pet.   (U.  S.)  Mass.  262;    Knowlton  v.  Moseley,  105 

405;    The  Josefa  Segunda,  10  Wheat.  Mass.  136;    Otis  v,  Hadley,  112  Mass. 

(U.   S.)  312;    Westcot  V.  Bradford,  4  100;    Goodrich   v,   Wilson,    119  Mass. 

Wash.   (U.  S.)  402,  29  Fed.  Cas.   No.  429;  Jones  v,  Howland,  8  Met.  (Mass.) 

17,429,  distinguishing  ih^  Brig  Hollen,  377. 

I   Mason  (U.  S.)  431,  12  Fed.  Cas.  No.  New  Hampshire,  —  Gage  v.  Dow,  58 

6,608;    U.  S.  V,  George,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  N.  H.  420. 

S.)  37,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.    15,197.    See  New  York.  —  Thompson  ».  Sweet,  73 

also  Osburn  v,  V,  S.,  91   U.  S.  474;  N.  Y.  622;  Olcott  v.  Maclean,  73  N.  Y. 

Boggs  V,  Com.,  76  Va.  989.  223,   reversing  10   Hun    (N.    Y.)    277; 

In  Robinson  z'.  Hook,  4  Mason  (U.  S.)  Ansley  v.   Patterson,    77   N.    Y.    156; 

139.  20  Fed.  Cas.  No    11,956,  the  Cir-  Cook  v,  Whipple,  55  N.  Y.  150;  Wente 

cuit  Court  of    the  United  States,  per  v.  Young,  12  Hun  (N.  Y.)  220,  cited  in 

Story.  J.,  held  that  if  the  question  as  to  TuUis  v.  Miller,  13  Hun  (N.  Y.)  363; 

who  are  the    informers    is  disputed,  Southard  v,  Pinckney,  5  Abb.  N   Cas. 

such  action  must  then  be  tried  in  the  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  184. 

same  court  which  tried  the  penal  action.  North  Carolina,  —  Cogdell  v.  Exum, 

Wboro  tht  Ponalty  Has  Been  Beoovered  69  N.  Car  464. 

and  the  amount  disbursed,  jurisdiction  Pennsylvania,  —  Rohrer's  Appeal,  62 

of  the  United  States  and  state  courts  Pa.  St.  498. 

over  an  independent  suit  for  such  por-  United   States,  —  Claflin    v,    House- 

tion  is  governed  by  the  general  juris-  man,  93  U.  S.  130. 

dictional    provisions  of    the    Revised  Contra,  —  McLean  v,  Lafayette  Bank, 

Sututes.     Lapham  v,  Almy,  13  Allen  3   McLean   (U.   S.)   185;    Brigham    v. 

(Mass.)  301,   citing  Van  Ness  v,  Buel,  Claflin,  31  Wis.  607;  Bromley  v.  Good- 

4  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  74.   *«<*  Buel  v.  Van  rich.  40  Wis.  131;  Voorhies  v,  Frisbie, 

Ness,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  312.  25  Mich.  476;    McMaster  v.  Campbell, 
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2.  What   Partioular   Court   Em  Jnrifdietioii  —  a.  Courts   of 

Equity.  —  No  inherent  power  resides  in  a  court  of  equity  to 
enforce  statutory  penalties  or  forfeitures,*  It  may,  however,  be 
authorized  by  statute  to  do  so.* 

b.  Courts  of  Law  —  (i)  0/  General  Jurisdiction.  —  Where  no 
particular  court  is  designated  by  law  to  have  jurisdiction  over 

penal  actions,  it  belongs  to  the  superior  courts,  and  their  juris- 
diction cannot  be  ousted  except  by  express  grant  or  necessary 
implication.' 

41  Mich.  513;  Gilbert  v.  Priest,  14  Abb.  to  the  party  aggrieved  for  an  injury  the 

Pr.  N.  S.  (N.   Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  165;  subject-matter  of  which  is  cognizable 

Frost  V,  Hotchkiss,  i  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  in    equity.     Except   as    incidental    to 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  27.  such  jurisdiction  the  defendant  is  en- 

1.  Callaghan  v,   Myers,   xa8    U.   S.  titled  to  a  trial  in  penal  actions  accord* 

617;  Stevens  v.  Gladding,  17  How.  (U.  ing  to  procedure  at  law.     Freund  v. 

S.)  447;   At  will  V,  Ferrett,  2  Blatchf.  Untermeyer,  20  U.  S.  A  pp.  32,  58  Fed. 

(U.  S.)  39;  Chapman  v.  Ferry,  12  Fed.  Rep.  208;    Fire  Department  v.  Harri- 

Rep.  693;  Stevens  v,  Cady,  2  Curt.  (U.  son,  2  HilL  (N.  Y.)  455,  17  How.  Pr. 

S.)  200;   Powell  V.  Redfield,  4  Blatchf.  (N.  Y.)  273,  18  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  181. 

(U.  S.)  45,   19   Fed.  Cas.   No.   11,359;  cited  in  Davis  v.  American  Soc..  etc, 

Morris  V.  Pilot  Com'rs,  (Del.  1894)  30  75  N.  Y.  362. 

Atl.  Rep.  667;    Broadnax  v.  Baker,  ^  S.  i     Tidd*s    Pr.    578;     Bowers    v. 

N.  Car.  675;   Justice  v,  Lowe,  26  Ohio  Green,  2  111.  42;    Hersom*s  Case.   39 

St.  372;    Colburn  v.  Simmons,  2  Hare  Me.  476;  Anderson  v.  Fowler,  i  Hill  L. 

543.     Contra,  Sute  v.  Hall,   70  Miss.  (S.  Car.)  226;   State  v.  Egerer,  55  Wis. 

678,  ri'/iMt^  Sute  V.  McBride,  76  Ala.  51,  527;    Gates  v.   Knight,   3  T.    R.  442; 

and  Clark  v,  Barnard,  108  U.  S.  436.  Barnes  v.  Hughes,  i  Vent.  8;  Hartley 

Relief  Against  Penalties. —  *' A  court  v.  Hooker,  2  Cowp.  523;  Shoyle  v. 
of  equity  sometimes  relieves  against  Taylor,  Cro.  Jac.  178;  Forest  v.  Wire, 
forfeitures,  but  it  is  not  the  forum  to  2  Mod.  246;  Pheasant  v.  Finch,  T. 
which  to  resort  to  enforce  them.  Be-  Raym.  394,  criticising  3  Coke  Inst.  194; 
sides,  the  principle  on  which  equity  Garland  v.  Burton,  2  Stra.  1103;  Ship- 
administered  relief  in  such  cases  is  not  man  v,  Henbest,  4  T.  R.  109;  Danby 
applicable  to  statutory  penalties  or  for-  v.  Lavees,  dud  in  Rex  v.  Gall,  i  Ld. 
feitures.  These  are  imposed  by  way  Raym.  373;  Jeflery  v.  Coles,  Willes 
of  punishment,  not  by  the  mere  con-  635,  notes  a  and  i.  But  see  Belcher  v, 
vention  of  the  parties,  but  by  the  law-  Johnson,  1  Met.  (Mass.)  148. 
making  power  to  insure  a  prescribed  '*  Generally  speaking,  this  court  can- 
course  of  conduct.*'  Justice  v,  Lowe,  not  be  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  but  by 
26  Ohio  St.  372.  To  the  same  effect  is  express  words  or  by  necessary  implica* 
Keating  v.  Sparrow,  i  B.  &  B.  374.  tion,  any  more  than  an  heir  at  law  of 

Action  for  FaUnre  to  8atl^  Xortgage.  his  inheritance;  the  necessary  impUca^ 

—  Under  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  §  4246,  tion,  in  both  instances,  is  ingrafted  00 

which  inflicts  a  penalty  for  failure  to  the  general  rule."    Per  Ashhurst,  J., 

discharge  a    mortgage,  such    penalty  in  Gates  v.  Knight,  3  T.  R.  442. 

may  be  recovered  in  equity  upon  a  bill  PormlniTO  Orants«  —  Statutes  that  are 

filed  to  procure  a  discharge  or  release  merely  permissive  of   jurisdiction  in 

of  the  mortgage.    Collar  v,  Harrison,  other  courts  do  not  exclude  any  supe- 

28  Mich.  518,  30  Mich.  66;   Cowles  v,  rior  court.    Com.  v,  Sherman,  85  Ky. 

Marble,  37  Mich.  158.  686;  Com.  v.  Avery,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  625; 

3.  Freund  v.  Untermeyer,  20  U.  S.  Rochester  v,  Roberts,  29  N.  H.  360; 

App.  32,  58  Fed.  Rep.  208;   Chapman  Peoplev.  Young,  72  III.  411;  Tennessee 

V,   State,   5  Oregon  432;    Colburn  v.  MuL  Bldg.,  etc.,  Assoc,  v.  State,  99 

Simmons,  2  Hare  543.  Ala.    197.     It  is  otherwise  where  the 

Extent  to  WUeh  JvisdSotioa  Xay  Bo  grant  bv  its  terms  excludes  every  other 

Conlmod.  —  It  seems  that  such  juris-  tribunal.     Reed  v.  Omnibus  R.  Co., 

diction  may  be  conferred  upon  courts  33  Cal.  212;  Smith  v.  Omnibus  R.  Co., 

of  equity  only  when  the  penalty  is  ad-  36    Cal.    281;    Taber  v.  Omnibus  R. 

ditional  damages  or  other  tam  given  Co.,  cited  in  Smith  v.  Omnibus  R.  Co., 
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Baliiaf  o^iMtlm  to  JviicUttiM.  —  If  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter  of  the  penal  action,  advantage  of  the 
defect  may  be  taken  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings.  ^ 

(2)  Inferior  Courts  —  Bj  SzprtM  iMetmnt.  —  Inferior  courts,  such 
as  courts  of  justices  of  the  peace,  are  frequently  given  jurisdiction 
over  penal  actions  by  express  enactment.* 

Vadar  eramnl  8tot«t«.  —  Penal  actions  may  also  be  comprehended 
in  general  statutes  conferring  jurisdiction  on  inferior  courts; '  but 
not  unless  the  law  is  broad  enough  in  its  terms  to  include  any 
kind  of  civil  action.* 

36  Cal.   28a;   Aldrich  v.   Hawkins,  6  2  Ashm.  (Pa.)  159;    Com.  v.  Winches- 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  125;  Com.  v,  Louisville,  tcr,  3  Clark  (Pa.)  34,  4  Pa.  L.  J.  371. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  (Ky.  1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep,  United  States,  —  HaU  v,  Washington, 

607;  Woodward  t^.  South  Carolina,  etc.,  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  722,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

R.  Co.,  47  S.  Car.  233.  5,953;    Ex  p.  Reed,  4  Cranch  (C.   C.) 

A  proceeding  against  a  sheriff  and  582,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,634. 

his  surety  by  summary  motion  to  re-  Califinnda.  -^  A  justice  of  the  peace 

cover  a  penalty  for  a  failure  to  pay  has  jurisdiction  in  penal  actions  up  to 

over  money  collected  on  execution  is  three   hundred    dollars,    provided    no 

not  cognizable  in  any  court  other  than  question  of  the  legality  of  the  penalty 

that  whence  the  execution  issues.     De  is  raised.     Brown  v.  Rice,  52  Cal.  489, 

la  Garza  v.  Booth,  28  Tex.  478.  51  Cal.  489;   Thomas  v.  Justice's  Ct., 

Ttzif.  —  Under  the  provision  in  the  80  Cal.  40;  Williams  v,  Mecartney,  69 
state  constitution  that  District  Courts  Cal.  556;  Culbertson  v.  Kinevan,  68 
shall  have  jurisdiction  "  of  all  suits  in  Cal.  490.  But  the  Superior  Court  has 
behalf  of  the  state  to  recover  penalties,  original  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  statu- 
forfeitures,  and  escheats,"  penal  ac-  tory  penalty  of  less  than  three  hundred 
tions  may  be  brought  in  those  courts  dollars  for  a  refusal  to  execute  satis- 
even  though  jurisdiction  is  also  given  faction  of  the  mortgage,  where  the  an- 
by  statute  to  inferior  courts  in  certain  swer  puts  in  issue  the  plaintiff's  title 
cases.  Tarde  v,  Benseman,  31  Tex.  to  the  mortgaged  land.  Randolph  v. 
277;  State  V.  Eggerman,  81  Tex.  569.  Kraemer,  ic6  Cal.  199. 

1.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Petty-  Ohio.  —  Where  an  act  gives  jurisdic- 

john,  88  Va.  296.  tion  to  justices  of  the  peace  over  penal 

Wtnt  of  Juxisdietion  over  Penoa  by  actions  in  which  the  title  to  realty  may 

reason  of  mere  formal  defects  in  the  be  drawn  in  question,  a  disability  im- 

process  and  the  like  must  be  taken  ad-  posed  by  general  law  preventing  them 

vantage  of  by  plea  in  abatement  or  from  litigating  such  questions   is  pro 

other  appropriate  remedy  at  the  proper  tanto  removed.     Burton  Tp.  v,  Tuttle, 

time,  or  the  objection  will  be  waived.  30  Ohio  St.   62,   following    Brown   t/. 

Duncan   v,   Maxey,    5   Sneed    (Tenn.)  Burdick,  25  Ohio  St.  260. 

114;   The  Sloop  Abby,  i  Mason  (U.  S.)  8.  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Peo- 

360;  Two  Hundred  and  Fifty  Barrels  pie,  91   111.  452;    Putney  v.  Bellows,  8 

of  Molasses  v,  U.  S.,  Chase's  Dec.  (U.  Vt.  272. 

S.)  502,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14^393.  4.  Georgia,  —  Solomon     v.     Western 

S.  Illinois,  —  Hensoldtv.  Petersburg,  Union  Tel.  Co.,  92  Ga.  360;  Dicken  v, 

63  111.  157.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co..  94  Ga.  433; 

Indiana.  —  Clevenger    v,   Rushville,  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v,  Brightwell, 

90  Ind.  258.  94  Ga.  434;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Morrison   v.  Be-  Taylor,  84  Ga.  408. 

dell,  22  N.  H.  234.  Illinois.  —  Bowers  v.  Green,  2  111.  42. 

New  Jersey.  —  Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  Pennsylvania,  —  Seitzinger  v.  Stein- 

9.  New  Jersey  Soc.,  etc.,  39  N.J.  L.  400.  berger,   12    Pa.    St.    379:     Zeigler    v. 

New  York,  —  Hallock  v.  Dominy,  69  Gram,  13  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  103;    Schaffer 

N.  Y.  238,  7  Hun  (N.  Y.)  52.  v,  McNamee,  13  S.  ic  R.  (Pa.)  44;  Com. 

Oi»0.  —  Ogle  V,  Marietta,  etc..  Plank  v.  Reynolds,  17  S.  &  R.  368;  Barter  v. 

Road  Co.,  2  West.  L.  M.  (Ohio)  318.  2  Com..  3  P.  &  W.  (Pa.)  253;  Ellmore  v, 

Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  293.  Hoffman,  2  A8hm.(  Pa.)  159. 

Pennsylvania,  —  Ellmore  v,  Hoffman,  Tennessee, ^^StoYtv  v.  Lasater,  8  Lea 
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SiiqulUoatimi  of  lUgiitnto.  —  The  fact  that  a  share  of  the  penalty 
goes  to  the  municipal  corporation  of  which  a  magistrate  is  an 
inhabitant  will  disqualify  him  from  trying  a  penal  action,'  unless 
the  disability  is  removed  by  law.* 

(Tenn.)63i;  Duncan  z^.  Maxey,  5  Sneed  citing  Norris  v.  Pilmore,  i  Yeates  (Pa.) 

(Tenn.)  1x4.  408.     Contra.  Scot  v.  Turner,   z   Root 

Texas.  —  Aulanier   r.    Governor,    i  (Conn«)  163. 
Tex.  653.  0«iMnl  lawi  Withdrawing    Juifdio- 

Virginia,  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  ti<m.  —  A    general    law    taking    from 

V,  Pettyjohn,  88  Va.  296,  followed  in  lower  courts  jurisdiction  in  actions  of 

Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bright,  90  a    civil    nature    will    not    take   away 

Va.  778.  jurisdiction  from  penal  actions  where 

Contra,  —  Edenton  v.  Wool,  65  N.  it  has  been  conferred  by  express  pro- 
Car.  379;  Wilmington  v,  Davis,  63  N.  vision.  Ellmore  v,  liofifman,  2  Ashtn. 
Car.  582;  Katzenstein  v.  Raleigh,  etc.,  (Pa.)  159.  Thus,  the  Act  of  Congress 
R.  Co.,  84  N.  Car.  688.  of  August  13,  1888,  conferring  original 

Vo  Xetkod  of  Beoovtry  Presoribed.  —  cognizance  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature 

'*  When  a  statute  imposes  a  penalty,  involving  over  two  thousand  dollars 

but  prescribes  no  method  of  recovery,  upon    Circuit    Courts  of    the   United 

recourse  may  doubtless  be  had  in  the  States,  does  not  include  actions    for 

action  of  debt,  and  every  debt  is  said  penalties,  jurisdiction  over  which  has 

to  arise  out  of  a  contract,  either  ex-  been  expressly   given  to  the   District 

pressed  or  implied.     But  in  jurispru-  Courts.     U.  S.  v.  Whitcomb  Metallic 

dence  the  word  '  contract'  is  generally  Bedstead  Co.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  89;   U.  S. 

used  to  note  a  bargain  or  agreement,  v.  Mexican.  Nat.  R.  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep. 

and  it  is  plain  that  in  these  Acts  of  769.     See  also  U.  S.  v.  Mooney,  116  U. 

Assembly  it  was  used  in  that  sense  by  S.  104,  11  Fed.  Rep.  476. 
the  legislature,  who  had  in  view  those        1.  Pearce  v.  Atwood,  13  Mass.  324, 

contracts  that  arise  immediately  out  of  citing   Hesketh   v,   Braddock.  3  Burr, 

a  course  of  dealing  between  the  par-  1858. 

ties,  and  not  that  sort  of  contract  that        limits  of  DoetriM.  —  That  this  rule 

arises  remotely  out  of  the  compact  of  sha*l  apply,  it  is  necessary  that  the 

government.*'    Zeigler  v.  Gram,  13  S.  penalty  shall  go  directly  to  the  corpora- 

;  R.  (Pa.)  103.  tion.    The  fact  that  it  is  given  to  the 

Vew  Jcrify.  —  The  District  Court  of  poor  of  a  town  will  not  disqualify  a 

Newark,  organized  under  the  special  magistrate.      Corwein  v,   Hames,    zi 

Act  of  March  4,  1873,  has  no  jurisdic-  Johns.   (N.   Y.)  76;  Wood   v.   Rice,   6 

tion  over  actions  for  statutory  penalties  Hill  (N.  Y.)  58. 

beyond  one  hundred  dollars.     Koch  v,        Xa jor*s  OMrt  —  A  mayor's  court  has 

Vanderhoof,   49   N.   J.   L.  619,  distin-  no  jurisdiction  to  try  an  action  for  a 

guished  in  Tims  v,  Spragg,  58  N.  J.  L.  penalty  in   which    the  corporation  is 

273,  an  action  by  a  landlord  for  double  plaintifif.     Barney  v,  Washington  City, 

damages  given  by  statute  against  his  z  Cranch  (C.  C.)  248,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

tenant.  x«033.     See  also  Hall  v,  Washington, 

District  Courts  of  the  state  organized  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  722,  zz  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

under  the  general  acts  on  the  subject,  5,953.     See  also  Newton  v.  Washing, 

however,  have  jurisdiction  by  virtue  ton,  zz  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,953,  note  2; 

of  section  zo  over  penal  actions  to  the  Reg.  v,  Simmons,  Z4  New  Bruns.  Z58. 
amountof  two  hundred  dollars.   Camp-        2.  This  may  be  by  express  provision 

bell  V.  Board  of  Pharmacy,  45  N.  J.  L«  or  by  implication  of  the  law,  and  the 

24Z,  47  N.  J.  L.  347.  courts  are  very  liberal  in  construing 

Statatss  Conlsrriag  Grimiaal  Jnrisdie-  the  laws  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction. 

tion. —  Under  such  statutes  an  action  State  v.  Craig,  80  Me.  85;  State  v.  In- 

for  a  penalty  is  not  included,  it  being  toxicating  Liquors,  54  Me.  564;  Com. 

a  proceeding  of  a  civil  nature.     Cahill  v,  Emery,  zz  Cush.  (Mass.)  406;  Hans- 

•o,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  56  N.  J.  L.  comb  v.  Russell,  zz  Gray  (Mass.)  373; 

445;  Gallitzen  v.  Gains,  Z5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Deitz  v.  Central,  z  Colo.  323;  Colgate 

Rep.  337,  7  Kulp  (Pa.)  479:  West  Pitts-  v.  Hill,  20  Vt.  56;  Hall  r.  Washington, 

ton  V,  Dymond,  8  Kulp  (Pa.)  Z2;  Dona-  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  722,  zz  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

hue  V,  Dougherty,  5  Rawle  (Pa.)  124,  5.953;  Waters  v.  Day.  zo  Vt.  487. 
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(3)  United  States  Courts.  —  IziliiflT*  CMgiiud  Juitdktton  over 
penalties  and  forfeitures  under  United  States  laws  was  conferred 
on  the  District  Courts  by  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,^  and  for  the 
most  part  they  still  retain  it,  though  penal  statutes  may  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  Circuit  Court.' 

htfdMM  Agaiait  Fx«partj.  —  In  actions  under  laws  inflicting  a  for- 
feiture of  goods,  a  seizure  of  them  is  usually  necessary  to  vest 
jurisdiction.* 

If  tba  Bdnire  Ii  XadA  oa  Land,  the  District  Court  for  the  district  in 
which  it  was  made  has  jurisdiction  and  the  action  is  one  at  com- 
mon law ;  if  on  the  high  seas  or  waters  navigable  from  the  sea  for 
vessels  of  ten  tons  and  upward,  the  district  in  which  the  property 
is  first  brought  has  jurisdiction,  and  the  suit  is  an  adminadty  and 
maritime  cause.^ 

1.  Evans  v.  Bollen,  4  Dall.  (U.   S.)  155.     See  also  The  Ship  Richmond  v, 

342;    Ketland  v.  The  Cassius,  2  Dall.  U.  S.,  9  Cranch  (U.  S.)  103. 
(U.   S.)  365;    U.  S.v,  Bougher,  6  Mc-        Conilioatioii  Cmm.  —  Seizure  is  abso- 

Lean  (U.  S.)277;  U.  S.  t^.  The  Helena,  lutely    necessary  to  vest  jurisdiction 

26  Fed.  Cas.   No.  15,341,   reversed  on  under  the  confiscation   acts  of   1861- 

other  grounds  in  5  McLean  (U.  S.)  273,  1862.    Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall.  (U. 

26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,342.     See  also  U.  S.)92;  Pelham  v.  Rose,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

S.  V.  Burlington,   etc..   Ferry  Co.,  2i  103;   Pelhaxn  v.  Way,  15  Wall.  (U  S.) 

Fed.  Rep.  331.  196;  Pike  v,  Wassell,  04  U.  S.  711;  U. 

3.  U.  S.  V.  Payne,  22  Fed.  Rep.  426;  S.  v.  Winchester,  99  if.  S.  372;  Morris 

U.  S.  V,  Mooney,  116  U.  S.  104,  ii  Fed.  v.  U.  S.,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  578;  Miller  v. 

Rep.  476;  U.  S.  V.  Whitcomb  Metallic  U.  S.,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  268. 
Bedstead  Co.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  89:  U.  S.        Where  the  property  claimed  to  have 

V.  Mexican  Nat.  R.  Co.,  40  Fed.  Rep.  been  forfeited  is  not  capable  of  manu- 

769.  caption,  a  seizure  is  sufficiently  made 

^tenud  BevsnvA  Law.  —  The  Circuit  b^  attachment  proceedings  in  the  or- 

Court  has  jurisdiction  concurrent  with  dmary    course.      Alexandria  v.   Fair- 

the   District  Court    for   all    penalties  fax,  95  U.  S.  774;  Miller  v,  U.  S.,  11 

arising  under  internal  revenue   laws.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  268;  Tyler  v.  Defrees,  11 

and  for  forfeitures  thereunder  where  Wall.  (U.  S.)33i;  Brown  v,  Kennedy, 

the  seizure  is  made  upon  land.    Coffey  15  Wall.  (U.  S.)  591;  Phoenix  Bank  v. 

V.  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  427.    Also  under  the  Risley,  iii  U.  S.  125. 
Acts    of    1861,    Z862,   for  confiscating        Where  the  property  is  already  in  pos- 

property  used  for  insurrectionary  pur-  session  of  the  court,  no  further  seizure 

poses.     Union   Ins.   Co.   v,   U.    S.,    6  is  necessary.     Miller  v.  U.  S.,  xi  Wall. 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  759;  Confiscation  Cases,  (U.  S.)  268;  Tyler  v,  Defrees,  11  Wall. 

ao  Wall.  (U.  S.)92;  U.  S.  v,  Winchester,  (U.  S.)  331. 
99  U.  S.  372.  4.  See  generally  on  this  proposition 

Alaaka. —  Under  Act  Conf.,  May  17,  In    re    Cooper,    143   U.   S.    472;    The 

18S4,    establishing   the  United   States  Merino,   9  Wheat.   (U.   S.)  391;    The 

District  Court  of  Alaska,  it   exercises  Samuel,  i  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  10;  The  Brig 

the  jurisdiction  of  both  district  and  cir-  Ann,  9  Cranch  (U.  S.)  289;  Keener, 

cuit  courts.    In  re  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  U.    S.,    5  Cranch  (U.   S.)    304;    The 

472.  Slavers,   2  Wall.   (U.  S.)  383;    U.   S. 

8.  The    Fideliter,    i    Abb.    (U.    S.)  v.    The    Schooner    Betsy    and    Char- 

577;     U.    S.   V.   The  Schooner    Little  lotte,    4    Cranch    (U.     S.)   443;    The 

Charles,    t   Brock.    (U.   S.)  347;    The  Cotton   Plant,    10  Wall.   (U.   S.)  577; 

Schooner  Silver  Spring,  i  Sprague  (U.  The  Idaho,  29  Fed.  Rep.  187;  The  Ship 

S.)  551;    The  Washington,  4  Blatchf.  Octavia,   i  Gall.  (U.   S.)  488,  18  Fed. 

(U.  S.)  zoi;   Two  Hundred  and  Fifty  Cas.  No.  10,422,  a  firmed  i  Wheat.  (U. 

Barrels  of  Molasses  v,  U.  S.,  Chase's  S.)  20;    Cross  v.  U.  S.,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.) 

Dec.  (U.  S.)  502,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,  26,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,434:  The  Sloop 

293;    U.   S.   V.   The   Frank  Silvia,  45  Abby,  i  Mason  (U.  S.)  360;  The  Brig 

Fed.  Rep.  641,  reversing  37  Fed.  Rep.  Little  Ann,  i  Paine  (U.  S.)  40,  15  Fed. 
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ProeNdiag  in  Bmn.  —  Where  the  proceeding  given  by  which  the 
forfeiture  is  to  be  recovered  is  an  ordinary  proceeding  in  rem  on 
the  admiralty  side  of  the  District  Court,  no  seizure  is  necessary.^ 

V.  Vxvini  —  1.  Local  or  Traniitory  —  Saglaad.  —  Penal  actions  at 
the  common  law  were  transitory  like  ordinary  actions  of  debt,  but 
they  were  made  local  in  England  at  an  early  date  by  Acts  of 
Parliament.  The  purpose  of  these  enactments  was  to  prevent 
abuses  practiced  by  common  informers.* 

Cas.  No.  8,397;  Pollock  v.  The  Steam-  Schooner  Bolina,    i   Gall.  (U.  S.)  75; 

Boat  Sea   Bird,  3   Fed.  Rep.  573;   U.  The    Lewellen,  4    Biss.   (U.    S.)   156, 

S.    V,    The    Bark    Reindeer,   2    Clifif.  167. 

(U.  S.)  57,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.    16.144;  9.  Butterfield  cf.  Windle,  4  East  385; 

The  Lewellen,  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  167,  15  Scott  v,  Brest,  2  T.  R.  238;  Smith  v. 

Fed.    Cas.    No.    8.308:    The   Ariel,    i  Bond.  11  M.  &  W.  549;  Scurry  v.  Frce- 

Hask.  (U.  S.)  65.  I  Fed.  Cas.  No.  527;  man,  2B.  &P.  382;  Pearson  v.  M'Gow- 

A  Quantity  ot  Manufactured  Tobacco,  ran.  3  B.   &  C.  700,  10  E.  C.  L.  215; 

10  Ben.  (U.  S.)  447;  U.  S.  v,  Belding,  Rossel  v.  Kitchen,  i  Burr.  497. 

24    Fed.    Cas.    No.    14,562;   U.  S.  v.  Ahnaai  Btrntdied.  —  The  recital  in  the 

Arms,  etc.,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,466a;  preamble  of  the  statute  21  Jac.  I.,  c.  4, 

Gedney    v.    L'Amistad,  10  Fed.   Cas.  reads    as     follows:     *'  That    ofifenses 

No.  5,294a.     See  also  Hall  v.  Warren,  against  penal   laws   may,   with   more 

2  McLean  (U.  S.)  332.  ease  and  less  charge,  be  commenced 
When    Luformation   Ii  the  Statutory  and  tried  in  the  counties  where  they 

Xemedy.  —  The  fact  that  the  statute  in-  are  committed,  and  that  the  poor  com- 

flicting  the  penalty  prescribes   that  it  mons    are    grievously    molested     by 

shall  be  recovered  by  debt,  indictment,  troublesome  persons  commonly  called 

or  information,  is  not  sufficient  to  pre-  relators,  informers,  and  promoters,  by 

vent  an  information  for  the  forfeiture  compelling    them    to    appear   in    his 

of    property    under  the  statute   from  Majesty's     courts     at    Westminster." 

being  tried  as  an  admiralty  instead  of  Spencer  v.  Swannell,  3  M.  &  W.  155. 

a  common-law  cause.     The  Samuel,  i  Statate  31  Elii.,  e.  6,  §  3.  —  This  stat- 

Wheat.   (U.   S.)  ^,   wherein   the  court  ute  provided  that  '*  in  any  declaration 

said:  **  Debt,  indictment,  and  informa-  or  information  the  offense  against  any 

tion  are  said  to  be  technical  terms  des-  penal  statute  shall  not  be  laid  to  be 

ignating   common-law  remedies,  and,  done  in  any  other  county  but  where  the 

consequently,  marking  out  the  courts  contract,  or  other  matter  alleged  to  be 

of  common  law  as  the   tribunals  in  the  offense,   was  in   truth   done.*'     i 

which  alone   prosecutions   under  this  Tidd's  Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.)  430.     It  ap- 

act  can  be  sustained.    There  would  be  plies  not  only  to  penal  statutes  already 

much  force  in  this  argument  if  the  term  passed   when   it  was  enacted,  but  to 

'  information  '  were  exclusively  appli-  those  passed  subsequently.  Barber  v, 

cable  to  a  proceeding  at  common  law.  Tilson,  3  M.  &  S.  429;  Kenn  v.  Drake, 

But  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  it  has  Cro.  Jac.  85;  and  extends  as  well  to 

no  such  exclusive  application.     A  libel  offenses  of  omission  as  of  commission, 

on    a    seizure,  in    its  terms    and    in  Whitehead  v,  Wynn,  5  M.  &  S.  427; 

its  essence,  is  an  information.     Con-  2  Chit.    420,    explaining  Grimstone  r. 

sequently,  where  the  cause  is  of  ad-  Molineux,  Hob.  251. 

miralty  jurisdiction,  and  the  proceed-  Statate  31  Jao,  L  0. 4.  —  The  operation 

ing  is  by  information,  the  suit  is  not  of  this  statute  was  confined  to  those 

withdrawn,  by  the  nature  of  the  rem-  penal  acts  passed  before  it  was  enacted, 

«dy,  from  the  jurisdiction  to  which  it  French  v,  Coxon,  2  Stra.  io8z;  Barber 

otherwise  belongs."  v.  Tilson,  3  M.  &  S.  429:  French  r. 

1.  Hatch  V.  The  Steam- Boat  Boston,  Cockran,  Andr.  25;  Wynne  v.  Belman, 

3  Fed.  Rep.  807;  The  Steamboat  Joshua  5  Taunt.  754,  i  E.  C.  L.  253,  i  Marsh. 
Leviness.  9  Ben.  (U.  S.)  339,  criticising  320;  Rex  v.  Gaul,  i  Salk.  372;  Green 
The  Tug  Mav,  6  Biss.  (U.  S.)  243;  z^.  ftfangum,  3  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  39;  and 
The  Steamer  Missouri,  3  Ben.  (U.  S.)  which  could  be  brought  only  before  in- 
508,  9  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  433.  See  also  ferior  courts,  Leigh  v,  Kent,  3  T.  R. 
The  Snow  Drop,  30  Fed.  Rep.  79;  The  362,  distinguishing  White  v.  Boot,  2  T. 
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Vaitod  lUtM.  -^  Similar  statutes  have  been  enacted  in  many  of 
the  United  States,* 

AstlM  \f  Tvtj  AnrUwL  —  They  are  applicable  only  to  strictly 

penal  actions,  and  not  to  those  brought  on  statutes  which  are 
rather  remedial  in  their  nature.* 

2.  Change  of  Venue.  —  Statutes  which  make  the  venue  in  penal 
actions  local  do  not  prevent  the  taking  of  a  change  of  venue  for 
reasons  that  are  sufficient  in  ordinary  cases.' 

R.  274;  BaUs  V,  Atwood,  x  H.  BK  546;  Where  the   action  is  local  and   no 

French  v,  Coxon,  2  Stra.  1081.  venue  is  laid  in  the  declaration,  or  a 

1.  Kentiukj.  —  Under  Civ.  Code  Ky.,  wrong  venue  is  given,  advantage  of  the 

g  63,  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  defect  must  be  taken  by  demurrer  or 

fine  or  a  penalty  imposed  by  a  statute  plea  in  abatement.    U.  S.  v.  Woolsey, 

must  be  brought  in  the  county  in  which  6  Betts  D.  C.  MS.  50,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

the  cause  of  action  arose.    Com.   v.  16,762. 

Grand  Cent.  Bldg.,  etc.,  Assoc.,  97  Ky.  3.  Allen  v,  Stear,  Cro.  Eliz.  645;  Fife 

325;  Com.  V,  Long,  (Ky.  189s)  30  S.  W.  v.  Bousfield,  6  Q.  B.  100,  51  E.  C.  L. 

Rep.  628.  100. 

Klniaslppi.  —  In  this  state  the  venue  In  Lewis  v.  Davis,  L.  R.  10  Exch. 

in  a  penal  action  remains  transitory,  86,  it  was  said  that  "it  is  quite  true 

and  if  not  brought  in  the  county  where  that  there  have  been  decisions  to  the 

the  defendant  resides  or  is  found,  it  effect  that  where  a  penalty  is  expressly 

will  be  dismissed.     Elder  v,  Hilzheim,  given  by  statute  to  the  party  grieved, 

35  Miss.  231.  such  party  is  not  within  the   statute 

Vorth  OarsHiia.  —  Code,  §  191,  which  of  Elizabeth.    We  need  not  consider 

proirides  that  actions  for  the  recovery  whether  at  the  present  day  the  Ex- 

of  penalties  must  be  brought  in  the  chequer  Chamber  would  follow  these 

county  in  which  the  cause  of  action  decisions.     Here  the  penalty  is  given 

arose,  applies  only  to  those  actions  of  to  the  informer  only,  and  it  would  be 

which  the  Superior  Court  has  jurisdic-  an  anomaly  if  the  venue  should  not  be 

tion,  and  not  to  those  which  may  be  local  if  the  informer  should  happen  to 

brought  before  justices  of  the  peace,  have  a  grievance,  and  that  the  rule. 

Fisher  v,  BuUard,  109  N.  Car.  574.  should  be  different  where  he  had  none.*' 

Warrants  never  have  a  venue,  there-  S.  Iowa.  —  Code,    §    2590,    provides 

fore  an  action  before  a  justice  of  the  that  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial  may 

peace  commenced  by  warrant  need  not  be  had  where  the  county  in  which  the 

show  that  the  offense  was  committed  action  is  pending  is  a  party  thereto, 

in  the    county    in  which  the  suit  is  In  State  v,  Merrihew,  47  Iowa  112,  it 

brought.     Duffy  v,  Averitt,  5  I  red.  L.  was  held  that  the  mere  fact  that  the 

(N.  Car.)  455.  penalty  when  recovered  goes  into  the 

XTaitsd   fltotss.  —  At   one     time    the  treasury  of  the  county  for  the  benefit 

venue  in  actions  for  penalties  accruing  of  the  school  fund  does  not  make  the 

under  Acts  of  Congress  was  local,  but  county  a  partv  to  the  action  so  as  to 

under  the  Act  of  Feb.  28, 1839,  and  sue-  permit  the  taking  of  a  change  of  venue 

ceeding  acts,  it  has  been  transitory,  under  this  section. 

Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  S  732;  U.  S.  v.  Wool-  Xassaehusetto.  —  Under    the  various 

sey,  6  Betts  D.  C.  MS.  50,  28   Fed.  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  stat- 

Cas.  No.  16,762.  utes,  whether  the  court  will  change  the 

Maaasr  of  OlijootiAf  to  Wrong  Toavo.  venue  or  proceed  with  the  trial  is  a 

>^  Under  the  statute  21  Jac.  I.,  c.  4,  matter  within  its  discretion,  although 

proof  that  the  action  was  commenced  the  venue  laid  is  erroneous.     Morris  v, 

in  the  wrong  county  might  have  been  Farrington,  133  Mass.  466. 

given  under  the  general  issue  to  defeat  Vow  York.  —  "  Ordinarily  an  action 

It,  but  under  the  North  Carolina  Act  of  to  recover  a  penalty  must  be  tried  in 

1777*   c.   2,  such    objection    must    be  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action 

raised,  if  at  all,  by  plea  in  abatement,  arose.    Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  983.     Where 

Green  v.  Mangum,  3  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  the  legislature  authorizes  such  actions 

39,  eited  in  Duffy  v,  Averitt,  5  Ired.  L.  to  be  brought  in  another  county,  the 

(N.  Car.)  455.  propriety  of  the    jurisdiction  of    the 
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VI  Pabtxss  —  1.  naintiff  —  a.  The  State.  —  When  the 
penal  statute  does  not  give  any  person  the  right  to  sue  for  the 
penalty,  the  action  must  be  brought  by  the  sovereign  or  state ;  * 
and  even  though  the  right  to  sue  is  given  to  an  informer,  if  no 
action  has  been  commenced  by  one  the  state  may  bring  suit  for 
the  whole  penalty.  • 

Prooaadingt  bj  ladletiMBt.  —  Where  an  act  provides  that  the  pro- 
ceedings to  recover  a  penalty  must  be  by  an  indictment,  it  is 

court  to  change  the  place  of  trial  to    waived.    Charlotte  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 

the  county  where  the  cause  of  action  Morgan,  132  U.  S.  141. 

arose,  if  justice  requires  it,  would  seem  1.  State  v,  Williams,  7  Rob.  (La.)  252* 

to  be  clear.     A  legislative  attempt  to  per  Morphy,  J. ;  Wiscasset  v,  Trundy, 

deprive  the  court  of  it   would   be  an  12  Me.  204;  Colbum  v.  Swett,  i  Met. 

attempt  to   replace   judicial  functions  (Mass.)  232;  Brownell  v.  Old  Colony  R. 

with  legislative  mandates.*'     People  v,  Co..  164  Mass.  29;  McRae  v.  Keller.  10 

Coughtry,  58  Hun  (N.  Y.)  245,  Hted  in  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  398;  Gause  v.  Lake 

People  V,  Rouse,  (Supreme  Ct.)  39  N.  Shore,  etc..  R.  Co..  2  Cleve.  L.  Rep. 

Y.  St.  Rep.  656.  (Ohio)  44,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  369: 

BBgland.  ^  The  venue  of  a  penal  ac-  State  v.  Kennedy,  5  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.) 

tion  majr  be  changed  to  another  county  160;  Reg.  v,  Armstrong,  11  New  Bruns. 

by  the  judge  ordering  a  suggestion  to  81;  Davis  v,  Edmonson,  3  B.  &  P.  382; 

be  entered  under  the  sutute  3  &  4  Wm.  Bradlaugh  v.  Clarke,  L.  R.  8  App.  354, 

IV.,  c.  42,  g  22,  allowing  such  a  change  reversing  7  Q.  B.  Div.  38. 

in  local  actions.     Greenhow  r.  Parker,  la  Georgia  a  penal  action  must  be 

6  H.  &  M.  882.  brought  in  the  name  of  the  governor^ 

AetioB  Brought  in  Wrong  Oounty. —  A  the  attorney-general  for  the  solicitor- 
penal  action  brought  in  the  wrong  general,  unless  a  special  officer  is 
county  need  not  be  dismissed,  but  may  authorized  to  sue  by  the  penal  law 
be  removed  to  the  proper  county  if  ap-  itself.  0*Kelly  v.  Athens  Mfg.  Co..  36 
plication  is  duly  made.  Wynne  v,  Ga.  51;  McDaniel  v.  Gate  City  Gas- 
Belman,  5  Taunt.  754,  i  E.  C.  L.  253,  i  Light  Co.,  79  Ga.  58. 
Marsh  320;  Veeder  v.  Baker,  83  N.  Y.  Hew  York.  — Under  Code  Civ.  Pro., 
156.  §§  1893,  1894,  1962,  in  the  absence  of 

Where  one    motion   to  change   the  special  provision  in  the  penal  act  itself, 

place  of  trial  has  been  made  and  de-  a  penal  action  must  be  brought  by  the 

nied,  and  the  complaint  adjudged  bad,  individual    to  whom    the    penalt5    is 

if  the  complaint  is  amended  so  as  to  given,  suing  in  his  own  name;  when 

state  a  cause  of  action,  a  second  motion  the  penalty  is  given  to  the  people,  the 

may  be  made  as  a  matter  of  right  with-  suit  can  be  brought  only  by  the  attor- 

out  permission  of  the  court.     Veeder  v.  ne^-general    or  the    district   attorney 

Baker,  83  N.  Y.  156.  suing    in   the    name    of    the    people. 

Proof  of  Plaoo  Where  Oflinite Committed.  People  v.  Lamb,  85  Hun  (N.  Y.)  171' 

—  The  fact  that  a  penal  action  is  re-  People  v,  Belknap,  58  Hun  (N.  Y.)  241, 

moved  out  of  the  county  where  the  wherein  the  court  said,  in  discussing- 

ofifense  is  committed  does  not  render  the  capacity  of  the  people  to  sue  for 

it  unnecessary  to  furnish  evidence  that  penalties:  "  They  have  no  capacity  to 

the  offense  was  committed  within  the  sue  for  penalties  except  as  authorized 

county  where  the  venue  is  laid.     Rob-  by  law,  and  not  then  except  through 

inson  v.  Garthwaite,  9  East  296.  the  officer  or  person  authorized  to  bring 

Waiver  of  Wrong  Venae.  —  An  action  the  suit.     If  the  proper  agency  is  ab- 

brought  in    a  state  court    under  the  sent,  the  capacity  is  absenL" 

national     banking     act     for     double  2.  State  v.  Bishop,  7  Conn.  181 ;  Mc> 

the  amount  of  usurious  interest  paid  Nair  7/.  People,  89  111.  441;  Wiscasset 

should  be  brought  in  the  jurisdiction  v,  Trundy,  12  Me.  204:  Com.  v.  How- 

where     the     banking    association     is  ard,  13  Mass.  222;  Francis  v,  U.  S.,  5 

located.      Missouri  River  Tel.  Co.  r.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  338;  U.  S.  v,  Tilden,  2a 

Sioux  City  First  Nat.  Bank,  74  111.  217.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,523;  Rex  v.  Hymen, 

But  if  an  objection  on  this  ground  is  7  T.   R.  532;    Butler  v,  Butler,  i  East 

not  taken  in  the  court  below  it  will  be  338.     Contra^  U.  S.  v,  Morris,  2  Bond 
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necessarily  implied  that  they  are  to  be  in  the  name  of  the  state.  ^ 
A  PnUifi  OIBotr  may  not,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority, 
maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  for  penalties  accruing  to  the 
state.* 

b.  Informers.  —  In  no  case  can  the  suit  be  brought  by  a  com- 
mon informer  unless  the  right  is  given  in  terms,  or  is  necessarily 
to  be  implied.'  This  sufHcientlv  appears  from  provisions  which 
give  the  penalty,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  an  informer,^  or 
to  any  person  who  will  sue  for  it.* 

(U.  S.)  23,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,814:  U.  or  his  attorney  in  court,  and  shall  not 

S.  V.  Bougher,  6  McLean  (U.  S.)  277.  use  any  deputy  or  any  deputies  at  all, 

1.  State  9.  Stinson,  17  Me.  154.  precludes  an  infant  from   prosecuting 

8.  Hunter  v.  Field,  20  Ohio  340.  a  penal  action  as  a  common  informer. 

8.  Maim,  —  Wiscasset  v,  Trundy,  12  Garrett  v.  Roberts,  10  Ont.  App.  650. 

Me.  204.  4.  Alabama,  —  State    v,   Fillyaw,    3 

Massachusetts,  —  Nye  v.  Lamphere,  2  Ala.  735. 

Gray  (Mass.)  295.  Connecticut,  —  Canfield    v,    Mitchell, 

Pentisylvania,  —  Sheerer  v,  Davis,  i  43  Conn.  169. 

Lqz.  Leg.  Obs.  (Pa.)  38;  Miners' Trust  Illinois.  —  Higby  v.    People,  5    111. 

Co.  Bank  v,  Roseberry,  81  Pa.  St.  309.  165;  Toledo,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Foster,  43 

Wisconsin.  —  Lynch       v.      Steamer  III.  480;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  How. 

Economy,  27  Wis.  69.  ard,  38  111.  414;  Ryder  v,  Hulscher,  40 

United  States,  —  Ferrett  v,  Atwill,  I  111.  App.  77. 

Blatchf.    (U.    S.)    151;     Matthews    v,  Pennsylvania.  —  City    v.    Hirsch,    i 

Offley,  3  Sumn.  (17.  S.)  115.  Lane.  L.  Rev.  (Pa.)  200.     See  also  Com. 

England,  —  Foster's  Case,   11    Coke  v.  Davenger,  lo  Phiia.  (Pa.)   478,  30 

57;    Barnard  v,  Gostling,  2  East  569;  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  321;  City  v.  Duncan,  4 

Fleming  v.  Bailey.  5  East  313;  Water-  Phila.  (Pa.)  145,  17  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  373. 

house  V,  Bawde,  Cro.  Jac.  133:  Llewel-  United  States,  — Stevens  v,  Cady,  2 

lyn  V,  Vale  of  Glamorgan  R.  Co.,  (1898)  Curt.  (U.  S.)  200;  Washington  v,  Eaton, 

I   Q.    B.  473.    See  also  Robinson  v,  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  352. 

Currey,  6  Q.  B.  Div.  21,  affirmed  Uew.  Canada,  —  Garrett  v,  Roberts,  10  Ont. 

ellyn  v.  Vale  of  Glamorgan   R.  Co.,  App.  650. 

(1897)  2  Q.  B.  239.  Oontra.  —  Omaha,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v, 

Uight  >y  ImpUMttioii.  — "  I  do    not  Hale,  45  Neb.  418. 

think  that,  in  order  to  confer  the  right  VonritidMit  llay  Be  latenmr. —  It  is 

to  sue  upon  a  common  informer,  ez-  not  a  good  objection  that  the  informer 

press  statutory  words  are  required.    It  by  whom  a  penal  action  is  brought  is 

will  be  suflBcient,  in  myopiniom,  if  the  in-  a  nonresident  of  the  county  where  he 

tention  of  the  legislature  to  give  him  the  sues.     Chaput  v,  Robert,  14  Ont.  App. 

rif  ht  can  be  derived  by  reasonable  im-  354. 

plication  from  the  language  of  the  Slat-  b,  JCentucky.  —  Hickman     v.    Little- 

ute  enacting  the  penalty.    The  creation  page,  2  Dana  (Ky.)  344;  Prior  v.  Lucas, 

of  a  penalty  to  be  sued  for  by  an  in-  3  Bibb  (Ky.)  96^  i  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 

former  is  not  in  any  proper  sense  an  305. 

invasion,  or  even  a  limitation,  of  the  Massachusetts,  —  Nye  v,  Lamphere,  2 

royal  prerogative;  and  the  intention  to  Gray  (Mass.)  295. 

enact  such  a  penalty  may  be  indirectly  North  Carolina,  —  McRae  v,  Keller, 

expressed  in  words  which  would  be  in-  to  I  red.  L.  (N.  Car.)  398. 

effectual  to  deprive  the  crown  of  pre-  Ohio,  —  Higgins  v.  Grove,  40  Ohio 

rogative    rights    which    had    already  St.  521. 

vested.**    Per  Lord  Watson,  in  Brad-  Pennsylvania.  —  Megargell  v,  Hazle- 

langh  V.  Clarke,  L.  R.  8  App.  354,  re-  ton  Coal  Co.,  8  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  342. 

versing  7  Q.  B.  Div.  38.  United  States.  —  Pentlarge  v.  Kirby, 

Mlaor  as  latenmr.  •—  The  sutute  18  19  Fed.  Rep.  501 ;  The  Laura  M.  Starin, 
Eliz.,  c.  5,  made  perpetual  by  27  Eliz.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  177;  Hatches.  The  Boston, 
c  10,  which  enacts  that  every  informer  cited  in  11  Fed.  Rep.  178,  note;  Pol- 
shall  exhibit  his  writ  in  proper  person,  lock  v.  The  Steam-Boat  Sea  Bird,  3 
and  pursue  the  same  only  by  himself  Fed.  Rep.  573;  U.  S.  v,  Morris,  2  Bond 
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Bight  «f  Xatemtr  to  Put  «f  Peaaltj.  —  Under  statutes  which  provide 
that  a  part  of  the  penalty  shall  go  to  the  person  making  the  com- 
plaint, the  action  to  recover  it  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  state* 
No  right  to  sue  is  thereby  given  to  an  informer.* 

CorponbtioBi.  —  The  word  "person"  used  in  penal  statutes  in  this 
connection  does  not  include  corporations.*  The  right  to  sue, 
however,  may  be  expressly  conferred  upon  them ;  and  this  is  suffi- 
ciently done  by  designating  a  particular  corporation  to  whom  the 
penalty  is  to  go.* 

c.  Persons  Injured  or  Aggrieved.  —  Where  the  statute 

relates  rather  to  matters  of  private  than  of  public  concern,  or,  in 
other  words,  is  not  strictly  penal,  the  action  lies  at  the  suit  of  the 
party  injured,  unless  he  is  excluded  by  its  provisions;^  and  the 

(U.  S.)  23.       Compare  Washington  v.  ruling  Duncan  v,  Philpot,  64  N.  Car. 

Eaton,  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  352.  4791;  Goodwin  v,  Caraleigh  Phosphate, 

ProMontor.  —  Where    the   penalty  is  etc..  Works,  119  N.  Car.  120;  BurreU  r. 

given  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  prose-  Hughes,  116  N.   Car.  430;    Sutton   v. 

cutor,  the  action  is  properly  brought  by  Phillips,  116  N.  Car.   502,  117  N.  Car. 

a  common  informer.     Drew  v.  Hilliker,  228;  Norman  v,  Dunbar,  8  Jones  L.  (N. 

56  Vt.  642;  Phillips  f.  Bevans,  23  N.  J.  Car.)  317.     See  also  Hodge  v.  Marietta, 

L.  373.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Car.  24;  Caroon  v. 

'*  No  special  formula  is  requisite  to  Rogers,  6  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  240. 
confer  the  right  to  sue.  It  is  enough  1.  Smith  v.  Look,  108  Mass.  139; 
if  it  be  seen  that  the  intent  was  to  con-  Com.  v.  Look,  108  Mass.  452;  Gause 
fer  the  right.  In  many  cases  the  form-  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  2  Cleve.  L. 
ula  *  who  may  prosecute '  or  '  who  Rep.  44,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  369. 
prosecutes  '  has  been  held  sufficient  to  See  also  Seward  v.  Beach,  29  Barb.  (N. 
evidence  the  legislative  intent  to  con-  Y.)  239.  Contra^  Caswell  v,  Morgan,  i 
fer  the  right.  In  Nye  v.  Lamphere,  2  £1.  &  £1.  809,  102  £.  C.  L.  809. 
Gray  (Mass.)  295,  which  was  an  action  2.  Ancient  City  Sportsman's  Club  v, 
of  tort  qui  tarn,  to  recover  a  forfeiture  Miller,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  412;  Guardians 
for  fishing  in  Waqaoit  bay,  the  statute  of  Poor  v,  Franklin,  3  C.  P.  Div.  577: 
gave  the  action  to  any  person  *  who  Weavers  Co.  v,  Forrest,  2  Stra.  1241. 
shall  prosecute  therefor.'  Our  statute  But  see  Williamsport  v.  Williams- 
uses  the  noun  where  the  Massachusetts  port  Water  Co.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  206. 
statute  uses  the  verb.  A  person  *  who  Illinoil  Statute.  —  Where  the  statute 
shall  prosecute  '  is  a  *  prosecutor.'  provides  that  the  action  shall  be  in  the 
The  right  to  a  private  action  was  up-  name  of  the  people  on  the  complaint  of 
held  in  Nye  r.  Lamphere,  and  under  any  person  a  corporation  may  be  such 
similar  language  in  Hubbell  v.  Gale,  3  complainant.  Durbin  v.  People,  54  111. 
Vt.  266.     As  we  regard  the  word  *  pros-  App.  loi. 

ecutor '  the  equivalent  of  the  words  8.  Wiscasset  v.  Trundy,  12  Me.  204; 

used  in  those  cases,  and  are  bound  to  Doyle  v.  Baltimore  County,  12  Gill.  & 

give  it  a  meaning,  it  follows  that  this  J.  (Md.)  485;    Reg.  v.  Hicks,  4  £1.  & 

action   was  properly  brought  by  this  Bl.  633,  82  £.  C.  L.  633;  Reg.  c^.  Cubitt, 

plaintiff."     Drew   v,   Hilliker,   56  Vt.  22  Q.  B.  Div.  622;  Anderson  r.  Ham- 

641.  lin,  25  Q.  B.  Div.  221. 

Vortli  Carolina.  —  The  enactments  4.  Graves  v.  Ford,  3  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
embodied  in  Code  1883,  g  1213,  provid-  113;  Love  v.  Harris,  18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
ing  that  "  whenever  any  penalty  shall  122;  Hudson  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
be  given  by  statute,  and  it  is  not  pre-  53  Mo.  525;  Scott  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R. 
scribed  in  whose  name  suit  therefor  Co.,  38  Mo.  App.  523;  Com.  v,  Evans, 
may  be  commenced,  the  same  shall  be  13  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  426;  Hatch  v.  Robin- 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  state,"  are  son,  26  Vt.  737;  Newman  v.  Waited  43 
not  applicable  to  statutes  which  give  a  Vt.  587.  Compare  Omaha,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
share  of  the  penalty  to  the  party  who  v.  Hale,  45  Neb.  418. 
will  sue  for  it.  Middleton  v,  Wilming-  *'  If  a  statute  prohibits  the  doing  of 
ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  N.  Car.  167  [over^  a  thing  under  a  penalty,  to  be  paid  to 
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right  to  sue  is  frequently  given  in  terms  to  such  person  both  by 
penal  statutes  and  those  not  strictly  so.  ^ 

the  party  grieved,  or  without  saying  brought  by  a  trustee  of  the  bankrupt, 

to  whom  it  shall  be  paid,  and  does  not  It  was  defeated  on  the  merits  and  no 

prescribe  any  mode  of  recovery,  this  qnestion  was  raised  as  to  his  right  to 

action   may,  in   such   case,  be  main-  sue.     Cited  in  Wright    v,  Greensburg 

tained  by  the  party  grieved;  and  for  First  NaL  Bank,  8  Hiss.  (U.  S.)  243,  30 

that  there  are  many  other  authorities."  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,078,  x8  Alb.  L.  J.  115. 

Underbill  v,  Ellicombe,   i   McClel.  &  See    also  Darby    v.    Boatman's    Sav. 

Y.  450  [citing  Com.  Dig.,  title  Action  Inst.,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,571.  i  Dill.  (U. 

upon  Statute  (F)  ;    College  of   Physi-  S.)  141. 

cians  z'.  Salmon,  i  Ld.  Raym.  682].  So  under  state  laws  giving  an  action 

Aist  AfalBSt  BaoolvtBg  Illsgal  TolL  —  for  the  recovery  of  double  or  treble  the 

An  act  indicting  a  penalty  on  any  toll  amount  of  interest  paid  to  the  debtor 

gathsrsr  on  a  public    road    who  de-  it  has  been  held  that  his  assignee  may 

mands  or  receives  greater  toll  than  is  mainuin  the  action.    Gray  v,  Bennett, 

allowed  by  law  is   not  such  a  statute,  3  Met.  (Mass.)  522  [citing  Brandon  v, 

and  if  no  other  mode  of  proceeding  is  Pate,  2  H.  Bl.  308;    Brandon  v.  Sands, 

given  the  action  must  be  in  the  name  of  2  Ves.  Jr.  514J;    Cutler  v,  Bubier,  4 

the  state.     Hilton  v,  Morse,  2  West.  L.  Gray  (Mass.)  588;   Tamplin  v.  Went- 

M.  (Ohio)  317,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  worth,  99  Mass.  63;   Meech  v,  Stoner, 

292.  19  N.  Y.  26,  citing  Turner  v,  Warren,  2 

Legal  BaprweatatiTSS.  —  The  national  Stra.  1079.  ^^^  ^^^  Turner  v.  Inter- 
banking  act,  in  so  far  as  it  gives  a  state  Bldg.,  etc.,  Assoc.,  47  S.  Car.  397; 
right  to  a  party  or  his  legal  representa-  Jeffries  v.  Allen;  29  S.  Car.  501. 
tives  paying  illegal  interest  to  a  na-  1.  Arkansas,  —  Arkansas,  etc.,  R. 
tional  bank  to  recover  back  double  the  Co.  v,  Harris,  62  Ark.  452. 
amount  so  paid,  is  a  statute  of  this  California.  —  Thurn  v.  Alta  Tel. 
character,  and  not  strictly  penal.     The  Co.,  15  Cal.  473. 

term  "legal   representatives,"   there-  Conntcticut.  —  Dickinson  c^.  Potter,  4 

fore,  is  not  to  be  strictly  construed.  Day  (Conn.)  340. 

In  accordance  with   this  view  it  has  Georgia,  —  Conyers    v.    Postal    Tel. 

been   held    that    the    action    may    be  Cable  Co.,  02  Ga.  619;  Western  Union 

brought  by  the  debtor's  assignee  in  Tel.  Co.  v.  Nunnally,  86  Ga.  503. 

bankraptcy.     Crocker  v.  Chetopa  First  Illinois,  —  Chicago,   etc.,    R.   Co.  v, 

Nat.  Bank,  4  Dill.  (U.  S.)  358,  6  Fed.  People,  24  111.  App.   562,  affirmed  120 

Cas.  No.  3,397;  Wright  v,  Greensburg  111.  667. 

First  Nat.  Bank,  8   Biss.  (U.  S.)  243,  8  Indiana,  —  Hadley  v.  Western  Union 

Alb.  L.  J.  115,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,078;  Tel.  Co.,  115  Ind.  191;  Western  Union 

Markson    r.    Kansas    City   First   Nat.  Tel.  Co.  v,  Bierhaus,  8  Ind.  App.  563; 

Bank,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,097;  Barbour  Fruchey  v,  Eagleson,  15  Ind.  App.  88. 

V,  National  Exch.   Bank,  45  Ohio  St.  See  also  Western  Union   Tel.   Co.  v, 

133;  Monongahela  Nat.  Bank  v.  Over-  Brown,  loS  Ind.  538. 

holt,  96  Pa.  St.  327,  doubted  in  Osbom  Kansas,  —  Concordia  First  Nat.  Bank 

V,  Athens  First  Nat.  Bank,  175  Pa.  St.  v,  Rowley,  52  Kan.  394. 

494.     See  also    Bromley    v.   Smith.  2  Kentucky,  —  Henderson    Nat.   Bank 

Biss.  (U.  S.)  511,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,922.  v,  Alves,  91  Ky.  142;  Hickman  v.  Lit- 

Contra^  Bamett  v,  Muncie  Nat.  Bank,  tlepage,    2   Dana  (Ky.)  344;    Prior  v, 

2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,026,  affirmed  without  Lucas,  3  Bibb  (Ky.)  96. 

reference  to  this  point,  98  U.  S.  555;  Missouri,  —  Barnett  v.  Atlantic,  etc., 

Barniis  v.  Hamilton  First  Nat.  Bank,  R.  Co.,  68  Mo.  56. 

2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,034.  Massachusetts,  —  Brewer    v,   Crosby, 

An  AiBi|fnM  fbr  the  Beaeflt  of  Crsditors  11  Gray  (Mass.)  29. 

is  not  entitled  to  sue  as  a  legal  repre-  Nebraska,  —  Lydick  v,  Palmquist,  31 

sentative.      Osborn    v,    Athens    First  Neb.  300;  Her  v,  Cronin,  34  Neb.  424. 

Nat.  Bank,  175   Pa.  St.  494.     Nor  is  a  New  Hampshire,  ^CrtAg  v.  Gerrish, 

i'udgment  creditor  entitled  so  to  sue.  58  N.  H.  513;  East  Kingston  v,  Towle, 

larrett  v,  Shelby ville   Nat.  Bank,  85  48  N.  H.  57;    Hall  v.  Brown,  54  N.  H. 

Tenn.  426.  495,  58  N.  H.  93. 

In    Tiffany    v.    National    Bank,    18  Pennsylvania,  —  Evans    v,    Harney, 

WalL    (U.    S.)   409,    the    action    was  17  Pa.  St.  460;  Miller  v,  Lockwood,  17 
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BtAual  to  Ifttiffy  Itetgftg*  ^  Booord.  —  The  proper  parties  to  a  penal 

action  for  a  failure  to  satisfy  a  mortgage  of  record  must  be 
determined  in  each  case  by  the  wording  of  the  local  statute.^ 

2.  Defendant  —  a.  In  General.  —  A  penal  action  can  be 
brought  only  against  those  persons  who  are  comprehended  within 
the  language  of  the  statute,  strictly  construed.* 

Pa.  St.  348;    Baldwin  v.  Cash,  7  W.  conducted  upon  a  joint  or  co-operatire 

&  S.  (Pa.)  425;    Mevay  v.  Edmiston,  plan.     Phillips  v.  Meade.  75  111.  334. 

I  Rawle  (Pa.)  457;  Gault  v.  Dunbar,  i  Failure  of  flMriff  to  Lory  and  Botom 

Phila.  (Pa.)  26.  7  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  15;  IzoGation.  —  Where     a    penal    statute 

Heinrich  %k  Venter,  (Pa.   1885)  i  Atl.  provides  a  remedy  by  motion  against 

Rep.  598.  a  sheriff  for  failure  to  levy  and  return 

Virginia,  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  an  execution,  to  be  made  by  the  plain- 
ts. Tyler,  90  Va.  297.  tiff  in  the  original  cause,  the  remedy  is 

United  States,  —  Timberlake  v.  First  open  to  no  other  person,  as,  for  exam- 
Nat.  Bank,  43  Fed.  Rep.  231.  pie,  to  the  assignee  of  the  judgment, 

Who  Xay  Be  Party  Injured.  —  '*  We  moving  in  his  own  name.     Hicks  v. 

think   the  terms  *  person  injured'  or  Gray,  25  Tex.  82;    Beaver  v.  Batte,  19 

'  aggrieved,'  in  the  common  language  Tex.  iii. 

of  statutes,  giving  rights  of  action  or  VnlawAU  Celebratioii  of   Xarriage.  — 

penalties  to  such  persons,  must  be  re-  Under  the  Act  of  1729  for  preventing 

garded  as  extending  only  to  such  per-  clandestine  marriages,  either  a  mother 

sons    as  are  immediately  injured   b^  who  is  the  only  surviving  parent,  or 

the  very  act  prohibited,  or  by  some  di-  the  guardian   if  the   minor  has  one, 

rect  and  immediate  or  necessary  and  may  sue  to  recover  the  penalty  for  the 

natural  consequences  of  such  act;  and  illegal     celebration    of    a    marriage, 

that  persons  only  collaterally  or  inci-  Buchanan   v.   Thorn,    i    Pa.   St.    431. 

dentally  injured  by  such  act  are  not  Where  the  father  has  relinquished  par- 

ordinarily  regarded  as  coming  within  ental  control  over  his  minor  child  he 

the  purview  of  the  statute."     Hatch  v.  cannot  maintain  an  action  under  this 

Robinson,  26  Vt.  737.     See  also  Bos-  act.     Robinson  v.  English,  34  Pa.  St. 

well  V,  Robinson,  33  N.  J.  L.  273.  324. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  statute  1.  Alabama,  —  Grooms  r.  Hannon, 
should  designate  the  party  who  shall  59  Ala.  510.  Compare  Code  of  Ala- 
sue  by  name.  Giving  the  penalty  to  bama  1896,  ^  1066. 
the  party  injured,  generally,  is  sufS-  Iowa,  —  Low  v.  Fox,  56  Iowa  221, 
dently  explicit.  Thompson  v,  Howe,  cited  In  Kennedy  v,  Moore,  91  lovra  39. 
46  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  287.  Kansas,  —  Curd   v,    Bown,    3    Kan. 

"The Person  Intereited.'*  —  Under  an  App.  553;  Coffraan  v.  Hillard,  44  Kan. 

act  prescribing  the  duties  of  a  railroad  538;  Thomas  v,  Reynolds,  29  Kan.  304; 

company  in  the  maintenance  of  road  Perkins    v,   Matteson,   40    Kan.    165; 

crossings,  and  prescribing  a  penalty  Parkhurst  v,  Clyde  First  Nat.  Bank,  53 

for  a  breach  payable  to  *'  the  person  Kan.  136. 

interested,"  the  lessee  of  a  farm  may  Minnesota,  — Galloway  v,  Litchfield, 

sue  for  any  breach  incurred  during  his  8  Minn.  188. 

occupancy.     Alabama,  etc.,   R.  Co.  &.  Missouri,  —  Wood    v,    Ethridge,    62 

Ligon,  74  Miss.  176.  Mo.  App.  127. 

In  Collinson  v,  Newcastle,  etc.,  R.  Nebraska,  —  Daniels  r.  Densmore,  32 

Co.,  I  C.  &  K.  546,  47  E.  C.  L.  546,  the  Neb.  40. 

word  "  owner  "  used  in  a  similar  stat-  2.  Burbank  v,  McDuffee,  65  Me.  135; 

ute  was  held  not  to  include  '*  tenant."  Fretton   v,   Karcher,   77   Pa.   St.   423; 

Adulteration  of  Milk.  — Act  in.,  March  Wells  v,  Homish,  3  P.  &  W.  (Pa.)  30; 

9,  1869,  entitled  *'  An  Act  to  protect  Parry    v.   Crovdon   Commercial    Gas, 

butter  and  cheese  manufactories  "  and  etc.,  Co.,  15  CT.  B.  N.  S.  568,  109  E.  C. 

providing    a    penalty    for    supplying  L.  568. 

or  bringing  to  be  manufactured  milk  Celebrating    Xarriage  with  Minor.  — 

diluted  with  water,  gives  no  right  of  This  rule  is  applicable  in  actions  for 

action  to  a  person  engaged  in  making  penalties  against  those  who  unlawfully 

butter  and  cheese  on  his  own  account,  issue  licenses  to  marry  persons  under 

but  confines  the   remedy  to  factories  age,  or  who  celebrate  such  marriages. 
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iliBArt.  —  A  penal  action  may  be  brought  against  a  minor  unless 
the  statute  contains  an  exception  in  favor  of  such  persons.* 

XaedTtn  cif  Itilnrtfl*  or  other  property  cannot  be  sued  for  penalties 
under  statutes  giving  causes  of  action  only  against  companies, 
owners,  and  the  likeJ* 

"OtlMT  P«non."  —  The  term  "other  person/*  when  a  forfeiture 
of  merchandise  is  sought,  means  some  one  of  the  same  general 
class  as  those  described  bv  the  words  with  which  it  is  associated. 
The  rule  noscitur  a  sociis  has  application.' 

*.  Actions  Against  Property.  —  In  a  proceeding  in  rem  to 
forfeit  goods  the  owner  of  the  goods  or  any  person  claiming  an 
interest  in  them,  though  not  nominally  a  party,  is  nevertheless 
substantially  a  party  to  the  action  and  may  appear  and  make 
defense.* 

Aisup  V,  Ross,  34  Mo.  383:    Bishop  v,  Ignating    the    offender   as  an  '*  indi- 

Marshall,  5  N.  H.  407;  State  v.  Baker,  vidual/'  persons  can  be  sued  only  as 

47  Miss.  88;    Maggett  v,  Roberts,  108  individuals  and  not  as  partnerships,  or 

N.  Car.  174.  as  members  of  partnerships  or  corpora- 

ITignst    Bisorlmiiuitloii    \rf   lasuranos  tions.     Hargo  v,  Meyers,  3  Ohio  Cir. 

Oompaniss.  —  Act  III.,  June  19,  1891,  in-  Dec.  543,  4  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.   Rep.   275. 

fllcting  a  penalty  against  life-insurance  See  also  Martin  v.*  M' Night,  i  Overt, 

companies  for  unjust  discriminations  (Tenn.)  330;    Williams    v,  Hendricks, 

in  business,  includes  companies  doing  115  Ala.  277. 

the  business  of  life  or  accident  insur-  Hnsbuid  and  Wi£».  —  A  penal  action 

ance  on  the  assessment  plan  incorpo-  may  be  brought  against  a  husband  for 

rated  under  Act  June  23,  1893.    West-  a    penalty     incurred     by     his    wife, 

ern  Mat.  L.  Assoc,  v.  People,  73  111.  whether  brought  before  or  since  the 

App.  496.  Married  Women's  Act.     Excise  Com' rs 

Corpmtioas.  —  The  word  *'  person  "  v,  Keller,  20  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 

used  in  penal  statutes  in  defining  those  Ct.)  280,  citing  Hasbrouck  v.  Weaver, 

against    whom    the    action    may    be  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  247.    See  also  Phila- 

brought  does  not  include  corporations,  delphia  r.  McCaffrey,  2  Ashm.   (Pa.) 

since  the  guilty  intent  generally  neces-  164,  wherein  it  was  held  that  coverture 

sary    cannot    be  attributed   to    them,  was  a  good  plea    in  a  penal   action 

Androscoggin    Water    Power    Co.    v.  against  a  married  woman. 

Bethel  Steam  Mill  Co.,  64  Me.  441;  Snretisf  on  an  OflloialBond  are  liable 

Cumberland,  etc..  Canal  Corp.  v.  Port-  foraper-centum  penalty  of  the  amount 

land,  56  Me.  77.     C<9»/ra,  Tompkins  v.  of  delinquency  given  by  statute  against 

Butterfield,  25  Fed.  Rep.  556.  an  officer  who   wrongfully   withholds 

An  act  imposing  a  penalty  upon  the  public  funds.    Tappan  v.  People,   67 

owner,  agent,  or  superintendent  of  a  111.  339,  followed  in  Jerauld  County  v, 

manufacturing  establishment  does  not  Williams,  7  S.  Dak.  196.    See  also  arti- 

include  corporation  owners,  since  the  cle  Official  Bonds,  ante^  p.  83. 

act  otherwise  reaches  them  by  impos-  1.  Upshur  v.  Pace,  15  Tex.  531,  cited 

ing    a  penalty   upon   their  agents  or  with  approval  in  Jones  v.  Lee,  86  Tex. 

superintendents.     Benson  v.  Monson,  25;  Laughter  r.  Seela,  59  Tex.  177. 

etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  9  Met.  (Mass.)  562.  2.  U.  S.  v.  Harris,  85  Fed.  Rep.  533: 

Momhcrof  Anodation.  —  Under  an  act  U.  S.  v.  Harris,  78  Fed.  Rep.  290;  Mis- 

which   provides  that  **  whoever  shall  souri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Stoner,  5  Tex. 

knowingly  sell,  supply,  or  bring  ♦  ♦  •  Civ.   App.    50;    Schloss    r.   Atchison, 

to    any   cheese    manufactory   in    this  etc.,  R.  Co.,  85  Tex.  601;   Gulf,  etc., 

state     diluted  milk  shall  be  liable  for  R.  Co.  v.  Dwyer,  84  Tex.  194. 

a  certain  penalty,  an  action  may  be  8.  U.  S.  v.  1,150^  Pounds  of  Cellu- 

brought  against  one  of  the  members  of  loid,  82  Fed.  Rep.  627,  citing  Newport 

an  association  conducting  such  a  fac-  News,  etc.,  Co.  v.  U.  S.,  22  U.  S.  App. 

tory.     Bridenbeker  v.  Hoard,  32  How.  148.  and   17    Am.  and   Eng.  Ecyc.   of 

Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  289.  Law  (isi  ed.)  280. 

Partncnhip.  —  Under  a  statute  des-  4.  Boyd  v.  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  616;  The 
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c.  Participators  in  Penal  Act  —  asu  «f  Ag«nti  ua  tarruta.  — 
Most  penal  actions  will  lie  only  against  one  who  participates 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  breach  of  the  statute.     The  rules 

which  govern  the  civil  liability  of  masters  for  the  acts  of  their 
servants,  of  principals  for  the  acts  of  their  agents,  and  the  like,  are 
inapplicable.  ^ 

Aetloni  OA  Bmntdifcl  sututaf .  —  This  rule  that  the  defendant  is  not 

liable  for  acts  of  servants  does  not  apply  where  the  penalty  is 

Mary  Anoe,  i  Ware  (U.  S.)  T04,  disHn"  Allen  (Mass.)  59;    Goodhue  r.  Dix,  2 

guishing  The  Louisetta,  2  Gall.  (U.  S.)  Gray  (Mass.)  181. 

307,   and    The    St.   J^so  de  Cuba,    9  Mississippi,  —  Exum    v.   Brister,    35 

Wheat.  (U.  S.)  409;  Boggs  v.  Com.,  76  Miss.  391. 

Va.  989;  Com.  r.  Intoxicating  Liauors,  New   Jersey.  —  Roeber    v.    Society, 

122  Mass.  8;  Com.  p.  Reed,  162  Mass.  etc.,  47  N.  J.  L.  237. 

215.  New  York,  —  Westchester  County  r. 

Procasdings   undtr   V.  8.  Cenflsoatioa  Dressner,   23  N.   Y.   App.    Div.    215: 

Aets.  —  The  owner  of  the  property  is  Verona  Cent.  Cheese  Co.  v,  Murtaugh, 

entitled  to  appear  and  contest  in  an  ac-  50  N.  Y.  314,  4  Lans.  <N.  Y.)  17;  Clark 

tion  in  rem  under  the  Confiscation  Act  v.  Metropolitan  Bank,  3  Duer  (N.  Y.) 

of  July  17, 1862,  although  he  is  an  enemy  241;  Monnet  v.  Merz,  127  N.  Y.  151. 

when    the    libel   is   filed    and    resides  Tennessee.  —  Porter  v,  Vance,  14  Lea 

within    the    Confederate    lines.      Mc-  (Tenn.)  629. 

Veigh  V,  U.  S..  ii  Wall.  (U.  S.)  259;  TVxax.  —  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Barn- 
Windsor  V.  McVeigh,  93  U.  S.  274.  hart,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  601. 

In  actions  under  these  Confiscation  IVest   Virginia.  ^^  HM    v.   Norfolk, 

Acts  lienors  of  the  property  seized  are  etc.,  R.  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  36. 

not  entitled  to  intervene,  as  the  pro-  United  States. —  U.  S.  v.  Halberstadt, 

ceedings  and  judgment  thereunder  do  Gilp.   (U.   S.)  262,   26  Fed.  Cas.   No. 

not  affect  their  rights,   but  only  the  15,276;  U.  S.  v.  Beaty,  Hempst.  (U.  S.) 

interest    of    the    owner.      Marcuard's  487,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,555:    U.  S.  v. 

Claims,  20  Wall.  (U.  S.)  114,  note,  cit-  Moore,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  34;  Schreiber  v. 

ing  Bigelow  v.  Forrest,  9  Wall.  U.  S.)  Sharpless,  6  Fed.  Rep.  175. 

339,  and  Day  v.  Micou,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  England.  —  Miles  v,  Mcllwraith,  L. 

156.    See  also  Avegno  v.  Schmidt,  113  R.  8  App.  120;    Cooper  v.  Slade,  6  H. 

U.  S.  293;    Shields  v.  Schiff.  124  U.  S.  L.  Cas.  746;   Atty.-Gen.  v.  Riddle,  2 

351.  Cromp.  &  J.  493;  General  Steam  Nav. 

For  a  full  discussion  by  Story,  J.,  of  Co.  v.  Morrison,  13  C.  B.  581,  76  E.  C. 

this  subject,  the  manner  of  intervening,  L.  581;    Dickenson  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R.  9 

its  effect,  etc.,  see  U.  S.  v.  A22  Casks  C.  P.  i. 

of  Wine,  i   Pet.  (U.  S.)  547,  quoted  in  Contra.  —  Davis  v.  Bemis,  40  N.  Y. 

North  Carolina  v.  Vanderford,  35  Fed.  453,  note;    U.  S.  v,  Thomason,  4  Biss. 

Rep.  282.  (U.  S.)  99,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.    16,478; 

1.  Alabama.  —  Smith   v.  Causey,   22  Bayles  r.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  549. 
Ala.  568;    Russell  f/.  Irby,  13  Ala.  131;  Indspends&t     Contnetor.  —  One    em- 
Williams  V.  Hendricks,  115  Ala.  277.  ploying  an  independent  contractor  for 

Illinois.  —  Whitecraft  v.  Vanderver,  the  performance  of  work  is  not  liable 

12  111.  235;    Watkins  v.  Gale,   13  111.  for  penalties  incurred  by  the  acts  of 

152;    Cushman  v.  Oliver,  81  111.  444;  such    contractor    or    his    employees. 

Satterfield  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  Williamsport    v.   Williamsport    Water 

23  111.  App.  446,  citing  Cushing  v.  Dill,  Co.,  7   Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  206.    See  also 

3  111.  460.  Caldwell  v.  Pre-emption,  74 III.  App.  32. 

Indiana.  —  State  v.  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  Bcfual  to  Enter  8atis£setion  tf  Most- 

R.  Co.,  135  Ind.  578.  WS^ — It    was    held    in     Renfro    v. 

Kentucky.  —  Paducah,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  62  Ala.  302,  that  a  penalty  for 

Com.,  (Ky.  1896)  33  S.  W.  Rep.  822.  failure  to  satisfy  a  mortgage  given  to 

Maine.  —  State    v.    Consolidated  a  partnership  as  mortgagee  might  be 

European,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  67  Me.  479.  brought  against  all  the  partners  irre- 

Massachusetts.  —  Heath    v.    Cook,   7  spective  of  knowledge  of  the  trans- 
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rather  damages  to  compensate  an  injured  party  than  punishment 
for  a  public  offense.^ 

7«uati«  Aftiairt  TraitMs  uA  IiMnton.  —  Under  acts  which  inflict 
penalties  upon  trustees  of  corporations  or  executors  of  wills  for 
neglect  or  failure  to  perform  their  duties  according  to  law,  suit 
can  be  brought  only  against  such  trustees  or  executors  as  have 
participated  in  the  offense.* 

•Uiitory  PnTiiirat.  —  Statutes,  however,  frequently  fix  liability 
upon  persons  regardless  of  their  participation  in  the  act ;  *  and  in 
suits  against  property  for  its  forfeiture  or  the  recovery  of  its  value» 
the  ordinary  rules  of  civil  liability  are  applied.^ 

action.  DisHnguUhed  in  Williams  v.  of  Distilled  Oil,  6  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  174; 
Hendricks,  115  Ala.  377.  Bash  v.  U.  S.,  24  Fed.  Rep.  917;   The 

1.  Bryan  v.  Adler,  97  Wis.  124.    See    Schooner  Industry,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  114; 


also  cases  cited  above  as  contra.  The  Schooner  Harmony,  i   Gall.  (U. 

\\  123;  The  Palmyra,  I2  Wheat.  (U. 
196,  affirmed  21  N.  Y.  261,  approved  in    S.)  i;    U.  S.   v,   Hutchinson,   I  Hask. 


8.  Boughton  v.  Otis,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)    S.)  123;  The  Palmyra,  12  Wheat. 


McHarg  v,  Eastman,  7  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  (U.S.)  146,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.   15.431; 

X40,  and  Shaler,  etc..  Quarry  Co.  v.  U.  S.  v.  The  Steamship  The  Queen,  ix 

Bliss,  27  N.  Y.  297;    Hill  %\  Davis,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  416,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Mass.  137.  16,108;    U.  S.  V.  Baker,  5  Ben.  (U.  S.) 

Tliiliurs  «f  Izerator  to  Satisfy  Mortfagt  251,   24  Fed.  Cas.    No.    14.500;    The 

«f  BMord.  —  One  of  two  executors  who  Yacht  Wanderer,  i  Spragne  (U.  S.)  515, 

wantonly  and  obstinately  refuses   to  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,139;  Strohm  v.  U. 

join  in  satisfying  a  mortgage  of  record  S.,  Taney's  Dec.  (U.   S.)  413,  23  Fed. 

is    liable    to    the    penalties    therefor  Cas.  No.  13,539;    U.  S.  v.  Curtis,  16 

provided    by  Act  Pa.,   May  28,  17x5.  Fed.  Rep.  184;    The  Meteor,  X7  Fed. 

Crawford  v.  Simon,  159  Pa.  St.  585.  Cas.  No.  9,498;   Atty.^Gen.  v,  Siddon^ 

S.  Dudley  v.  Sautbine,  49  Iowa  650;  i  Cromp.  &  J.  220;  Graham  v.  Pocock, 

Roberge  v,  Burnham,  X24  Mass.  277;  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  345:    Ranston  v,  Etter- 

Com.  V.  Emmons,  98  Mass.  6;  Fruchey  idge,  2  Chit.  Rep.  273   x8  E.  C.  L.  333. 

V.  Eagleson,  15  Ind.  App.  88;   Spring  Contra,  —  U.  S.  v.  The  Stadacona,  27 

Valley  v,  Henning,  42  III.  App.  X59;  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,371;  The  Saratoga,  15 

Batchelder  v,  Kelly,  10  N.  H.  436,  34  Fed.  Rep.  382,  9  Fed.  Rep.  322. 

Am.  Dec.  X74.  Izosptlmis.  —  The  owner  of  goods  is 

AUsgattoos   and   Prssl  —  In    actions  not  liable  where  the  illegal  act  or  use 

under  such  statutes  allegations  which  is  that  of  mere  strangers  having  no 

attribute  the  disregard  of  duty  to  the  authority  of  any  kind  over  the  goods, 

defendant  are  substantiated  by  proof  Peisch  v.  Ware,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.)  363; 

that  the  act  was  that  of  his  servant  or  U.   S.   v.   Schooner  Kitty,  Bee  Adm. 

agent.     Draper  v,  Fitzgerald,  30  Mo.  252,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,537;    U.  S.  v, 

App.  5x8.    See  generally  article  Pkin*  The  Schooner  Sarah  B.  Harris,  4  Cliff. 

ciPAL  AND  Agent.  (U.  S.)  X47;  651  Chests  of  Tea  v,  U.  S., 

4.  Com.     V.     Ceruin     Intoxicating  i  Paine  (U.  S.)  499;   The  Waterloo,  B. 

Liquors,  X07  Mass.  396;   Com.  v,  Cer-  ft  H.  Adm.  X14;    U.  S.  v.  Randall,  i 

lain   Intoxicating  Liquors,   X63  Mass.  Sprague  (U.  S.)  546,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

42;    Colon  V,  Lisk,  X3  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  16,119;  U-  S.  v.  Certain  Diamonds,  30 

195.  affirmed  X53  N.  Y.  x88;    Boggs  v.  Fed.  Rep.  364;    Lady  Essex,  39  Fed. 

Com.,  76  Va.  989;    Stock  well  v,  U.  S.,  Rep.  765;    U.  S.  v.  Two  Hundred  and 

13  Wall.  (U.S.)  53X,  3  Cliff.  (U.S.)  284,  Eight  Bags  of   Kainit,  37   Fed.   Rep. 

Field,    Miller,   and   Bradley,   JJ.,  dis-  326:    U.  S.  v.  x,i5oi  Pounds  of  Cellu- 

senting;  Dobbins's  Distillery  v.  U.  S.,  loid,  82  Fed.  Rep.  627.    See  also  Ham 

96   U.  S.   305;    Harmony   v,  U.  S.,  2  v,  M'Claws,  i  Bay  (S.  Car.)  93. 

How.  (U.  S.)  2x0;  The  Three  Friends,  Nor  is  this  rule  applied  to  owners  of 

166  U.  S.   x;    U.  S.  V,  The  Schooner  goods  found  on  vessels  captured  for 

Little  Charles,  i   Brock.  (U.  S.)  347;  blockade  running,  where  such  owners 

U.  S.  V,  Twenty  Cases  of  Matches,  2  are  not  engaged  in  any  way  in  the  un- 

Biss.  (U  S.)  47;  U.  S.  V,  Seven  Barrels  lawful  act.    U.  S.  v,  Guillem,  xi  How. 
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PttUie  Ofidali.  —  Even  in  the  absence  of  such  statute  it  has  been 
held  that  public  officials  may  be  sued  for  penalties  incurred  by 
the  acts  of  their  deputies.^ 

3.  Joinder  of  Parties  —  a.  Plaintiffs  —  lafvnMn  iuy  v«fc  j«in.  — 
Two  or  more  persons  may  not  join  as  plaintiff  informers  in  a  penal 
action  unless  expressly  authorized  by  law.* 

Joinder  of  PartiM  Aggri«T«d.  —  Where  the  right  to  sue  is  given  to 
the  party  aggrieved,  those  who  have  suffered  a  joint  injury  may 
unite  as  plaintiffs.' 

BUtinotioa  BetwMn  lUmtdial  tad  Penal  Aetieai.  —  Where  the  statute 
giving  the  right  to  sue  to  the  party  aggrieved  is  strictly  penal,  it 
is  unnecessary  for  all  those  jointly  injured  to  unite  in  bringing 
the  action.*  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  object  of  the  statute  is 
primarily  to  benefit  the  party  aggrieved,  it  seems  that  those 
jointly  injured  must  bring  a  jomt  action,  as  the  penalty  is 
indivisible.* 

Qoi  Tam  Aetirai.  —  In  a  qui  tarn  action  the  state  or  other  for  whom 
the  defendant  sues  as  well  as  for  himself  is  not  a  proper  party  to 
the  suit  and  should  not  join  as  plaintiff.* 

(U.  S.)  47,  2  Wheat.  (U.  S.),  Appendix,  Guardians  of  Poor  v.  Franklin,  3  C.  P. 

37,  and  cases  cited.  Div.  377]. 

1.  Esty  V.  Chandler,  7  Mass.  465;  S.  Fowler  v,  Frisbie,  3  Conn.  320; 
Hobe  V.  Swift,  58  Minn.  84;  Miller  v.  Fowler  v.  Tuttle,  24  N.  H.  9:  Ferrett  v. 
Lock  wood,  T7  Pa.  St.  248;  Overholtzer  At  will,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  151. 

V,  McMichael,  10  Pa.  St.  139;  Peshall  v,  Hnsbaiid  and  'W\i».  —  An  action  to  re- 

Layton,  2  T.  R.  712,  512;  Woodgate  v,  cover  the  statutory  penalty  for  failure 

Knatchbull,    2    T.    R.    148;    Bowning  to  enter  satisfaction  of  a  mortgage  on 

V.  Goodchild,  2  W.  Bl.  907.     See  also,  record  is  properly  brought  in  the  name 

as  to  an  act  of  a  cleric  not  a  deputy,  of  both  husband  and  wife  where  the 

Phcenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bohman,  28  Neb.  note  and   mortgage  were    sif^ned    by 

251;  Wood  V,  Farnell,  50  Ala.  546.  both,  and  the  mortgage   recites   that 

Contra,  —  Under  the  English  Sheriff's  the  property  conveyed  therein  belongs 

Act,  1887,  g  29,  which  names  the  sheriff  to  both.     Thomason    Grocery  Co.  v. 

and  under-officers  distributively,  each  Mitchell,  114  Ala.  315. 

is  liable  for  his  own  acts  alone.     Lee  c  4.  Forbes    v,   Davison,    11   Vt.   660; 

Dangar,  (1892)    2   Q.   B.   337;    Bagge  Phillips  v.   Be  vans,  23  N.  J.  L.  373. 

V,  Whitehead,  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  355.     See  wherein  the  court  said:   "  It  is  not  an 

also  Shoppee  v.  Nathan,  (1892)  i  Q.  B.  action  to  restore  to  the  party  the  usuri- 

245.  ons  interest  which  has  been  exacted 

2.  Hill  V.  Davis,  4  Mass.  137;  Fow-  from  his  necessities,  but  it  is  for  a  pett- 
ier V.  Tuttle,  24  N.  H.  9;  Com.  v.  Win-  alty  imposed  as  a  punishment  for  the 
Chester,  3  Clark  (Pa.)  34,  4  Pa.  L.J.  violation  of  a  public  law.  In  this  pen- 
371;  Ferrett  v.  Atwill,  i  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  alty  joint  borrowers  have  not  necessa- 
151.  rily  a  joint  interest  and  need  not  bring 

Statutory  Provisioas.  — Where  the  stat-  a  joint  action. ' ' 

ute  gives  the  right  to  sue  to  '*  any  5.  Edwards  v.  Hill,  11  111.  22.     But 

person  '*  and  a  general  law   provides  see  Thomas  v.  Reynolds,  29  Kan.  304. 

that  the  singular  number  used  in  stat-  6.  Martin  v.  Martin,  5   Jones  L.  (N. 

utes  may  be  read  in  the  plural  also,  or  Car  )  349  {distinguishing  Harrington  v. 

when  a  statute  makes  use  of  the  expres-  McFarland,  Conf.  Rep.  (N.  Car.)  408]; 

sions  "  person    or  persons  *'   and   the  Blessington  v.  Com.,  (Pa.  1888)  14  Atl. 

like,  two  or  more  may  sue  as  plaintiffs.  Rep.  416. 

Wells  V.  Cooper,  57  Conn.  52;  Chaput  In  Conneotieiit  thedoctrine  was  estab- 

V.    Robert,    14  Ont.  App.   354   [citing  lished  by  early  cases  that  the  state  or 

Myers  v.  Baker,  3  H.  &  N.  802;  Brad-  other  party  for  whom  the  plaintiff  in 

laugh   V,   Clarke,    L.   R.  8   App.  354;  the ^m /am  action  sues  must  be  joined. 
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b.  Defendants — Ottnitnietim  «f  itouit«.  —  The  joinder  of  parties 
defendant  in  penal  actions  is  governed  by  the  rules  of  la«v  appli- 
cable in  actions  ex  delicto  and  prosecutions  for  crime.  It  must 
depend  upon  the  construction  of  the  particular  statute  whether 
every  party  connected  with  its  violation  must  be  severally  pun- 
ished, or  whether  only  one  penalty  is  recoverable  from  them  all.^ 

As  in  Aetioat  Sz  Jtolieto. — Where  the  latter  construction  is  the  proper 
one,  and  there  are  several  offenders,  they  may  be  sued  either 
jointly  or  severally  for  the  single  penalty  as  in  actions  ex  delicto,^ 

Dickinson  v.  Potter,  4  Day  (Conn.)  Oomtreetloii  tf  StaUito.  —  '*  It  is  plain 
340;  Houghton  V.  Havens,  6  Conn,  that  an  action  of  debt  on  a  penal  stat- 
505;  Usher  v.  Carrier,  not  reported,  ute  will  not  lie  against  several  for 
tited  in  Houghton  v.  Havens,  6  Conn,  what  in  law  is  a  separate  offense  in 
307;  Blydenburgh  v.  Miles,  39  Conn.  each.  But  when  the  act  which  is  made 
484;  Bradley  v.  Baldwin,  5  Conn.  288,  an  offense  is  in  its  nature  single,  and 
wherein  the  court  said:  '*  The  princi-  is  one  which  cannot  be  severed,  then 
pal  question  before  the  court  involves  the  penalty  shall  be  only  single,  and 
a  mere  point  of  practice,  long  and  uni*  although  several  persons  join  in  com- 
formly  settled.  \i  the  exigencies  of  mitting  it,  it  still  continues  but  one 
the  case  demanded  it,  and  the  question  offense.  Marsh  v.  Shute,  i  Den.  (N. 
were  open,  I  should  incline  to  the  opin-  Y.)  230;  IngersoII  v.  Skinner,  i  Den. 
ion  that  the  action  of  the  plaintiff  (N.  Y )  540.  This  question  has  some- 
might  have  been  sustained  in  the  name  times  turned  upon  the  nature  of  the 
of  the  informer  only;  but  on  this  sub-  offense,  without  regard  to  the  terms  in 
ject  I  express  no  decided  judgment."  which  the  penalty  is  imposed  in  the 

la   KMituokj,    where    the    common-  statute,  as  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Clark, 

weaiih  is  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  2  Cowp.  610.    A  better  criterion,  per- 

penalty  it  may  join  with  the  informer  haps,  is  the  apparent  intention  of  the 

as   plaintiff  in   the  action.     Perrit    v,  legislature  to  be  collected    from   the 

Crouch,  5  Bush  (Ky.)  201.  statute,  upon  which  the  prosecution  is 

1.  Bnlfls   of    OoBitnieti«&.  —  For    the  founded,  which  was  the  principle  acted 

construction  of  various  statutes    and  upon  in  the  case  of  Partridg  v.  Naylor, 

the     rules     of     construction    adopted  Cro.  Eliz.  480.'*     Palmer  v.  Conly,  4 

the  following  cases:  Den.  (N.  Y.)  374.  affirmed  2  N.  Y.  182. 


Connecticut,  —  Curtis  v,  Hurlburt,  2  2.  Illinois,  —  Jacksonville     v.     HoU 

Conn.  309.  land,   19  111.   271.    See  also    Indiana 

New  Hampshire,  —  Tracy  v,  V^itj^  5  Millers*  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  People.  65 

N.  H.  504.  111.  App.  355,  affirmed  170  111.  474. 

New    York,  —  Marsh     v,    Shute,    i  Maine,  —  Alien  z^.  Leiehton,  87  Me. 

Den.  (N.  Y.)  230;    Palmer  v,  Conly,  4  206;  Frost  v,  Rowse,  2  Me.  130. 

Den.    (N.    Y.)    374,    affirmed   without  Massachusetts,  —  Boutelle  r.  Nourse, 

opinion  in  2  N.  Y.  182.  4  Mass.  431 ;    Burnham  v,  Webster,  5 

Vermont,  —  Slack   v,   Gibbs,   14  Vt.  Mass.  266. 

357-  New  Jersey,  —  Bayles  v,  Newton,  50 

United  States,  —  U.  S.  v.  Babson,  i  N.  J.  L,  549. 

Ware  (U.   S.)  450,   24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  New  Hampshire,  —  Powers  v.  Spear. 

14,489.  3  N.  H.  35:  Brown  v,  Hoit,  Smith  (N. 

Canada,  —  Drake  v,  Preston,  34  U.  H.)  53. 

C.  Q.  B.  257;    Metcalf  v.  Reeve.  9  U.  New  Kpr>t. -- Warren  v,  Doolittle,  5 

C.  Q.  B.  263;  Chaput  v,  Robert,  I4  0nt.  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  678:  IngersoII  v.  Skinner, 

App.  354-  I  Den.  (N.  Y.)  540;  Hall  v,  McKechnie, 

Eni^land,  —  Rex   v,  Clark,    2  Cowp.  22  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  244;    People  v,  Kolb, 

610;    Rex  V,  Bleasdale,  4  T.   R.  809;  3  Abb.  App.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  529,  3  Keyes 

Bamardtf.  Gostling,  2East569;  Hardy-  (N.  Y.)  236;    People  v,  Girard.  73  Hun 

man  v,  Whitaker.  2  East   573,  note  «.  (N.  Y.)  457,  145  N.  Y.  105. 

Bull.  N.  P.  189;  Reg.  V,  Littlechild,  L.  United    States,  —  State     v.     Kansas 

R.  6  Q.  B.   293;   King  v.  Share,  3  Q.  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  32  Fed.  Rep.  722. 

B.  31,  43  E-  C.  L.  617;    Partridg  v,  England,  —  Reg.   v.  Dean,   12  M.  & 

Maylor,  Cro.  Eliz.  480.  W.  39. 
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Vn.  DBCLiJtATIOV,    IVFOBMATIOV,    PlTITIOV,    OB    COKPLAIVT  — 

1.  Formal  AUegfttioni  —  a.  InGeneral  — UbcralBaiMof  FlMdiif. — 
With  respect  to  formal  allegations  the  pleadings  in  penal  actions 
are  governed  in  modern  times  by  the  liberal  rules  applicable  to 
civil  actions  generally.^ 

7oni  «f  BMMdj.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  bringing  of  an  indict- 
ment instead  of  a  penal  action  is  a  mere  formal  error,  and  not 
ground  for  reversal,  if  no  different  judgment  could  be  rendered 
upon  conviction.* 

b.  Alleging  Nonpayment  and  Damage.  —  In  actions  other 
than  those  for  the  recovery  of  double  damages  and  the  like,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  allege,  as  in  ordinary  actions  of  debt,  that  the 
amount  due  is  unpaid,'  or  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  damaged  in 
any  amount  by  the  detention  of  the  penalty.^ 

c.  Declaring  Qui  Tam.  —  Penal  actions  properly  denomi- 
nated qui  tam  may  nevertheless  be  brought  by  the  informer  in  his 
own  name,  according  to  some  authorities  which  take  the  view  that 
it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  declare  qui  tam.^ 

1.  Fish  v^  Manning,  31  Fed.  Rep.  See  also  Sbanklin  v.  Gray,  iii  Cal.  88; 
340;  U.  S.  V,  One  Distillery,  4  Biss.  Bayard  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  89. 
(U.  S.)  26;  Berry  v.  Stinson,  23  Me.  Szeontioii  Sals  Without  HoUee. — Under 
140;  Hamer  v.  Eldridge,  171  Mass.  Code  Iowa,  |  3081,  which  provides  that 
250;  Brooks  V,  King,  i  Jones  L.  (N.  an  officer  selling  property  on  execution 
Car.)  45.  without  legal  notice  "  shall  forfeit  one 

2.  Kansas  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  State,  hundred  dollars  to  the  defendant  in 
63  Ark.  134  See  also  St.  Louis,  etc.,  execution,  in  addition  to  the  actual 
R.  Co.  V,  State,  55  Ark.  200;  State  v,  damages  sustained  by  either  party,*'  in 
Warake,  48  Mo  451;  State  v,  Schiena-  order  to  recover  the  penalty  the  plain- 
man,  48  Mo.  479;  State  v.  Thompson,  tiff  must  allege  and  prove  actual  dam- 
10  La.  Ann.  122,  citing  State  v,  age.  Enfield  v.  BIyler,  67  Iowa  295; 
Thomas,  12  Rob.  (La.)  48,  and  State  v,  Coffey  v,  Wilson,  65  Iowa  270. 
Linton,  3  Rob.  (La.)  55.  See  further  Whtn  Ftnalty  Is  Given  to  Party  Af- 
State  V,  Williams,  7  Rob.  (La.)  252.  gritvsd.  —  **  In  an  action  of  debt  for  a 

8.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Young,  penalty  given  by  statute  to  a  common 

3  Ind.  118;   Baldwin  v,  Henderson,  4  informer,  no  damages  are  given  for  the 

C.  Q.  B.  361;   Church  v.  Richards,  detention  of  the  debt,  as  the  plaintiff 

6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  562.  has  no  right  to  the  penalty  until  be 

4.  Williams  v,  Bowdin,  68  Ala.  128;  brings  his  action,  and  consequently  can 
Barkhamsted  v.  Parsons,  3  Conn,  i;  sustain  no  damage  by  its  previous  de- 
Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  State,  61  Tex.  tention.  But  in  an  action  for  a  penalty 
342;  Frederick  r.  Lookup,  4  Burr.  2021;  given  by  statute  to  the  party  grieved 
Cuming  v,  Sibly,  4  Burr.  2489.  See  damages  are  recoverable;  for,  in  this 
also  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Dwyer,  84  case,  the  penalty  being  given  by  way 
Tex.  194;  Clearwater  Bank  r.  Kur-  of  compensation  to  the  party  injured, 
konski.  45  Neb.  5.  the  plaintiff  is  damnified  by  the  deten- 

Elliwt  of  Bnoh  AUogatioB.  —  That  an  tion  of  it  before  action  brought;  and  if 

allegation  for  nominal  damages  is  con-  it  were  otherwise,  the  remedy  might 

tained  in  the  pleading  will  not,  how-  prove  inadequate."    2  Tidd*s  Pr.  (4th 

ever,  vitiate  it,  but  it  may  be  consid-  Am.  ed.)  880.     To  the  same  effect  see 

ered  as  mere  surplusage  or  dropped  Ritchie  v.  Shannon,  2  Rawle  (Pa.)  196 

out  by  amendment.     Indiana  Millers*  \ciHng  Morris  v.  Pilmore,  i  Yeates(Pa.) 

Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V,  People,  65  III.  App.  408];  College  of  Physic  v.  Harrison,  9 

355.  affirmed  170  HI.  474;  Galena,  etc.,  B.  S  C,  524,  17  E.  C.  L.  433.  4  M.  &  R. 

R.  Co.  V,  Appleby,  28  111.  283;  Dowd  404. 

I/.  Sea  well,  3    Dev.   L.  (N.  Car.)  185;        ft.  Seward  v.  Beach,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

Everts  v,  Allen,  i  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  116.  239;  Martin  v.  Martin,  5  Jones  L.  (N. 
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•ufliMff*-' — Such  an  allegation,  being  entirely  unnecessary,  will 
not  render  the  pleading  bad  though  the  party  for  whom  the 
informer  must  sue  is  wrongly  given*  It  may  be  rejected  as 
surplusage.^ 

Whm  AU  «f  TMdtj  9oM  Vot  Go  to  itou.  —  It  has  been  said  not  to  be 
proper  to  declare  qui  tarn  where  a  moiety  of  the  penalty  goes  to 
any  person  or  body  politic  other  than  the  sovereign  or  state.* 

Acttoa  >7  Firtj  Agfrirrod.  —  Where  the  penalty  is  applied  one-half 
to  the  use  of  the  informer  and  the  other  half  to  the  use  of  the 
party  aggrieved,  the  latter  may  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name 
to  recover  the  whole  penalty,  and  need  not  declare  qui  tam^ 

Popakr  A«ti«Ds  tad  Aetioni  Vj  tlw  ttato.  —  Where  the  action  is  brought 
by  the  state,  or  by  one  to  whom  the  whole  penalty  is  to  go, 

Car.)  346  \disHngHisking  Harrington  v,  issue,  such  an  affidavit  must  show  the 

McFarland,  Conf.  Rep.  (N.  Car.)  408];  character  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues. 

Harrell   z,  Warren,    100  N.   Car.   259  '*  The  proper  title  of  the  cause  should 

\c\ting  Peebles  v,  Newsom,  74  N.  Car.  be  in  the  affidavit,  and  I  apprehend  the 

473];  Lynch  v.  Steamer  Economy,  27  proper    description    of    the    cause    is 

Wis.  69;    Drake  v.   Preston,  34  U.  C.  that  the  plaintiff  sued  not  for  himself 

Q.  B.  257;  Rex  z\  Lovet,  7  T.  R.  148;  alone,  but  in  this  case  for  the  Queen 

College  of  Physicians  v.  Salmon,  i  Ld.  as    well    as    himself.*'     Robertson   v, 

Raym.  680.     See  also  Croucher  v.  Col-  Orchard,  4  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  23. 

lins,  I  Saund.  136,  note  i;  Pinkney  v.  Advantage  of   the  want  of  such  an 

East  Hundred,  2  Saund.  374,  notes  i  affidavit  may  be  taken  at  any  stage  of 

and  2;  Anonymous,  2  Mod.  100.  the  proceedings.     The  court  may  act 

Contra,  —  Uavidson    v.  Blunt,   Litt.  of  its  own  accord,  or  its  attention  may 

Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  128;  Hickman  v.  Little-  be  called   to    the    defect    by   motion, 

page,  2  Dana  (Ky.)  344;  Prior  v,  Lucas,  Lavoie  v.  Racine,  5  Quebec  L.  Rep.  319. 

3  Bibb  (ky.)  96,  I  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  Dsbt  by  InfemiMr.  —  *'  Where  a  penal 

305;   Peabody  v,  Hayt,   10  Mass.  36;  statute  expressly  gives  the  whole  or  a 

Vaodeventer  v.  Van  Court,  2  N.  J.  L.  part  of  the  penalty  to  a  common  in- 

155;   Harris  v.  Moore,  i  N.  J.  L.  53:  former,  and  enables  him  generally  to 

V,  Gaston,  i  N.  J.  L.  62.     See  also  sue  for  the  same,  debt  is  sustainable, 

dicta  in  Daffy  v,  Averitt,  5  Ired.  L.  (N.  and  he  need  not  declare  qui  tarn  unless 

Car.)  455.  and  Gause  v.  Lake  Shore,  where  a  penalty  is  given  for  a  con- 

etc,  R.  Co.,  2  Cleve.  L.    Rep.  44,  4  tempt."     i  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (l6th 

Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  369.  Am.  ed.)  126. 

Astioa  by  PahlloOflolals.  — Where  the  1.  Bagley  v.  Curtis,  15  U.  C.  C.  P. 

penalty  goes  to  a  public  officer  in  his  366.     See  also  Com.  v.  Gillingham,  i 

official  capacity,  the  suit  therefor  should  Brews.   (Pa.)  396.     Contra^   Yocum  c 

designate  the  office  only,  and  not  name  Daniel,  i  J.  }.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  14. 

the  present  incumbent,  otherwise  the  2.  Washington  v,   Eaton,   4  Cranch 

appointment  of  a  different  person  while  (C.  C.)  352;    Levy  v,  Gowdy,  2  Allen 

the  action  is  pending  might  abate  the  (Mass.)  320. 

soit.    Everts  v.  Allen,  i  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  It  is,  however,  quite  common  for  the 

X16.    See  also  Pomroy  v.  Sperry,  16  plaintiff    to    declare    in    this    method 

How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  2x1.  where  a  share  of  the  penalty  goes  to 

IMarUf  Qoi  Tarn  ia  Dsposittons,  —  A  a  ^tf&n-public  corporation  or  to  some 

commission  to  take  depositions  and  the  other  body  politic  of  similar  character, 

interrogatories  in  performance  thereof  Blasdell  v,  Hewitt,  3  Cai.  (N.  Y.)  137 

need  not  contain  a  declaration  ^f#»  toM,  \ciHng  Ferris  v.  Coles,  3  CaL  (N.  Y.) 

even    though    the    action    is    of   that  307]:  Taylor  v.  Willans,  3  Bing.  449, 

nature.    Gotten  v.  Rutledge,  33  Ala.  13  £.  C.  L.  46;  Frederick  v.  Lookup, 

no.  4  Burr.  2018. 

Afldaviti  fftr  liimmoai.  —  Under  stat-  8.  Lewis  v.  Stein,  16  Ala.  214;  Kelly 

nies  requiring  an  affidavit  to  be  made  v.  Davis,  i  Head  (Tenn.)  71.    See  also 

before  summons  in  penal  actions  shall  Tarde  v,  Benseman,  31  Tex.  277. 

980  Volume  XVL 


Btckratton,  latamation,     PENALTIES  AND         FttitiM,  «r  CMipimlnt. 

there  need  be  no  special  averments  naming  the  informer,  or  other- 
wise showing  the  uses  to  which  the  penalty  is  to  be  applied.^ 

VarlABM  Bctwtn  Writ  tad  llMlacmtioA.  —  It  is  no  objection  that  the 
plaintiff  declares  generally  in  his  process  or  writ  and  qui  tarn  in 
his  declaration.* 

d.  Counting  on  Statute  —  (i)  Recital  of  Statutory  Pro- 
visions.  —  In  addition  to  pleading  the  statute  (for  which  see  infra^ 
VII.  2.  Allegations  of  Substance)  it  must  be  counted  on  as  well.' 
Anciently  it  seems  that  this  could  be  done  only  by  reciting  its 
provisions  in  full.^ 

PriTttto  Stfttntaf  uA  OtdiaaaMt.  —  This  rule  is  especially  applicable  to 
private  statutes  inflicting  penalties,  and  ordinances  or  by-laws  of 
municipal  corporations.* 

1.  McNair  v.  People,  89  111.  441 ;  Tlit  VizlaiMa  Is  VsUl  if  he  sues  out  a 
Scott  V,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  38  Mo.  writ  qui  tarn,  and  declares  in  his  own 
App.  523;  Com.  V.  Hargesheimer,  i  right.  Robertson  v.  Orchard,  4  Ont. 
Ashm.  (Pa.)  413:  Pollock  v.  The  Pr.  Rep.  33;  Delves  v.  Strange,  6  T.  R. 
Steam-Boat  Sea  Bird,  3  Fed.  Rep.  573;  158;  Canning  v,  Davis,  4  Burr.  2417. 
The  Laura  M.  Starin,  11  Fed.  Rep.  See  also  Governor  v.  Horton,  i  Murph. 
177;    Sears    v.  U.  S..   i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  (N.  Car.)  212. 

257;  Smith  V.  U.  S.,  \  Gall.  (U.  S.)26i;  8.  Deflnitton.  — *'  When  the  form  of 

Rex    V,   Lovet.   7  T.   R.    148;    Ex  p,  pleading  depends  on  the  common  law. 

Eagles,  13  New  Bruns.  51  [citing  Reg.  the  statute  must  be  both  pleaded  and 

V.  Johnson,  8  Q.  B.  102,  55  E.  C.  L.  counted  on.     Pleading  the  statute  is 

102J;  Roe  V,  Roe,  Hardre  185.  stating  the  facts  which  bring  the  case 

ProoMdingshjIndietmi&t,  —  This  rule  within   it,  and  counting  on  it,  in  the 

has  been  applied  to  proceedings  by  in-  strict  language  of  pleading,  is  making 

dictment    to    collect    penalties,    even  express  reference  to  it  by  apt  terms  to 

though  an  informer  is  entitled  to  share  show   the  source  of  the   right  relied 

in  them.     State  f.  Thrasher,  79  Me.  17 ;  on.*'     Howser    v.   Melcher,   40  Mich. 

State  V,  Willis,   78   Me.   70;    Stale   v,  185,  citing  i  Chitty  on   Pleading  385, 

Smith,  64  Me.  423;  State  v,  Cottle,  15  388.     To  the  same  effect  see  Keyes  v. 

Me.  473;  State  v,  Stinson,  17  Me.  154.  Prescott,  32Vt.  86;  Montgomery  v.  Ed- 

Compare  Slate  r.  Johnson,  65  Me.  362;  wards,  45  Vt.  75. 

State  V.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  60  Me.  4.  Dowd  v.  Sea  well,  3  Dev.  L.  (N. 

145.     Contra^  Com.  v.  Frost,  5  Mass.  Car.)  185;  State  v.  Muse,  4  Dev.  &  B. 

54:  State  V.  Smith,  49  N.  H.  155,  citing  L.  (N.  Car.)  319;  Scroter  v.  Harring- 

Com.  V.   Howard,   13  Mass.  221,  and  ton,  i  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  194.     See  also 

Raynham     v,     Rounseville,    9    Pick.  Stradling  v,  Morgan,  Plowd.  206;  Rex 

(Mass.)  44.  V,  Marsack,  6  T.  R.  771;    Mallack  v. 

IHstiiignishad  from  Proseontioii  by  In-  Sparing,  i  Show.  337,  Carth.  216. 
dietment.  —  In  Com.  v.  Messenger,  4  XiirsoitaL  —  Where  a  statute  is  mis- 
Mass.  462,  the  rule  as  stated  m  the  recited  it  will  be  fatal  where  the  plead- 
text  was  held  applicable  on  the  ground  ing  concludes  "  contrary  to  the  form 
that,  the  prosecution  for  the  penalty  of  the  statute  aforesaid,"  Rex  v.  Wild, 
being  on  summary  conviction  in  an  in-  T.  Raym.  191;  Birt  v,  Rothwell,  i  Ld. 
ferior  court,  the  strict  rule  applicable  Raym.  210,  343;  but  not  where  the 
to  indictments  did  not  govern.  Citing  pleading  concludes  "  contrary  to  the 
Rex  V,  Jarvis,  i  Burr.  148.  and  Rex  v.  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
Little,  I  Burr.  609,  cited  in  Manayunk  and  provided,*'  since  then  the  court 
V.  Davis,  2  Pars.  Eq.  Cas  (Pa.)  289.  will  take  notice  of  a  good  Act  of  Parlia- 

2.  Moffett  V,  Bolmer,  3  N.  J.  L.  284;  ment  to  punish  the  offense  mentioned. 
Megargell  v,  Hazleton  Coal  Co.,  8  W.  Rex  v.  Wild,  T.  Raym.  191.  See  also 
&  S.  (Pa.)  342;  Weavers  Co.  v.  Forrest,  Chance  v,  Adams,  i  Ld.  Raym.  77. 

2  Stra.  1233;  Loyd  v,  Williams,  3  Wils.  ft.  Green    v.   Indianapolis,    25    Ind. 

141.     See  also  Hasbrouck  v.  Weaver,  490;  Goshen  v,  Croxton,  34  Ind.  239; 

10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  247.     C^»/ra,  Walton  Clevenger  v.  Rushville,    90  Ind.  258; 

V,  Kirby,  2  Hayw.  (N.  Car.)  174.  Harker  v.  New  York.  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
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« 

(2)  General  Reference  to  Statute  —  {%)  In  OtMnl. — At  ta  larlj 

IMe  a  general  reference  to  the  statute  by  its  title*  and  even  the 
formal  conclusion  in  statutory  actions,  was  considered  a  sufficient 
counting  upon  it.^ 

Uflsrait  Saotioat  or  itotattt.  —  Where  there  are  several  distinct 
statutes  of  the  same  general  tenor,  or  sections  of  the  same  statute, 
the  one  relied  upon  must  be  designated.* 

(b)  GoBAliuioB.  —  At  the  early  law  it  was  considered  indispensable 
that  the  declaration  and  information  should  conclude  '*  contrary 

90I ;  Manayunk  v,  Davis.  2  Pars.  £q.  England.  —  Mallack    v.    Sparing,    i 

Cas.  (Pa.)  289;  Pittsburgh  v.  Madden,  Show.  337,  Carth.  216. 

14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  120;  Charleston  v.  See  also  Broschart  v.  Tattle,  59 
Ashley  Phosphate  Co.,  34  S.  Car.  541.  Conn.  i. 

See  also  Washington  v,  Frank,  x  Jones  '*  The  Oommoa  Mods  of  Coantiiig  apon  a 

L.  (N.  Car.)  436.     But  see  Winooski  v.  Statato  is  to  designate  the  action,  in  the 

Gokey,  49  Vt.   282,   holding  that  an  commencement  of  the  declaration,  as 

ordinance  is  a  public  law  and  need  not  an  action  upon  the  statute,  with  the 

be  recited.  description  of  the  form  of  action,  and 

BtatatoryFroylsions. —  Under  Act  Ind.,  reference  to  the  sutute.     But  it  is  not 

1867,  it  is  sufficient  in  counting  on  an  indispensable,  in  a  case  like  this,  to 

ordinance  to  refer  to  the  section  alleged  designate  the  action  as  founded  on  the 

CO  have  been  violated  and  give  the  date  statute,  in  terms,  if  in  the  body  of  the 

of  its  adoption.     Whitson  v,  Franklin,  declaration  there  are  other  equivalent 

34  Ind.  392;   Schwab  v.  Madison,  49  words  showing  that  the  plaintiff  claims 

Ind.  329;  Huntington  v.  Pease,  56  Ind.  by  force  of  the  statute,  etc.,  as  an  allc- 

305;  Lake  Erie,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Nobles-  gatlon  that  thereby  the  defendant  be- 

ville,    15    Ind.   App.   697;     Swarts  v,  came  liable  by  force  of   the  statute, 

Cohen,  16  Ind.  App.  20.     This  statute  etc.;  or,  by  means  of  the  premises  and 

appliesonly  to  ordinances  of  cities,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  m   such  case 

not  to  those  of    incorporated  towns,  provided,    an    action    accrued,    etc.*' 

Clevenger  v.  Rushville,  90  Ind.  258.  Montgomery  v,  Edwards,  45  Vt.  75. 

For  similar  statutes  relating  to  pri-  In  a  DooUration    Oontatning  Bevoral 

vate  laws  and  ordinances  see  McHarg  Oonati  each  must  specifically  refer  to 

V,  Eastman,  7  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  140,   35  the  sutute.     It  is  not  sufficient  merely 

How.   Pr.  (N.  Y.)  205;  Utica  z/.  Rich-  to  count  upon  the  statute  in  the  first 

ardson,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.)  300.  and   use    the  expression   "  said  stat- 

1.  Illinois,  —  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  utes "  in  those    following.    Crawford 

V.  Hill,  II  111.  App.  248.  V.   New  Jersey,  R.,  etc.,  Co.,  28  N.  J. 

i1/irVAt^aM.  —  Benalleck  f.  People,  31  L.479.    C^m/ar^  Blydenburght/.  Miles, 

Mich.  200.  39  Conn.  484. 

Newjersty.  —  Miller  v.  Stoy,  5  N.  J.  TiUo  and  Chapter.  —  Where  the  title 

L.  548.  of  the  statute  is  correctly  given,  but 

New   York, — Bayard   v.   Smith,    17  the  chapter  is  wrongly  stated,  the  error 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  89;  Kee  v.  McSweeney,  will  not  be  fatal  if  there  is  no  other 

15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  chapter  bearing  that  title.      Achey  v, 
229,  66  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  447.  Hull,  7  Mich.  423.     But  sec  Watson  v. 

North  Carolina.  —  Worke  v,  Byers,  3  Shaw,  2  T.  R.  654. 

Hawks  (N.  Car.)  228;  Sute  v.  Muse,  4  Alliiging  that  Btatnto Somains in  Voroe. 

Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  319;  McKay  v.  —  It  is  unnecessary  to  allege  that  the 

Woodle,  6  I  red.  L.  (N.  Car.)  352;  Scro-  statute  remains    in  force,    where   the 

ter  V.  Harrington,  I   Hawks  (N.  Car.)  enactment  of  the  statute  is  duly  alleged 

K^;  Dowd  V.  Seawell,  3  Dev.  L.  (N.  in  the  pleading,  as  the  court  will  take 

Car.)  185.  judicial  notice  of  its  present  existence. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Reynolds  v.  Smith,  Williams  v.  Taunton,  16  Gray  (Mass.) 

2  Browne  (Pa.)  25^.  288. 

United  States.  —  The  Sloop   Nancy,  3.  People  v.  Brooks,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.) 

I   Gall.  (U.  S.)  67,   17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  469;  Bigelow  v.  Johnson,  13  Johns.  (N. 

10,008.  Y.)  428;  Fish  V.  Manning,  31  Fed.  Rep. 
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to  the  form  of  the  statute/'  * 

Oraolniloat  ia  HaguUr  «r  Vlvnl  Vvmbtr.  —  The  conclusion  and  Other 

references  to  the  statute  must  use  the  plural  "statutes"  when 
there  are  two  acts  which  together  create  the  offense  and  inflict 

the  penalty,*  unless  the  second  statute  relates  only  to  the  rem- 
edy or  other  incidental  matter,  when  a  conclusion  in  the  singular 
is  good.* 

Xffwt  «f  Coaeluiai.  —  A  correct  reference  to  the  statute  by  a  con- 

340;    BroQghtofi  V.  Moore,  Cro.  Jac.  v,  Martin,  $  Me.  76;  People  v,  Bartow, 

14a.  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  290. 

1.  ConmcHcut.  —  Griswold  v.  Gallup,  Othir    CoiMliiiioiii.  —  The    following 

22  Conn.  209.  conclusions  have  been  held  sufficient: 

Maine,  —  Hobbs  v.  Staples,  19  Me.  "  Against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 

219;  Morrison  v.  Witham,  10  Me.  421.  United  States  and  contrary  to  the  Act 

Massachusetts.  —  Peabody  v,  Hayt,  10  of  Congress  in  such  case  made  and 

Mass.  36.  provided."    U.  S.  v.  Babson,  i  Ware 

New  Jersey,  —  Crawford  r.  New  Jer-  (U.  S.)  450,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14.489. 

sey  R.,  etc.,  Co.,  28  N.  J.  L.  479.  "  Against      *      *      *      the    statutes 

North  Carolina,  —  Duffy  v,  Averitt,  5  enacted  for  the  due  observation  of  the 

Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)455;  Worke  v.  Byers,  Lord's  Day.'*    Com.  v.  Messenger,  4 

3  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  228.  Mass.  462.    *'  Against  the  law  in  that 

South  Carolina,  —  Cockfieid  v.  Single-  behalf  made  and  provided."      Brown 

tary,  15  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  240.  v,  Hoit,  Smith  (N.    H.)  53.    But  see 

United  States,  —  Briscoe  v,  Hinman,  contra^  Smith  v.  U.  S.,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.) 

Deady  (U.  S.)  588;  Jones  t^.  Vanzandt,  261,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,122,  on  the 

2  McLean  (U.  S.)  611.  ground  that  the  word  '*  law  "  includes 
£n£land,  —  Lee    v.   Clarke,    2   East  common  law  as  well  as  statutory  pro- 

333;  Fife  V,  Bousfield,  6  Q.  B.  100,  51  visions. 

£.   C.   L.   100;    Rex  V,   Dickenson,   i  2.  Blake   v,    Russell,   77    Me.    492; 

Saund.  135,  note  3;  i  Com.  Dig.,  title  Kenrick  v.  U.  S.,   i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  268; 

Action  on  Statute,  (H);  Wells  v.  Iggul-  Drake  v.  Preston,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  257; 

den,  3  B.  &  C.  186,  10  E.  C.   L.  48,  5  Lee  v.  Clarke,  2  East  333;  Clanricarde 

Dowl.  &  R.   13,  explaining  Coundell  v,  v,  Stokes,  7  East  516;  Stradling  v.  Mor- 

John,  2  Salk.  505.  gan,  Plowd.  206.     See  also  Reynolds 

Wh«rehj  aa  *'  Aotlon  Eath  Aocmed."  v.  Smith,  2  Browne  (Pa.)  257. 

—  In   many  early  cases  it  was  held  8.  Blydenburgh  v.  Miles,  39  Conn, 

that     a    pleading     which    concludes  484;  Butman's  Case,  8  Me.  113;  Mor- 

"  whereby  and  by  force  of  the  statute  rison  v,  Witham,  10  Me.  421;  Sears  v. 

an  action  hath  accrued,"  etc.,  or  in  like  U.  S.,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  257,  21  Fed.  Cas. 

form,  instead  of  "  contrary  to  the  stat-  No.   12,592;  Rex  v.  Hall,  i  T.  R.  320; 

ute,"  etc.,  is  insufficient.    Haskell  v,  Dingley  v.  Moor,  Cro.  Eliz.  750;  An* 

Moody,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  162;    Nichols  drews  v.  Hundred  de  Lewknor,  Cro. 

V,  Squire,  5  Pick.  (Mass.)  168;  Cross  v,  Jac.  187. 

U.  S.,  I  Gall.  (U.  S.)  26;  Sears  v,  U.  Baason  of  BtUo.  — "  The  reason  why 

S.,  I  Gall.  (U.  S.)  257,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  the  conclusions  contra  formam  statuti 

12,592;    U.  S.  V,  Batchelder,  24  Fed.  or  ^f/a/^/i^rMM  are  respectively  necessary 

Cas.   No.   14,490,  2  Gall.  (U.  S.)  15;  is  that  the  pleadings  should  show  the 

Reg.  V,  Aumond,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  166;  grounds  of  fact  and  of  law  on  which 

Wells  V,  Iggulden,  3  B.  &  C.  186,  10  E.  the  accusation  is  founded.      Hence, 

C.  L.  48,  5  Dowl.  &  R.  13.  formerly,  the  penal  statute  was  recited. 

Contra,  —  Doane    v,    Cummins,    xi  and  consequentiy  if  it  was  necessary  to 

Conn.  153;    Barkhamsted  v.  Parsons,  have  recourse  to  two  statutes  to  show 

3  Conn.  I ;  Blydenburgh  v.  Miles,  39  that  the  fact  charged  was  a  crime,  it 
Conn.  484;  Wentworth  v,  Hinckley,  67  was  requisite  to  recite  both  statutes. 
Me.  368;  Penley  v,  Whitney,  48  Me.  When  the  reference  to  the  statute  or 
351.  See  also  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Ratten-  statutes  in  the  general  terms  now  used 
bury,  9  Price  397;  Whitecraft  v.  Van-  was  permitted,  it  became  the  duty  of 
derver,  12  111.  235;  Cook  v,  Scott,  6  III.  the  pleader  in  each  case  to  conclude 
333;  Fuller  V.  Fuller,  4  Vt.  123;  Barter  properly,    according   to   the    creation 
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elusion  or  otherwise  will  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  fully 
]ng  all  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  offense.^ 

(•)  A«ti«M  te  DMUe  INuBAfM  tad  th«  Xiko.  —  Where  the  statute  does 
not  create  an  offense,  but  merely  gives  an  additional  remedy  to 
the  party  aggrieved  for  what  is  an  injury  at  common  law,  as  an 
action  for  double  or  treble  damages,  it  must  be  counted  on; 
otherwise  the  action  will  be  deemed  one  at  common  law.'  This 
may  be  done  by  claiming  the  statutory  damages  and  concluding 
**  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute."  • 

OttoeluioA  Hot  ladiipeiiMbto.  —  The  conclusion  ''contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  "  is  not  indispensable,  however,  if  the  statute 
is  otherwise  aptly  referred  to.* 

of  the  offense,  being  by  one  statute  or  Price,   21   Mo.   App.   295 ;    McKay   v, 

two,  just  as  much  as  it  was  before,  Woodie,  6  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  352. 

In  similar  cases,  to  recite  one  or  both  of  8.  Bell  v.  Norris,  79  Ky.  48;  Royse 

the  statutes."    State  v.  Muse,  4Dev.  &  v.  May,  93  Pa.  St.  454;  Fretton  v,  Kar- 

B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  319.  cher,  77  Pa.  St.  423;    Hughes  v,  Ste- 

Improptr  Coneludoii  in  Fliml.  —  It  is  vens,  36  Pa.  St.  320;  Rees  v.  Emerick, 

no  objection   to  a  conclusion  in   the  6  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  286;  Neff  v,  Pennoyer, 

plural   that  there  is  only  one  statute  3  Sawy.  (U.  S.}  495. 

which  need  be  counted  on.     Kenrick  v.  Hers    Conelviion   Xniufldaiit.  —  Con- 

.17.  S.,  I  Gall.  (U.  S.)  268.  eluding  '*  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 

1.  Steuben  County  v.  Wood,  24  N.  Y.  statute  "  without  referring  to  it  other- 

App.    Div.  442;  Cortland  v,   Howard,  wise  is  insufficient.      Montgomery  zr. 

I  N.  Y.  App.  Div.   131;  Van  Dyke  f.  Edwards,  45  Vt.  75. 

Speer,    3  N.   T.    L.    546;    Wright    v,  Befarones   Contained   ia  Pray«r.  —  In 

Wheeler,  8  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  184;  Greer  Washington^  in  order  to  recover  under 

V.   Bumpass,  Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  94;  a  statute  giving  double  damages,  they 

Reg.  V.  Aumond,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  166;  must  be  asked  for  in  the  prayer.     But 

Ex  p.  Clifford,  8  New  Bruns.  16;  U.  S.  no  other  reference  to  the  statute  seems 

v.    The    Schooner    Little    Charles,    i  necessary.     Hall,  etc.,  Furniture  Co.  tf. 

Brock.  (U.  S.)  347;  The  Sloop  Nancy,  i  Wilbur,  4  Wash.  644;  Gaffney  v,  Me- 

Gall.   (U.   S.)  67,    17    Fed.   Cas.   No.  grath,  11  Wash.  456. 

10,008;  The  Schooner  Hoppet  v.  U.  S.,  The  fact  that  the  prayer  asks  double 

7  C ranch  (U.   S.)  389;    Kook*s  Case,  damages    is    not  alone    sufficient    to 

Hard.  20.  authorize  their  recovery.     Facts  which 

8.  Pace  V,  Vaughn,  6  III.  30;  Camp  bring  the  case  within  the  terms  of  the 

V,  Ganley,   6   111.   App.   499;    Palmer  law  must  be  alleged  in  the  body  of  the 

V.  York  Bank,  18  Me.  166;   Howser  v.  pleading.     Geiserv.  St.  Louis,  etc..  R. 

Melcher,  40  Mich.   185;    Newcomb  v.  Co.,  61  Mo.  App.  459;  Kneale  v.  Price, 

Butterfield,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  342;  Hub-  21  Mo.  App.  295. 

bell  V.  Rochester,  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  115;  4.  Maine.  —  Smith  v.    Montgomery, 

Livingston  v.  Platner,  i  Cow.    (N.  Y.)  52  Me.  178;  Frohock  v.  Pattee,  38  Me. 

175;  Starkweather  v.  Quigley,  7  Hun  103. 

{N.  Y.)  26;  Hitchcock  V.Pratt,  51  Mich.  Maryland, -^  X^oyXt      v.      Baltimore 

263.  County,  12  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  485. 

OoaeliuioA  Snrplusags.  —  In  such  ac-  Massachusetts,  —  Reed  v.  North  field, 

tions  the  claim  under  the  statute  may  13  Pick.  (Mass.)  94;  Read  v.  Chelms- 

be  waived  and  the  case  proceeded  with  ford,  16  Pick.  (Mass.)  128;  Mitchell  v, 

as  at  common  law,  in  which  event  the  Clapp,  12  Cush.  (Mass.)  278. 

conclusion  **  contrary  to  the  form  of  Missouri.  —  White  v.  Maxcy,  64  Mo. 

the  statute,"  etc.,  or  the  reference  to  552,  explaining  Hewitt  v.   Harvey,  46 

the  statute  may  be  regarded  as  surplus-  Mo.  368;  Lowe  r.  Harrison,  8  Mo.  351; 

age.     Starkweather  v.  Quigley,  7  Hun  and  Walther  r.  Warner,  26  Mo.  143. 

(N,  Y.)  26:  Stevens  v.  Kelley,  66  Conn.  Oregon.  —  O'Keefe  v,  Weber,  14  Orc- 

570.     See  also  Rhemke  v.  Clinton,  2  gon  55. 

Uuh  230;  Sprague  v,  Irwin,  27  How.  Pennsylvania,  —  Smith  v.  Meanor,  16 

Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  51;  Kneale  v,  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  375. 
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(d)  Modern  Boetrino.  —  Under  the  more  liberal  rules  of  modem 
times  the  tendency  is  to  consider  counting  upon  the  statute 
where  the  action  is  strictly  penal  as  a  mere  formsd  matter  and 
unnecessary.     It  has  been  so  held  in  many  cases.  ^ 

ChangM  Die  to  Code.  —  This  modem  tendency  is  due  in  a  lai^e 
measure  to  the  code,  which  declares  that  the  complaint  shall 
contain  among  other  things  "  a  statement  of  the  facts  constitut- 
ing the  cause  of  action,  in  ordinary  and  concise  language." 
When  the  complaint  sets  forth  facts  which  are  the  occasion  of 
the  primary  right  and  duty  relied  upon,  and  also  the  facts  which 
constitute  the  defendant's  omission,  it  is  not  necessary  in  addition 
to  such  facts  to  plead  a  statement  of  the  legal  rule  to  which  the 
facts  apply ;  and  there  is  no  more  necessity  for  referring  to  a 
public  statute  in  suits  to  recover  penalties  than  in  other  actions.' 

8.  Allegations  of  Snbfltanee  —  a.  In  General.  —  As  to  matters 
of  substance  the  rule  is  that  the  plaintiff's  pleading  must  set  forth 
with  particularity  every  fact  necessary  to  constitute  the  offense, 
according  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  penal  statute.' 


BamagM  AMWoed  by  tko  Court.  —  Un-  Texas.  —  Martin  v.  Johnson,  ii  Tex. 

der  statutes  giving  double  or  treble  Civ.  App.  628. 

damaiges,  if  the  office  of  assessing  them  Vermont,  —  Burnell  v.  Dodge,  33  Vt. 

is  placed  upon  the  court  after  a  verdict  46a. 

for  single  damages  has  been  rendered,  Contra.  —  Greenberg  v.   Union  Nat. 

no  reference  to  the  statute  of  any  kind  Bank,  5  N.  Dak.  483. 

need  be  made.    Tewksbury  v.  O'Con-  Inflirmatlon  for  ForiUtaro  of  Proportjr. 

nell,  25  Cal.  262;  Clark  v.  Worthing-  —  The  rule,  as  stated  in  the  text,  ap- 

ton,  12  Pick.  (Mass.)  571;    Worster  v,  plies  to  such  actions  brought  under  the 

Canal   Bridge,    16   Pick.   (Mass.)   541.  \9.yN%oith^  United  States.     The  Merino, 

Compare  Watson  v,  Whitney,   23  Cal.  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  391 ;    The  Idaho,  29 

376;  Chipman  v,  Emeric,  5  Cal.  239;  Fed.  Rep.  187. 

Hart  V.   Moon,  6  Cal.   161;    0*Calla-  In  the  Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall, 

ghan  V.  Booth,  6  Cal.  63.  (U.  S.)  92,  it  was  said  that  such  an  aver- 

1.  Indiana,  —  Western     Union     Tel.  ment  is  required  by  the  twenty-second 

Co.  V.  Griffin,  t  Ind.  App.  46.  admiralty    rule,    but,    being    merely 

Kentucky.  —  Powers  v.  Com.,  90  Ky.  formal,  advantage  of  its  absence  can- 

167.  not  be  taken  in  a  court  of  error.     Com- 

Massachusetts.  —  Williams  v.    Taun-  pare  U.  S.  v.  Huckabee,  16  Wall.  (U. 

ton,   16    Gray  (Mass.)  288:     Levy    v.  S.)  414;  U.  S.  v.  Three  Hundred  and 

Gowdy,  2  Allen  (Mass.)  320;  Burnham  Ninety-Six  Barrels  Distilled  Spirits,  38 

V.  Webster,  5  Mass.  266.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,502. 

Missouri.  —  Reynolds     v.    Chicago,  2.  State  v.  Owsley,  17  Mont.  94. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  85  Mo.  90;  Emerson  v.  St.  UnnooooMury  tiMragh  Bottor  Fimotloo.  — 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  iii  Mo.  161;  Ken-  It  has  been  held  that  counting  upon 

nayde  v.  Pacific   R.   Co.,  45  Mo.   255;  the  statute  is  unnecessary,  but  is  the 

White  V.  Maxcy,  64  Mo.  552.  better  practice,  that  the  defendant  may 

Montana.  —  State     v.     Owsley,     17  be  propnerly  apprised  of  the  nature  of 

Mont.  94.  the  action.     Kirby  v.  Western  Union 

New   York.  —  Schroeder  v.    Beeker,  Tel.  Co.,  4  S.  Dak.  463,  followed  in  6 

22   N.  Y.   Wkly.   Dig.  261;    Carris  v.  S.  Dak.  i. 

Ingalls,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  70:  McHarg  Z,  Arkansas.  —  St.    Louis,    etc.,     R. 

V.  Eastman,  7  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  140,   35  Co.  v.  State,  58  Ark.  39. 

How.   Pr.  (N.  Y.)  205 ;  Nellis  v.  New  Connecticut.  — ■  Broschart  v.  Tattle,  59 

York  Cent.   R.   (}o..   30    N.   Y.    505;  Conn.  i. 

People  V.  McCann,  67  N.  Y.  506.  Illin4ns.  —  People  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins. 

South  Dakota.  —  Kirby  v.  Western  Co..  72  111.  App.  569;  Whitecraft  v. 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  4  S.  Dak.  463,  6  S.  Vanderver,  12  til.  235;  Waddle  er.  Dun- 
Dak.  I.  can,  63  111.  223;  Kruse  v.  Kennett,  69 
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GIreuBiUaMt  Mvit  Be  Alleged.  —  It  is  necessary  in  all  cases 
that  the  offense  or  act  charged  to  have  been  committed  or 
omitted  by  the  defendant  appear  to  have  been  within  the  provi- 
sion of  the  statute,  and  that  all  the  circumstances  necessary  to 
sustain  the  action  be  alleged.  ^ 

III.  App.  566;  People  V,  Fesler,  145  111.  Texas,  — Orton  v.  Engledow,  8  Tex. 

Z50;  Pace  V.  Vaughn,  6  111.  30;  Wright  207;    Scogins  v.   Perry,  46  Tex.    iii; 

V.  Bennett,  4  111.  258.  Murray  v.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  63  Tex. 

Indiana,  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  407;    Sabine,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Cruse,  83 

V.Wilson,  108  Ind.  308;  Western  Union  Tex.  460;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t/.  Loonie, 

Tel.  Co.  V,  Axtell,  69  Ind.  199;  West-  84  Tex.  259;  Schloss  v.  Atchison,  etc., 

ern  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Mossier,  95  Ind.  R.  Co.,  85  Tex.  601;    Texas,  etc.,  R. 

29;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Kinney,  Co.  v.  Wood,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1893)  23 

106  Ind.  468;  Burgh  v,  Sute,  108  Ind.  S.  W.  Rep.  744;  Texas,  etc..  R.  Co.  v, 

132;    Hadley  v.  Western   Union   Tel.  Langsdale,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  30  S. 

Co.,   X15  Ind.   191;  Reese  r.  Western  W.  Rep.  681. 

Union  Tel.  Co.,  123  Ind.  295.  Vermont,  —  Hard  wick     v,    Vermont 

Kentucky,  —  Beas  v.  Shepherd,  2  Bibb  Telephone,  etc.,  Co.,  70  Vt.  180. 

(Ky.)    225;    Prior    v,    Lucas,    3    Bibb  Virginia,  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 

(Ky.)  96.  V,  Powell,  94  Va.  268. 

Louisiana,  —  New   Orleans    v,    Gor-  United  States,  —  Briscoe  v,  Hinman, 

don.  12  La.  Ann.  749.  Deady  (U.  S.)  588;  Ferrett  v.  Atwill,   i 

^(MM/.  —  Palmer  V.  York  Bank,   18  Blatchf.  (U.   S.)    151;    Jones    v.     Van 

Me.  166;  Berry  v,  Stinson,  23  Me.  140;  Zandt,  5  How.  (U.  S.)  215,  2  McLean 

Eustis  V,  Kidder,  26  Me.  97.  (U.  S.)  630:  U.  S.  v,  Piatt,  i  Betts  D. 

Michigan,  —  Howser   v,  Melcher,  40  C.   MS.  9.  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,05441; 

Mich.  185.  U.  S.  V.  Gay«  80  Fed.  Rep.  254. 

Missouri,  —  Wei  ton  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.,  England.  —  Foster's    Case,   11  Coke 

34  Mo.  358;  McClure  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.,  57;  Chance  v,  Adams,  i  Ld.  Raym.  77. 

35  Mo.  189:  State  v,  Wabash,  etc.,  R.  L /'^r  Nash,  J.,  in  Wright  v.  Wheeler, 
Co..  83  Mo.  144;  McGrew  v,  Missouri  8  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  184. 

Pac.   R.  Co.,  114   Mo.  210;    Wood  v,  Complaliit  viiAtr  V«w   Toik   Coda. — 

Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  59  Mo.  App.  *'  The  main  office  of  a  complaint  being 

236.  to  apprise  the  defendant  of  the  facts 

Neto     Hamfskire,  —  Fairbanks      v,  upon    which    the    plaintiff    relies    to 

Antrim,  2  N.  H.  Z05;  Pike  :.  Madbury,  establish  a  cause  of  action,  the  code  re- 

12  N.  H.  262.  quires  that  such  facts  shall  be  stated 

Neiv  Jersey,  —  Walker  v,   Pierson,  3  plainly  and  concisely  (Code  Civ.  Pro., 

N.  J.  L.  47;  Anonymous,  3   N.   J.   L.  §481);  and  inasmuch  as  this  action  is 

108;    Chew  V.  Thompson,  9  N.  J.  L.  highly  penal  in  its  nature,  there  was 

249;  Allaire  v.  Howell  Works  Co.,  14  especial  reason  why,  in  this  particular 

N.  J.  L  21;  Hoeberg  v,  Newton,  49  N.  instance,  the  rules  of  pleading  should 

J.  L.  617.  not    have    been    relaxed.'*      Steuben 

New  York,  —  Bigelow  v.  Johnson,  13  County  v.  Wood,   24  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  428;  People  v.  Brooks,  442,  a/iM^  People  Cf.  Belknap,  58  Hun 

4Den.  (N.  Y.)469;  Blasdell  v.  Hewitt,  3  (N.   Y.)  241.     To  the  same  effect  see 

Cai.  (N.  Y.)  137;  Bayard  v.  Smith,  17  Cortland    v,   Howard,   i   N.    Y.    App. 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  89;  People  v.  Lamb,  85  Div.  131. 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  171;  Morehouse  V.  Crilley,  Ghaxge  Xvst  Be  IMisot.  —  In   Hotch- 

8  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  431;  kish   v,    Tuttle.    i    Root  (Conn.)  438, 

Kee  V,  McSweeney,   15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  which  was  a  ^tn /am  action  rather  crim- 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  229,  66  How.  Pr.  inal  than  penal  in  its  nature,  it  was 

(N.  Y.)  447.  held  insufficient  to  charge  that  the  com- 

North  Carolina.  — Wright  v.  Wheeler,  plainant  had  reason  to  suspect  that  the 

8  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  184.  act  was  committed  by  the  defendant. 

Pennsylvania,  —  Aechternacht       v  See  also  Carter  v,  Dow,  16  Wis.  298. 

Watmough,  8  W.  ft  S.  (Pa.)  162.  Tiwoxj,  —  Under  the  statute  9  Anne, 

South    Dakota,  —  Kirby   v.  Western  c.  14,  ^  2,  and  similar  statutes  enacted 

Union  Tel.  Co.,  4  S.  Dak.  463.  in  this  country,  an  action  to  recover 

Tennessee. — Greer  v,  Bumpass,  Mart,  treble  damages  for  the  taking  of  usury, 

&  Y.  (Tenn.)  94.  when  brought   by  the  loser,  may  be 
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Smm  strifltMM  aa  in  LidktBMtt.  —  In  some  cases  it  has  been  said 
that  in  matters  of  substance  the  same  strictness  is  required  in 

declaring  upon  penal  statutes  as  in  criminal  prosecutions  by 
indictment.* 

MMnd  AllAgationi.  —  General  allegations  are  always  insufficient,' 
and  no-material  fact  may  be  left  to  inference  or  conjecture.* 

simply   upon  a  count  for  money  had  QlTing  Cradit  to  Vadargradiiata  of  (M- 

and  received.     Collins  v.  Ragrew,    15  laga.  —  The  declaration  in  an  action  on 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  5;  Whelloch  v.   Bobo,  Act  Mass.  1819,  c.  37,  which  imposes  a 

Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  421.     But  when  the  penaltyonany  livery  stable  keeper  who 

action   is   brought   by  a  common   in-  shall  give  credit  to  any  undergraduate 

former  all  the  facts  necessary  to  con-  of  either  of  the  colleges  without  the 

stitute  the  defense  must  be  detailed  as  consent  of  a  college  officer  authorized 

in  other  penal  actions.     Cole  v.  Smith,  to  act  in  such  cases,  or  in  violation  of 

4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  193;  Morrell  f.  Fuller,  established  rules  relative  to  it,   must 

7  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  402,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  allege  that  rules  have  been  established 

218.  and  an  officer  authorized  pursuant  to 

AotioA  finr  Tailiira  to  Boloaio  Xortgago.  the  sutute.    Soper  v.  Harvard  College, 

—  For  cases  discussing  necessary  alle-  i  Pick.  (Mass.)  177. 

gations  where  the  action  is  for  a  statu-  1.  Prigmore    v.    Thompson,    Minor 

tory  penalty  inflicted  for  a  failure  to  (Ala.)  420;  Levy  v,  Cohen,  (C.  PI.)  19 

discharge  of  record  a  mortgage  which  N.  Y.    Supp.  912,    reversing  (City  Ct.) 

has   been   fully   paid,   see    Steiner  v,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.   155;  People  v,  Spees, 

Ellis,  (Ala.  1890)  7  So.  Rep.  803;  Gay  v.  18  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  617;  Harrington  v, 

Rogers,  109  Ala.  624;  Williams  c.  Bow-  McFarland,  Conf.  Rep.  (N.  Car.)  408; 

din,  68  Ala.  126;  Spaulding  v.  Sonrs,  ii  State  v.  Williams,  8  Tex.  255,  14  Tex. 

Ind.  App.   562;    Crumbly  v.  Bardon,  98.     See  also  Manz  v,  St.  Louis,  etc., 

70  Wis.   38s;    Teetshorn   v.   Hull,   30  R.  Co.,  87  Mo.  278,  wherein  it  was  held 

Wis.  162.  that  * '  greater  strictness  of  construction , 

A  mortgage  executed  by  D.  and  S.  A.  both  as  to  the  allegata  and  the  probata^ 

Williams  was  properly  admitted  in  evi-  is  requisite  than  in  ordinary  cases." 

dence  although  it  was  described  in  the  BuolUng  ftatuto.  —  A  declaration   in 

complaint  as  executed  by  S.  A.  and  D.  debt  on  the  act  against  duelling  must 

Williams.    Williams  v.  Bowdin,  68  Ala.  state  the  challenge  to  have  been  given 

126.  within  the  state.     This  is  sufficiently 

Ponal  Statutes  Against  Corporatloiis.  —  shown   by  an  allegation   that  it  was 

A  penal  action  under  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.,  given  in  a  circuit  and  county  of  the 

§  1954,  against  a  corporation  for  a  fail-  state,  naming  it.   Heard  v.  Faris,  i  Litt. 

ure  to  file  an  annual  statement,  must,  (Ky.)245. 

where  the  defendant  is  a  nonresident  8.  Dutch  Flat  Water  Co.  v,  Mooney, 

corporation,    allege  that   it  has   been  12  Cal.  534;  McKeon  f/.  Lane,  i  Hall 

licensed  to  do   business  in   the  state.  (N.  Y.)  319:  Wright  v.  Wheeler,  8  I  red. 

State  V.  U.  S.  Mutual  Ace.  Assoc,  69  L.   (N.   Car.)   i^:    Kirby  v.   Western 

Wis.  76,  approved  in  State  v.  Citizens'  Union  Tel.  Co.,  4  S.  Dak.  463;  U.  S. 

Ins.  Co.,  71  Wis.  411.  V.  Three  Hundred  and  Ninety-Six  Bar- 

Where  the  action  is  for  the  recovery  rels  Distilled  Spirits,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

of  a  penalty  for  the  refusal  to  exhibit  16,503;  U.  S.  v.   The  Schooner  Little 

the  stock  book  of  the  company,  it  must  Charles,  i  Brock.  (U.  S.)347.    See  also 

be  alleged  that  the  officer  upon  whom  a  Radford  v.  M'Intosh,  3  T.  R.  632;  Rad- 

demand  was  made  had  notice  that  the  ford  v.  Briggs,  3  T.  R.  637. 

plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  inspection.  WaiTor.  —  Unless  the  complaint  fails 

Williams  v.  College  Corner,  etc.,  Gravel  to  state  a  cause  of  action,  objections  to 

Road  Co..  45  Ind.  170.  general  allegations  must  be  taken  in 

CiTil-righti  Aet.  —  For  necessary  alle-  due  time  and  in  the  proper  manner,  or 

gations  under  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.,  §^3291,  they  will  be  waived.     People  v,  Spees, 

3293,  a  civil-tights  act  which  inflicts  a  18  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  617. 

penalty  for  a  breach  of  its  provisions,  8.   Wright   v,   Bennett,   4    III.    258; 

see    Fruchey    v.    Eagleson,    15     Ind.  People  v.   Fesler,  145   111.  150;  People 

App.  88.  V,  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  72  111.  App.  569; 
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liaving  KanrUgt  lioniM  to  or  Xanrjiaf  Mlaor.  —  In  many  states  penal 
statutes  have  been  enacted  to  prevent  the  issuing  of  a  marriage 
license  to  a  minor,  or  the  performance  of  a  marriage  ceremony, 
where  a  minor  is  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  without  the  con- 
sent of  parents  or  guardian.  There  is  little  uniformity  among  the 
laws  on  this  subject,  and  a  corresponding  difference  in  the  allega- 
tions is  necessary.  Cases  in  which  pleadings  under  the  different 
acts  have  been  discussed  are  cited  in  the  notes.  ^ 

iBtematloiis  Iter  Forfoitiiro  of  Ooodi.  —  The  rule  that  there  must  be  a 
substantial  statement  of  the  offense  is  applicable  as  well  to  infor- 
mations under  Acts  of  Congress  for  the  forfeiture  of  goods  as  to 
other  penal  actions.* 

Com.  V.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  (Ky.  "  The  general  rales  of  pleading  in  re- 

1896)  37  S.   W.  Rep.  580;  State  v.  An-  gard  to  admiralty  suits  iw  rem  apply  to 

droscoggin  R.  Co.,  76  Me.  411;  Everts  a  suit  in  rem  for  a  forfeiture,  brought 

V.  Allen,  I  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  iz6;  State  v.  by  the  United  States,  after  a  seizure 

Wolfrum,  88  Wis.  481;  U.  S.  v.  Borne-  on  land."     Citing  The  Sarah,  8  Wheat, 

man,  41  Fed.  Rep.  751.     Compare  Wil-  (U.  S.)  391;  Union  Ins.  Co.  v,  U.  S.,  6 

son  V,  Rochester,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  16  Barb.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  759;  Armstrong's  Foun- 

(N.  Y.)  167.  dry.  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  766;  and  Morris's 

1.  Alabama,  —  Ely    t/.    Gammel,    53  Cotton,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  507.     See  also 

Ala.  584;  Wood  V,  Farnell,  50  Ala.  546;  Anonvmous,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  22. 

Blann  v.  Beal,  5  Ala.  357.  Following  State  Practice,  —  Theplead- 

Illinois,  —  Gilbert    v.    Bone,   64   111.  ings  in  actions  for  forfeiture  of  property 

518.  79  111.  341.  brought  in  United  States-courts  are  not 

New  Jersey,  —  Castner  v,  Egbert,  12  governed  by  Rev,  Stat.  U.  S.,  §  914, 

N.  J.  L.  259.  which    prescribes   conformity    to    the 

Nartk    Carolina,  —  Maffgett  v,  Rob-  practice  in  the  courts  of  the  state  only 

erts,   108  N.  Car.   174;    Drake  v,  Mc-  *'  as  near  as   may  be  '*  and  "  in  like 

Minn,  5  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  639.  causes."    Coffey  v,  U.   S.,  117  U.  S. 

Vermont, — Ellis    v.    Hull,    2    Aik.  233,  wherein  the  court  said:  "There 

(Vt.)  42.  are  no  like  causes  known  to  the  laws 

S.  Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall.  (U.  of  Kentucky.     Such  suits  in  rem  are 

S.)  92;    The  Emily,  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  peculiar  in  their   practice,  pleadings, 

381;  The  Schooner  Hoppet  v,  U.  S.,  7  and  forms  of  procedure,  and  so  long 

Cranch  (U.  S.)  389;    Brig  Caroline  v,  as  there  is  ample  scope  for  the  opera- 

U.    S.,   7    Cranch   (U.    S.)   496;     The  tion  of  section  914  of  the  Revised  Stat- 

Schooner  Anne  v.  \J,  S.,  7  Cranch  (U.  utes  in   regard  to  civil   suits  in  per- 

S.)  570;  Coffey  V,  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  427;  sonam^  and  no  intention  is  manifest  to 

U.  S.  V.  One  Distillery  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  charge  the  established  practice  in  such 

26;  Morris  V,  U.  S.,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  578.  suits  in  rem,  and  any  change  in  prac- 

AdmlraltjFlMdliig. — In  The  Schooner  tice  is  limited  to    'like  causes,     we 

Hoppet  V,  U.  S.,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  389,  must  continue   to  regard  the   former 

it   was  said:    "  A  rule  so  essential  to  practice  as  applicable  to  the  present 

justice  and    fair    proceeding   as  that  suit."     See  also  A  Quantity  of  Manu- 

which  requires  a  substantial  statement  factured  Tobacco,  10  Ben.  (U.  S.)447; 

of  the  offense  upon  which  the  prosecu-  U.  S.  v.  Elliot,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,043. 

tion  is  founded  must  be  the  rule  of  Seinure  of  Goods,  —  Where  a  seizure 

every  court  where  justice  is  the  object,  of  the  property  is  necessary  to  give 

and  cannot  be  satisfied  by  a  general  jurisdiction,  such  a  seizure  as  the  law 

reference  to  the  provisions  of  a  stat-  requires  must  be  alleged  and  proved 

nte.     It  would  require  a  series  of  clear  in    the    information.      The  Schooner 

and    unequivocal  precedents  to  show  Silver  Spring,  i  Sprague  (U.  S.)  551; 

that    this   rule   is    dispensed   with   in  The    Washington,   29   Fed.   Cas.   No. 

courts  of  admiralty  sitting;  for  the  trial  17,222, 4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  loi;  The  Tug 

of  offenses  against  municipal  law."  May,  6  Biss.  (U.  S.)  243,  16  Fed.  Cas. 

Mti  iA  Sm  for  ForMtoM.  —  In  Cof-  No.  9,330;  The  Fideliter,  z  Abb.  (U.  S.) 

fey  V.  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  427,  it  was  said:  577;  The  Oconto,  18  Fed.  Cas.    No. 

d77  Volume  XVI. 


JhOMnUom,  lafanution,      PENALTIES  AND        Fttition,  w  Complaiat. 

i.  Averments  in  Language  of  Statute.  —  It  is  sometimes 
sufficient  to  lay  the  offense  in  the  statutory  words,  but  not  unless 
they  describe  it  with  the  particularity  required  in  pleading.* 

c.  Negativing  Exceptions  and  Provisos.  —  If  facts  in  the 

nature  of  exceptions  enter  into  the  statutory  description  of  the 
injury,  or  are  contained  in  the  enacting  clause,  they  must  be 
negatived  in  the  pleading;  but  if  they  are  contained  in  subse- 
quent sections  or  statutes,  and  go  only  to  defeat  a  liability  other- 
wise apparent,  they  are  matter  of  defense.' 

10,421,  5  Biss.  (U.  S.)46o,  16  Fed.  Cas.  8.  AMama,^  Beil  v.    Wallace,    81 

No.  9,330,  6  Biss.  (U.  S.)  243.     See  also  Ala.  422. 

TheSteamboatJoshual^viness,  QBen.  Ariansas^  —  State    v,   Kansas  City, 

(U.  S.)  339.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  54  Ark.  546. 

Informatum  Against  Vessil  as  Prise  Illinois,  —  Adams  r.  Cutright,  53  III. 

of  War.  — A.  condemnation  of  a  ves-  361;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.   v.  Carter. 

sel  for  a  forfeiture  under  United  States  20  111.  391;  Whitecraft  v.  Vanderver.  la 

laws  cannot  be  decreed  on  a  libel  based  111.  235. 

on  its  bein^  a  prize  of  war.    The  case  Maine,  ••—  Berry  v,  Stinson,   23   Me. 

will  not,  however,  be  dismissed  by  the  140;  Smith  v.  Moore,  6  Me.  274;  Little 

appellate  court,  but  will  be  remanded  v,  Thompson,  2  Me.  228. 

for  a  proper  statement  of  the  facts  by  Mississippi.  —  Barber    v.    Levy,     73 

way  of  amendment.     U.  S.  v.  Weed,  5  Miss.  484. 

Wall.   (U.   S.)    62;    The    Watchful,   6  New  Jersey, -^Y%xvif\\  v.  Smith,  16 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  91:  The  City  of  Mexico,  N.  J.  L.  133;  Hofifman  v.  Peters,  51  N. 

28  Fed.  Rep.  148;  The  Bello  Corrunes,  J.  L.  244;  McGear  v.  Woodruff,  33  N. 

6  Wheat.  (U:  S.)  153.  J.  L.  213. 

1.  Arkansas,  —  Kirkpatrick  v.  Slew-  New     York,  —  Steuben     County    v. 

art,  19  Ark.  695.  Wood,  24  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  442;  Hart 

Illinois,  —  Gebhart  v,  Adams,  23  III.  v,  Cleis,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  41;  Teel  v, 

397.  Fonda,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  304:  Bennet  v. 

Indiana, — Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  Hurd,  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  438  \explaining 

V,  Walker,  102  Ind.  599.  Blasdell  v,  Hewitt.  3  Cai.  (N.  Y.)  137I; 

Maine,  —  Smith  v,  Moore,  6  Me.  274.  Sheldon  v,  Clark,  i  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  5x3; 

Pennsylvania.  —  Duck  v.  Chief  Bur-  Newcomb  v,  Butterfield,  8  Johns.  (N. 

gess,    7    Watts    (Pa.)    181;    Com.   v.  Y.)  342;  People  v,  Bradt,  46  Hun  (N. 

Grower  (C.  PI.  Phila.  1855).  3  Bright.  Y.)445. 

Dig.   (Pa.)  4536,     PI.    47;     Board    of  Rhode  Island.  StaXe  v,  O'Donnell, 

Health  v.  Mierchen,  Purd.  Dig.  (Pa.)  10  R.  I.  472. 

loth  ed.  1325.  South  Carolina.  —  Mills  v,  Kennedy, 

United    States,  —  U.     S.     The    Brig  I  Bailey  L.  (S.  Car.)  17. 

Neurea,  19  How.  (U.   S.)  92;  The  Pal-  Vermont,  —  Ellis  v,  HuU,  2  Aik.(Vt.) 

myra,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  i;  The  Merino,  42;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bullard. 

9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  391;  The  Mary  Ann,  65  Vt.  634. 

8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  380;  The  Samuel,    i  United  States,  —  The  Brig  Aurora  v. 

Wheat.  (U.  S.)  10;  U.  S.  v.  Fifteen  Bar-  U.  S..  7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  382;  Cross  v. 

rels  of  Distilled  Spirits,  51  Fed.  Rep.  U.  S.,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  26;    Smith  v.  U. 

417  [citing  The  Schooner  Hoppet  v.  U.  S.,  I  Gall.  (U.  S.)  261,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

S.,   7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  389];    The  Brig  13,122;  U.  S.  v,  Hayward,  2  Gall.  (U. 

Caroline's  Case,  i  Brock.  (U.  S.)  384,  S.)  485;    U.  S.  v.  River  Spinning  Co., 

5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,418;  U.  S.  v.  Arms,  70  Fed.  Rep.  978;  Fish  v.  Manning,  31 

etc.,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.   14,466a;    Two  Fed.  Rep.  340;  U.  S.  v.  Moore,  11  Fed. 

Hundred  and  Fifty  Barrels  of  Molasses  Rep.  249;  U.  S.  v.  Tilden,  28  Fed.  Cas. 

V.  U.  S.,  Chase's  Dec.  (U.  S.)  502,  24  No.  16,523. 

Fed.  Cas,  No.  14,293.  Canada.  —  Ex  p,    Clifford,    8    New 

England.  —  Lee  v.  Simpson,  3  C.  B.  Bruns.  16. 

871,  54  E.  C.  L.  871;  College  of  Phy-  England, '— CoXltgt  of  Physicians  v. 

sicians  v,  Salmon,   i   Ld.  Kaym.  680;  Salmon,  i  Ld.  Raym.  680;  ThibauU  v, 

Atty.-Gen.  v,  Henley,  8  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  Gibson,    12  M.   ft   W.  89;   PiUdngton 

967.  V.  Cooke,  16  M.  &  W.  615;  Gill  v,  Scriv- 
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XYidtsM  vf  VtgfttiTa  Allagsiioiii.  —  Where  the  plaintiff  alleges  nega- 
tive  matter  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  he 
is  not  required  to  introduce  evidence  in  support  thereof.^ 

d.  Allegation  of  Amount.  —  Where  the  penalty  given  by 
the  statute  is  fixed  in  amount  the  precise  sum  must  be  laid  in  the 
declaration ;  •  but  when  it  can  be  ascertained  only  by  verdict  or 
judgment,  it  is  no  objection,  even  to  a  declaration  in  debt,  that 
the  amount  claimed  varies  from  that  found.* 

ens,  7  T.  R.  37;  Spieres  v.  Parker,  t  T.  liability  for  penalties  already  accrued, 

R.  X41 ;  Rex  v.  Hall,  i  T.  R.  320.  a  petition  which  was  pending  at  the 

"^ It  lift WeU-MtablithedPrliioipla that  date  of  thtf  repeal  need  not  show,  by 

in    all    cases  where    proceedings  are  express  allegation,  that  the  case  is  one 

taken  against  a  party  for  the  recovery  within  the  saving  clause.     Cincinnati, 

of  a  penalty  under  a  statute,  if  there  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  265. 

be  any  exception  in  the  clause  which  1.  Wood  v.  Farnell,  50  Ala.  546  [cit- 

gives  the  penalty,  exempting  certain  ing  Blann  v,  Beal,  5  Ala.  3571;  Indiana 

cases  from  its  operation,  the  declara-  Millers*  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  People,  65 

tion  or  information  must  show  that  the  111.  App.  355,  affirmed  T70  111.  474;  Afai- 

particular  case  is  not  within  the  exce];>-  ney  v,  Austin,  6  111.  App.  49;  U.  S.  v. 

tion.     But  where  it  comes  by  way  of  Hay  ward  2  Gall.  (U.  S.)485;  Kansas 

proviso  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  act.  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Summers,  45  Ark. 

it  is  not  necessary  to  notice  it  in  the  295,  wherein  the  court  said:  '*  The  rule 

declaration  or  information,   but  it  is  in  that  case  is  that  if  the  statute,  in 

matter  which  the  defendant  must  allege  describing  the  offense,  contained  nega- 

as  a  icround  of  defense.    The  same  rule  tive  matter,  the  complaint  must  contain 

applies  with  increased  force  and  eflScacy  a   corresponding    negative   allegation 

to  the  case  where  penalties  are  given  and  it  must    be  supported   by  prima 

by  one  statute,  and  particular  cases  are,  facie  prooi\  unless,  indeed,  the  matter 

by  a  subsequent  statute,  exempted  from  lies  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of 

its  operation."    ThibauU  v,  Gibson,  12  the  other  party,  in  which  case  the  alle- 

M.  &  W.  88,  per  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.  gation   is  taken  as  true,    unless  dis- 

In  a  tammarj  Prooasding  for  the  re-  proved    by    that    party.      This    last 

covery  of  a  penalty,  exceptions  even  qualification    finds    its  illustration   in 

though  not  contained  in  the  enacting  prosecutions  against    unlicensed  per- 

clause,  must  be  shown  to  be  inappli-  sons  for  doing  acts  which  are  unlawful 

cable  by  proper  averments  contained  in  without  a  .license;  for  example,  to  sell 

the   plaintiff's  .pleading.     Doughty   r.  liquors,  or  to  practice  certain  profes- 

Conover,  42  N.  J.   L.  193,  wherein  the  sions.''    See  also  Com.  v,  Coates,  169 

court  said,  quoting  1  Chitty's  Criminal  Mass.  354. 

Law  284:  "  The  reason  for  this  distinc-  S.  Duffy  v,  Averitt,   5  Ired.   L.   (N. 

tion  may  be  that  the  former  are  sum-  Car.)  455;  Dowd  v,  Seawell,  3  Dev.  L. 

mary   proceedings    before  an  inferior  (N.  Car.)  185. 

jurisdiction,  and  do  not  afford  to  the  8.  Connecticut,  —  Perrin  v,    Sikes,    I 

defendants  those  advantages  that  the  Day  (Conn.)  19:  Harts'.  Brown,  2  Root 

common  law  allows  them;  and  there-  (Conn.)  301. 

fore  it  is  reasonable  that  it  should  ap-  Maine,  —  Thompson    v.     Smith, '  79 

pear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  that  Me.  160. 

they   have   no  statutable  defense   on  Masscuhusetts,  —  Reed    v,    Davis,   8 

which  they  can  rely.**     Compare  Rober-  Pick.  (Mass.)  514;  Com.  v.  Stevens,  15 

son  V,  Lambert ville,  38  N.  J.  L.  69.  Mass.   195;  Eddy  v,  Oliver,  5  Dane's 

Szoepdoxis  Saferrsd    To  by  ^oaioting  Abr.  254. 

Clause.  —  Where  the  enacting  clause  re-  New  Hampshire,  —  Ome  v,  Roberts, 

fers  in  express    terms   to  exceptions  51  N.  H.  no;  Craig  v,  Gerrish,  58  N. 

contained   in   a  separate  clause   they  H.   513;  Harprr  v.   Bowman,  3  N.  H. 

must  also  be  negatived  by  the  pleading.  489. 

Rex  V,  Pratten,  6  T.  R.  559.  New  Kt^>6.  —  Warren  v.  Doolittle,  5 

B0p«a   of  ttatnto  Poad^  Aetioa.—  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  678;  Merchants*  Bank  v. 

Where  the  penal  statute  has  been  re-  Bliss,  x   Robt.  (N.  Y.)  391.  35  N.  Y. 

pealed,    but    with    a    clause    saving  412. 
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e.  Statutory  Forms.  —  In  some  instances  a  general  allega- 
tion of  liability,  with  a  reference  to  the  statute,  is  permitted  bjr 
statute  to  take  the  place  of  a  particular  statement  of  the  facts.* 

Whan  FklAtUr  Vndtrtalne  to  ttoto  ImU.  —  Although  such  a  declara- 
tion is  permitted,  if  the  plaintiff  goes  further  and  undertakes  to 
state  the  facts  constituting  the  offense  he  will  be  held  to  the 
strict  rule  of  the  common  law.* 

/.  Pleadings  in   Inferior  Courts  — in  o«ii«»i.  —  Where 

jurisdiction  over  actions  to  recover  penalties  is  granted  to  justices 
of  the  peace  or  other  inferior  courts,  the  usual  manner  of  pro- 
ceeding is  not  thereby  changed. 

Oral  PlMdiagi.  —  Where  permissible  in  ordinary  suits  the  plead- 
ings may  be  oral.* 

WrittoB  PiMdiagt.  —  In  case  the  pleadings  are  written,  the  rules 

North  Carolina,  —  Dowd  v,  SeaweU,  ample,  actions    for    double  or   treble 

3  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  185.  damages,  or  for  the  recovery  of  money 

Ohio,  —  Rockwell  v.  State,  iz  Ohio  or  property  lost  at  play -^  are  not  suits 

131.  for  penaluesor  forfeitures  in  which  the 

Pennsylvania,  —  Buckwalter  v,  U.  S.,  plaintiff  may  declare  in  short   form. 

II  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  193.  Howser  t/.  Melcher,  40  Mich.  185;  Beek* 

Uniud  States,  —  U.  S.  v,  Colt,  Pet.  man's  Petition,  i  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y. 

(C.  C.)i45;  U.  S.  r.  Elliot,  25  Fed.  Cas.  Supreme  Ct.)  449,    31    How.   Pr.   (N. 

No.   15,043;    Washington   v,    Eaton,  4  Y.)  16,  reversing  19   Abb.   Pr.  (N.  Y.) 

Cranch  (C.  C;  353.    See  also  Stimpson  245. 

V.  Pond,  2  Curt.  (U.  S.)  502,  23  Fed.  Balslng  Olijeetioiis  to  Bndh  Peclaratton^ 

Cas.  No.  13,455*  —  If  the  defendant  is  ignorant  of  the 

England,  —  Pemberton   v,   Shelton,  charge  against  him   it  seems  that  he 

Cro.  Jac.  498;  Parker  v,  Curson,  Cro.  may  invoke  the   proper  remedy  and 

Jac.  529.  have     the     declaration     made    more 

Contra,  —  Rhemke  v,  Clinton,  2  Utah  specific.     Leonard  v,  Cogswell,  7  Nova 

230:  U.  S.  v,  Morin,  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  93;  Scotia  121. 

U.  S.  V,  Ebner,  4  Biss.  (U.  S.)  117.  2.  State  t/.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  71  Wis. 

1.  Benalleck  v.  People,  31  Mich.  200;  411;  Crumbly  v,  Bardon,  70  Wis.  385; 

People  V,  Brady,  90  Mich.  459;  People  State  v,  Egerer,  55  Wis.  527;  Teetshoro 

V,  Brooks,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.)  469.  v.  Hull,  30  Wis.  162. 

Whetliar  Abrogattd  by  V«w  York  Cods.  8.  Illinois,  —  Cook  v.  People,  125  111. 

—  It  seems  to  be  uncertain  from  the  278;  Harbaugh  v.  Monmouth,  74  III. 

authorities  whether  a  provision  of  this  367;  Jacksonville  v.  Block,  36  111.  507; 

kind  which  was  contained  in  the  New  Chicago  v,    Kenney,   35   111.  App.  57; 

York  Revised  Statutes  has  been  abro-  Ewbanks  v,  Ashley,  36  HI.  177;  Scott 

^ated  by  the  code.    That  it  has,  see  v.  New  Boston,  26  111.  App.  108;  Canoe 

Abbott  V,  New  York  Central,  etc.,  R.  Creek  v.  McEniry,  23  111.  App.  227. 

Co,,  I  Sheld.  (N.  Y.)  278,  12  Abb.  Pr.  ^iVAi^aw.  —  People  v.  Grand  Rapids, 

N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  465;  Moorehouse  v.  Cril-  etc..  Plank  Road   Co.,  64  Mich.  618; 

ley,  S  How.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  Canal  St.  Gravel-Road  Co.  v,  Paas.  95 

431.     But  see  contra^  Peoples.  Bennett,  Mich.  372. 

6  Abb.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  343,  Missouri,  —  Spencer    v,    Medder,    5 

tf^rwm^  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)384;  People  Mo.  458. 

V,  Muller,  6  Abb.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  Tennessee,  —  Kirby  v,   Lee,  8  Yerg. 

344.  note.  (Tenn.)   440;    Kirby  v.  Rice,  8  Yerg. 

Counting  on  ftatnto.  —  In  such  a  dec-  (Tenn.) 442. 

laration  the  sutute  must  be  correctly  Jndynwnt  by  ConfiMwlon.  —  Where  the 

referred  to,  and  a  variance  in  this  re-  pleadmgs  may   be  oral,   a  judgment 

«pect  is  fatal.     People  v.  Grand  Rapids,  without  proof,  upon  an  implied  confer- 

etc..  Plank  Road  Co.,  64  Mich.  618.  sion  of  the  charges  for  want  of  a  writ- 

AoUons  Vot  ttrietly  FonnL  —  Actions  ten  answer,  is  unauthorized.    Wilson 

brought  upon  remedial  law  —  for  ex-  v.  Com.,  7  Bush  (Ky.)  536. 
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which  goverR  are  similar  to  those  applied  in  superior  courts. 
Formal  matters  are  not  regarded,  but  tacts  must  be  sufficiently 
alleged  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the  charge  against  him.^ 

S.  Joinder  of  Oavsas  of  Aotion — a.  Distinct  Penalties.  —  At 
CtBomi  lAw  distinct  penalties  may  be  sued  for  and  recovered  in 
the  same  action.* 

IB  Ood«  SUlai,  on  tlM  Othflr  Hud,  the  joinder  of  distinct  causes  in 
penal  actions  is  frequently  prohibited  either  in  terms  or  by  impli- 
cation.* 

b.  Statutory  and  Common-law  Causes.  —  Where  the 
statutory  action  is  merely  cumulative  to  one  existing  at  common 

1.  Alahama,  —  Reagh    r.    Spann,    3  Ordlaanooo.  —  A  recovery  may  be  had 

Stew.  (Ala.)  100.  for  distinct  violations  of  an  ordinance 

Colorado,  —  Deitz  v.  Central,  i  Colo,  if  the  judgment  does  not  exceed  the 

323.  amount  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  police 

/m&ana,  —  Goshen  v.  Kern,  63  Ind.  magistrate  or  justice  of  the  peace  be> 

468;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Moss-  fore  whom  the  suit  is  brought.     Hen- 

ler,95  Ind.  29;  Greensburgh  v.  Corwin,  soldt  v.  Petersburg,  63  111.  iti,  141,, 

58  Ind.  5x8.  157;  Byars  v,  Mt.  Vernon,  77  111.  467. 

Massachusetts, — Com.  z^.  Messenger,  (n  Kensington  v.   Glenat,   x   Phila. 

4  Mass.  463,  5  Dane's  Abr.  254,  g  5.  (Pa.)  393,  9  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  138,  i  Phila. 

Michigan.  —  Benalleck  v.  People,  31  (Pa.)  251,   8    Leg.    Int.    (Pa.)   158,   it 

Mich.  aoo.  was  held  that  counts  for  penalties  ac- 

Missouri,  —  Iba  v,  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  cruing  under  different  ordinances  could 

Co.,  45  Mo.  469;  Norton  v,  Hannibal,  not  be  joined  in  the  same  suit.    See 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  48  Mo.  387;  St.  Louis  v.  also  Carlisle  v.  Baiter,  i  Yeates  (Pa.) 

Smith,  10  Mo.  439;  St.  Louis  v.  Vert.  472. 

84  Mo.  204,  X2  Mo.  App.  570.  9.  Carriers.  Bernstein,  104 Iowa 572; 

New  Jersey,  —  Hoffman  v,  Peters,  51  Sullivan  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co,  19 


244;  McGear  v.  Woodruff,  33    Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  388;  Brown  v.  Rice,  51  x 

213.  Cal.  489,  52  Cal.  4^;  Motjey  ».  Pratt, 


N.J.   L. 
N.J.  L. 

New     K^ri.  — Fitch    v.    Miller,    13  13    Misc.    Rep.    (NT.   Y.   C.   PI.)    758; 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  66;  Hall  v,  McKechnie,  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Com.,  (Ky. 

22  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  244;  Cortland  v.  How-  X897)  43   S.    W.    Rep.   458.      Compare 

ard,  X  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  131.     See  also  Johnson   v,    Hudson   River  R.  Co.,  2 

Harker  v.  New  York,  X7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  Sweeny  (N.  Y.)  298,  reversed  on  other 

points  in  49  N.  Y.  455. 


North  Carolina.  —  Scroter  v.  Harring-  Ohio. —  Under  a  statute  which  per* 

ton,  I  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  192.  mits  the  union  of  several  causes  of  ac- 

England,  —  Rex  v.  Chandler,  i  Salk.  tion   for  "  injuries,   with    or  without 

378;  Pie  V,  Westley,  Hob.  245.  force,  to  person  and  property,or  either." 

Taking    Otjoetion    to    PlMidiiig.  —  In  it  has  been  held  that  distinct  violations 

Cortland  v,  Howard,  x  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  of  penal  statutes  which  cause  such  in- 

131,  it  was  held  that  where  the  allega-  Junes    may    be    joined.      Cincinnati, 

tions  are  not   sufficiently  explicit  the  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  265. 

remedy  of  the  defendant  in  a  justice's  See  also  Snow  v.  Mast,  65  Fed.  Rep.  995. 

court  is  by  demurrer,  and  not  by  a  mo-  Kalstng  OhfoetioB  of  Mii^oiiidor.  —  The 

tion  to  make  more  definite  and  certain,  improper  joinder  of  causes  is  not  prop- 

S.  Deyo  v.  Rood,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  527;  erly  raised  by  demurrer,  but  objection 

Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  R.   Co.,  2  must  be  taken  by  motion  to  paragraph, 

Sweeny  (N.  Y.)  298,  reversed  on  other  Louisville,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Com.,  (iCy. 

points  in  49  N.  Y.  455;    Brooklyn  v,  1807)    43  S.   W.   Rep.    458    (see    also 

Oeves,  Hill  &  D.  Snpp.  (N.  Y.)23X;  Schuyler    Nat.    Bank  v,   Bollong,   24 

Poittville  Water  Co.  v.  Ball,  i  Leg.  Neb.  821,  825);  or  by  motion  to  elect, 

Chron.  (Pa.)  63;  Snow  v.  Mast,  65  Fed.  Scott  v,  Robards,  67  Mo.  289;  Harris 

Rep.  995;  Holland  V.  Both  mar,  4  T.  R.  v,  Wabash  R.  Co.,  51  Mo.  App.  x  25; 

228.    See  also  Smith  v.  U.  S.,  i  Gall.  Woods  v,  Missouri,    etc.,  R.  Co,^  51 

(U.  S.)  261.  Mo.  App.  500. 
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law  for  the  same  offense,  counts  at  common  law  and  upon  the 
statute  may  be  joined.^ 

c.  Limitations  upon  Joinder,  —  In  order  that  distinct 
causes  of  action  may  be  joined  it  is  necessary  that  the  court  in 
which  the  suit  is  brought  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  each  and 
that  the  form  of  action  and  proceedings  thereunder  shall  be  of 
the  same  general  character.' 

d.  Separate  Counts.  —  Different  causes  of  action  must  not 
be  contained  in  the  same  count,  but  each  should  be  separately 
stated.* 

When  (MEdbm  Ii  Oo&tiBiMw.  —  Where  the  offense  is  continuous  and 
the  penalty  is  fixed  at  so  much  for  each  day,  week,  or  other 
period  of  time,  or  where  a  prohibited  act  embraces  several  par- 

1.  Spence  v,  Tbompftoa,  ix  Ala.  746;  same  judgment s^iven  on  aU  the  counts 

Pearkes  v,  Frtet,  9  Cal.  643;  Kansas  of  the  declaration,'  or '  wherever  the 

City»  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Spencer,  73  Miss,  causes  of  action  are  of  the  same  nature, 

491 ;  Riker  v.  Hooper,  35  Vt.  457.     See  and  may  properly  be   the  subject  of 

also  Winne  v.  Snow,  19  Fed.  Rep.  507.  counts  in  the  same  species  of  action. 

Adding  Count  fdr  DaaiagM  by  Amend-  they   may  be  joined;   otherwise  they 

rnsnt.  —  A  count  for  damages  at  com-  cannot.'  "     Hays  v.  Borders,  6  111.  46, 

mon  law  cannot  be  added  by  amend-  citing  i  Tidd's  Pr.  11. 

ment     pending     the     action,     as     it  Vsw  York  Btatnts. —  In  Smith  v.  Mer- 

constitutes  a  new  and  distinct  cause,  win,   15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  184,  the  court 

Baldwin  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  93  said,  speaking  of  3  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  p. 

Ga.  f92.  480,  g  I,  and  p.  483,  ^g  10,  11:    "  The 

Penalty  for  Fallire  to  IMsohargo  Mort-  action    may    be    debt    or    assumpsit, 

gage  of  Seoord.  —  A  count  for  a  statu-  *    *    *    u  would  be  difficult  to  main- 

tory  penalty  for  failure  to  enter  satis-  tain  that  the  liability  to  pay  a  penalty 

faction  of  a  deed  of  trust  may  be  joined  in  these  cases  arose  out  of  any  contract 

with  a  common-law  count  for  the  com-  on  the  part  of  the  delinquent.     The  ac- 

mon-law  damage  sustained.     Scott  v.  tions  and  pleadings  being  thus  arbi- 

Robards,  67  Mo.  289.  trary,  it  is  no  great  innovation  upon 

9.  Alabama,  — Gurley  v,  McAnally,  general  principles  by  the  legislature  to 

109  Ala.  359.  enact  that  a  count  in  case  and  a  count 

Illinois.  —  Robley  v.  Culwell,  69  111.  in  debt  or  assumpsit  to  recover  the 

App.  272.  penalty  may   be  joined  in   the  same 

Afassachusetts.-^Y^lxtitXA  v,  Burt,  ii  declaration.     This,  I  think,  is  the  rea- 

Pick.   (Mass.)  245;    Worster  v.  Canal  sonable  construction  of  the  different 

Bridge,  16  Pick.  (Mass.)  541.  provisions.     It  is  true  the  general  issue 

Mississippi,  —  Elder  v.  Hilzheim,  35  will  be  different  to  the  different  counts; 

Miss.  331.  but  that  is  mere  form;  there  can  be  no 

Missouri,  —  Lowe  v,  Harrison,  8  Mo.  difficulty  in  making  up  the  record.*' 

351;  Withington  t/.  Young,  4  Mo.  564.  9.  Scott   v,    Robards,    67    Mo.    389; 

New  York,  —  New  York  v.  Walker,  Harris  v,  Wabash  R.  Co.,  51  Mo.  App. 

4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  358.  135;    State    v.   Halter,    149   Ind.    392; 

North  Carolina,  —  Doughty  v,  Atlan-  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Com.,  (Ky. 

tic,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  78  N.  Car.  33.  1897)  43  S.  W.  Rep.  458;    Hill  v.  Her- 

Pennsylvania,  —  Gruber    v.    Clarion  bert,  3  N.  J.  L.  483;  Little  v.  Perkins,  3 

First  Nat.  Bank,  87  Pa.  St.  465;  Denoon  N.  H.  469,  citing  Brooke  v,  Miliiken,  3 

V,  Binns,  4  Pa.  L.  J.  184,  3  Clark  (Pa.)  T.  R.  509,  and  Burnham  v,  Webster, 

397;  Smith  V.  Meanor,  16  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  5  Mass.  366;    U.  S.  v,  Huckabee,  16 

375.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  414. 

Vermont,  —  Keyes  v,  Prescott,  33  Vt.  Wairantf.  —  Two  or  more  penalties 

86.  may  be  included  in  the  civil  warrant 


<t 


The  result  of  authorities  on  the  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a 

subject  of  the  joinder  of  different  forms  penal   action,   and  they   need   not  be 

of  action  is  said  to  be  that  *  when  the  stated  in   separate  counts.     Duffy  v, 

same  plea  may  be   pleaded  and  the  Averitt,  5  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car)  455. 
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ticulars,  with  a  penalty  for  each,  only  one  count  for  the  aggregate 
sum  is  necessary.^ 

Aotioa  ihir  Trtbto  SuMfM.  —  In  an  action  for  double  or  treble  dam- 
ages where  the  evidence  does  not  authorize  a  recovery  for  more 
than  the  actual  damage  it  may  be  recovered  although  the  decla- 
ration contains  no  separate  count  demanding  it.' 

e.  Effect  on  Jurisdiction.  —  Where  distinct  penalties  may 
be  joined,  it  is  no  objection  that  by  so  doing  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy is  increased  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  the  action  must  be  brought  in  a  superior  court.' 

/.  Construction  of  Statutes. —  An  important   question 

generally  arising  upon  the  joinder  of  causes  is  whether  the  penal 
law  gives  a  single  cause  of  action  only,  or  several  which  may  be 
sued  for  in  the  same  action.  Decisions  construing  various  stat- 
utes in  this  particular  are  gathered  in  the  notes. ^ 

1.  Connecticu L —  Barkhamsted  v,  Nebraska.  —  Lydick  v.  Palmquist,  31 
Parsons,  3  Conn,  i;    Wells  v.  Cooper,     Neb.   300;     Phoenix   Ins.  Co.  v.  Boh- 

57  Conn.  52,  overruling  Barber  v,  Eno,     man,  28  Neb.  25Z. 

2  Root  (Conn.)  150,  and  Chapman  v.  New  Hampshire.  —  Clark  v,  Lisbon, 

Chapman,  i  Root  (Conn.)  52.  19  N.  H.  286. 

Indiana.  — Toledo,   etc.,    R.   Co.    v.  New  York.  —  St.  John  v.  Eberiin,  23 

Stephenson,  131   Ind.  203;  Aldrich  v.  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  585; 

Hawkins,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  125.  Suffolk  County  v.  Shaw,  21  N.  Y.  App. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Purinton  v.  Ladd,  Div.  146;    Suydam  t^.  Smith,  52  N.  Y. 

58  N.  H.  596;  Little  V.  Perkins,  3  N.  383;  Sturgis  v.  Spofford,  45  N.  Y.  447; 
H.  469.  Jones  v.  Rochester  Gas,  etc.,  Co.,  7  N. 

New  Jersey.  —  Clark  v.  Collins,  15  N.  V.  App.  Div.  474;  Meiers  v.  Metropolis 

1.  L.  473.  tan   Gas  Light  Co.,    14  N.  Y.   Wkly. 

New    York.  —  People  v.    M'Fadden,  Dig.  552;    Fisher  i^.  New  York  Cent., 

13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  396;    Longworthy  v.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  46  N.  Y.  659;  Brooklyn  v. 

Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  Toynbee,  31   Barb.  (N.  V.)  282;    Pilot 

1x5.  Com*rs  V.  Frost,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.)  353. 

Vermont.  —  Everts    v.   Allen,    I    D.  North  Carolina.  —  Bray  v.  Barnard, 

Chip.  (Vt.)  116.  109  N.  Car.  44;    Maggett  v.   Roberts, 

Unit€d  States.  —  Wolverton  v.  Lacey,  108  N.  Car.  174;  State  v.  Muse,  4  Dev. 

30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,932.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  319. 

2.  Clark  v.  Field,  42  Mich.  342;  Ohio.  —  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Hitchcock  V.  Pratt,  51  Mich.  263.     Sec  Moore,  33  Ohio  St.  384. 

also   Amend   z\  Murphy,  69   III.   337;  Pennsylvania. —  Com.  v,  Cooke,  50 

Dubois  V.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  123,  affirm-  Pa.  St.  201;    Hill  v.  Williams,  14  S.  & 

inft  34  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  547.  R.  (Pa.)  287. 

8.  Mobile,  etc..   R.  Co.  v.  State,  51  Tennessee.  —  Parks  r.  Nashville,  etc.. 

Miss.  137;    Burrell  v.  Hughes,  116  N.  R.  Co.,  13  Lea  (Tenn.)  i. 

Car.  430;    Maggett  v.  Roberts,  108  N.  Texas.  —  Martin  v.  Johnson,  11  Tex. 

Car.  174;  Towanda  Bank  v.  Ballard,  7  Civ.  App.  628. 

W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  434;    Gibson  7/.  Gault,  33  United   States.  ^-V,    S.    v.    Boston, 

Pa.  St.  44,  distinguishing  Gault  v.  Vin-  etc.,  R.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Rep.  209;  Pollock 

yard,  26  Pa.  St.  282,  cited  in  Bartolett  v.  The  Steam-Boat  Sea  Bird,  3  Fed. 

V.  Achey,   38   Pa.   St.   273.     See  also  Rep.  573;    Hatch  v.  The  Steam  Boat 

Collins  V.  Hopwood,  15  M.  &  W.  459;  Boston,  3  Fed.  Rep.  807-    Washington 

Reeve  v.  Pool,  4  B.  &  C.  155,  10  E.  C.  v.  Strother,  2  Cranch  (t,  C.)  542,  29 

L.  299.    See  further  generally  article  Fed.  Cas.   No.   17,233;    U.  S.  v.  New 

Amount  IN  Controversy,  vol.  I,  p.  702.  York  Guaranty,  etc.,  Co.,  8  Ben.  (U. 

4.  California.  —  Loveland  v.  Garner,  S.)  269,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,872;  U.  S. 

71  Cal.  541.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  9  Ben.  (U.  S)  67,  25 

Illinois.  —  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,056,  reversed  on  other 

.9.  People,  91  HI.  452.  grounds  in  106  U.  S.  327,  107  U.  S.  i; 
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ym  Pkooim —  1.  Civil  or  CriminaL  —  In  the  absence  of  any 
special    statutory  provision   relating  to    the  process   in   penal 

actions,  it  must  be  of  the  kind  used  in  civil  suits  rather  than  in 
criminal  prosecutions,  and  will  be  governed  by  the  general  rules 
applicable  to  the  former. 

BnmmoBi.  —  The  action,  therefore,  must  usually  be  commenced 
by  a  summons,  and  the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested  on  a  war- 
rant and  held  to  bail.^ 

U.  S.  V.  Brooklyn  City»etc.,  R.  Co.,  14  306;  Harshaw  v.  Crow,  11  Ired.  L.  (N. 

Fed.  Rep.  284.  Car.)  240;    Washington  v,    Frank,    i 

England,  —  Crepps     v,     Durden,     2  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  436. 

Cowp.  640;   Pilcher  v.  Stafford,  4  B.  &  ProesM  In  Aotions  agaiart  Prspartj.  — 

S.    775.    116    E.    C.    L.    775;     Milnes  "  The  j urisdiction  acquired  by  the  scir- 

V,  Bale,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  591;   Garrett  v,  ure  is  not  to  pass  upon  the  question  of 

Messenger,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  583,  10  Cox  forfeiture  absolutely,  but  to  pass  upon 

C.  C.  498;  Saunders  v,  Baldy,  L.  R.  i  that  question    after    opportunity    has 

Q.  B.  87,  6  B.  &  S.  791,  118  E.  C.  L.  been  afforded  to  its  owner  and  parties 

791;    Apothecaries  Co.  v,  Jones,  (1893)  interested  to  appear  and  be  heard  upon 

I  Q.  B.  89,  17  Cox  C.  C.  588;  Lees  v,  the  charges.     To  this  end  some  noti&- 

Newton,  L.  R.  i  C.  P.  658,  i  H.  &  R.  cation  of  the  proceedings  beyond  that 

734;  In  re  Hartley.  31  L.  J.  M.  C.  232.  arising  from  the  seizure,   prescribing 

Ho  Precise  Bnle. —  In    Apothecaries  the  time  within  which  the  appearance 

Co.  V.  Jones,  (1893)  i  Q.  B.  89,  17  Cox  must    be    made,    is    essentiad.     Such 

C.  C.  588,  Hawkins,  J.,  said:    **  It  is  notification  is  usually  given  by  moni* 

idle  to  attempt  to  lay  down  a  golden  tion,  public  proclamation,  or  publica- 

rule   upon    the    subject.      Each    case  tion  in  some  other  form.     The  manner 

must  depend  upon  the  particular  cir-  of  the  notification  is  immaterial,  but 

cumstances  attending  it.  the  notification  itself  is  indispensable." 

*'Eaeh  and   Every   Offnse.''  — **  The  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93  U.  S.  274,  Hu 

statute  does  not  say  that  there  shall  be  ing  Bradstreet  v.  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3 

a  penalty  for  '  each  and  every  offense.'  Sumn.  (U.  S.)  601;    Woodruff  v,  Tay- 

In  the  absence  of  these  words,  it  seems  lor,  20  Vt.  65.    To  the  same  effect  is 

to   be  settled  that  only  one   recovery  Gregory   v,   McVeigh,   93   U.   S.    284, 

can  be  had  for  acts  or  omissions,  in  note. 

violation  of  the  statute,  prior  to  the  Ferm  ef  Sommoiis.  —  A  penal  action  is 

commencement  of  the  suit.'*     Parks  t^.  not  a  suit  upon  a  contract  within  sec 

Nashville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  13  Lea  (Tenn.)  I.  tion  129,  subdiv.  i,  of  the  early  Nem 

1.  Scranton  v,  Frothingham,  5   Pa.  York  Code,  but  the  summons  must  be 

Dist.  Rep.  639;   Oliver  v,  Larzaleer,  5  in  the  form  prescribed  by  subdiv.  2  oi 

N.  J.  L.  591;  State  v.  Chandler,  7  Cine,  that  section  and  contain  a  notice  that 

Wkly.  L.  Bui.  97,  R  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  application  will  be  made  to  the  court 

322.     Compare  Com.  v,   Davenger,    10  for  the  relief  demanded.     McCoun  9 

Phila.  (Pa.)  478,  30  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  321.  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  50  N.  Y. 

In  Conneetient,  on  the  other  hand,  it  176,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  75.  Contra^  People 
has  been  held  that  the  process  must  be  v.  Bennett,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
forthwith  by  warrant.  Leavensworth  Ct.)  343,  affirming  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
V,  Tomlinson,  i  Root  (Conn.)  436;  384;  Excise  Com'rs  v,  Classon,  17 
Houghton  V,  Havens,  6  Conn.  305.  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  193. 
See  also  Merriam  r.  Langdon,  10  It  should  appear  from  the  process 
Conn.  460.  that  the  proper  form  of  action  for 
^  In  Verth  GaroUaa  for  many  years  ac-  the  recovery  of  the  penalty  sought  is 
tions  before  justices  of  the  peace  were  being  pursued.  Kennedy  v.  Garling- 
commenced  by  warrant,  but  it  was  a  ton,  Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  424. 
statutory  civil  process,  and  not  attended  The  writ  is  substantially  in  debet 
with  the  incidents  of  the  criminal  war-  and  detinet  if  it  calls  upon  the  def end- 
rant.  Duffy  V,  Averitt,  5  Ired.  L.  (N.  ant  to  render  to  the  plaintiff  the 
Car.)  455:  London  v.  Headen,  76  N.  amount  of  the  penalty  "  due  under  an 
Car.  72;  Buncombe  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  to  him, 
M'Carson,  i  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  and  which  from  him  he  unjustly  de^ 
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Btotutry  ProriiinH.  —  By  statute,  however,  process  of  the  latter 
character  is  frequently  permissible.^ 

Amit  in  GiTil  Aetiou.  —  In  an  action  on  a  strictly  penal  statute  it 
seems  that  a  defendant  may  not  be  arrested  unless  the  right  is 
given  in  terms  by  the  statute  or  some  general  law.' 

8«nriM  of  Ptoomi.  —  Where  the  mode  of  service  is  prescribed  by 
the  penal  statute,  it  must  be  strictly  pursued.' 

2.  Xndorsements  —  ^7.  Reference  to  Penal  Statute  —  la 
fltBtrml.  —  In  a  few  states  the  summons  in  a  penal  action  or  the 
copy  served  must  contain  a  reference  to  the  statute.^ 

tains  to  his  damage/*   etc.     Pa^e  v.  dell,  74  Mo.  595;  Blewett  v.  Smith,  74 

Farmer,  2  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  288.  Mo.  404;   Ex  /.  Kiburg,  10  Mo.  A  pp. 

1.  Chicago  V.  Kenney,  35   III.  App.  442;  U.  S.  v.  Walsh,  Deady  (U.  S.)  281, 

57;   Knowles  v.  Wayne  City,  31   111.  i  Abb.  (U.  S.)  66. 

App.  471;    Champion  v.  Pierce,  11  N.  In    1    Tidd's    Pr.    172    it    is    said: 

J.  L  196;  Bowden  v.  Overseer  of  Poor,  *'  There  are  also  some  cases  where  the 

41  N.J.  L.  462;    Drew  v,  Hilliker,  56  defendant  cannot  be  arrested,  though 

VL642;  U.  S.  V.  Griswold,  5  Sawy.  (U.  the  action  be  brought  for  a  sum  cer- 

S.)  2S;    U.  S.  V.  Walsh,  Deady  (U.  S.)  tain;    and  others  where  he  cannot  be 

381.  I  Abb.  (U.  S.)  66.  arrested   for    the    whole  of  the  legal 

Wizraat  in  GiTil  Aotion.  —  The  fact  debt,  but  only  for  so  much  as  is  equi- 
that  the  action  may  be  commenced  by  tably  due.  Thus,  in  an  action  of  debt 
warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  defend«&nt  on  a  penal  statute,  the  defendant  can- 
does  not  change  the  suit  from  a  civil  not  be  arrested,  though  it  be  for  a  sum 
10  a  criminal  proceeding.  Goshen  t'.  certain;  as  it  is  a  maxim  that  every 
Croxton,  34  Ind.  239;  Tippecanoe  man  shall  be  presumed  innocent  of  an 
CooQty  V,  Chissom,  7  ind.  688;  Alton  offense  till  he  be  found  guilty.  But 
V.  Kirsch.  68  111.  261 ;  Williamson  v,  where  an  action  is  brought  on  a  reme- 
Com.,  4  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  146.  dial  statute,  as  for  money  won  at  play, 

AfldftTit  Bhowiag  Prohablt  Caus.  —  A  or  on  a  statute  which  expressly  author- 
constitutional  provision  that  '*  no  war-  izes  an  arrest,  as  for  exporting  wool, 
rants  can  issue  but  upon  probable  double  value  for  holding  over,  having 
cause  supported  by  oath  or  affirma-  unsealed  wrought  silks,  or  insuring 
tion  "  relates  only  to  criminal  process  lottery  tickets,  etc.,  the  defendant  may 
and  not  to  warrants  issued  in  penal  be  arrested." 

actions.     Walker  v.  Cruikshank,  2  Hill  8.  Com.   v.  Turnpike  Co.,  i   Lack. 

(N.  Y.)  296.  Leg.  Rec.  (Pa.)  487. 

Aetfon  la  Vaittd  SUtas  Oonrt.  —  A  state  V«w  York  ftatuta.  •—  Code  Ci  v.  Pro. 

law  providing  that  a  penal  action  may  N.  Y.,  §  1895,  which  provides  that  the 

be  commenced  by  a  capias  is  applicable  summons  in   a  penal  action    can    be 

to  such  actions  when  brought  in  courts  served  only  by  an  officer  authorized  by 

of  the  United  States  sitting  within  the  law  to  collect  an  execution  issued  out 

state  where  it  obtains.     U.  S.  v.  Ban-  of  the  same  court,  does  not  apply  to 

ister,  70  Fed.  Rep.  44.  an  action  upon  a  statute  not  strictly 

t.  I  Tidd's  Pr.  173;    U.  S.  v,  Mun-  penal  brought  by  the  party  aggrieved, 

del,  6   Call    (VaO  245;    St.    George's  Quade  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  59 

Case,  Yelv.  53.     It  is  otherwise  if  the  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  479. 

statute  is  remedial,  in    which    event  Tht  lUtum  of  tarios  in  an  action 

laws  permitting  arrest  in  civil  actions  against  property  need  not  describe  the 

generally  will  apply.     Turner  v.  War-  mode  of  seizure.     A  general  statement 

ren,  2  Stra.  1079.  that  the  property  has  been  seized  is 

lapriMunMit  for  Bobt.  — A  constitu-  sufficient.     Miller   v,  U.  S.,  11  Wall, 

tional  provision  abolishing  imprison-  (U.  S.)  269. 

ment  for  debt  in  civil  actions  does  not  4.  Olijoet  of  IndonoiiiMit.  —  **  The  ob- 

comprehend  suits  brought  on  strictly  ject   in   requiring  the  indorsement  of 

penal  statutes.    Graham   v,   ChicA^o,  process  was  to  give  notice  to  the  de- 

etc,  R.  Co.,  53  Wis.  473;  Hardenbrook  fendant  of  a  fact  which  he  could  not 

9.  Ligonier,  9$  Ind.  70;  Exp.  Hollwe-  learn  from  the  process  itself,  to  wit, 
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V«fc  AppilMU*  to  Oonplftint.  —  A  Statutory  provision  which  requires 
the  summons  to  be  indorsed  with  a  general  reference  to  the  penal 
statute  has  no  reference  to  the  complaint  in  the  action,  and  can- 
not be  taken  into  consideration  in  passing  upon  its  sufficiency.^ 

Sailing  OlgMtion  to  Laek  of  Indonomont.  —  Advantage  of  a  failure  to 
make  such  indorsement  upon  the  summons  may  be  taken  by 
special  appearance  supported  by  affidavit.  The  affidavit  must 
state  the  source  of  the  information  of  the  affiant,  and  the  grounds 
of  his  belief,  that  the  action  is  brought  on  a  penal  statute.' 

In  Vow  Tork  the  indorsement  must  contain  such  a  description  of 

that  he  was  sued  for  a  penalty  or  Kontncky. —  In  Jady  v.  Howard,  2 
forfeiture  fiven  by  some  statute."  Mete.  (Ky.)  44,  it  was  held  that  the  no- 
Thayer  v.  Lewis,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.)  269.  tice  of  a  motion  for  penalty  against  a 
To  the  same  effect  see  Avery  v.  Slack,  sheriff  for  failure  to  return  an  execu- 
17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  86;  Prussia  v,  Guen-  tion  should  show  under  which  statute 
ther,  16  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (Orleans  County  and  for  what  penalty  the  plaintiff  is 
Ct.)  230;  Starkweather  v.  O^^fi^^^y*  7  proceeding.  See  also  M'Call  9.  Jus- 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  26;  Townsend  v.  Hop-  tices,  i  Bibb  (Ky.)  516,  a  case  where 
kins,  9  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  the  penalty  was  treble  the  amount  of  a 
Ct.)  257;    Bissell  V,  New  York  Cent.,  tax. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  385;  Cox  In  V«w  Jmo^  the  summons  most  be 
V,  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,  K.  Co.,  61  indorsed  with  the  name  of  the  prose- 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  615;  Marselis  V.  Seaman,  cutor  in  the  action  and  the  title  of 
21  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  319;  People  v.  Bull,  the  penal  statute.  Hageman  v.  V«Ln 
42  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  19.  Doren,  6  N.  J.  L.  J.  310;  Oliver  v,  Lar- 

Aotioni  by  iht  ftatt  or  PnUio  Offlo«n.  zaleer,  5  N.  J.  L.  591;  Miller  v.  Stoy,  5 

—  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y..  §  1897,  mak-  N.  J.  L.  548. 

ing  such  provision,   is  applicable  as  In  VortiiClffdlina  the  civil  warrant  by 

well  to  actions  brought  in  the  name  of  which  an  action  before  a  justice  of  the 

the  people  or  by  officers  in  their  official  peace  was  commenced   was  required 

capacity  as    to    suits  by   individuals,  to  contain  a  reference  to  the  statute. 

New  York  v,  Eisler,  10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  London   v.    Headen,   76    N.    Car.   72; 

396,  2  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  125;  Peo-  Duffy  v,  Averitt,  5  Ired.   L.  (N.  Car.) 

pie  V.  O'Neil,  54  Hun  (N.  Y.)  610,  over^  455. 

ruling  Townsend  v.  Hopkins,  9  Civ.  Actions  fat  Double  IHunagos.  —  Where 

Pro.  Kep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  257.  the  statute  merely  gives  an  additional 

Borisod  Stetntoi  Vot  Abrogatod  by  remedy  for  what  was  before  a  common- 
Coda.  —  The  provision  on  this  subject  law  injury,  as  an  action  for  double  or 
contained  in  the  Revised  Statates  of  treble  damages,  an  indorsement  is  not 
New  York  was  not  abrogated  by  the  imperative,  since  if  the  plaintiff  does 
early  code  of  the  state.  Cox  v.  New  not  bring  himself  within  the  penal 
York  Cent.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  61  Barb.  (N.  statute  he  is  still  entitled  to  recover  his 
Y.)  615;  Bissell  V.  New  York  Cent.,  actual  damages.  Sprague  zr.  Irwin,  27 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  385;  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  51. 
Young  3/.  Gregg,  9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Pro.  S.  Burke  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
Rep.  (Schenecudy  County  Ct.)  262;  (Super.  Ct.)  39  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  241;  De- 
Schoonmaker  v.  Brooks,  24  Hun(N.  Y.)  lisser  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  59  N. 
553«  disapproving  People  v.  Bull,  42  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  233;  Brown  v.  Pond,  5 
Y.  Super.  Ct.  19.  Fed.   Rep.    31;    Avery    ».    Slack,    17 

1.  Ripley  v.  McCann,  34  Hun  (N.  Y.)  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  86. 

112;    Schroeder  v,  Beeker,  22  N.  Y.  It  WiU  Hot  Bo  Too  Lata,  where  the 

Wkly.  Dig  261.  fact  does  not  appear  of  record,  for  the 

Ordinanoes.  —  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  g  defendant  to  move,  when  the  proceed- 

1897,  requiring  such  indorsement,  ap-  ings  develop  the  real  object  of  the  suit, 

plies  to  civil  actions  for  penalties  given  Delisser  v.  N4>w  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  59 

by  city  ordinances.  New  York  v,  Eisler,  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  233,  per  Sedgwick,  C. 

10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  396,  2  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  J.  (McAdam,  J.,  concurring);  Lassen  v. 

(N.  Y.)  125:    New  York  v.  Wood,  15  Aronson,    29    Abb.    N.    Cas.    QA.    Y. 

Daly  (N.  Y.)  341.  Super.  Ct.)  114. 
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the  statute  as  will  identify  it  with  certainty,^  and  if  different  sec- 
tions give  different  penalties  those  relied  on  must  be  pointed  out.' 
The  indorsement  need  not  appear  on  the  summons,  but  only  on 
the  copy  served  on  the  defendant.* 

Wbflra  a  Copy  of  tlM  OompUint  li  BoUTwed  to  the  defendant  with  a 
copy  of  the  summons  no  indorsement  need  be  made.^ 

*.  Date  When  Process  Issued.  —  In  Vermont  the  clerk  or 
magistrate  who  signs  the  original  writ  must  note  thereon,  under 
his  official  signature,  the  true  day,  month,  and  year  when  the 
same  was  signed.^ 

1.  lasteBOM.  —  Where  the  statute  is  tained  upon  the  summons  itself.  But 
not  divided  into  different  sections  giv-  in  either  event  it  seems  that  the  return 
ing  different  penalties  it  will  be  a  suffi-  of  service  need  not  mention  the  in- 
ctent  indorsement  to  state  its  title,  dorsement.  Excise  Com'rs  v.  Do- 
Prussia  V.  Guenther.  i6  Abb.  N.  Cas.  herty,.i6  How.  Pr.  (Saratoga  County 
(Orleans  County  Ct.)  «30;  Excise  Ct.)46;  Perry  t^.  Tynen,  22  Barb.  (>f. 
Com'rs  ».  Doherty.  16  How.  Pr.  (Sara-  Y.)  137;  People  v.  Walters,  7  Civ.  Pro. 
toga  County  Ct.)  46;  Andrews  v.  Har-  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  406,  15  Abb. 
rington,  19  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  343;  Perry  v.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  461. 
Tynen,  22  Barb.  (N  Y.)  137;  Schoon-  4.  Thayer  v.  Lewis,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.) 
milcsr  V.  Brooks,  24  Hun  (N.  Y.)  553.  26g;    Prussia  v.  Guenther,  16  Abb.  N. 

A  misrecital  of  the  date  when  the  Cas.  (Orleans  County  Ct.)  230;  Kee  v. 

statute  was  enacted  will  not  vitiate  it,  McSweeney,   15  Abb.   N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.) 

where  the  description  is  otherwise  full  229,  66  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

enough,   so  that  the  defendant  could  447;    People  v.  Bull,  42  N.  Y.  Super, 

not    have    been    misled.       Brown     v.  Ct.   19;  Brown  v.  Pond,  5   Fed.  Rep. 

Church,  5  Fed.  Rep.  41.  31. 

An  indorsement  that  the  summons  Copy  of  Oomplaint  florred  with  Bum- 
was  "  issued  according  to  the  proceed-  mons. —  A  failure  to  issue  summons  in 
ings  of  title  nine,"  etc.,  instead  of  the  form  prescribed  by  subdi v.  2  of  sec- 
"  according  to  the  provisions,"  which  tion  129  of  the  old  code  is  of  no  conse- 
is  the  phrase  used  in  the  statute,  is  quence  where  a  copy  of  the  complaint 
good.  Andrews  v,  Harrington,  19  is  served  with  the  summons.  McCoun 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  343.  v.  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  50  N. 

The  law  need  not  be  recited  in  the  Y.  176,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  75. 

indorsement,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  Otiier  Biraroes  of  lafonnAtion. — It  seems 

to  mention  it  particularly  and    give  that  the  statutory  provision  is  complied 

its  substance.     New  York  v.  Eisler,  10  with  if  the  reference  is  contained  in  the 

Daly  (N.  Y.)  396,  2  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  body  of  the  summons  instead  of  by 

Y.)  125;    New  York  v.  Wood,  15  Daly  way  of  indorsement  upon  it.    Cox  v. 

(M.  Y.)  341.  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  61  Barb. 

t.  Hitchman  v,  Baxter,  34  Hun  (N.  (N.  Y.)  615;    People  v.  Bull,  42  N.  Y. 

Y.)  271;    Ripley  v,  McCann,  34  Hun  Super.  Ct.  19;  Schoonmaker  z^.  Brooks, 

(N.  Y.)  112;   Avery  v.  Slack,  17  Wend.  24  Hun  (N.  Y.)  553;  Young  v.  Gregg,  9 

(N.  Y.)  86;  Schoonmaker  v.  Brooks,  24  N.   Y.    Civ.    Pro.   Rep.    (Schenectady 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  553;   Young  v.  Gref^g,  9  County  Ct.)  262. 

N.   Y.    Civ.   Pro.    Rep.   (Schenectady  Ai&daTit.  —  Information  derived  from 

County  Ct.)  262.  sources    other   than   the  copy  of  the 

Hate  tho  Bovisad  Btatutoo,  however,  summons  or  complaint  served,  as  from 

the  contrary  has  been  held.     Young  v.  an  affidavit  filed  later  in  the  proceed- 

Gregg.  9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (Schenec-  ings,  will  not  supply  the  place  of  an 

udy  County  Ct.)  262;   People  v.  Bull,  indorsement.     Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed. 

42  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  19.  Rep.  41. 

8.  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y..  ^  1897;  Peo-  6.  Coattnti.  —  Such      minute      must 

pie  V.  Walters,  7  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  contain    an  allegation  showing   when 

Supreme  Ct.)  406,  15  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  the   writ   was  signed.     Montpelier  v, 

Y.)46i.  Andrews,  16  Vt.  605;  Pollard  v,  Wil- 

lotnni  of  Berrioo.  —  Under  an  early  der,  16  Vt.  605,  note.  17  Vt.  48. 

provision  the  indorsement  was    con-  Whon  Xado.  —  The  minute  must  be 
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c.  In  United  States  Courts.  —  These  statutory  require- 
ments apply  to  penal  actions  brought  in  United  States  courts  sit* 
ting  within  the  states  where  they  obtain,* 

3.  Voluntary  Appearaiusa  —  Want  of  process  and  all  formal 
defects  contained  in  it  are  waived,  as  in  other  cases,  by  the  vol- 
untary appearance  without  objection  of  the  defendant.^ 

AfiUoB  Wrongly  ConuiMnood  bj  Grimiiial  Vtomm.  —  That  a  penal  action 
has  been  commenced  by  criminal  instead  of  civil  process  does 
not  constitute  a  defect  so  serious  that  it  may  not  be  thus  waived.* 

ladorMmMt  on  Writ.  —  A  failure  to  indorse  on  the  summons  a 
reference  to  the  penal  act,  as  required  by  law,  is  an  irregularity 
within  this  rule.* 

made  at  the  time   when   the   writ  is  North  Caraiina.  —  Duffy  v,  Averitt,  5 

signed,  and  if  made  subsequently  it  is  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  455. 

invalid.      Wheelock   v.   Sears,    19  Vt.  Pennsylvania,  —  Fraily  v.  Sparks,  2 

559;    Pollard  V.  Wilder,  17  Vt.  4.8.  i6  Pars.  Eq.  Cas.  (Pa.)  232. 

Vt,  605,  note.  Wisconsin,  —  State     v.     Doane,     14 

Xannor  of  Olijooting  to  Writ  —  Xotion  Wis.  484. 

to  DiimiM.  —  Where  the  penal  action  is  Canada.  —  Newbourn    v.   Street,    ai 

brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  U.  C.  Q.  B.  498;   Reg.  v.  Simmons,  14 

objection  to  the  writ  for  lack  of  such  New  Bruns.  158. 

minute  must  be  by  motion  to  dismiss,  Smiiiiioiii  Senrod  by  Wrong  Fwoon. — 

made  at  the  return  day.     Wheelock  v.  That  the  summons  in  a  penal  action  is 

Sears,  19  Vt.  559.  not  served  by  the  person  designated  by 

Plea  in  Abatemont.  —  In  the  County  law  is  a  mere  irregularity,  and  if  an 

Court  and  other  courts  of  record  objec-  objection   is   not  promptly    taken    on 

tion  is  properly  raised  by  plea  in  abate-  such  ground  it  will  be  deemed  waived, 

ment.  Pollard  v.  Wilder.  17  Vt.  48.  16  Ahner  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  20 

Vt.  605,  note;  or  by  special  appearance  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  V.  City  Ct.)  318. 

for  that  purpose,  U.  S.  v.  Banister,  70  IMsoontlniuuieo.  —  The  discontinuance 

Fed.  Rep.  44.  of  the  suit  at  the  early  English  law 

In    What   Aotloni    Voeaitary.  —  The  caused  by  its  going  over  from  one  term 

minute  required  by  the  Vermont  stat-  to  another  is  cured  by  the  appearance 

ute  is  required  whether  the  action  is  of  the  party  in  penal  as  well  as  in  other 

strictly  penal  or  upon  a  remedial  stat-  civil  actions.     Humble  v.  Bland,  6  T. 

ute  giving  the  right  to  sue  to  the  party  R.  255;    North  v.  Wingate,  Cro.  Car. 

aggrieved.     Bowen  v.  Fuller,  2  Tyler  559;  Sedgewick  v.  Richardson,  3  Lev. 

<Vt.)  86;    Hubbell  v.  Gale,  3  Vt.   267;  374. 

Dassance  s'.  Gates,  i3Vt.  275;  Slack  v.  9.  Ewbanks  v,  Ashley,  36  111.  177; 

Cibbs,  14  Vt.  357;    Pollard  v.  Wilder,  Dallas  v.  Hendry,  3  N.  J.  L.  527;  Car- 

16  Vt.  605,  note,  17  Vt.  48.     See  also,  ter  v,  Dow,  16  Wis.  298. 

under    an    early    statute,    Denton    v.  4.  Hageman  v.  VanDoren,  6  N.  J.  L. 

Crook,  Brayt.  (Vt.)  189.  J.  310;    Mulkins  v.  Clark,  3  How.  Pr. 

1.  U.  S.  V.  Banister,  70  Fed.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  27;  Sprague  v. 
44;  Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed.  Rep.  41;  Irwin,  27  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
Brown  v.  Church,  5  Fed.  Rep.  41.  Ct.)  51;    Bissell  v.  New   York  Cent., 

2.  Connecticut,  —  Merriam  v,  Lang-  etc.,  R.  Co.,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  385;  Ver- 
don,  10  Conn.  460.  non  v.  Palmer,  48  N.  Y.  (Super.  Ct.)23i, 

Illinois.  —  Jacksonville  v.  Block,  36  67  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Ct.  App.)  18;  Spoor 

111.  507;    Coulterville  v,  Gillen,  72  111.  v,  Cornell.  12  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Su- 

509;    Ewbanks  v.  Ashley,  36  111.  177;  preme  Ct.)  319;  Townsend  v.  Hopkins, 

Byars  v,  Mt.  Vernon,  77  111.  467.  9  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

New  York. — Andrews  z/.  Harrington,  257;    Prussia  v,  Guenther,  16  Abb.  N. 

19  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  343.     See  also  Merkee  Cas.  (Orleans  County  Ct.)  230.     So  also 

V.  Rochester,  13  Hun  (N.Y.)  157:  Mul-  is   the    failure    to    indorse    the    day, 

kins  V,  Clark,  3  How.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su-  month,  and  year  upon  the  writ,  as  re- 

preme  Ct.)  27,  cited  in  Webb  v,  Mott,  6  quired  by  the  Vermont  statute.     School 

How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  439.  Dist,  No.  i  v,  Austin,  46  Vt.  90;  Whe«- 

288  Volume  XVI. 


Amftadnaato.  PENAL  ACTIONS.  How  AUowed. 

DL  AxxvDVSVTS  —  1.  At  Common  Law.  —  At  the  common  law. 
amendments  are  permitted  to  the  same  extent  in  penal  as  in 
other  actions.^ 

Amandmento  in  Adaiinaty.  —  Where  the  proceeding  for  a  forfeiture 
is  a  cause  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  amendments 
are  permitted  with  the  greatest  liberality,  even  to  the  extent  of 
permitting  counts  for  new  causes  to  be  filed  in  the  trial  court.* 

2.  By.Statnte.  —  Statutes  of  amendments  do  not  generally  apply 
to  penal  suits  unless  they  are  included  by  express  provision.' 

3.  In  What  Particulars  Allowed.  —  In  the  absence  of  any  unrea- 
sonable delay  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  will  be 
permitted  to  amend  in  any  particular  which  will  not  substantially 
change  his  claim ;  ^  and  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
has  run  against  a  new  action  will  not  limit  the  rule.' 

ock  V.  Sears,   19  Vt.  559;    Pollard  v.  8.  Buckwalter  v,  U.  S.,  11  S.  &  R. 

Wilder,  17  Vt.  48,  16  Vt.  605,  note.  (Pa.)  103;    Childress  ».   Nashville,    3 

1.  Wiscasset  v.  Trundy,  12  Me.  204;  Sneed  (Tenn.)  347;   Crawford  v.  New 

Jones   V,    Ross,    2    Dall.    (Pa.)    143;  Jersey  R.,  etc.,  Co.,  28  N.  J.  L.  479; 

Anonymous,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  22;  Bond-  Bondtield  v,  Milner,  2  Burr.  1098.     But 

field  V.  Milner,  2  Burr.  1098;  Philips  v,  see  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank  v,  Karmany, 

Smith,  I  Stra.  136;  Atcheson  v.  Ever-  98  Pa.  St.  65. 

itt«   I   Cowp.   382;    Mace  v,  Lovett,  5  4.  Alabama, — Williams  v,  Bowdin, 

Burr.  2833;    Anonymous,  i  Wils.  256;  68  Ala   126. 

Bennet  V.  Smith,  I  Burr.  401;  Baldwin  Maine,  —  Campbell   v,   Rankins,   11 

V.  Henderson,  4  U.  C.  Q.  B.  361.     See  Me.  103. 

also  Walsh  v.  U.  S.,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  Nebraska,  —  Schuyler  Nat.  Bank  v, 

(U.  S.)  341:   U.  S.  V,  A  Lot  of  Jewelry,  BoUong,  28  Neb.  684. 

etc.,  59  Fed.  Rep.  684;   U.  S.  v.  Three  New  Hampshire,  —  Melvin  v.  Smith, 

Hundred  and  Ninety-Six  Barrels  Dis-  12  N.  H.  462. 

tilled  Spirits,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,503.  North    Carolina,  —  Gillam     v.    Life 

'  Contra,  Turner's  Case,  2  Mod.  145.  Ins.  Co.,  121  N.  Car.  369;   Tillery  v, 

ladoriemmti  on  flmnmons.  —  Indorse-  Candler,  118  N.  Car.  888. 

ments  on  the  summons  such  as  those  United  States,  — The  Schooner  Har- 

required  by  the  laws  of  A^^rtt;  K^^r^  and  mony,   i   Gall.   (U.  S.)  123;    U.  S.  v, 

Vermont  (see  supra,  VIII.  2.  Indorse-  Seventy^Six  Thousand  One   Hundred 

ments\  where  wanting  or  so  defective  and  Twenty-Five  Cigars,  18  Fed.  Rep. 

as  not  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the  147. 

statute  on  which  the  action  is  brought,  England,  —  Fraser   v,  Thompson,    t 

cannot   be   remedied  by  amendment,  U.  C.  Q.  B.  522,  314. 

Pollard  V,  Wilder,  17  Vt.  48, 16  Vt.  605,  Adding  Hew  Connti.  —  A  declaration 

note;  Brown  v.  Pond,  5  Fed.  Rep.  41.  under  one  statute  cannot  be  amended 

8.  See  generally  article  Admiralty,  by  inserting  new  counts  under  another, 

vol.  I,  p.  249,  also  The  Meteor,  17  Fed.  Wright  v,  Ager,  5  Moo.  330,  16  E.  C. 

Cas.  No.  9,498;  The  Edward,  i  Wheat,  L.  403. 

(U.  S.)  261;   The  Marianna  Flora,  11  Yenus.  —  Where     by     mistake     the 

Wheat.  (U.  S.)  I ;    The  Schooner  Ade-  venue  was  wrongly  laid,  an   amend- 

line,  9  Cranch  (U.  S.)  244;   The  Pal-  ment  altering  it  to  the  proper  county 

myra,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  i.  will  be  allowed  after  the  time  limited 

ilo  ABMndaMnt  on  Appeal.  —  Where  a  .for  commencing  a  new  action,    Petre 

libel  is  so  defective  that  a  court  cannot  v.  Craft,  4  East  433,  Dover  v.  Mestaer, 

enter  a  decree  upon  it,  and  a  case  of  4  East  435. 

forfeiture  is  shown  by  the  evidence,  it  6.  Merriam   v.   Langdon,   10   Conn, 

will  not  be  amended  in  the  court  of  ap-  460,  distinguishing  Drake  v,  Watson,  4 

peal,  but  will  be  remanded  to  the  court  Day  (Conn.)  37;  Bearcroft  v.  Hundred 

below  with  directions  to  permit  it  to  be  of  Burnham,  etc.,  3  Lev.  347;  Cross  v, 

amended.     The  Mary  Ann,  8  Wheat.  Kaye,  6  T.  R.  543.     But  see  Low  v, 

(U.  S.)  380.  Little,   17  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  346,  Wood- 
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Fleas  and  Aniwm.  PENALTIES  AND  PImi  in  Bax. 

In  Aetioni  Before  Jnttioei  of  the  Peaee.  —  Where  the  penal  action  is 
brought  in  inferior  courts  the  pleadings  are  treated  with  great 
liberality  as  to  formal  defects,  but  an  amendment  which  changes 
the  cause  of  action  will  not  be  allowed.^ 

Parties.  —  Amendments  effecting  a  change  in  the  parties  to  the 
suit  seem  not  to  be  freely  permitted  at  common  law ;  •  but  mere 
formal  defects  in  their  names  or  in  the  use  of  the  description  qui 
tarn,  or  the  like,  may  usually  be  thus  remedied.' 

Delay  in  Asking  Amendment.  —  Any  failure  to  proceed  to  judgment 
in  a  penal  action,  or  failure  promptly  to  ask  leave  to  amend,  is 
looked  upon  with  disfavor,  and  will  usually  result  in  a  refusal  to 
grant  the  amendment.* 

X.  Pleas  AHD  Ajtswxbs — 1.  Pleas  in  Bar  —  a.  General  Issue. 
—  Where  the  form  of  the  action  is  debt,  the  general  issue  is  nil 
debet,  but  the  use  of  "  not  guilty  "  is  also  sanctioned.* 

vroxth^],,  dissenting;  Woodroffe  v.  Wil-  49;  Megargell  v,  Hazleton  Coal  Co.,  8 

liams,  I   Marsh  419,  6  Taunt.  19,  i  E.  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  342;  Donahue  v,  Dough- 

C.  L.  296.  erty,  5  Rawle  (Pa.)  124;  Com.  v.  Sher- 

1.  Canal  St.  Gravel-Road  Co.  v,  man,  85  Ky.  686;  Williams  v.  Bowdio, 
Paas,  95  Mich.  372:  People  v.  Grand  68  Ala.  126;  Walsh  v.  U.  S.,  3  Woodb. 
Rapids  Plank  Road  Co.,  64  Mich.  618.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  341,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
See  also  Toledo,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  17,116;  Solomons  v,  Jenkins,  2  Chit. 
Stephenson,  131  Ind.  203.  Rep.  23,   18  E.  C.  L.  236;  Mestaer  r. 

Amendmant  of  Sumiiumi  on  Appeal.  —  Hertz,  3  M.  &  S.  450.    See  also  Ryder 

In  Taylor  v,  Marshall,  3  Nova  Scotia  v.  HuUcher,  40  111.  App.  77. 
10,  it  was  held  that  upon  a  trial  de  nctfo        4.  Ranking  v.   Marsh,  8   T.   R.    30; 

upon  appeal  from  an  inferior  court  the  Gof!  v,  Popplewell,  2  T.  R.  707;  Steel 

original  summons  might  be  amended  v,   Sowerby,   6  T.    R.    171;    Wood   v, 

so  that  it  would  charge  an  o^ense.  Grim  wood,  10  B.  &  C.  689,  21  E.  C.  L. 

Declaration  f6r  Troblo  Damages.  —  A  151;  Turner's  Case,  2  Md.  145;  Wiley 

declaration  for  treble  damages  where  v,  Yale,  i   Met.  (Mass.)  553;   Davis  v, 

the  penalty  may  no  longer  be  recov-  Saunders,    i   Mass.   62;    Hamilton    v, 

ered  owing  to  the  repeal  of  the  statute  Boiden,    i  Mass.  50;   Dulany  v.  Nor- 

mav   be  amended  to  state  a  cause  of  wood,  4  Har.  &  M.  (Md.)  496. 
action  for  the  actual  damage.     Graham        6.  Eddy    v,   Oliver,   5   Dane's   Abr. 

V.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49  Wis.  532,  53  254,  title  Debt,  c  148,  art.  11,  §  3;  Stil- 

Wis.  473;   Smith  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  son  v,  Tobey,  2  Mass.  521;  Barnacoat 

Co.,  49  Wis.  443,  approving  dictum  in  v.  Six  Quarter  Casks  of  Gunpowder,  i 

Rood  V,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  43  Wis.  Met.  (Mass.)  225;  Wortley  v.  Herping- 

146.  ham,  Cro.   Eliz.  766;  Johns  v.  Carne, 

2.  Wiscasset  v.  Trundy.  12  Me.  204;  Cro.  Eliz.  621;  Langley  v.  Haynes, 
Com.  V,  Winchester,  3  (Jlark  (Pa.)  34,  Moo.  302;  King  v.  Share,  3  Q.  B.  31. 
4  Pa.  L.  J.  371;  Evans  ».  Stevens,  4  T.  note  a,  43  E.  C.  L.  617,  note  a\  Coppin 
R.  224.  459.  V.  Carter,  i  T.  R.  462;  Drake  v.  Pres- 

Snbitltntlng  Parties.  —  No  amendment  ton,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  257.     See  also  Elder 

can  be  allowed  which  works  an  entire  v.  Hilzheim,  35  Miss.  231. 
change  of  parties,  as  by  substituting        Error  In  Pleading  Hot  ChiUty  Cored  \sf 

the  state  as  plaintiff  in  the  place  of  a  Yerdiot.  —  In  Donahue  v,  Dougherty,  5 

common  informer.    St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Rawle  (Pa.)  124,  the  court  held  that  the 

Co.  V.  State,  56  Ark.  166.     Contra^  un-  plea  of  not  guilty  was  a  nullity,  but 

der  Code  N.  Car.,  Tillery  r.  Candler,  that  the  defect  was  cured  by  verdict, 

118  N.  Car.  888;  Maggett  v.  Roberts,  saying:    **  The    original   plea    of    not 

108  N.  Car.  174;    Hodge  v.   Marietta,  guilty,  which,  when  pleaded  to  an  ac- 

etc,  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Car.  24;  Burrell  v,  tion  of  debt,  is  equivalent  to  what  was 

Hughes,    116   N.   Car.   430.     See  also  formerly  called  a  horse   plea,   might 

Samuell  v.  Sherman,  170  111.  265.  have  been  disregarded  and  the  party 

8.  Bray  v.  Creekmore,   109  N.  Car.  ruled  to  plead  as  at  first." 
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b.  Special  Pleas.  —  By  an  early  English  statute  special  matter 
need  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  in  penal  actions,  but  evidence  of  it 
may  be  introduced  under  the  general  issue.* 

Ibttar  in  GoafeMion  And  AToidaaoe.  —  In  the  absence  of  such  a  statute 
a  defense  which  confesses  the  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff  and 
seeks  to  avoid  it  must  be  pleaded  by  the  defendant.* 

AboUmt  Aetion  Frading.  —  The  plea  autre  (ution pendent  in  ordinary 
actions  goes  only  in  abatement.  In  a  penal  suit,  however,  it 
may  be  pleaded  in  bar  where  the  action  is  popular  or  qui  tam^ 
since  the  plaintiff  who  first  sues  is  exclusively  entitled  to  the 
penalty.' 

2.  Answen,  —  Where  the  common-law  forms  of  action  have 
been  changed  or  abolished  by  the  code  the  issue  should  be  made 
up  according  to  its  provisions.* 

Fltaef  "Vo  Forfbitore.'*  —  In  an  in-  of  permitting  double  pleading  in  such 

formation  for  the  forfeiture  of  property  actions  in  that  state, 

a  plea  of  **  no  forfeiture"  is  a  good  8.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Scircle. 

general   issue.     The   Schooner  Silver  103  Ind.  227;    State  v,   Peterson,   143 

Spring,  I  Sprague  (U.  S.)  551.     Qucere  Mo.  526;  Bredon  v,  Harman,   i  Stra. 

whether  the  plea  of  not  guilty  is  a  good  701 ;  Harrington  v.  Johnson,  2  Cowp. 

plea  in  such  an  action.     Bamacoat  v.  744. 

Six  Quarter  Casks    of  Gunpowder,   i  Afldavit  of  Dafense.  —  An  action  on  a 

Met.  (Mass.)  225.  penal  statute  is  not  a  debt  ex  contractu^ 

BntitUBg  Plea.  —  In  a  qui  tam  action  and  hence  no  affidavit  of  defense  under 

it  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plea  with  the  Pennsylvania  statute  is  required  in 

the  names  of  the  parties  without  the  such  a  case.     Osborn  v.  Athens  First 

addition  of  qm   tam  to  the   plaintiff's  Nat.  Bank,  154  Pa.  St.  134;  Moyer  v. 

name.     Dale  v.  Beer,  7  East  333.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  6  Pa.  Dist.  Rep. 

1.  Statata  21  Jao.  L,  0.  4»  §  4.  — This  663;    Bartoe  v.   Guckert,    158   Pa.   St. 

statute  making  it  lawful  to  give  the  124;    Union  Glass  Co.  v.   New  Castle 

special  matter  in  evidence  under  the  First  Nat.  Bank,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep. 

general   issue  is  applicable    to  penal  565;  Yates  v.  Meadville,  56  Pa.  St.  21; 

statutes  whether  passed  before  or  after  Boyd  v.  Turner,  i  Browne  (Pa.)  133. 

its  enactment.     Spencer  v.  Swannell,  3  8.  Anderson  v,  Barry,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 

M.   &   W.   154,  explaining  Cuming  v,  (Ky.)  281.     See  also  Eastman  t/.  Curtis, 

Sibly,  4  Burr.  2489.  i  Conn.  323. 

The  Hilary  Bnlas  which  established  4.  Johnston  v.  Klopsch,  88  Fed.  Rep. 

special  pleadings  in  civil  actions  did  692.     See  generally  article  Answrrs  in 

not    apply    to   actions    for    penalties,  Code  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  777. 

and  notwithsunding  their  adoption  e  vi.  Answer  Setting  Up  Title  to  Land.  —  A 

dence  of  special  matter  might  still  be  statutory  provision  that  in  actions  be- 

introduced    under  the    general    issue,  fore  a  justice  of  the  peace  the  defend- 

Jones  V.  Williams,  4  M.  &  W.  375,  7  ant  may,  by  answer  in  writing,  set  up 

Dowl.  P.  C.  206;  Faulkner  v.  Chevell,  title   to  lands  and   file  a   bond   upon 

5  Ad.  &  El.  213,  31  E.  C.  L.  317.  which  the  case  must  be  certified  to  the 

Double    Pleading.  —  The    statute    4  Circuit  Court  is  applicable  to  penal  ac- 

Anne,  c.  16,  permitting  double  plead-  tions  where  such  title  may  come  in 

ing,  did  not  extend  to  penal  actions,  question.    State    v,    Doane,    14    Wis. 

they  being  specially  excepted.     I-Iey-  484. 

rick  V,  Foster,  4  T.  R.  701 ;  Morgan  c.  Alleging  Senriee  of  flommons  by  Wrong 

Luck  up,  2  Stra.  1044;  Law  v.  Crowther,  Person.  —  An  allegation  in  an  answer, 

2  Wils.  21.  "  defendant,     ♦     ♦    »    reserving   the 

New  Hampshire  Statute.  —  In  Kemp-  objection   that  this  action   cannot  be 

ton  V,  Sullivan  Say.  Inst.,  53  N.  H.  581,  maintained,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 

it  was  held  that  a  statute  permitting  the  summons  herein  was  not  served 

special  matter  to  be  given  in  evidence  upon     the     defendant    by    an    officer 

under  the  general  issue  had  the  effect  authorized  by  law  to  collect  on  execu* 
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Yorifiod  Aniwor.  — An  answer  in  a  penal  action  need  not  be  veri- 
fied by  the  defendant  where  the  code  provides  that  verification 
may  be  omitted  where  the  defendant  would  be  privileged  from 
testifying  as  a  witness.* 

XL  D18COYEBT,   Pbodvctioh   op   Papebs,    ahd    the    Like  — 

1.  Actions  Agai2Ut  Individuals.  —  It  is  a  well-established  rule  of  law 
that  a  bill  of  discovery  will  not  lie  against  a  defendant  in  a  penal 
action  to  obtain  evidence  of  liability ;  nor  can  a  witness  in  any 
action  be  compelled  to  give  testimony  against  himself  which  may 
tend  to  subject  him  to  a  statutory  forfeiture.* 

Intorrogfttoriot.  —  A  statute  giving  a  remedy  by  interrogatories 
and  dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  a  bill  of  dis- 

tion  issued  out  of  the  said   Superior        Ohio.  —  Cadwallader     v.     Gtanyille 

Court,"  will  be  stricken  out  on  motion  Alexandrian  Soc.,  11  Ohio  292;  Ander- 

er  the  answer  by  amendment  made  to  son  v.  State,  7  Ohio  (pi.  ii.)  250.     Om- 

state  unequivocally  whether  or  not  it  is  tra^  Cincinnati,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cook, 

intended  to  rely  on  improper  service  37  Ohio  St.  265. 

as  a  defense.     Burke   v.   New   York,         Virginia,  —  Poindexter  v,    Davis,  6 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  (Super.   Ct.)  39  N.  Y.  St.  Gratt.  (Va.)  481. 

Rep.  241.  United  States.  —  Atwill  v.  Ferrctt,  2 

Boply  to  Answer  Setting  Vp  Hew  Mat-  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  39;  Finch  v.  Rikemao, 

ter.  —  By  rule  51  of  the   rules  in  ad-  2   Blatchf.   (U.   S.)  301;    Chapman  v. 

miralty  no  reply  need  be  filed  to  new  Ferry,  12  Fed.  Rep.  693;  Lees  v,  U.  S., 

matter  contained  in  an   answer,   and  150  U.  S.  476;  U.  S.  v.  National  Lead 

this  is  applicable  to  a  suit  in  rem  for  a  Co..  75  Fed.  Rep.  94;  U.  S.  v.  Saline 

forfeiture  brought  by  the  United  Sutes  Bank,   i  Pet.  (U.  S.)  100;   Trow  City 

afLcra  seizure  on  land.     Coffey  v.  U.  Directory  Co.  v.  Curtin,  36  Fed.  Rep. 

S.,  117  U.  S.  233.  829. 

1.  Gadsden  v.  Woodward,  103  N.  Y.         England.  —  Duncalf  v.  Blake,  i  Atk. 

242.    See  also  generally  article  Verifi-  52;  Bunyan  v.  Yerbury,  i  D.  &  R.  448, 

CATION.  16  E.  C.  L.  46;   Chauncey  v.  Tabour- 

8.  Connecticut.  —  Benjamin  v.  Hath-  den,  2  Atk.  392;  Wrottesley  r.  Bcndish, 

away,  3  Conn.  528.  3  P.  Wms.  236;  Sharp  v.  Carter,  3  P. 

Indiana.  —  Lister  v.  Boker,  6  Blackf.  Wms.    375;    Parkhurst  v.   Lowten,   i 

(Ind.)  439.  Meiiv.   391;    Orme  v.    Crockford,    13 

Massachusetts. — Appleton  v.    Boyd,  Price  376;    Sloman  v.   Kelly,  4  Y.  i£ 

7   Mass.    131;    Russell    v.    Lewis,    15  Coll.   169;  Horton  v.  Bolt,  2  H.  &  N. 

Mass.  127;  Boardman  v.  Roe,  13  Mass.  249;  Pye  v.  Butterfield,  5  B.  &  S.  830, 

104.  117  E.  C.  L.  830;  Dandrideev.  Corden, 

New  Hampshire.  —  Currier  v.   Con-  3  C.  &  P.  11,  14  E.  C.  L.   185;   Ux- 

cord  R.  Corp.,  48  N.  H.  321.  bridge   v.  Staveland,  i  Ves.  56;  May 

New  Jersey. — Vanderveer  v.   Hoi-  v.  Hawkins,   ii   Exch.  210;   Saunders 

comb,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  87.  v.  Wiel,  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  321;    Suffolk  v. 

New  York.  —  Buffalo  f/.  Ray,  (Buffalo  Green,  i  Atk.  450;  U.  S.  v.  McRae,  L. 

Super.  Ct.)  I  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  730;  Tay-  R.  3  Ch.  79;   U.  S.  v.  McRae,  L.  R.  4 

lor  V.  Bruen,  2  Barb.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  301;  Eq.  329,  distinguishing  Rex  v.  Willcox, 

Livingston   v.  Harris,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  301;  Chadwick  v.  Chad- 

528,   affirmed  ii    Wend.   (N.    Y.)  329;  wick,  22  L.  J.  Ch.  329;    Langlois  v. 

Cloves  V.  Thayer,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  564;  Valin,  6  Quebec  L.  Rep.  249;  Malcolm 

M*Intyre  v.  Manclus.  16  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  v.  Race,  16  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  330;  Smith 

592;  Mauran  v.  Lamb,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  v.  Read,  i  Atk.  526;  Boteler  v.  Marma- 

174;  Matter  of  Kip,  i  Paige  (N.  Y.)6oi;  duke,  3  Atk.  453. 
Salina  Bank  v.  Henry,  2  Den.  (N.  Y.)        See  also  Moelling  v.  Lehigh  Coal, 

111,  affirmed '^Yi^Ti.  (N.  Y.)  593,  i  N.  Y.  etc.,  Co.,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  223,  31  Leg: 

83;  Burns  t/.  Kempshall,  24  Wend.  (N.  Int.  (Pa.)    396,  explaining   Morgan  v, 

Y.)  360,  affirmed  4  Hill  (N.  Y.)  468.  Watson,  2  Whart.  (Pa.)  10. 

North  Carolina.  —  Jones  v.  Lanier,  2         Contra.  —  Day  v.  State,  7  Gill  (Md.) 

Dcv.  L.  (N.  Car.)  480.  322. 
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covery  does  not  have  the  effect  of  changing  the  law  in  this 
particular.* 

Aetioa  for  Doable  or  Treble  Damagee.  —  The  mere  fact  that  the  action 
is  by  the  party  aggrieved  for  double  or  treble  damages  will  not 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  rule,  if  it  appears  from  the  statute 
taken  as  a  whole  that  the  penalty  was  meant  rather  as  a  punish- 
ment against  the  defendant  than  as  a  compensation  for  an 
injury.* 

Produetion  of  Booki  and  Papen.  —  A  defendant  cannot  be  compelled 
to  produce  his  books  and  papers  for  evidentiary  purposes  any 

1.  Hunnifigsv.  Williamson,  lo  Q.  B.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,837;  Gadsden  v.  Wood- 

Div.   459;    Lyell  v,   Kennedy,   20  Ch.  ward,  103  N.  Y.  242. 

Div.    484,  affirmed  L.    K.  9  App.  81;  2.  Saunders  z/.  Wiel,  (1892)  2  Q.   B. 

Horton  v,  Batt,  2  H.  &  N.  249;  May  v.  321,  affirminj^  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  18;  Hobbs 

Hawkins,  11  Exch.  210;  Pye  v.  Butter-  -v.  Hudson,  25  Q.  B.  Div.  232;  Adams 

field,  5  B.  &  S.  830,  117  E.  C.  L.  830;  v.   Batley,  18  Q.    B.  Div.  625.     To  the 

Poindexter  V.  Davis,  6Gratt.  (Va.)  481.  same  effect  see  Masseth  v,  Johnston, 

Application  of  Bala  in  Penal  Aotions.  —  59  Fed.  Rep.  613,  atinf^  Untermeyer  v. 
*'  The  reasons  given  seem  substantially  Freund,  58  Fed.  Rep.  210. 
to  amount  to  this:  Although  the  pen-  Statute  Providing  Additional  Damages. 
alty  is  not  in  strict  law  a  criminal  —  The  rule  that  one  cannot  be  corn- 
penalty,  yet  the  action  is  in  the  na-  pelled  to  give  evidence  against  himself 
ture  of  a  criminal  charge  against  the  does  not  apply  where  the  statute  con- 
defendant.  It  is  obvious  in  such  a  templates  additional  damages  for  an 
case  that  the  action  is  of  a  fishing  injury,  as  for  the  infringement  of  a 
character,  the  plaintiff  first  bringing  bis  patent,  rather  than  the  punishment  of 
action  and  then  seeking  to  obtain  the  the  offense.  Masseth  v.  Johnston,  59 
necessary  materials  to  support  it  by  in-  Fed.  Rep.  6x3,  citing  Untermeyer  v. 
terrogating  the  defendant;  and,  the  ob-  Freund.  58  Fed.  Rep.  210. 
ject  of  the  action  bein^  to  subject  the  Bemoval  from  OAoe.  —  In  Thurston  7/. 
defendant  to  a  penalty  in  the  nature  of  Clark,  107  Cal.  285,  which  was  an  ac- 
a  criminal  penalty,  it  would  be  mon-  tion  under  a  statute  to  remove  from 
stroas  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  office  for  a  violation  of  public  duty,  it 
allowed  to  bring  such  an  action  on  was  held  that  the  defendant  could  not 
speculation,  and  then,  admitting  that  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against 
he  had  not  evidence  to  support  it,  to  himself.  The  court  said:  *'  The  pro- 
ask  the  defendant  to  supply  such  evi-  ceeding  is  a  nondescript,but  resembling 
dence  out  of  his  own  mouth  and  so  to  somewhat  a  qui  tarn  action.  But 
criminate  himself.  It  is  on  this  prin-  whatever  its  garb,  it  is  in  body  and 
ciple,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that  a  court  of  spirit,  in  its  aim  and  object,  a  process 
equity  would  not  grant  its  aid  to  such  fur  the  punishment  of  crime.  When 
an  action.**  Martin  z/.  Treacher,  16  Q.  the  constitution  declares  that  no  per- 
B.  Div.  507.  son  shsll  be  compelled  in  any  criminal 

Boope  of  Bnle.  —  *'  The  cases  appear  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  it 

to  me  to  sh9w  that  it  was  a  fixed  prin-  must  be  construed  to  apply  to  all  cases 

ciple  of  procedure  in  equity  to  refuse  in  which  the  action  prosecuted  is  not 

a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  a  penal  ac-  to  establish,  recover,  or  redress  private 

tion.     The  rule  was  that  the  plaintiff,  and  civil  rights,  but  to  try  and  punish 

in   order  to  entitle   himself  to  relief,  persons  charged  with  the  commission 

must  show  either  that    he    was    not  of  public  offenses.**     Ci //</ in  a  case  of 

bringing  a  penal  action,  or  that  if  he  the  same  chara<  ter.  People  v.  Superior 

was  bringing  a  penal  action,  he  waived  Ct.,  114  Cal.  466.     To  the  same  effect 

the   penalty  or  the   forfeiture  as  the  see  Matter  of  Dickinson,  58  How.  Pr. 

case  might  be.'*    Jones  v.  Jones,  22  Q.  (N.  Y.)  260;  Jackson  v,  Humphrey,  i 

B.  Div.  42s*  pfr  Coleridge,  C.  J.  Johns.  (N.  Y.)498;  U.  S.  r.  Collins,  i 

An  Answer  nnderOath  cannot  be  com-  Woods  (U.  S.)  499.    See  also  People  v, 

pelled    in    an   action    for    a    penalty.  McClave,  123  N.  Y.  512,  affirming  (Su- 

Clark  V.  U.  S.,  2  Wash.  (U.  S.)  519,  5  preme  Ct.)  32  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  824. 
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more  than  he  can  be  coerced  to  discover  other  evidence  against 
himself.* 

Penal  Aotion  Barred  by  Statute  of  Umitatioiie.  —  It  has  been  held  that 
a  party  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  rule  if  the  penal 
action  to  which  he  might  be  subjected  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
lijui  tat  ions.* 

statutory  Provisions.  —  It  seems  that  a  statute  may  require  a 
defendant  to  give  evidence  against  himself  for  the  purpose  of  a 
remedial  suit,  where  it  provides  that  such  evidence  shsdl  not  be 
used  against  him  in  a  suit  for  the  penalty  or  forfeiture.' 

2.  Actions  Against  Property.  —  In  the  federal  courts,  in  actions 
against  property  for  forfeiture  and  only  incidentally  against  the 
owner,  it  has  been  held  that  the  owner  may  be  called  upon  to 
give  evidence  against  himself  by  the  production  of  his  books  and 
papers.*  But  no  distinction  is  now  allowed  between  such  penal 
actions  and  those  in  personam.^ 

1.  People  V.  Western  Manufacturers*  Bank,    i    Pet.    (U.   S.)   loo.     See  also 

Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  40  III.  App.  428;  Logan  Kuder  v.  Cronice,  7  Ohio  (pt.  ii.)  249. 
V.   Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,   132   Pa.  St.        4.  U.  S.  v.  Distillery  No.  Twenty- 

408;    Union  Glass  Co.  v.  New  Castle  eight,  6  Biss.  (U.  S.)  483;    U.   S.   r. 

First  Nat.  Bank,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  Mason,  6  Biss.   (U.  S.)  350;  U.  S.  v, 

574;    Boyle  V.  Smithman,   146  Pa.  St.  Three  Tons  of  Coal,  6  Biss.  (U.  S.)  379; 

255,  quoted  with  approval  in  Osborn  v.  Matter  of  Piatt,  7  Ben.  (U.  S.)  261;  U. 

Athens  First  Nat.   Bank,   154  Pa.  St.  S.  v,  Hughes.   12  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  553, 

134;  Johnson  V.  Donaldson,  18  Blatchf.  reversing   8    Ben.   (U.    S.)    29;    In  re 

<U.  S.)  287.  Strouse,    i   Sawy.   (U.   S.)  605;   Stan- 

Intflrloentory  Order.  —  An  order  ref us-  wood  v.   Green,   2  Abb.  (U.   S.)   184; 

ing  a  petition   for   the   production  of  Matter  of  Meador,  i  Abb.  (U.  S.)  317; 

books  and  papers  on  this  ground  is  Stock  well  v.  U.  S.,  3  Cliflf.  (U.  S.)  284, 

interlocutory  only  and  not  reviewable  affirmed  on  other  grounds,  this  one  not 

before  final  judgment.     Logan  t^.  Penn-  having  been  raised,  in  Stockwell  v.  U. 

sylvania  R.  Co.,  132  Pa.  St.  403.  S..  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  531.    See  also  Dob- 

8.  Skinner  v.  Judson,  8  Conn.  528,  bins*s  Distillery  v,  U.  S.,  96  U.  S.  395; 

overruling  Northrop  v.  Hatch,  6  Conn.  Clifton  v,  U.  S.,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  242; 

361;  U.  S.  t^iSmith,  4  Day  (Conn.)  121;  The  Luminary,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)407; 

Salina  Bank  v,  Henry,  2  Den.  (N.  Y.)  The  Brig  Busy,  2  Curt.  (U.  S.)  586:  U. 

155*  affirming  3  Den.  (N.  Y.)  593,  I  N.  S.  v.  Twenty-eight  Packages  of  Pins, 

Y.  83;  Close  V,  Olney,  I  Den.  (N.  Y.)  Gilp.  (U.  S.)  315. 

319;  Roberts  r.  Allatt,  I  M.  &  M.  192,        6.  In   Boyd  v,  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  616. 

22  E.  C.  L.  288;  Williams  v.  Farring-  many  of  the  cases  cited  in   the   pre- 

tan,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  39.  ceding   note   were  discussed  and  the 

Contra,  —  In  Boardman  v.  Roe,  13  doctrine  established  by  them  was  over- 
Mass.  104,  the  court  said :  '*  He  cannot  ruled.  The  court, /^r  Bradley,  J.,  said: 
answer  affirmatively  without  criminat-  *'  In  U.  S.  v.  Mason,  6  Biss.  (U.  S.)  350, 
ing  himself;  and  although  the  time  Judge  Blodgett  took  the  distinction  that 
may  have  passed  for  a  suit  for  the  pen-  in  proceedings  in  rem  for  a  forfeiture 
alty,  yet  the  ground  upon  which  he  the  parties  are  not  required  by  a  pro- 
would  be  made  liable  at  all  would  be  ceeding  under  the  Act  of  1874  to  testify 
the  violation  of  a  law  of  the  land,  or  furnish  evidence  against  themselves, 
which  he  is  not  obliged  to  confess."  because  the  suit  is  not  against  them, 

8.  Higdon  v.  Heard,  14  Ga.  255;  but  against  the  property.  But  where 
Wilkins  v,  Malone,  14  Ind.  153;  State  the  owner  of  the  property  has  been  ad- 
2/.'Quarles,  13  Ark.  307.  Contra^  where  mitted  as  a  claimant,  we  cannot  see  the 
the  suit  to  which  the  statute  applies  is  force  of  this  distinction;  nor  can  we 
itself  penal  and  not  remedial.  Per  assent  to  the  propositio»i  that  the  pro- 
Marshall,    C.    J.,   in   U.   S.   V,   Saline  ceeding  is   not  in  effect  a  proceeding 
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XTT.  IV8TBVCTX0V8  —  B«MOBabie  Soabt.  —  An  important  question 
usually  arising  upon  the  instructions  of  the  court  is  whether  the 
cause  of  action  must  be  proved  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  as  in 
criminal  cases,  or  only  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence.     As 

to  this  it  may  be  said  that  no  universal  rule  can  be  laid  down. 
In  some  cases  no  distinction  is  made  between  penal  and  other 
civil  actions.^  In  others  the  rule  of  evidence  in  criminal  prose- 
cutions is  applied  where  the  action  is  strictly  penal.* 

against  the  owner  of  the  property  as  county.  It  has,  we  think,  been  con- 
well  as  aninst  the  goods;  for  it  is  his  ceded  in  the  practice  of  this  state  and 
breach  of  the  laws  which  has  to  be  elsewhere  to  belong  to  the  class  known 
proved  to  establish  the  forfeiture,  and  as  civil  cases  rather  than  crinoinal  pros- 
it is  his  property  which  is  sought  to  be  ecutions.'* 

forfeited;  and  to  require  such  an  owner  Aotioai  byPaopUor  SUto.  —  "  There 
to  produce  his  private  books  and  is  no  apparent  reason  for  making  any 
papers  in  order  to  prove  his  breach  of  distinction  in  that  respect  in  behalf  of 
the  laws,  and  thus  to  establish  the  for-  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  a  penalty 
feiture  of  his  property,  is  surely  com-  in  which  the  people  are  the  party  plain- 
pelling  him  to  furnish  evidence  against  tiff.  It  is  no  less  a  civil  action  be- 
himself.  In  the  words  of  a  great  cause  %o  brought.  The  purpose  of  the 
judge, '  Goods,  as  goods,  cannot  offend,  action  is  not  the  punishment  of  the  de- 
forfeit,  unlade,  pay  duties,  or  the  like,  fendant  in  the  sense  legitimately  ap- 
but  men  whose  foods  they  are."  plicable  to  the  term,  but  such  action  is 
Waite,  C.  J.,  and  Miller,  J.,  concurred  brought  to  recover  the  penalty  as  a 
in  thr  result,  but  dissented  to  the  ex-  fixed  sum  by  way  of  indemnity  to  the 
tensive  application  ^iven  arguendo,  public  for  the  injury  suffered  by  reason 
This  case  has  been  cited  with  approval  of  the  violation  of  the  statute.  The 
in  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  effect  of  the  recovery  is  merely  to 
V.  Brimson,  154  U.  S.  470,  and  Bram  z/.  charge  the  defendant  with  pecuniary 
U.  S.,  168  U.  S.  543,  followed  in  John-  liability,  while  a  criminal  prosecution 
son  V.  Donaldson,  18  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  is  had  for  the  purpose  of  punishment 
287,  and  distinguished  in  U.  S.  v,  A  of  the  accused.'*  People  v.  Briggs, 
Lot  of  Jewelry,  etc.,  59  Fed.  Rep.  684.  114  N.  Y.  56. 

1.  People  V.  Briggs,  114  N.  Y.  56,  Aedon  ^  Party  Ii^fured.  —  Where  the 

oMrming ^'j  Hun  (N.  Y.)  2i56,  23  Abb.  action  is  brought  under  a  statute  not 

N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  108;  Hitchcock f.  Mun-  strictly  penal,  but  rather  remedial  in 

^er,  15  N.  H.  97;  State  v.  Kansas  City,  its  nature,  the  defendant  Is  not  entitled 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  70  Mo.  App.  634;  Haw-  to  the  rule  of  evidence  applicable  to 

loetz  V.  Kass,   25   Fed.   Rep.   765;    A  criminal  trials.     Burnett  v.  Ward,  42 

Quantity  of  Tobacco^  etc.,  5  Ben.  (U.  Vt.  80;   Munson  v,  Atwood,  30  Conn. 

S.)  407.    See  also  Reg.  t/.  Dean,  12  M.  102;    Roberge  v,  Burnham,  124  Mass. 

&  M.  39.  277.    See  also  Stockwell  v,  U.  S.,  13 

In  State  V.  Kansas  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  Wall.  (U.  S.)  531. 

70  Mo.  App.  634,  it  was  said:  *'  While  2.  Fisher  v.  McGirr,  i  Gray  (Mass.) 

counsel  have  cited  some  cases  which  i;  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  (Tex. 

seem  to  support  their  position,  we  yet  Civ.  App.  1893)  23  S.  W.  Rep.  744  [citing 

regard  it  as  settled  by  an  overwhelm-  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dwyer.  84  Tex. 

ing  weight  of  authority  that  this  and  195];  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t/.  Barnhart,  5 

like  prosecutions  are  to  be  treated  as  Tex.  Civ.  App.  601;  Riker  p.  Hooper, 

civil  and  not  criminal  actions;  and  that  35  Vt.  457;  Barnet  v.  Ray,  33  Vt.  206; 

in   making  proof  thereof  the  plaintiff  Roys  v.   Rovs,   13  Vt.   543;  Brooks  v. 

is  only  bound  to  bring  forward  a  mere  Clayes,  10  Vt.  37;  White  v,  Comstock, 

preponderance  of  evidence,  and  is  not  6  Vt.  405;  Chaffee  v,  U.   S.,   18  Wall, 

required  to  satisfy  the  jury,  or  triers  of  (U.  S.)  517:  Tompkins  v,  Butterfield, 

the  facts,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  25  Fed.  Rep.  556. 

The  suit  is  of  the  nature  of  the  old  qui  When  lytfendant  May  Bo  ImprisoiMd. — 

tarn  action  for  'the  recovery  of  a  statu-  In  Glenwood  v,  Roberts,  59  Mo.  App. 

tory  penalty,  one  half  of  which  goes  to  167,  it  was  held  that  this  rule  must  be 

the  informer  and  the  other  half  to  the  applied  in  a  penal  action  commenced 
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Actions  for  Forftitnro  of  Proporty.  —  In  the  United  States  courts  it  is 
not  definitely  settled  whether  the  civil  or  criminal  rule  of  evidence 
is  applicable  where  the  action  is  in  rem  for  the  forfeiture  of 
property.  *  « 

Othor  Bootrinot.  —  A  middle  ground  has  been  taken  by  many 
decisions,  which  have  held  that  a  mere  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence is  not  sufficient,  but  that  the  statutory  breach  must  be 
clearly  and  fully  shown,' 

Xm.  Verdict  ahd  JTmoMEHT  —  1.  Provinoe  of  Court  and  Jury  — 
In  Actioni  for  Fixod  Amount.  —  Where  the  action  is  debt  for  a  definite 
statutory  penalty,  the  verdict  need  only  fix  the  liability  of  the 

by  a  warrant  for  the  defendant's  arrest,  an  action  against  the  person    to  re- 

and  in  which  the  defendant  may  be  im-  cover  a  penalty  imposed  to  punish  an 

prisoned  if  the  judgment  is  not  paid.  offender.     Upon  that  ground  he  sug- 

Uinry.  —  In  actions  for  penalties  for  gests  a  distinction  between  that  case 

taking    usury    the    charge    must    be  and  Chaffee  v,  U.  S.,  i8  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

proved     beyond     a     rational    doubt.  516,  and  says  that  in  a  proceeding  in 

crockenbrough  v.  Spindle,  17  Gratt.  rem  '  it  is  correct  to  say  ,that   if  the 

(Va.)  21  \citins,  Crenshaw  v,   Clark,   5  scale  of  evidence  hangs  in  doubt,  the 

Leigh  (Va.)  65;   Grigsby  v.   Weaver,  verdict  should  be  in  favor  of  the  claim- 

5  Leigh  (Va.)  107;  Smith  v,  Nicholas,  6  ant,'  and  that  '  jurors  in  such  a  case 

Leigh  (Va.)  330] .  ought  to  be  clearly  satisfied  that  the 

1.  In  Lilienthars  Tobacco  ?/.  U.  S.,  allegations  of  the  information  are  true; 
97  U.  S.  271,  a  dictum  of  Clifford,  J.,  and  when  they  are  so  satisfied  of  the 
draws  a  distinction  between  such  penal  truth  of  the  charge,  they  may  render 
actions  and  those  in  personam  to  the  a  verdict  for  the  government,  even 
effect  that  in  the  former  the  rule  of  evi-  though  the  proof  falls  short  of  what  is 
dence  is  the  same  as  in  civil  cases,  required  in  a  criminal  case  prosecuted 
Distinguishing  U.  S.  v.  The  Brig  Bur-  by  indictment.'  This  statement  does 
dett,  9  Pet.  (U.  S.)  682,  and  Chaffee  v.  not  commend  itself  to  our  judgment, 
U.  S.,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  516,  followed  \n  and  it  is  clearly  disapproved,  and  the 
3880  Boxes  of  Opium  z^.  U.  S.,  9  Sawy.  distinction  between  such  a  proceeding 
(U.  S.)  259.  See  also  the  following  in  rem  for  a  forfeiture  and  an  action 
cases  having  a  similar  tendency:  Tay-  for  a  penalty  there  suggested  is  ex- 
lor  ».  U.  S.,  3  How.  (U.  S.)  197;  Ten  pressily  repudiated  in  the  later  well- 
Cases  of  Opium,  Deady  (U.  S.)  64;  considered  and  decisive  case  of  Boyd 
Wood  V,  U.  S.,  16  Pet.  (U.  S.)  342;  v,  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  616."  U.  S.  v. 
Sute  V.  Barrels  Liquor,  47  N.  H.  369;  Shapleigh,  [2  U.  S.  App.  26. 
U.  S.  V.  A  Lot  of  Jewelry,  etc.,  59  Fed.  8.  California,  —  Irvine  r.  McKeon, 
Rep.  684  \distin9uishing  Boyd  v.  U.  S.,  23  Cal.  472. 

116  U.  S.  616];  U.  S.  V,  Schooner  Catha-  Illinois.  —  Webster  v.  People,  14  111. 

rine,  2  Paine  (U.  S.)  721,  25  Fed.  Cas.  366,  distinguishing  Ward  r.  People,  13 

No.  14,755;   The  Orion,  18   Fed.  Cas.  111.  636;   Gilbert  v.  Bone,  79  111.  341; 

No.  10,575.  Ruth  t/.  Abingdon,  80  111.  418;  Havana 

On  the  other  hand,  in  an  action  in  v.  Biggs.  58  111.  483;    Toledo,  etc.,  R. 

personam  x\it  CxTcnii  CoMxt  oi  Appeals,  Co.  7.  Foster,  43  111.  480;  Ewbanks  v. 

in  a  dictum  by  Sanborn,  J.,  repudiates  Ashley,  36  111.  177;  Lewiston  v.  Proc- 

this     distinction     in     the     following  tor.  27  111.  414;  Indiana  Millers*  Mut. 

language:    '*  In   Lilienthal's    Tobacco  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  People,  65  111.  App.  355, 

V,  U.  S.,  97  U.   S.  271,  which  was  a  a/flrmed  lyo  lU,  474, 

proceeding  in  rem  to  enforce  the  for-  New  York,  —  Dabney  v.  Stevens,  40 

feiture  of  certain  tobacco  for  the  viola-  How.    Pr.   (N.   Y.   Super.   Ct.)  341.    2 

tion  of  a  revenue  law,  this  question  did  Sweeny    (N.   Y.)  415.   46  N.   Y.   681; 

not  arise,  but  there  is  a  dictum  of  Mr.  Higgins  v,   Daltin,   86    Hun    (N.    Y.) 

Justice  Clifford's  to  the  effect  that  the  461. 

rule  that  should  apply  to  a  proceeding  United  States,  —  The  Harlem.  27  Fed. 

in  rem  for  the  forfeiture  of  property  is  Rep.  236;  U.  S.  v.  Baker,  5  Ben.  (U. 

widely  different  from  that  applicable  to  S.)  25. 
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defendant.     The  statutory  sum  will  be  assessed  by  the  court.* 

In  Aetioni   for   Doable    or    Troblo   Damages    the    penal    sum    may    be 
assessed  either  by  the  court  on  motion  •  or  by  the  jury.' 

1.  Cotten  V,  Rutledge,  33  Ala.  no;  Massachusetts.  —  Lobdell  v.  New  B^d- 

Com.  V.  Stevens,  15  Mass.  195;  Eddy  ford,  i  Mass.  153;    Fairfield   v,    Burt, 

V.  Oliver,  5  Dane's  A br.  254;  Siilson  V.  it    Pick.    (Mass.)  245;     Hamilton    v, 

Tobey,  2  Mass.  521.  Boiden,  i  Mass.  50. 

▼ariaUe  Amount  Within  Fixed  Umiti.  Michigan,  —  Swift  v.  Applebone,  23 

—  Where  the  amount  of  the   penalty  Mich.  252. 

may    range    between    minimum    and  Missouri,  —  Withington  v.  Young,  4 

maximum  limits  it  is  for  the  court  to  Mo.  564;  Withington  v,  Hilderbrand, 

determine  the  amount  the  defendant  i  Mo.  280;  Brewster  v.  Link,  28  Mo. 

shall  pay  within  those  limits  after  a  147;  Walther  v,  Warner,  26  Mo.  143; 

verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  U.  S.  v.  Boston,  Hudson  v.  St.   Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,. 53 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Rep.  209;  Chesley  Mo.  525. 

V.  Brown,  11  Me.  143;  Scott  v,  Missouri  New   York,  —  Dubois  v,  Beaver,  25 

Pac.    R.   Co.,   38  Mo.  App.  523.     See  N.  Y.   125,  aMrmittg  34  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

also    Memphis  v,   Schade,    12   Heisk.  547;  King  t/.  Havens,  25  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 

(Tenn,)    579;     Mayor    v,    Harkins,    i  420;  Warren  z.   Doolittle,   5  Cow.  (N. 

Phila.  (Pa.)  518,12  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  lo;  Y.)  678;    Starkweather  v,   Quigley,    7 

State    V,    Leaver,    62    Wis.   387.     See  Hun  (N.  Y.)  26;  Newcomb  r.  Butter- 

conira^  holding  that  the  jury  should  fix  field,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  342;  Anonymous, 

the  amount,   Lammond  v,  Volans,   14  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  216;  Humes  v.  Proc- 

Han  (N.  Y.)263;  Hines  v.  Darling,  99  tor,   151  N.  Y.  520,  affirming  73  Hun 

Mich.  47.  (N.  Y.)  265. 

Amount  Due  Admitted  by  Definilt  or  Pennsylvania,  —  Smith    v,    Meanor, 

?lea.  —  Where  the  amount  of  the  pen-  16  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  375. 

alty  for  which  the  defendant  is  liable  Instmotion  te  Aiseei  fllngle  Damages, 

has  been  admitted  by  the  defendant,  — *' Where  double  or  treble  value  is 

the  intervention  of  a  jury  is  not  re-  given  in  damages  bv  statute,  the  courts 

quired  if  the  penalty  given  by  statute  are  in  the  habit  of  instructing  the  jury 

is  a  fixed  sum.    Tennessee  Mut.  Bldg.,  to  find  the  sipgle  value,  and  afterwards 

etc.,  Assoc.  V.  State,  99  Ala.  197;  Ex-  doubling    or    trebling    that  value   by 

cise  Com*rs,  etc.,  v.  Doherty,  16  How.  judgment.     The  whole  matter  is  thus 

Pr.  (Saratoga  County  Ct.)  46;  Cincin-  fairly  spread  upon  the   record,  and  I 

natl,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  can    conceive    no    objection    to    this 

265.    See  also  Seeley  v,  Norris,  3  N.  J.  course."     Per  Sanford,  Ch.,  in  War- 

L.  206.  ren  v.  Doolittle,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  678. 

It  is  otherwise  if  the  damages  are  un-  **  It  does  not  seem   to  be  material 

liquidated,  in  which  event  a  writ  of  in-  which  practice  is  adopted,  as  the  result 

quiry  must  ordinarily  be  executed  by  must  be  the  same.    The  practice  has 

a  jury.     Scott  v,  Mis^uri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  been  both  wavs,  and  there  are  authori- 

38  Mo.  App.  523;  Snider  v,  St.  Louis,  ties  that  hold  it  maybe  either.     It  may 

etc.,  R.  Co..  73  Mo.  465.  be  important  to  have  it   uniform   in 

In  Admiralty  and  Pevenue  Cases  ioT  z,  order  to  avoid  misapprehension,  and 
forfeiture,  a  default  establishes  the  probably  the  simplest  and  safest  way 
facts  pleaded  and  justifies  a  decree  is  to  have  the  jury  return  the  actual 
of  condemnation  without  a  hearing,  single  damages  alone."  Orne  v,  Rob- 
Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall.  (U.  S.)  92;  «rts,  51  N.  H.  no. 
Windsor  v,  McVeigh,  93  U.  S.  274;  8.  Pressey  v.  Wirth,  3  Allen  (Mass.) 
Tyler  v,  Defrees,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  331;  191;  U.  S.  v.  Allen,  4  Day  (Conn.)  474; 
Miller  v.  U.  S.,  ir  Wall.  (U.  S.)  268,  if.  S.  v,  Alvisu,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
Field  and  Clifford,  JJ.,  dissenting  on  14,431;  Orne  v,  Roberts,  51  N.  H. 
the  ground  taken  in  the  case  of  U.  S.  no. 

V,  The  Schooner  Lion,  i  Spragne  (U.  Th%  Bnle  in  Sngland  is  that  the  jury 

S.)  399.  who   try   the  issue  "  may  assess  the 

ft.  Connecticut, — Gilbert     v.    Stead-  double  or  treble  damages,  but  if  they 

man,   i   Root  (Conn.)  403;    Doane  v,  neglect  to  do  so,  the  court  may  award 

Cummins,  11  Conn.  153.  the  damages,  on  a  writ  of  inquiry  for 

Maine,  —  Quimby  v.  Carter,  20  Me.  assessing  them.     I  perceive  no  reason 

318.  why  a  different  rule  should  prevail  in 
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Whm  Govt  May  Ibanm*  Damagti.  —  To  enable  the  court  to  assess 
the  increased  damages,  it  must  appear  from  the  verdict  that 
single  damages  only  have  been  found,  and  from  the  evidence  that 
the  statute  has  been  violated.^ 

2.  Verdict  —  a.  Form.  —  The  form  of  the  verdict  is  not  usually 
material  if  the  decision  arrived  at  by  the  jury  may  be  gathered 
from  it.* 

b.  General  Verdict  —  Wbtn  Bedantlmi  Cttnttliii  Bercnl  Cousti.  — 
A  general  verdict  upon  a  declaration  containing  two  or  more 
counts  for  statutory  penalties  will  be  upheld  if  any  one  of  the 
counts  is  good  and  supported  by  evidence.' 

statutory  and  Cammon-law  Goiintt.  —  But  if  one  count  is  upon  the 
statute  and  another  at  common  law,  as  is  frequently  the  case  in 
actions  for  double  and  treble  damages,  that  one  upon  which  the 
defendant  is  found  guilty  must  be  pointed  out.'* 

c.  Where  There  Are  Several  Defendants.  —  Where  sev- 
eral persons  are  sued  jointly  the  verdict  may  find  some  of  the 
number  guilty  and  acquit  the  rest  though  the  action  is  in  form 
ex  contractu^ 

this  state."     Welsh  v,  Aiithony,  i6  Pa.  ant  when  by  the  penal  statute  guilty 

St.  254.  knowledge    is    an    ingredient    of  the 

'  1.  Connecticut  —  Broscbart  v.  Tuttle,  offense.    State  v,  Wolfrum,  88  Wis.  481. 

59  Conn.  I.  Where  the  verdict  is  special  every- 

Maine,  —  Kennedy  v.  Wright,  34  Me.  thing  necessary  to  convict  the  defend- 

351.  ant  of  a  statutory  o£Fense  must  appear 

Michigan,  —  Shaw    v.    Hoffman,    25  therefrom.     State    v.    Currie,     (Minn. 

Mich.  162.  1898)  75  N.  W.  Rep.  742. 

Missouri,  —  Ewing  v,  Leaton,  17  Mo. ,  .  ^"»*"^<*ff  Yerdiet.  —  It  is  within  the 

465;    Labeaume  v.  Woolfolk,  18   Mo.  power  of  the  court  to  permit  the  jurors 

514;  Herron  v,  Hornback,  24  Mo.  492;  before  separation  to  correct  their  ver- 

Brewster  v.  Link,  28  Mo.  147;  George  diet  so  that  it  conforms  to  what  they 

V,  Rook,  7  Mo.  150.  have  agreed  upon.     Cole  v.  Laws.  104 

New  York,  —  Livingston  v.  Platner,  N.  Car.  651;  Morehead  v.  Biown,  (Su- 

I  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  175;  R£>oers  v,  Allen,  2  preme  Cl.)  35  Ni  Y.  St.  Rep.  766. 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  247.  S.  Coffey  ».  U.  S.,  116  U.  S.  427:  Sny- 

Pennsylvania, — Campbell  z/.  Finney,  der  r.  U.  S.,  112  U.  S.  216;    Frieden- 

3  Watts  (Pa.)  84 ;  Clark  v.  Sargeant,  112  stein  v,  U.  S.,  125-17.  S.  224;  Clifton  v. 

Pa.  St.  16.  U.   S.,  4   How.   (U.   S.)  250;    Central 

United  States,  —  Cross  v,    U.   S.,    i  Union  Telephone  Co.  v,  Fehring,  146 

Gall.  (U.  S.)  26.  Ind.  189.    See  also  People  v.  Bartow,  6 

2.  Initanoes.  —  The  fact  that  the  ver-  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  290;  Andrews  v.  Harring- 

dict  of  the  jury  is  in  damages  instead  ton,  19  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  344.     See  contra^ 

of  finding  the  sum  as  a  debt  is  of  no  Whitlock  v.  Tompkins,  2  N.  J.  L.  255; 

importance.     Spence  v,  Thompson,  11  Bowden  v.  Overseer  of  Poor,  41  N.  J. 

Ala.  746.  L.  462. 

Where  a  declaration  contained  more  4.  Babbitt  v.  Calkins,  49  Mich.  394; 
than  one  count,  a  verdict,  '*  We  finde  Russell  v,  Myers,  32  Mich.  522;  La- 
the defende  of  two  offenses  fifty  dollars  beaume  v.  Woolfolk,  18  Mo.  514;  Her- 
each/'  was  held  good.  The  inaccura-  ron  v.  Hornback,  24  Mo.  492;  Ewing 
cies  in  the  verdict  did  not  prejudice  v.  Leaton,  17  Mo.  465;  Shrewsbury  tr. 
the  defendant.  Morehead  v.  Brown,  Bawtlitz,  57  Mo.  414;  Cooper  v.  Mau- 
(Supreme  Ct.)  35  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  766,  pin,  6  Mo.  625;  Lowe  v,  Harrison,  8 
Learned,  P.  J.,  dissenting.  Mo.  351:  Mooers  v.  Allen.  2  Wend.  (N. 

A   verdict    finding  **  the    defendant  Y.)  247;  Benton  i^.  Dale,  i  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 

guilty,  not  crimanly,  but  negligently,'*  160. 

amounts  to  an  acquittal  of  the  defend-  5.  Powers    v.    Spear,   3    N.    H.   35; 
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d.  Statutes  of  Jeofails.  —  Statutes  providing  that  formal 
defects  in  the  proce^edings  shall  be  cured  by  verdict  are  generally 
applicable  to  civil  actions  for  penalties.^ 

3.  Judgment  —  a.  Form.  —  Wbtn  the  WhoU  Fmalty  DoM  Hot  Oo  to 
tb«  Plftiatlif  in  the  action,  but  a  share  is  applied  to  other  uses  by  the 
statute,  the  amount  should  be  applied  accordingly  in  the  judg- 
ment.* 

Martin  v.  M'Niffht,   i  Overt.  (Tenn.)  must  show  that  consent  was  obtained, 

330;  Chaffee  v,  U.  S.,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  and  the  absence  of  such  allegation  will 

516;  Dralce  v.  Preston,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  not  be  cured  by  a  verdict.     Hollis  v. 

257;    Bastard  v.  Hancock,  Carth.  361;  Marshall,   2    H.    &    N.    755.     Contra^ 

Ruck  V.  Atty.-Gen..  3  H.  ^  N.  ao8.  Leonard  v.  Coij^swell,   7  Nova   Scoiia 

Pita  of  Vot  OniUj.  —  In  some  cases  121. 
the  rule  as  stated  in  the  text  is  con-  Xvidonoe.  —  "It  is  a  general  rule 
fined  to  actions  in  which  the  general  '  that  wheresoever  it  may  be  presumed 
issue  pleaded  is  not  guilty.  Bontelle  that  anything  must  of  necessity  be 
V.  Nourse,  4  Mass.  431;  Burnham  v.  given  in  evidence,  the  want  of  men- 
Webster,  5  Mass.  266,  wherein  the  tibning  it  in  the  record  will  not  vitiate 
court  said:  '*  If  debt  ^la  tarn  be  sued  it.  after  a  verdict.*  And  this  rule  ex- 
a^ainst  several,  demanding  a  joint  for-  tends  to  actions  upon  penal  statutes." 
feiture,  on  a  plea  of  nil  debet,  all  the  de-  Smith  v,  U.  S.,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  261,  22 
fendants  ought  to  be  found  indebted.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,122. 
because  the  form  of  the  action  and  Whert  Ho  Caue  of  Aetioii  Ii  Alleged, 
plea  is  on  a  joint  contract,  although  the  — Such  statutes  do  not  go  to  the  ex- 
debt  arises  from  a  tort."  tent  of  curing  a  declaration  in  a  penal 

In  Chafiee  v.  U.  S.,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  action  which  does  not  state  a  cause  of 

5x6^  both  not  guilty  and  9t7  <i>3// were  action.    Western   Union    Tel.    Co.   v. 

pleaded.  Mossier,  95  Ind.  29;  Benalleck  v.  Peo- 

.1.  Massachusetts ,  —  Burnham  v.  Web-  pie,  31  MicH.  200;  Little  v.  Thompson, 

ster,  5  Mass.  266;    Stilson  v,  Tobey,  2  2  Me.  228;   State  v,  Wabash,  etc.,  R. 

Mass.  521;    Moor  v.  Boswell,  5  Mass.  C,o.,   83   Mo.    144;    Wood  v.   Western 

306;    Livermore   v.  Boswell,  4   Mass.  Union    Tel.   Co.,   59   Mo.    App.    236; 

437.  Steuben  County   v.   Wood,   24  N.  Y. 

New  York,  —  Ely  v.  Van  Beuren,  3  App.  Di v.  442;    Rockwell  v.  State,   11 

Cai.  (N.  Y.)  218.  Qhio  131;  Buckwalter  v.  U.  S..  11  S.  & 

'  Pennsyivama,  —  Robinson  t'.  English,  RL  (Pa.)  193;    Davy  t/.  Baker,  4  Burr. 

34  Pa.  St.  324.  2471. 

United  States.  —  Coffey  v.  U.  S.,  116  .  The  extent  to  which  such  statutes  go 

v.  S.  436;   Friedenstein  v,  U.  S.,  125  is  thus  set  forth  in  Rockwell  v.  State, 

U.  S.  224.  II  Ohio  130:    "  If  there  be  a  title  to 

,£ngland.  —  2  Tidd*s  Pr.  928;  Wright  recover,  defectively  set  out,  such  de- 

V.    Horton,    i  Stark.  400,  2  E.   C.    L.  fects  are  cured  by  the  judgment;  but 

155;  Richards  v.  Brown,  i  Doug.  113;  if  the  title  itself  to  recover,  as  spread 

Heley  v.  Rigs,  i  Doug.    115,  note  d\  forth  in  the  declaration,  be  defective. 

Moo.  711;  Wynne  t^.  Middleton,  2  Stra.  the  judgment  should  be  reversed." 

1227.  2.  Heard  t/.  Faris,  i  Litt.  (Ky.)  246; 

Contra. —  Harrington  v,  McFarland,  Bradley  v.  Baldwin,  5  Conn.  288;  Illi- 
Conf.    Rep.  (N.   Car.)  408;    Wyat    r.  •  nois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Herr,  54  111.  356; 

Aland,  i  Salk.  325.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Tait,  50  111.  48; 

Beelaration  in  Words  of  Statute.—  Smith  </.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  57 
Where  the  declaration  follows  the  Kto.  App.  259;  Jones  v.  Pitman,  12  N. 
words  of  the  statute  in  describing  the  J.  L.  93;  Doss  v.  State,  6  Tex.  433; 
offense  it  will  generally  be  sufficient  Frederick  v.  Lookup,  4  Burr.  2018. 
after  a  verdict.  Wright  v,  Horton,  i  Mere  Formal  Error.  —  That  the  judg- 
Stark.  400,  2  E.  C.  L.  155;  Church  v,  ment  does  not  thus  separate  the  pen- 
Richards,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  562;  Jacob  alty,  but  renders  judgment  for  the 
V.  U.  S..  I  Brock.  (U.  S.)  520.  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount,  is  a  mere 

Consent  to  Sue.  —  Where  an  informer  formal  error  and  may  be  corrected  by 

must,  before  suing,  obtain  the  consent  amendment.     Bradley    v.    Baldwin,   5 

of    the    government,   the    declaration  Conn.  288. 
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This  Bole  DoM  Hot  Apply  where  the  action  is  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  state,  although  a  portion  of  the  penalty  may  go  to  an  Indi- 
vidual. * 

b.  In  Actions  Against  Property.  —  In  an  action  for  the 
forfeiture  of  specific  property,  the  judgment  must  be  for  the 
property,  and  not  for  its  value.* 

4.  Amount  Found  Due.  —  in  Aetitons  for  %  8po«iflo  Penalty  the  amount 
found  by  the  verdict  or  adjudged  by  the  court  must  be  the  pre- 
cise penalty,  neither  more  nor  less.' 

Jndgm«nt    in    FaTor    of   County.  —  A  8.  Missouri,  —  Smith      v.      Western 

judgment    in    favor    of    the    county,  Union  Tel.  Co.,  57  Mo.  App.  259. 

where  the  penalty  is  applied  by   the  New  Jersey,  —  Sayre  v,  Sayre,  3  N. 

statute  to  its  use,  is  not  void,  although  J.  L.  597;  Scudder  r.  Bloomfield.  3  K. 

it  should  have  been' rendered  in  favor  J.  L.  506;    Adams  v.  Scull,  3  N.  J.  L. 

of  the  state  or  of  the  informer,  as  the  311;     Steelman    v,    Bolton,    2    N.  J. 

case  might  be.    St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  L.  303;    Broad  well  v.  Conger,   2  N.  J. 

V,  State,  55  Ark.  200.  L.  195. 

Judgment  of  Imprisonment.  —  The  ac-  New  York.  —  Canastota,  etc..  Plank 

tion  being  a  civil  suit,  no  judgment  of  Road  Co.  v.  Parkill.  50  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

conviction  is  necessary,  and  no  sentence  601. 

of  imprisonment  can  be  given  unless  North  Carolina.  —  Albright  v.  Taps- 

expressly  sanctioned  by  the  penal  law.  cott,  8  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  473. 

Murphy  v.  Montclair,  39  N.J.  L.  673;  Pennsylvania,  —  Mack   v.    Miller.    9 

Kinmundy    v.    Mahan,    72     111.     462;  Montg.   Co.   Rep.   (Pa.)  96.     See   also 

Lewiston  v.  Proctor,  27  111.  414;  Han-  Ritchie  v.  Shannon,  2  Rawle  (Pa.)  196. 

son  on  Habeas  Corpus,  36  Me.  425;  Peo-  Tennessee,  — ^  Memphis  v.  Schade,  12 

pie  V.  Hoffman,  3  Mich.  249.  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  579. 

Judgment  in  Fignroi.  —  In  Oliver  v,  Jndginont   for   Boreral  Paiticnlaxs. — 

Larzaleer,  5  N.  J.  L.  591,  it  was  held  Where  the  statute  gives  a  penalty  of 

that  the  penal  sum  must  be  entered  in  the  same  amount  for  each  of  several 

words  and  not  in  figures,  in  the  judg-  particulars,  the  judgment  must  be  for 

ment.     See  also  Berrian  tr.  State,  22  N;  one  penalty  or  some  multiple  thereof. 

J.  L.  36;  Cole  V,  Petty,  2  N.  J.  L.  57.  Behymer  v,  Odell,  31  111.  App.  350. 

Conelnding  in  Mitorioordia.  —  It  is  no  Amonat  Mnst  Bo  Statod.  —  Judgments 

objection  to  a  judgment  for  a  i>enalty  should  state  the  amount  of  the  penalty, 

that  it  coT\c\*i6!^sinmisericordia.    Hum-  Entering  judgment  *'  for  the  penalty  " 

ble  V,    Bland,    6  T.  R.    255;    Wynne  merely    is    not    sufficient.     Mayor   v. 

t/.  Middleton,  I  Wils.   125;    Jenkinson  Harkins,  i  Phila.  (Pa.)5i8, 12  Leg.  Int. 

V,  Bates,  cited  in  Humble  v.  Bland,  6  (Pa.)  10. 

T.  R.  257.  FonaltiaflaeiirrtdPoBdmtoLito.  — The 

1.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  State,  142  judgment  roust  be  confined  to  penal- 
Ind.  428.  ties  which  have  accrued  prior  to  the 

Action    by    Party    Aggriovod.  —  Nor  commencement  of  the  action.    Terre 

does  the  rule  apply  when  the  penalty  Haute,  etc.,  R.  Co.*  v.  Baker,  122  Ind. 

is  given,  one  moiety  to  him  who  will  433. 

sue  therefor  and  the  other  to  the  party  Wlioro  Hero  than  Ono  Fonalty  Is  8aad 

aggrieved,  and  the  action  is  brought  Tor.  —  Where  the  defendant  has  been 

by  the  latter  for  the  whole  sum.  Dallas  convicted   of  more  than   one  penalty 

7/.   Hendry,  3  N.  J.  L.  527.     See  also  the  number  must  be  set  out  and  desig- 

Tarde  v,  Benseman,  31  Tex.  277.  nated  in   the  judgment.      Walker  v, 

2.  Boles  V,  Lynde,  i  Root  (Conn.)  Pierson,  3  N.  J.  L.  47;  Bloodgood  v. 
195,  Davidson  v.  Blunt,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  Vanderveer,  3  N.  J.  L.  486.  See  also 
(Ky.)  128:  Prior  v.  Lucas.  3  Bibb  (Ky.)  Matthews  v.  Pemberton,  3  N..J.  L.  22. 
96,  I  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Kv.)  305;  Bess  v.  But  see  Indiana  Millers'  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Shepherd,  2  Bibb  (Ky.)  225.  Co.  v.  People,  65  111.  App.  355,  affirmed 

In  an  Inlmrmation  for  a  Forfeitnro  the  170  111.  474.     It  is  otherwise  where  but 

decreemustbe  j^rii#r^«m/>//<^A/<zas  well  one  penalty  is  asked  for  in  the  decla- 

as  secundum   probata.     The    Schooner  ration.     Parke  v.   Adams,  3  N.  J.   L. 

Hoppet  V.  U.  S.,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  389.  251. 
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AbfttMBtat  of  AotioA.  PENAL  ACTIONS.  Bamediil  SUtutes. 

Sinittitnr.  —  If  the  judgment  is  excessive,  but  includes  the  pen- 
alty, it  will  not  be  reversed  on  appeal  if  the  amounts  are  separ- 
able, but  will  be  modified  by  remitting  the  excess.* 

XI7.  Abatbxbvt  of  Actioh  —  1.  Death  of  Bafendant.  —  Actions 
upon  statutes  which  are  strictly  penal,  though  in  form  actions  of 
debt,  will  abate  on  the  death  of  the  defendant,  whether  at  the 
common  law  or  under  the  ordinary  statutes  adding  to  the  number 
of  actions  that  survive.* 

JodgBMut  for  PtBftlty.  —  After  the  penal  action  has  eone  to  judg- 
ment, the  death  of  a  party  willhave  no  such  effect.' 

Boath  of  OodofoBdaat.  —  Where  there  is  more  than  one  defendant 
in  the  suit  it  will  not  be  abated  by  the  death  of  one,  but  will  sur- 
vive against  the  others.* 

S.  Itoath  of  Informer.  —  Where  the  action  is  one  brought  by  a 
common  informer,  as  plaintiff,  his  death  pending  the  suit  will 
have  the  effect  of  abating  the  action.^ 

3.  Aotioni  on  Bemedial  Statntet.  —  Where  the  statute  is  rather 
for  the  purpose  of  compensating  the  party  injured  than  to  punish 

1,  4  Tidd's  Pr.  943;  Steveas  v.  Kel-  less,  no  U.  S.  76;  Jones  v,  Vanzandt, 

ley,  6h5  Conn.  570;  Iron  Railway  Co.  v.  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  599,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

Lawrence  Furnace  Co.,  49  Ohio  St.  loa;  7,503. 

Dean  v,  Todd,  49  S.  Car.  461;  Hines  v.  Indiana   Statnte.  —  Under   a    statute 

Darlings,  99  Mich.  47;  Kendall  v.  West-  which  provides  that  all  causes  of  action 

ern  Union  Tel.  Co.,  56  Mo.  App.  192;  except  certain  injuries  to  the  person 

Sturgis  V,  Spofford,  45  N.  Y.446;  Fred-  and  promises  to  marry  shall  survive." 

erick  v.  Lookup,  4  Burr.  2018;  Hardy  the  death  of  a  party  will  not  cause  the 

r.  Cathcart,  i   Marsh.  180.     See  also  abatement  of  a  penal  action.     Davis  v. 

Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Barnhart,  5  Tex.  State,  119  Ind.  ^l%^  following  Western 

Civ.  App.  601.  Union  Tel.  Co.  v,  Scircle,  103  Ind.  227. 

t.  Alabama.  —  Willis   r/.  Byrne,   106  Action  for  Failnro  to  Satisfy  Mortgago 

Ala.  425.  of  Booord.  —  An  action  under  Rev.  3tat. 

Indiana,  —  Davis  v.  State,  119  Ind.  Mo.,  ^§  331 1,  3312,  for  failure  to  enter 

555.  satisfaction   of  a  mortgage,  is  a  tort 

MassachuseUs, — Yarter     v.     Flagg,  which  constitutes  an  injury  to  properly 

143  Mass.  280.  and,  by  force  of  the  survival  act,  sur- 

Missouri, — Carroll  ton  v.  Rhom  berg,  vives  on  the  death  of  the  defendant. 

78  Mo.  547.  Wiener  v.  Peacock,  31  Mo.  App.  238. 

New    Fbri.  —  California     Bank     v.  8.  Carr  v.  Rischer,  119  N.  V.  117,  50 

Collins,  5  Hun  (N.  Y.)  209;   Stokes  v,  Hun  (N.  Y.)  147;   Blake  v,  Griswold, 

Stickney,  96  N.  Y.  323.  104  N.  Y.  613. 

North  Carolina,  —  Mason  v,  Ballew,  Bsath  Aftor  Yordiet. —  In   Benson  v, 

13   Ired.   L.  (N.  Car.)  483;    Blount  v,  Egerton,   Brayt.  (Vt.)  21,  it  was  held 

Fish,  I   Hayw.  (N.  Car.)  502;   Smith  v,  that  where  the  death  of  the  defendant 

Walker,  2  Law  Repos.  (M.  Car.)  245;  occurs  after  verdict,  but  before  judg- 

Estis  V,  Lenox,  Conf.  Rep.  (N.  Car.)  72.  ment,  the  action  will  abate. 

Pennsylvania,  —  O'Donnel    v,     Sey-  4,  Wilson  v.  Slaughter,  3  J.  J.  Marsh, 

bert.  13  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  54,  cited  xn  Com.  (Ky.)  593. 

V.  Hargesheimer,  I  Ashm.  (Pa.)  413.  5.  Fairley    v,    Davis,    6    Ala.    375: 

Rhode  Island.  —  Moies  v.  Sprague,  9  Brackett  v,  Griswold,  103  N.  Y.  425; 

R.  I.  541.  Kirkham  v,  Wheely,  3  Salk.  282. 

Tennessee,  —  Governor  v,  McManus,  Ho  Abatomont  as  to  Statt,  —  It  seems 

II   Humph.  (Tenn.)  152;    Memphis  v,  that  the  state  may  step  in  and  continue 

Halsey,   (Jackson,    1875)    2-3    King's  the  suit  for  its  moiety  of  the  penalty. 

Tenn.  Dig.  1637.  Hammon  v,  Gryffith.  Cro.  Eliz.   583. 

United  States.  —  Schreiber  v.  Sharp-  See  also  Fairley  v,  Davis,  6  Ala.  375. 
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K#wTrUL  PENALTIES  AND  v«v  MaL 

a  matter  of  public  grievance,  actions  upon  it  will  survive.* 

XV.  Hew  Tbial — At  OommMi  Law.  —  A  new  trial  in  a  penal  action 
may  be  granted  at  common  law  for  misdirection  on  the  part  of 
the  court  *  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  or  jurors,* 
but  not  on  the  single  ground  that  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  the 
evidence.* 

Modern  Biilt.  —  It  seems  that  no  such  distinction  as  formerly  pre- 
vailed exists  at  the  present  time  either  in  common -law  or  code 
states,  but  that  new  trials  are  granted  in  penal  the  same  as  in 
other  civil  actions.* 

1.  Goodridge   v,    Rogers,    22    Pick.  England,  —  Hall  v.  Green,  9  Ezch. 

(Mass.)  495;    Wright  v.  Eldred,  2   D.  247;  Brook  v.  Middleton,  10  East  268, 

Chip.  (Vt.)  37.  *  I  Campb.   450;    Fonereau  v,  ,   3 

Applied  Tart.  —  A  test  to  determine  Wils.  59;  Mattison  v.  Allanson,  2  Stra. 

the  character  of  the  statute  that  has  1238;  Jervois  v.  Hall,  i  Wils.  17;  Sey- 

been  applied  in  some  cases  is  whether  mour  v.  Day,  2  Stra.  899;    Rex  v.  SU- 

the  penalty  is  given  simply  for  punish-  verton,  i  Wtls.  298;    Rex  v.   Mann,  4 

ment  or  refers  in  part  at  least  to  the  M.  &  S.  337;    Burgess  v.  Boetefeur,  7 

actual  loss  or  damage  sustained  by  in-  M.  &  G.  481,  49  E.  C.  L.  481. 

dividuals.      Reed  v.  Cist,  7  S.  &   R.  Contra,  —  Pettis     v,    Dixon,     Kirby 

(Pa.)   183;    Smith  v.   Walker,   2    Law  (Conn.)   179;    Hyliiard   v,   Nickols,    2 

Repos.  (N.  Car.)  245;    Estis  v,  Lenox,  Root  (Cenn.)  176. 

Conf.  Rep.  (N.  Car.)  72.  Ytrdiofc  COmt^  Agaiait  EvidoiM.  —  In 

%,  Wilson  V,  Rastall,   4  T,    R.  753;  Lawyer  v.  Smith,  i  Den.  (N.  Y.)  207, 

Calcraft  v,  Gibbs,  5  T.  R.  19,  4  T.  K.  it  was  said:    '*  If  a  verdict  for  the  dc- 

681.  fendant  should   ever  be  set  aside  as 

8.  Hyliiard     v.     Nickols,     2     Root  against  evidence  in  such  an  action,  it 

(Conn.)  176;  Hannaball  v,  Spalding,  i  should  at  least   be  as  strong  a  case 

Koot  (Conn.)  86;  Overseers  of  Poor  v,  against  the  jury  as  where  their  verdicts 

Lunt,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  565;  People  v,  may  be  set  aside  in  actions  for  defama- 

Bean,    88    Hun  (N.  Y.)  520;    Martin  tion."    To  the  same  effect  see  Mans- 

V,    M'Night,    I    Overt.    (Tenn.)    330;  field  v,  Wheeler,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.j  79. 

Ranston    v,   Etteridge,    2    Chit.   Rep.  It  has  also  been  said  that  a  new  trial 

273,  18  E.  C.  L.  333.  should  not  be  granted  unless  the  ver- 

*'  The  next  question  is,  can  the  court  diet  was  clearly  against  the  evidence, 

grant  a  new  trial,  in  a  penal  action  of  Per  Savage,  C.  J.,  in  Crafts  v.  Plumb, 

this  kind,  where  a  verdict  has  passed  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  143. 

for  a   defendant;    and    if    they    can.  In  AottonBeforeaJiittiM.  —  The  com- 

in    what  cases?    We  have    diligently  mon>law  rule  is  applicable  to  actions 

searched  the  books,  and  find  there  are  brought  before  justices  of  the  peace  as 

two,  and  only  two,  in  which  they  can  well  as  to  actions  brought  in  superior 

do  it.     1st.  If  a  verdict  was  founded  on  .  courts.      Comfort    v,    Thompson,    10 

a  mistake  of  the  court,  in  their  direc-  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  102. 

tion  to  the  jury,  as  to  matter  of  law.  Aetimi  by  Pwty  Aggrtorad.  —  Where 

2d.  Where  a  verdict  has  been  procured  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  statute 

by  the  fraud  or  practice  of  the  defend-  not  strictly   penal  in   its  operation  a 

ant."     Martin  v,   M' Night,    i    Overt,  new   trial  will  be  granted  where  the 

(Tenn.)  330.  verdict  is  against  the    evidence,   the 

4.  New  York,  —  Decker  v,  Stauring,  same  as  in  other  civil  cases.    Gray  v. 

57  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  495;  Bennett,   3    Met.    (Mass.)    522    \citin^ 

Wheeler  v.  Calkins,  17  How.   Pr.  (N,  Stanley    v,    Wharton,    9    Price    301] ; 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  451;    Baker  v.  Rich-  Selsea  v.  Powell,  6  Taunt.  297,  i  E.  C. 

ardson,  i  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  77.  L.  388;  Bones  v.  Booth,  2  W.  Bl.  1226. 

Tennessee,  —  Martin    v,    M* Night,    i  Contra^   Lawyer  v.  Smith,  I  Den.  (N. 

Oven.  (Tenn.)  330.  Y.)  207. 

UniUd   States,  —  U.    S.    v,    Halber-  5.  Thiele  v,  Newman,  116  Cal.   571 

stadt,  Gilp.  (U.  S.)  262;    U.  S.  z^.  117  (action  for  treble  damages);   Samuell 

Packages  of  Plug  Tobacco,  10  Ben.  (U.  v.  Sherman,   170  111.   265:    Gilbert   v. 

S.)  343.  Bone,  79  III.  341,  64  III.  518;    U.  S.  v, 
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TlM  BMord.  PEN  A  L  AC  TIONS.    Aetions  in  Inftrior  Cmurti. 

XVL  The  Sbcoxd  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  What  the  record  must 
show  in  a  penal  action  is  to  be  determined  by  the  rules  appli- 
cable to  a  civil  suit  of  the  kind  brought,  and  not  by  those  gov- 
erning a  criminal  prosecution.^ 

2.  Aotioni  in  Inferior  Conrts.  —  Where  the  proceedings  are  had 
in  an  inferior  court  the  record  should  show  jurisdiction  and  every 
fact  necessary  to  constitute  the  offense,  under  the  general  princi- 
ples which  govern  penal  actions.* 

Fox,  Deady  (U.  S.)  579,  35  Fed.  Cas.  Where  the  bill  of  exceptions  In  the 

No.  15,155;    People  v.  Glasgow,  30  N.  case  shows  that  authority   was    duly 

Y.  App.  Div.  94   (Landon,  J.,  dissenU  obtained  it  is  conclusive  of  the  fact. 

iM^),  citin/i^  among  other  cases,  Fergu-  State  v.  Wertzel,  84  Wis.  344. 

son  V.  Gill,   74  Hun  (M.  Y.)  566,  and  2.  Delaivare.  -^  Proctor    v.    State,    5 

People  V,  McMasters,  74  Hun  (N.  Y.)  Harr.  (Del.)  387. 

326,  penal  actions  in  which  new  trials  New  Jersey,  —  Buck  v.  Danzen  backer, 

ivere  granted  without  question  on  the  37   N.  J.   L.  359:    Elmer   v.    Danzen- 

Srround  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  backer,  37   N.  J.  L.  363;    Steelman   v, 

Che  evidence.  Bolton,  2  N.  J.  L.  303. 

1.  EvidOMe. -— The  record  of  an  in-  Pennsylvania.  —  Northern     Liberties 

ferior  court  in  a  penal  action  need  not  7/.  O'Neill,  i   Phila.  (Pa.)  427,  10  Leg. 

contain  the  evidence,  as  it  must  do  in  Int.  (Pa.)  34;  Philadelphia  v,  Roney,  2 

a  summary  proceeding  for  conviction  Phila.  (Pa.)  43,  13  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  21; 

of  an  offense.     Carlisle   /'.   Baker,    i  Com.  v.  Fiegle,  2  Phila.  (Pa.)  215,  14 

Yeates  (Pa.)   472;    Ott  v.    Snyder,    3  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  36;    City  r.  Duncan,  4 

Lane.   L.    Rev.    (Pa.)    185.      But    see  Phila.  (Pa.)  145,  17  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  373; 

Slroudsburg  v.  Brown,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Com.  v.  Finkheimer,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  504, 

Rep.  272;    Rothermel  v.  Ziegler,  7  Pa.  29  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  92;   Com.  v.  Daven- 

Co.  Ct.  Rep.  505:  City  v,  Harbison,  10  ger,   10  Phila.  (Pa.)  478,  30  Leg.  Int. 

Phila.  (Pa.)  306,  32  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  40;  (Pa.)  321;  Fraily  v.  Sparks,  2  Pars.  Eq. 

Marinelli  v.  State.  (N.  J.  1898)  39  All.  Cas.  (Pa.)  232;    Manayunk  v.  Davis,  2 

Rep.  640.  Pars.  Eq.  Cas.  (Pa.)  289;  Com.  v,  Coch- 

OKthof  Juvrt.  —  Although  the  record  ran  Creamery  Co.,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep. 

stales   that  some  of  the  jurors  were  253;    Hess  v,  Monier,  40  Pittsb.  Leg. 

affirmed,  it  need  not  also  state,  where  J.   (Pa.)    44:    Gibbons   v.  Wandell,   2 

the  action  for  the  penalty  is  civil,  that  ICulp  (Pa.)    344;    Adams    v.   Com.,    i 

they     alleged     themselves    conscien-  Woodw.  (Pa.)  417*.  City  v.  Hirschline, 

tiously  scrupulous  of  taking  an  oath,  i  Woodw.  (Pa.)  142;   Com.  er.  Grower, 

Clark  V.  Collins,  15  N.  J.  L.  473.  (C.  PI.  Phila.  1855)  3  Bright.  Dig.  (Pa.) 


of  Afltloii.  —  Where  the  form  of  4536,  pi.  47;  Lemon  v.  Reidel,  i  Lane. 

the  action  is  given  in  the  penal  statute  L.  Rev.  (Pa.)  3. 

It  need  not  be  set  forth  in  the  record  of  Must  Ailbrd  Protaotlon  Agaimt  SnbM- 
the  justice  of  the  peace,  nor  need  there  qnont  Suit.  —  *'  In  all  actions  for  the 
be  a  written  complaint  or  form  of  con-  recovery  of  penalties  the  jurisdiction 
miction,  as  in  a  summary  proceeding,  of  the  alderman  should  appear  upon 
Kern  v.  Com.,  i  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  469.  the  record,  and  the  cause  of  the  action 
But  see  Cato  v.  Gill,  i  N.  J.  L.  13.  It  and  judgment  should  be  so  specifically 
is  no  variance  in  such  a  case  that  the  set  out  that  they  would,  when  pleaded, 
transcript  of  the  justice  shows  that  a  be  a  sufficient  protection  in  any  subse- 
summons  in  debt  has  issued,  while  the  qucnt  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action, 
summons  itself  calls  upon  the  defend-  The  record  should  show  in  what  re- 
ant  to  answer  in  a  plea  of  penal  debt,  spect  the  law  has  been  violated;  that 
Fetterman  v,  Robbins,  100  Pa.  St.  282.  all  the  proceedings  conform  to  the  law; 
AutlioiritytofliM.  —  If  the  penal  action  that  the  charge  is  sustained  by  the 
can  be  brought  by  an  individual  only  testimony  of  duly  qualified  witness- 
Qpon  being  authorized  to  do  so  by  offi-  es  or  by  the  confession  of  the  de- 
cers  of  the  government,  the  record  fendant;  and  that  the  judgment  was 
must  show  that  such  authority  was  duly  entered."  Per  Finletter.  J.. 
obtained.  State  tf.  Gillen,  49  Wis.  683;  in  Clark  v,  Bartlett,  8  Phila.  (Pa.) 
People  tf.  Belknap,  58  Hun  (N.  Y.)  241.  301. 
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Appaalt.  PEN  A  L  TIES  AND  In  Gcnersi. 

SeferMMe  to  StotutM.  —  The  law  or  ordinance  under  which  the 
action  is  brought  must  be  shown  by  the  record.^ 

Whtrt  fh«  Aetioa  Ii  Loeal  it  must  appear  from  the  record  of  an 
inferior  court  that  the  offense  was  committed  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion.* 

Zyn.  Appsalb  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  Appeals  in  penal  actions  are 
variously  regulated  in  the  different  states.  It  may  be  stated  as  a 
general  rule  that  where  no  special  provision  is  made  for  penal 
actions  thev  come  within  the  general  laws  regulating  appeals  in 
civil  cases.* 

1.  Com.  V,  Davenger,  zo  Phila.  (Pa.)  Colorado.  —  Deitz  v.  Central,  i  Colo- 

478.   30  Ljtg.    Int.   (Pa.)  321;    City  v,  323. 

Duncan,  4  Phila.  (Pa.)  145, 17  Leg.  Int.  Connecticut,  —  Canfield    v,    Mitchell, 

(Pa.)  373;  Manayunk  v.  Davis,  2  Pars.  43   Conn.    169;    Huntley   v.   Davis,    i 

£q.   Cas.   (Pa.)   289;     Stroudsburg    v.  Conn.  391. 

Brown,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  272;  Nash  Kentucky,  —  Williamson  v.  Com..  4 

V,  Com.,  2  C.  PI.  Rep.  (Pa.)  239;  Com.  B.  Mon.  (ky.)  146. 

</.  Blossom,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.   580:  Louisiana.  —  State  v.  Judges,  43  La. 

Com.  V,  Ryan,  2  Lane.  L.   Rev.  (Pa.)  Ann.  X164,  citing,  among  other  cases, 

24;   City  V.  Hirsch,  i  Lane.  L.   Rev.  State  v,  Hallen,  12  La.  Ann.  677. 

(Pa.)  209.  Maine,  —  See  Roberts  v,  O'Conner, 

Entries  on  Justice* s    Docket.  —  That  33  Me.  496. 

the  entry  of  the  action  made  by  the  New  York,  —  Buffalo  v,  Schliefer,  25 

justice   on   his   docket  does  not  state  Hun  (N.  Y.)  275. 

that  it  was  brought  for  penalties  under  Ohio,  —  Wright  v,  Munger,  $   Ohio 

a  certain  act,  will  be  immaterial  if  the  441;  Bittle  v.  Hay,  5  Ohio  269. 

nature  of    the   action   sufficiently   ap-  Tennessee,  —  Wood  v.   Grand    June* 

Sears  from  the  subsequent  proceedings,  tion,    5     Heisk.     (Tenn.)    440,     citing 

Dallas  V.  Hendry,  3  N.  J.  L.  527.  Meaher     v,     Chattanooga,     i     Head 

Betorn  to  Writ  of  Cortiorari.  —  The  (Tenn.)    76.      See    also    Memphis    v. 

misrecital  of  the  date  of  the  penal  stai-  Schade,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  570;  Bristol 

ute  in  an  alderman's  return  on  ceriio-  v.  Burrow,  5  Lea  (Tenn.)  128;  Nashville 

rari  is  of  no  consequence  where   the  v.  Pearl,  ix  Humph.  (Tenn.)  249. 

offense  is  properly  charged  under  the  Vermont,  —  Edwards  v.  Osgood,  33 

act.     Blessington  v.  Com.,  (Pa.   1888)  Vt.  224. 

14  Atl.  Rep.  416.  United  States, — Jacob   v,   U.   S.,    I 

Xinnto  of  Ihito  whon  Aotlon  Institntod.  Brock.   (U.    S.)    520;    Washington    v. 

—  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  re-  Eaton,  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  352,  Thraston, 

quired  by  statute  to   make  a  special  J.,  dissenting;   U.  S.  v.  La  Vengeance, 

note  of  the  day,  month,  and  year  when  3  Dall.  (U.  S.)  297;    U.  S.  v.  Schooner 

the  action  was  instituted,  the  record  Sally,  2  Cranch  (U.  S.)  406:    U.  S.  v, 

must  show  that  the  minute  was  made  The  Schooner  Betsy  and  Charlotte,  4 

at  the   time  when  the  suit  was  com-  Cranch  (U.  S.)  443. 

menced,  or  the  judgment  will  be  re-  Caiifliniia  —  An  Appeal  from  a  Justice 

versed.     Griffith  v.  West,  10  N.  J.  L.  lies  only  to  the  Superior  Court,  and  is 

301;  Ackerson  v,  Zabriskie,  7  N.  J.  L.  final  there  where  the  amount  involved 

167.  is  under  three  hundred  dollars,  unless 

Whero  SoToral  Bistinot  Ponaltias  Are  the  title  to  real  estate,  or  the  legality 

Askod    for    in     the    declaration     and  of  a  tax,  impost,  assessment,  toll,  or 

proved,    the    record    must    show    for  municipal    fine    comes    in    question, 

which  of  them   the  penalty   was  ad-  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  1897,  $§  974,  964;  Wil- 

judged.     Com.  v.  Boos,  i  Luz.  L.  Reg.  liams  v,  Mecartney,  69  Cal.  556. 

(Pa.)  375.  niinoU.  —  From  the  Judgment  of  a  Jus- 

8.  Com.    V.    Finkheimer,    9     Phila.  tice  of  the  Peace  in  a  penal  action  an  ap- 

(Pa.)  504,  29  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  92;    Com.  peal  lies  to  the  Circuit  Court  the  same 

V.    Gillingham,    i    Brews.    (Pa.)    396;  as  in  other  civil  actions.     Partridge  v. 

Davis  V.  Com.,  i  Lack.  Jur.  (Pa.)  102.  Snyder,   78  111.  519,  distinguishing  Ed- 

8.  California,  —  Burson    v,   Cowles^  wards  v.  Vandemack,  13  III.  633,  aod 

25  Cal.  536.  Ward  v.  People,  13  111.  636;    Baldwin 
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PENAL  ACTIONS.  Stotator/  PraTistosi. 

lB4l«tai«at  LIm.  —  Where  the  proceeding  given  by  statute  is 
by  indictment  instead  of  by  a  penal  action,  the  right  of  appeal 
will  be  governed  by  rules  applicable  to  criminal  prosecutions.^ 

BoBdf.  —  Bonds  given  on  appeal  in  penal  actions  are  governed 
by  the  law  applicable  to  such  bonds  given  on  appeal  in  ordinary 
civil  suits.* 

&  Special  Statutory  Provisions.  —  In  some  states  appeals  in 
penal  actions  are  excepted  from  general  laws  and  made  the  sub- 
ject of  express  statutory  provisions.  Reference  to  some  of  the 
most  important  of  these  will  be  found  in  the  notes.' 

v«  Chicago,  68  111.  418;  Hoyer  v,  Mas-  justice  of  the  peace  or  city  magistrate 

cootah,  59  III.  137;   Lane  v.  Frake,  70  unless  the  amount  in  controversy  ex- 

lU.  App.  303;  Knowles  v.  Wayne  City»  ceeded  a  specified  sum.    Quiglev  v. 

31  111.  App.  471;  Greenfield  t/.  Mook,  12  Aurora,   50  Ind.   28;    Bogart  v.  New 

111.  App.  2S1;    Webster  v.  People,  14  Albany,  i  Ind.  38. 

III.  365.  Vew  Jersey.  —  Certiorari  will  not  lie 

From  Judj^ments  in  Courts  of  Record  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  courts  for 

the  appeal  must  be  to  the  Appellate  the  trial  of    small   causes  to    review 

Court.   I  Annot.  Stat.  III.,  1806,  p.  1153,  penal  actions  except  where  the  inferior 

par.  28;    People  v,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  court  is  without  jurisdiction    in    the 

Co.,  106  111.  412.    The  decision  of  the  premises;  but  appeal  may  be  taken  to 

Appellate  Court  is  not  final,  however^  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  from  all 

but  may  in  turn  be  reviewed  by  the  Su-  judgments  except  those  given  by  con- 

preme  Court,  regardless  of  the  amount  fession.     Kennell^  v,  Jersey  City,  57 

involved.     Umlauf  v,  Umlauf,  X03  III.  N.  T.  L.  293;    White  v,  Neptune  City, 

651:  Johnson  v.  McGregor,  157  III.  350,  56  N.  J.  L.  222;  Layton  v.  Ocean  Grove 

a  firming  55   111.   App.   530;    Chicago,  Camp  Meeting  Assoc.,  59  N.  J.  L.  369; 

etc.,  R.   Co.   V.  People,   120  111.   667,  Pennsylvania   R.  Co.   v.   New  Jersey 

affirming  24  III.  App.  562.  Soc,  etc.,  39  N.  J.  L.  400. 

Cook  County  Criminal  Court.  —  An  ac-  yirginla.  —  An  appeal  from  a  judg- 
tion  that  is  strictly  penal  is^iMixt-crimi-  ment  in  a  penal  action  does  not  ordi- 
nal within  Const.,  art.  6,  §  26,  creating  narily  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  Criminal  Court  of  Cook  county.  Appeals  unless  the  amount  involved 
and  may  be  brought  in  that  court,  exceeds  five  hundred  dollars.  It  is 
Its  original  jurisdiction  in  such  actions  otherwise  if  the  constitutionality  of  the 
is  concurrent  with  that  of  the  Circuit  penal  statute  is  raised  in  good  faith  in 
CourL  Berkowiu  v.  Lester,  121  III.  the  court  below.  Western  Union  Tel. 
99,  Mulkey,  J.,  dissenting.  But  its  Co.  v.  Powell,  94  Va.  268,  citing  West- 
appellate  jurisdiction  in  actions  com-  ern  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bright,  90  Va. 
menced  before  justices  of  the  peace  in  778. 

Cook  county  is  exclusive.     Wiggins  v,  1.  State  v,  Williams,  7  Rob.  (La.)  252; 

Chicago,  68  III.  372;    TuUy  ».  North-  Ward  v.  People,  13  111.  635;    Edwards 

field,  6  III.  App.  356;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  v.  Vandemack,  13  III.  633. 

Co.    V.    Calumet,    50    111.    App.    555.  S.  Miller  v,  O'Reilly,  84  Ind.  168. 

a  firmed  itV\iOMX  deciding  this  point  in  Where  the  PUdntiff  Declares  Qui  Tarn 

151  III.  512.  the  bond  must  nevertheless  run  to  the 

Indiaiia — Jurisdiction     of    Appellate  plaintiff  alone,  and  not  jointly  to  him 

Court. — An  action  to  recover  a  pen-  and  the  other  for  whom  he  sues  as  well 

alty  when  the  amount  involved  is  less  as  for  himself.    Ex  p.  Hawks,  7  Cow. 

than  $1,000  must  be  appealed  to  the  (N.  Y.)  492. 

Appellate  Court,  and  not  to  the  Su-  8.  PennsylTania  —  Act  March  20, 1 810. 
preme  Court,  unless  some  question  — Penal  actions  brought  before  a  jus- 
arises  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  tice  of  the  peace,  at  least  those  not 
of  the  latter.  Durham  v.  State,  133  sued  in  the  name  of  the  common- 
Ind.  422,  6  Ind.  App.  23.  wealth,  are  civil  causes  within  the  Act 

Under  Early  Laws  no  appeal  could  of  March  20,  1810,  and  reviewable  only 

be  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  a  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  cer- 

penal  action  which  originated  before  a  tiorari.     Com.  v.  Betts,  76  Pa.  St.  465; 
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AspMlf.                               PEN  A  L  TIES  A  ND  Stotntory  Pr«Tiaioas. 

DoeraM  in  Admiralty  Ctonamnnlng  Proptrty  as  forfeited  are  taken  to  the 

court  of  last  resort  b}'  appeal;  but  judgments  of  forfeiture  in 
common-law  actions  can  be  reviewed  only  by  writ  of  error. ' 

Spicer  ».  Rees,  5  Rawle  (Pa.)  119:  Ma-  June  24,   1895.  creating  the  Superior 

hanoy  City  v,  Wadlinger,  142  Pa.  St.  Court,  but  since  that  act  the  appellate 

308;  Colwyn  V,  Tarbotion,  i  Pa.  Super,  jurisdiction  in  such  suits  is  exclusively 

Ct.  Rep.  179;   Com.  v,  Oakdale  Mfg.  vested  in  the  latter  court.     Thompson 

Co..   6   Pa.    Dist.    Rep.  429;    Com.  v,  v.  Preston,  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  154; 

Fiegle,  2  Phila.  (Pa.)  215,  14  Leg.  Int.  Colwyn  v,  Tarbotton,  i  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 

(Pa.)  36.  Rep.  179. 

The  right,  however,  to  carry  the  case  The  Act  of  April  17,  1876,  also  pro- 
by  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Common  vided  an  appeal  from  a  summary  con- 
Pleas,  and  to  a  review  of  its  decision  viction  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  the  Supreme  Court,  is  frequently  and  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  penal 
given  by  the  penal  statute,  either  ex-  actions  has  been  declared  unconstitu- 

gressly  or  by  implication.      Com.   v.  tional.     Mauch   Chunk    v.   Betzler,    6 

ietts,  76  Pa.  St.  46s,  ctUd  with  approval  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  330;  Lehighton  v.  Roth, 

in  Seiders  v,  Giles,  141  Pa.  St.  93,  and  7  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  426.     See  also  Com. 

Strouse  v,  Lawrence,  160  Pa.  St.  421;  v.  Swift,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  95. 

Miller     v.     Lockwood,     17     Pa.     St.  Appeal    Nunc    Pro    Tunc.  —  Under 

248;  Com.  V,  Bennett,  16  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  Const.   Pa.,  art.   5,  %  14,  where  there 

243;  Com.  V,  Levy,  7  Phila.  (Pa.)  303.  are    strong    reasons    why    an    appeal 

See  also  Caughey  v.  Pittsburgh,  12  S.  should  be  allowed,  an  order  may  be 

&  R.  (Pa.)  53;    Wilcox  V,  Knoxville,  made  M»Mr/r<7 /«iir  even  after  the  time 

2  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  721.  limited  for  ihe  taking  of  an  appeal  has 

In   Com.   V,   Betts,   76  Pa.  St.  465,  expired.     Com.  v.  Swift,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 

cited  supra^  it  was  held  that  where  a  Rep.  95;  Board  of  Health  v.  Decker,  3 

penal  action  was  brought  in  the  name  Lack.'jur.  (Pa.)  173:    Lesh  v.  Newton, 

of  the  commonwealth,  and  was  for  a  etc..  Turnpike  Co.,  3  Lack.  Jur.  (Pa.) 

public  offense,  it  does  not  fall  within  69:    Lehighton   v.   Roth,   7   ra.    Dist. 

the  Act  of  March  20,  1810,  but  must  be  Rep  426. 

reviewed  as  in  other  criminal  cases.  Wisoonain.  —  Where  the  state  and  the 
The  court  said:  *'  It  may  be  so  [a  party  to  whom  a  share  of  the  penalty 
civil  action]  in  form,  but  in  its  true  na-  is  to  go  do  not  join  in  a  penal  action 
ture  and  effect  it  is  a  proceeding  for  a  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
criminal  offense,  the  supervision  of  no  appeal  can  be  taken  from  the  judg- 
which  the  essential  interests  of  the  ment  except  upon  the  direction  of  the 
public  require  to  belong  to  this  court.*'  attorney-general  or  district  attorney. 
This  distinction  has  been  approved  in  Slate  v.  Duff,  83  Wis.  291;  State  v. 
the  late  case  of  Mahanoy  City  v.  Wad-  Wertzel,  84  Wis.  344. 
linger.  142  Pa.  St.  308.  1.  Morris's  Cotton,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
-4  <:/ ^/riV  77, /«5^^.  —  By  this  act  and  507;  U.  S.  v.  Emholt,  105  U.S.  414: 
art.  5,  §  14.  of  the  constitution,  an  ap-  In  re  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  472;  The  Cot- 
peal  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of  ton  Plant,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  577;  Arm- 
the  peace  in  a  penal  action  lies  to  the  strong's  Foundry,  6  Wall.  (U  S.)  766; 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.  The  appeal  Exp,  Graham,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  541;  U. 
must  first  be  allowed  by  that  court  or  a  S.  v.  La  Vengeance,  3  Dall.  (U.  S.)  297. 
judge  thereof,  and  only  upon  good  Extent  of  Eevitw.  —  Where  the  court 
cause  shown.  Scranton  v.  Frothing-  below  has  found  the  facts,  the  review 
ham.  5  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  639;  Thompson  on  appeal  is  confined  to  questions  of 
V.  Preston,  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  154;  law  presented  by  the  record.  In  re 
Com.  V,  Courtney,  174  Pa.  St.  23;  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  472. 
Com.  V.  McCann,  174.  Pa.  St.  19:  Com.  In  Cases  nnder  the  Conflaoation  Aetiof 
V,  Menjou,  174  Pa.  St.  25;  McGuire  v.  1861-1862,  the  proceedings,  though  at 
Shenandoah,  109  Pa.  St.  613;  Board  of  common  law.  were  by  the  acts  to  be 
Health  v.  Crest  Farm  Dairy  Co.,  14  substantially  according  to  the  course 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  119;  Mahanoy  City  v.  in  admiralty.  It  is  held  that  an  appeal 
Bissell,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  469.  will  be  entertained,  but  only  for  the 
From  the  decision  in  the  Court  of  purpose  of  reversing  an  irregular  de- 
Common  Pleas  certiorari  would  lie  to  cree  and  directing  a  new  trial  or  a  dis- 
the  Supreme  Court  before  the  Act  of  missal  of  the  cause.     Union  Ins.  Co. 
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Oofts.  PENAL  ACTIONS.  At  Comaum  Law. 

S.  Who  Hay  AppeaL  —  The  Plaintiff  ai  Well  ai  the  Defondaat  may 
appeal  in  all  penal  actions,  the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  favor  of  the 
latter  not  being  conclusive,  as  in  prosecutions  for  crime.* 

4.  Trial  De  Hoyo.  —  Whtrt  the  Jvdgment  of  a  Jnstioe  of  the  Peaeo  goes 
first  to  an  inferior  trial  court  for  review,  the  trial  there  is  gener- 
ally de  navo^  and  not  a  mere  examination  of  the  record.* 

XYin.  Costs  —  1.  At  Common  Law.  —  At  common  law  no  costs 
were  recoverable  in  any  action  by  either  plaintiff  or  defendant, 
and  penal  actions  were  within  the  rule.'  Eari}^  statutes  giving 
the  right  to  recover  costs  were  held  not  applicable  to  penal 
actions  unless  they  were  expressly  mentioned  therein.* 

V.  U.  S.,  6  WaU.  (U.  S.)  759;  U.  S.  v,  w.  U.  S.,  Chase's  Dec.  (U.  S.)  502,  24 

Hart,  6   Wall.  (U.  S.)  770;    U.  S.   v.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,293;    Roeber  v.  So- 

Hackabee,  16  Wall.  (U.   S.)  414;     U.  ciety,  etc.,  47  N.  t.  L.  237;  Bayles  v, 

S.  V.  Winchester,  99  U.  S.  372.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L  549. 

FoKteitiiret  LapoMd  by  the  Poetmatter        Vorth  Carolina.  —  Under  the  old  Con- 

Oanaral  on  mail  contractors  are  matters  stitution,  art.  4,  §  33,  a  judgment  of  a 

within  his  discretion  and  are  not  sub-  justice  w«nt  on  appeal  to  the  Superior 

ject  to  review.     Allman  v,  U.  S.,  131  Court,  but  if  the  amount  involved  was 

U.  S.  31,  citing  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  twenty-five   dollars  or  less,    Ihe    case 

U.  S.,  127  u.  S.  406,  and  Eastern  R.  could  be  tried  there  only  upon  matters 

Co.  V,  U.  S.,  129  U.  S.  391.  of  law,  and  not  by  a  re-examination  of 

1.  Huntley  v.  Davis,  i  Conn.  391;  the  merits.  London  v,  Headen,  76  N. 
State  V.  Hayden,  32  Wis.  663;  State  9.  Car.  72. 

Smith,  52  Wis.  134;  Platteville  v.  Bell,  8.  Kirkham  v,  Wheeley,  i  Salk.  30; 
43  Wis.  488,  distinguishinz  Boscobel  v.  Heard  v,  Paris,  i  Litt.  (Ky.)  246.  See 
Bugbee,  41  Wis.  59;  Milwaukee  v,  also  article  Costs,  vol.  5,  p.  100. 
Weiss,  93  Wis.  653;  Baldwin  v.  Chi-  4.  Heard  v,  Paris,  i  Litt.  (Ky.)  245, 
cago,  68111. 418;  Webster  V.  People,  14  in  which  case  it  was  said:  *'  At  corn- 
Ill.  366:  State  V,  Eves,  (Idaho  1898)  53  mon  law  costs  were  never  recoverable, 
Pac.  Rep.  S43.  and  the  statute  giving  costs  to  plain- 

Jadgmflnt  on  Defknlt.  —  In  Wisconsin  tiffs  never  has  been  construed,  and  we 

an  appeal  may  be  taken  by  the  defend-  suppose  ought  not  to  be  construed,  to 

ant  in  a  penal  action  from  the  judg-  authorize  costs  to  be  recovered  by  a 

ment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  although  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 

the  judgment  was  rendered  on  default,  cover  a  penalty  given  by  statute,  when. 

State  V.  Ives,  15  Wis.  445.  by  the  statute  creating  the  penalty,  no 

Appeal  After  Aoquittal.  —  Under  early  costs  are  given,  and   when,   too,   the 

laws  in    Connecticut  a  qui  tarn   action  right  to  sue  for  the  penalty  is  given  by 

would  lie  for  the  punishment  of  certain  the  statute,  as  in  this  case,  to  any  per- 

criminal  offenses,   such  as  theft.     In  son  who  may  think  proper  to  prosecute 

such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  was  ac-  the  suit." 

quitted  no  appeal  would  lie  in  favor  of  Statute  of  Olouoetter.  —  The  statute  of 

the    plaintiff.      Coit    v.    Geer,    Kirby  6  Edward  I.,  c.  i,  and  other  early  siat- 

(Conn.)  269;  Hannaball  v,  Spalding,  i  utes  relating  to  costs  in  different  civil 

Root  (Conn.)  86.     See  also  Houghton  actions,  were  held  to  extend  to  actions 

V.  Havens,  6  Conn.  305.     But  see  Burn-  on  statutes  giving  the  right  to  sue  to 

ham  V.  Barker,  2  Root  (Conn.)  526.  the  person  injured.     Norrisv.  Pilmore, 

2.  Chicago  v,  Kenney,  35  111.  App.  i  Yeates  (Pa.)  405;  Ward  v.  Snell,  i 
57;  Rice  V.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  30  H.  Bl.  10;  Eaton  v.  Barker,  i  Vent. 
lU.  App.  481;  Canoe  Creek  ».  Mc-  133;  Plymouth  r.  Werring,  Willes  440; 
Eniry,  23  111.  App.  227;  Alton  v,  Tyte  r.  Glode,  7  T.  R.  263;  Creswell  r. 
Kirsch,  68  111.  261;  Webster  v.  People,  Hoghton.  6  T.  R.  355:  Witham  v.  Hill, 
14  111.  365:  Vaughan  v.  Thompson,  15  2  Wils.  91;  Jackson  z/.  Calesworth,  i  T. 
III.  39;  Megargell  c.  Hazleton  Coal  R.  71;  Shore  v  Madisten,  i  Salk.  206; 
Co.,  8  W.  &  S.(Pa.)  342;  Washington  Cutlers  Co.  v.  Buskin,  12  Mod.  46; 
V.  Eaton,  4  Cranch  (C.  C.)  352;  Two  Bellasis  z^.  Burbriche,  i  Ld.  Raym.  170; 
Hundred  and  Pifty  Barrels  of  Molasses  Greetham    v.   Hundred  of  Theale,   3 
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2.  By  Statute.  —  By  the  statute  i8  Eliz.,  c.  5,  costs  were  given 
against  an  informer  plaintiff  who  failed  to  substantiate  his  claim.  ^ 

In  XodMTA  Timtt  costs  in  penal  actions  are  generally  recoverable 
either  by  express  statutory  provision,  or,  in  the  absence  of  such, 
under  laws  applicable  to  civil  suits  generally,*  but  statutes  regu- 
lating costs  in  criminal  prosecutions  are  not  applicable  to  penal 
actions.* 

S.  Security  for  Coits.  —  Where  the  plaintiff  is  liable  for  costs, 
security  for  them  may  be  required  in  a  proper  case.* 

Burr.  1733;  Cutlers  Co.  V.  Ruslin,  Skin.  Cas.  No.  16,054;    Rapp  v.  Le  Blanc,  i 

363;  North  V,  Wingaie.  Cro.  Car.  559.  Dall.  (Pa.)  63. 

"  Wbflre  thA  euiate  CMtm  a  Poialtj  to  IMimiaial  of  Aetloa  for  Wantof  AflUaTit 

tho  Partj  Orierad,  to  be  tecovered  by  ac-  of  Ctood  Faith.  —  Where  the  prosecutor 

tion,  bill,  plaint,  etc.,  this  being  a  duty  in  a  popular  or  qui  tarn  action  is  re- 

to    the     party    vested    before    action  quired  to  file  an  affidavit  of  good  faith, 

brought,  he  shall  have  costs  against  the  and  the  action  is  dismissed  for  want  of 

defendant,  because  he  is  put  by  the  de-  such  affidavit,  no  costs  will  be  charged 

fendant  to  the  cost  and  trouble  of  a  against    him.      Lavoie    v.    Racine,    5 

suit;  but  in  a  tarn  quam  or  other  popu-  Quebec  L.  Rep.  319. 

lar  action  where  the  duty  is  not  vested  8.  State  v.  Smith,  52  Wis.  134;  Ives 

till  the  suit  or   information   brought,  v.  Jefferson  County,  18  Wis.  167;  In  re 

then,  his  interest  commencing  by  the  Green,  40  Mo.  App.  491. 

suit,  and  not  being  a  debt  vested  be-  Fasi  of  Proiowitliig Attonnyi. —  Under 

fore,  he  shall  not  have  costs  against  a  statute  which  provides  that  prosecut- 

the  defendant."     Per  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  ing  attorneys  shall    be  allowed   fees 

Cutlers  Co.  v.  Ruslin,  Skin.  363,  quoted  in   proceedings  of  a  criminal   nature 

in  College  of  Physic  v,  Harrison,  9  B.  brought  otherwise  than  by  indictment 

&  C.  524,  17  E.  C.  L.  433,  4  M.  &  R.  404.  or  information,  such  fees  are  properly 

1.  Wilkinson  v.  Allot,  x  Cowp.  366:  allowed  in  penal  actions  brought  in  the 

Dover  v.  Hodgson,  i  Wils.  139;  Kirk-  name  of  the  state.     State  v.  Hannibal, 

ham  V,  Wheeley,  i  Salk.  30;  Williams  etc.,  R.  Co.,  30  Mo.  App.  494;  People 

v.   Drewe,   Willes  392;     Plymouth   v.  v,  Nedrow,  122  111.  363.    See  also  In- 

Werring,  Willes  440.  dianapolis,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  People,  91 

8.  Connecticut — Reynolds  v,  Stevens.  111.  452. 

2   Root  (Conn.)   136;    Blydenburgh  v,  4.  Richards  v.  People,  100  III.  390; 

Miles,  39 Conn.  484.  Montgomery  v,  Odell,  73  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

Maine,  —  **  The  practice  of  imposing  424;  Excise  Com*rf  v.  Purdy,  36  Barb, 

costs   in   addition   to   the  penalty  has  (N.  Y.)  266,  13  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  434.  22 

ripened  into  a  principle,  now  in  legal  How.   Pr.    (N.  Y.)  506;    Budworth  v. 

force."    Per  Tenney,   J.,   in    Ricker,  Bell,  lo  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  544;  Martin  v. 

Petitioner,  32  Me.  37.  Consolidated  Bank,  45  U.  C.  Q.  B.  163; 

Massachusetts,  —  Burnham    v,   Web-  Vat  v.  Green,    i  Stra.  697.     See  also 

ster.  5  Mass.  266.  Samuell  v.  Sherman,  170  III.  265. 

New    York,  —  Record  v.  Messenger,  Xiiooari  Statute.  —  The  first  section 

8  Hun  (N.  Y.)  283.  of  article  x  concerning  costs  (Rev.  Stat. 

Pennsylvania. — Kensington  tr.  Glenat,  1889,  §  2915),  which  provides  that  in 

I  Phila.  (Pa.)  393,  9  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  138.  all  qui  tarn  actions  and  actions  on  penal 

Wisconsin,  —  Oshkosh  v,  Schwartz,  statutes  where  the  penalty  is  given  to 

55  Wis.  483.  the  informer  a  bond  for  costs  must  be 

Canada,  —  Miles  v.  Roe,  10  Ont.  Pr.  filed  before  or  at  the  time  when  the  in- 

Rep.  218;  Rex  T/.  Ives. Draper (U. 0440.  formation  Is  filed,  is  not  applicable  to 

Aotioni  Brought  by  Pablio  Offldals. —  actions  or  statutes  which  give  the  pen- 
Where  the  penal  action  is  brought  by  alty  to  the  party  injured  as  compensa- 
an  officer  in  his  official  capacity,  he  is  tion.  Edwards  v.  Brown,  67  Mo.  377* 
frequently  exempted  from  costs  by  lafbrmatlon  for  ForfMtnzoof  Propgty. 
statute,  although  unsuccessful  in  the  — Where  a  libel  for  the  forfeiture  of  a 
suit.  Carter  z/.  Hawley,  Wright  (Ohio)  vessel  has  been  dismissed  the  owner 
332,  74;  Bittle  V.  Hay,  5  Ohio  270.  may  intervene  as  claimant  after  giving 
See  also  U.  S.  v.  The  Steamboat  security  for  the  costs.  U.  S.  v.  The 
Planter,   Newb.    (Adm.)  262,   27   Fed.  Schooner  Lion,  i  Sprague  (U.  S.)  399. 
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PENDING  SUIT. 

Sec  article  ANOTHER  SUIT  PENDING. 


PENSIONS. 

I  Iv  GxvxiUL,  309. 
n.  Fees  of  Pevsiov  Aoeetb,  309. 
m  TTvLAWFirL  Reteetioe  of  Kovxt  bt  Aoeet,  31Q. 

IT.   FBAtTDITLSET  CLAIKB,  31O. 

L  Ie  Geeseal.  —  Questions  of  practice  in  suits  involving  pen- 
sions chiefly  arise  in  regard  to  the  compensation  claimed  by 
pension  agents  for  their  services,  the  unlawful  retention  by  such 
agents  of  pension  money  received,  or  the  presentation  of  fraudu- 
lent claims  to  the  pension  office.  * 

n.  Fees  of  Peesioe  Aoeets — InGuMnl.  —  The  conripensation 
which  a  pension  agent  may  receive  for  prosecuting  a  claim  is  regu- 
lated by  statute,*  and  the  recovery  of  a  larger  amount,  on  a  quan^ 
turn  meruit,  is  not  pennitted.*  Agreements  to  pay  fees  larger 
than  those  allowed  by  statute  will  be  disregarded  m  equity,*  and 

1.  Aetion  on  Ag«nt*f  Bomd.  —  A  pen*  ment  of  the  application.     In  re  Gross, 

sioner  cannot   maintain  an  action  in  78  Fed.  Rep.  107. 

his  own  name  on  the  bond  of  a  United  In    an  Action  of  AisnmptU    Bronght 

States  pension  agent,  since  there  is  no  Againit  a  SoUion'  Home  by  an  inmate 

covenant  in  such  a  bond  for  his  bene-  thereof,  to  recover  money  which   the 

fit.     Hughes  v.  Cotton,  13  Bush  (Ky.)  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had  been  com- 

5q6.  pelled  to  pay  to  the  home  out  of  his 

Sahpcsnao  Iiinod  by  United  States  pension,  an  affidavit  of  defense  was 
Conrts.  —  The  Act  of  July  25,  1882,  au-  held  sufficient  which  averred  that  a 
thorizes  judges  and  clerks  of  the  fed-  rule  of  the  home  required  the  inmates 
eral  courts  to  issue  subpoenas,  upon  to  turn  over  eighty  per  cent,  of  their 
application  of  the  commissioners  of  pension  money  to  the  treasury  of  the 
pensions,  for  the  examination  of  wit-  institution,  that  upon  the  admission  of 
n esses  concerning  pension  claims,  the  plaintiff  he  signed  an  agreement  in 
Under  this  act  the  application  for  a  writing  to  comply  with  the  rules  of  the 
subpoena  should  be  drawn  with  rea-  home  of  which  he  knew  this  to  be  one, 
sonable  certainty  and  precision,  so  that  and  that  the  payments  were  made 
it  may  appear  on  its  face  to  be  in  ac-  voluntarily  in  accordance  with  this 
cordance  with  the  act;  and  the  pension  agreement.  Bryson  v.  Home  for  Dis- 
claim in  which  the  testimony  is  re-  abled,  etc..  Soldiers,  etc.,  168  Pa.  St. 
quired  should  be  reasonably  identified.  352. 

And  the  subpoena  issued  under  such  an  S.  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  54.85. 

application  must  be  drawn  with  equal  8.  Morgan  t/.  Davis,  47  Vt.  610. 

certainty,  and  must  follow  the  require-  4.  Trimble  v.  Ford.  5  Dana  (Ky.)  517. 
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where  excessive  fees  have  been  received  by  the  agent,  they  may 
be  recovered  by  the  pensioner  in  an  action  of  assumpsit.^ 

Indietaioiiti  for  Beooiviag  ZxooiiiTO  Compeuation.  —  An  indictment  of  a 
pension  agent  for  taking  compensation  in  excess  of  that  fixed  by 
statute  will  be  held  sufficient  if  it  follows  the  language  of  the 
statute  creating  the  offense.* 

in.  Vvlawful  Setzhtiov  of  Kovxt  bt  Aoevt.  —  A  pension 

agent  may  also  be  indicted  for  unlawfully  withholding  from  a 
pensioner  money  received  from  the  government  in  payment  of 
a  pension  claim.' 

IV.  FBAtTDlTLSVT  CLAIMS.  —  The  transmission  or  procuring  the 
transmission  to  the  pension  office  of  false  or  fraudulent  instru- 
ments, in  support  of  a  pension  claim,  is  an  indictable  offense.  It 
is  not  necessary,  however,  to  charge  in  the  indictment  that  the 
act  was  committed  feloniously  or  with  felonious  intent.* 

1.  Powell  V,  Jennings,  3  Jones  L.  (N.  Where  it  is  averred  generally  that  the 

Car.)  547.  accused  was  instrumental  in  procuring 

Money   paid  to  a  pension  agent  in  a  pension,   the  indictment    need    not 

excess  of  the  amount  allowed  by  stat-  show  how  he  was  instrumental.    And 

ute  may  be  recovered  by  the  pensioner  since  the  intent  of  the  person  receiving 

as  money  received  to  his  use;  and  in  the  excessive  fee  is  immaterial,  it  is 

an  action  by  an  agent  to  recover  fur-  not  necessary  to  allege  that  he  com- 

ther  illegal  compensation,  the  defend-  mitted  the  ofifense  wilfully,  wrongfully, 

ant  may  recover  the  amount  illegally  or  unlawfully.     U.  S.  v,  Koch,  21  Fed. 

taken,  under  a  plea  of  set-off.     Such  a  Rep.  873;    b.  S.  v,  Reynolds,  48  Fed. 

claim  being  illegal  under  the  statute.  Rep.  215. 

it  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  arbi-  8.  U.  S.  v.  Benecke,  98  U.  S.  447; 

tration.     Hall  v.  Kimmer,  61  Mich.  269.  U.  S.  v.  Mason,  8  Fed.  Rep.  412;  U.  S. 

8.  U.  S.  V.  Wilson,  29  Fed.  Rep.  286.  v.  Irvine,  98  U.  S.  450. 

Aznan  «f  Feniloii.  —  Where  an  agent  An  Indiotment  charging  an  agent  with 

who  has  prosecuted  a  claim  for  arrears  wrongfully  withholding  pension  money 

of  pension  is  indicted  for  receiving  a  alleged  in  substance  as  follows:   That 

larger  fee  for  his  services   than  that  the  accused  had  been  employed  to  act 

allowed  by  law,  the  indictment  need  as  the  agent  of  V.,  the  guardian  of  cer- 

not  state  whether  or  not  the  arrears  tain  minors,  to  collect  a  pension;  that 

were  procured  after  the  allowance  of  the  pension   was   paid  to  said  agent, 

an  original    pension.     U.   S.   v,   R«y-  and  that  he  refused  to  pay  the  same  to 

nolds,  48  Fed.  Rep.  215.  the  guardian.     Since  it  appeared  from 

Antgationi  Hot  VMMsafy.  —  It  Is  not  other  allegations  in  the  indictment  that 

necessary  to  allege  expressly  that  the  the   minors  were  the  pensioners,  and 

amount  received  by  the  agent  was  in  since  the  indictment  alleged  that  the 

excess  of  that  legally  chargeable,  or  to  money  was  wrongfully  withheld  from 

negative  the  existence  of  a  contract  in  the  guardian,  and  did  not  charge  that 

regard  to  compensation.     Nor  need  it  it  was  withheld  from    the  minors,  it 

be  charged  that  the  applicant  for  the  was   held   to  be  defective.     U.   S.   v. 

pension   has   been   in   the  military  or  Chaffee,  4  Ben.  (U.  S.)  330. 

naval  service   of  the    United    States.  4.  U.  S.  v,  Staats,  8  How.  (U.  S.)4i; 

U.  S.  V,  Van  Leuven,  62  Fed.  Rep.  52.  U.  S.  v.  Kessel,  62  Fed.  Rep.  59;  U.  S. 

The  indictment  need  not  describe  the  v,  Bickford,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  337;    U. 

defendant  as  an  agent  or  attorney.     To  S.  v.  Adler,  49  Fed.  Rep.  733. 

describe  him  as  a  lawyer  is  sufficient.  AUtgmtioiii  Beqniiite  to  aa  IiidietiB«Bt 

When  the  amount  of  the  excess  is  un-  ftar    This    QfiiiaM.  —  Where    a    statute 

known  to  the  grand  jury  it  should  be  makes  it  a  felony  to  transmit  or  pre- 

so  alleged  in  the  indictment.     It  is  not  sent  any  deed  or  other  writing  to  any 

necessary  to  aver  a  demand  for  the  re-  office  or  officer  of  the  government  in 

turn  of  the  money   unlawfully  taken,  support  of  or  in  relation  to  any  account 

Frisbie  v,  U.  S.,  157  U.  S.  160.  or  claim,  with  intent  to  defraud  the 
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United  States,  knowing  the  same  to  be  An  indictment  for  knowingly  procur- 

false,   a  felonious  intent  is    no    part  ing  the  presentation  of  a  false  affidavit 

of  the  description,  and  the  offense  is  concerning  a  pension  claim  charged 

complete  without  it.    An  indictment,  the  offense  in  substance  as  follows: 

therefore,    in    a    prosecution    for    the  That  the  defendant  on  a  certain  dav,  at 

transmission  to  the  commissioner  'of  the  county  of  W.  in  the  southern  dis- 

pensions    of  a    false    affidavit,   which  trict  of  Iowa,  did  then  and  there  pre- 

charges  the  act  to  have    been    done  sent  to  the  commissioner  of  pensions  at 

**  with   intent  to  defraud   the   United  Washington,  District  of  Columbia,  etc. 

States,"  is  sufficient.     U.  S.  v,  Staats,  And  in  conclusion  it  further  charged 

S  How.  (U.  S.)  41.  that  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  at 

An  indictment  which  merely  charges  the  county  of  W.,  state  of  Iowa,  the 

that  the  defendant  transmitted  to  the  defendant  did  then  and  there  present 

commissioner  of   pensions    a    falsely  and  cause  to  be  presented  to  the  com- 

altered  certificate  made  by  a  board  of  missioner  of  pensions  aforesaid,  etc. 

surgeons  in  relation  to  a  claim  for  a  It    was    held    that    this    indictment 

pension  is  not  sufficient  under  section  charged   the  presentation  of  the  affi- 

5421  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.    Such  an  indict-  davit  at  Wapello,   Iowa,   and  not  at 

ment  must  also  allege  how  or  to  whom  Washington,  X>.  C.    And  in  the  same 

the  certificate  was  published,  and  that  case  it  was  also  held  that  an  indictment 

it  was  published  to  obtain,  or  to  aid  which  alleged   that  the   affidavit  was 

anotherpersontoobtain,  money  fraud u-  false  because  of  the  false  and  forged 

lently  from  the  United  States.     U.  S.  signature  thereto  was  sufficient,  and 

V.  Kessel,  62  Fed.  Rep.  59.  that  it  need  not  further  allege  that  the 

An  indictment  for  transmitting  false  pension  claim  itself  was  false.  U.  S. 
papers  to  the  pension  office,  with  intent  r.  Adler,  49  Fed.  Rep.  733. 
fraudulently  to  procure  a  bounty,  con-  Tha  Vardict.  —  Where  an  indictment 
tained  a  large  number  of  counts,  each  for  defrauding  the  government  by  the 
count  charging  a  distinct  felony,  and  presentation  of  a  false  pension  claim 
some  of  them  charging  subornation  charges  that  the  claim  was  for  a  certain 
of  perjury.  On  a  motion  to  quash  the  amount,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  jury 
indictment  on  the  ground  that  it  to  find  that  the  whole  amount  charged 
charged  distinct  felonies,  and  also  felo-  was  fraudulently  obtained  by  the  Con- 
nies of  different  grades,  it  was  held  to  spirators.  It  is  sufficient  to  find  that 
be  good  under  the  Act  of  Feb.  36, 1853,  any  part  of  it  was  paid  by  the  govern- 
but  that  the  counts  for  subornation  ment.  U.  S.  v.  Fnsbie,  28  Fed.  Rep. 
of  perjury  must  be  stricken  out.  U.  S.  808. 
V.  Bickford,  4  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  337. 
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PERFORMANCE. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Pleading  Performance  of  Conditions  Precedent^  sec  the  articles 

CONDITIONS  PRECEDENT,  vol.  4,  p.  626;  ASSUMP- 
SIT, vol.  2,  p.  999;   NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS, 

vol.  14,  p.  529. 
Pleading  Performance  of  Conditions  of  Insurance  Policy^  see  the 

article  INSURANCE,  vol.  7,  p.  413. 
Pleading  Performance  of  Covenant,  see  the  article  COVENANT^ 

vol.  5,  p.  380. 
Pleading  Performance  in  Defense  to  Actions  on  Bonds,  see  the 

article  BONDS,  vol.  3,  p.  662. 
Pleading  Performance  in  Defense  to  an  Action  of  Debt  on  an 

Arbitration  Bond,  see  the  article  AWARDS,  vol.  3,  p.  141. 
Pleading  Performance  in  Defense  to  an  Action  on  a  Guardian  t 

Bond,  see  the  article  GUARDIANS,  vol.  9,  p.  990, 
Averment  of  Performance  in  Suit  to  Enforce  Mechanic* s  Lien,  see 

article  MECHANICS*  LIENS,  vol.  13,  p.  978. 
Alleging  Performance  in  Declaring  on  Contracts,  see  the  article 

CONTRACTS,  vol.  4,  p.  932. 
Proving    Nonperformance    by  the  Plaintiff   under  the   General 

Denial,  see  the  article  ANSWERS  IN  CODE  PLEADING, 

vol.  I,  p.  819. 
Departure  in  Pleading  Performance,  see  the  article  DEPART-- 

URE,  vol.  6,  p.  462. 
Necessity  for  Alleging  Request  for  Performance  in  Action  for 

Breach  of  Promise,  see  the  article  BREACH  OF  PROMISE^ 

vol.  3,  p.  687. 
Performance  of  Decree  Before  Filing  Bill  of  Review,  see  the 

article  BILLS  OF  REVIEW,  vol.  3,  p.  585. 
Payment  into  Court,  see  the  article  FUNDS  AND  DEPOSITS 

INTO  COURT,  vol.  9,  p.  727. 
Payment,  see  the  article  PA  YMENT,  ante,  p.  164. 

Pro«f  of  PwformanM  under  0«B«ral  Ime.  —  It  being  usually  proper  to 
introduce,  under  the  general  issue,  anything  which  will  show  that 
the  plaintiff's  claim  is  not  well  founded  in  fact,  it  follows  that  in 
actions  on  contracts  the  defense  of  performance  of  the  contract  is 
not  ordinarily  set  up  specially.* 

1.  In  Aaramptit,  not  only  such  de-  In  DeM,  any  matter  may  ordinarily 

fenses  as  deny  the  truth  of  the  declara-  be  given  In  evidence  under  the  general 

tion,  but  almost  all  matters  in  avoidance  issue,  which  shows  that  nothing  is  due. 

may  be  introduced  under  the  general  See  the  article  Debt,  vol.  5,  p.  8g4. 

Issue.     See  the  article  Assumpsit,  vol.  In  Covtnant,  however,  there  being  no 

2,  p.  987.  plea  of  the  general  issue,  performance 
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OcBeral  Avtrmmit  ef  P«rfi«nuuMe  V«t  taAoieat.  —  It  is  held  that  an 
averment  of  a  breach  of  contract  is  not  met  by  a  general  plea  of 
performance;  such  plea  should  state  the  manner  of  performance.* 

Gon«lQiioB«  —  It  seems  that  a  plea  of  performance  properly  con- 
cludes with  a  verification.* 

mast  be  specially  pleaded.    See    the  on  one  side,  upon  which  the  other  may 

article  Covenant,  vol.  5,  p.  342.  uke  issue.*' 

In  Code  Flsadiag  the  defendant  mav  Whsa  Flea  Must  IpsdaUy  Set  Out  Man- 
introduce,  under  the  general  denial,  aer  «f  PcrfBnnaaoe.  —  In  general,  a  plea 
any  evidence  which  goes  to  controvert  of  performance  of  a  condition  must 
the  facts  which  the  plainti£f  is  bound  show  specially  the  manner  of  the  pet- 
to establish  In  order  to  sustain  his  ac-  formance.  The  exception  is,  where 
tion.  See  the  article  Answers  in  Code  the  matter  is  of  so  intricate  and  com- 
Plbading,  vol.  I.  p.  817.  plicated  a  nature,  or  embraces  such  a 

A  flpeeial  Flea  Amonatiag  te  the  Oen-  variety  of  minute  circumstances,  that 

ecml  iHne  is  bad  on  demurrer.     See  the  a    particular    statement   would   cause 

article  General  Issue,  vol.  g,  p.  883.  great  prolixity;  which  the  law  does  not. 

Plea  Vet  AmoantlBy^  to  General  Usue. —  countenance,     i   Chit.    PI.  (5th    Eng. 

Where,  in  assumpsit  for  breach  of  a  ed.)  567.    Thus,  where  the  condition  is 

contract  to  receive  certain  lumber,  the  to  return  all  writs,  or  to  account  for  all 

defendant    pleaded    that    under    the  moneys  received,  etc.,  a  general  per^ 

terms  of  the  contract  he  was  still  in  formance  may  be  well  pleaded.     Story 

the  performance  of  the  same,  accord-  PI.  (ist  ed.)  154.     But  if  the  condition 

ing   to  a    stipulation  that,   upon    the  be  to  perform  a  specific  act.  as  in  the 

plaintifl^'s  neglect,  the  defendant  might  present   case,   a  special    performance 

do  the  work,  and  that  the  plainti£f  was  must  be  pleaded.    Tinney  v.  Ashley^ 

barred   from  maintaining  any  action  15    Pick.  (Mass.)  546,   36    Am.    Dec. 

until  the  completion  of  such  perform-  620. 

ance.  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a  Failure  ef  Telegraph  Conipaaj  to  BeUver 

plea  amounting  to  the  general  issue.  Xeseage.  —  In  an  action  against  a  tele-. 

Yellow    Poplar  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chap-  graph  company  for  failure  to  deliver  a. 

man,  74  Fed.  Rep.  444.  message,  the  defendant  alleged  that  it 

Flea  lettlag  Oat  Coaditloa.  —  Where,  transmitted  the  message  promptly  and 

to  a  contract  on  which  he  is  sued,  the  correctly  over  its  own  line  to  the  ter- 

defendant  sets  up  a  condition  avoiding  minus  thereof,   and    delivered    it   for 

his  liability  if  kept  and  performed,  his  transmission     to     another    company, 

plea  should  allege  the  performance  of  naming  but  not  further  describing  thia 

such  condition.     Smith  v.  Riddell,  87  company,  and  that  the  error,  if  any, 

111.  165.     .  occurred  beyond  its  own  line.     It  was 

Setttu  up  Both  niefaUty  and  Ferform*  held  that  such  affidavit  of  defense  was 

aaee.  —  In  Lee  v,  Dodd,  20  Mo.  App.  insufficient  for  not  giving  the  facts  as. 

371,  it  was  held  that  where  the  defend-  to  the  defendant's  own  handling  of  the 

ant  claimed  no  rights  as  against  the  message,  the  time  at  which  and  place 

plaintiff  under  the  contract  sued  on,  he  to  which  it  was  sent,  etc.    Conrad  v. 

could  set  up  both  the  illegality  of  the  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  162  Pa.  St. 

contract  and  its  performance.  304. 

1.  Conrad   v.   Western    Union    Tel.  2.  Hogencamp  v,  Ackerman,  24  N. 

Co.,  162  Pa.  St.  204;    Hogencamp  v,  J.  L.  133. 

Ackerman,  24  N.  J.  L.  133;  Tinney  v.  In  Sherwin  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt.  96,  it  was 
Ashley,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  546,  26  Am.  held  that  a  plea  of  general  perform- 
Dec.  620.  ance,  or  one  alleged  in  terms  not  con- 
In  Sayre  v,  Minns,  2  Cowp.  575,  tradicting  the  specific  allegations  of  the 
Lord  Mans6eld  said:  "  I  take  this  to  breach  in  the  declaration,  or  bringing 
be  a  rule  in  pleading,  that  you  cannot  new  matter  into  controversy,  properly 
go  to  issue  on  a  general  averment  of  concludes  with  a  verification.  But 
performance;  and  the  reason  is  this,  where  a  plea  of  performance  consists 
that  the  question  mav  be  brought  to  in  nothing  but  an  averment  of  per- 
some  degree  of  certainty  and  notice  formance  of  all  things  specifically 
given  of  what  is  to  be  agitated  at  the  alleged  in  the  declaration  not  to  have 
trial.  When  a  particular  breach  is  as-  been  performed,  it  ought  to  condude^ 
signed,  there  is  an  affirmative  offered  to  the  country. 
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By  Charles  H.  Street. 
I   JlTBISDICTIOK  07  THE  OFTEVIE,  3 1 5: 

XL  The  Ikbictxevt  Gevssallt,  316. 

1.  At  Common  Law  and  by  Statute^  31  . 

2.  Following  Words  of  Statute y  317. 

3.  Concluding  Averment ^  318. 

4.  Innuendo^  318. 

5.  Subornation  of  Perjury ^  318. 

m  Pboceediko  IV  Which  Orsvbe  Was  Coidcittsb,  3 19. 

1.  In  General^  319. 

2.  Name  of  Action^  321. 

3.  Names  of  PartieSy  ^22. 

4.  That  an  Action  Was  Pending^  323. 

5.  Extra-Judicial  Oaths ^  323. 

IT.   JVBISDICTIOK  AHB  AUTHOBITT  TO  ABianiTSB  0ATH%  32$. 

1.  At  Common  Law  and  under  English  Statutes^  325. 

2.  In  the  United  States^  325. 

3.  Name  of  Courts  327. 

4.  Name  of  Officer ,  327. 

5.  Justices  of  the  Peace y  ^2%, 

6.  Various  Quasi-judicial  Bodies^  328. 

Y.  Tee  Oath,  329. 

1.  In  General^  329. 

2.  By  Whom  Administered^  332. 

TI  SSTTnro  Fobth  the  TssTiMoirT,  333. 

1 .  According  to  Substance  and  Effect,  333. 

2.  Perjury  Assigned  upon  Written  Instrument ,  334. 

yn  The  Ihteht,  335. 

1.  In  General y  335. 

2.  ''Falsely,''  335. 

3.  '^  Wilfully r  336. 

4.  ''Corruptly,"  ^^y, 

5.  ''Feloniously,*   337. 

6.  "  Knowingly,"  12!^, 

Ym  ASSIOHMEHT  07  PEBJirXT,  338. 

1.  /«  General,  338. 

2.  Setting  Forth  the  Truth,  340. 

3.  Averments  as  to  Knowledge,  341. 

IX.  XATEBIALITT  of  the  TS8TllCdKT»  342. 

1.  /«  General,  342. 

2.  Zze/^  Methods  of  Averring  Materiality,  343. 
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3.  ImmcUeriality  Apparent  on  Face  of  Indictment^  344. 

4.  Materiality  of  Affidavits^  345. 

5.  In  Ex  Parte  Proceedings^  34c. 

6.  An  Essential  Element  of  the  Crime^  345. 

X.   TiKB  AITB  PLAOS,  346. 

1.  In  General^  346. 

2.  Time  of  Administration  of  Oath^  347. 

3.  Variance  Between  Pleading  and  Proof;  348. 

4.  In  the  County^  349. 

XL  IVSTBirGTIOKB,  349. 

XU  Teb  Ysbbigt,  350. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Bills  to  Impeach  Decrees  for  Perjury,  sec  article  BILLS  TO 

IMPEACH  DECREES  AND  JUDGMENTS,  vol.  3, 

p.  630. 
Instructions  on  Maxim  ^^  Falsus  in  Uno,  Falsus  in  Omnibus,'^  see 

article  INSTRUCTIONS,  vol.  xi,  p.  337. 
Equitable  Relief  Against  Judgments  for  Perjury,  see   article 

JUDGMENTS,  vol.  11,  p.  1183. 
New  Trial  for  Surprise  by  False  Swearing,  see  article  NEW 

TRIAL,  vol.  14,  p.  739. 

L  JlTBlfDlOTlov  OF  THB  077X911.  —  In  ordinary  cases  an 
indictment  for  perjury  should  be  found  in  the  county  in  which 
the  false  oath  was  made.^  But  where  the  offense  is  committed 
in  a  judicial  proceeding  which  is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Con- 
gress it  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  federal  courts,  even  though  the 
crime  was  committed  in  a  state  court.* 

1.  State  V,   Hopper,   133    Ind.    460;  fore  a  notary  public  in  the  course  of  an 

State  V.  Banker,  38  Kan.  737;  Guston  examination  concerning    a    contested 

V,  People,  61  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  35.  election  to  the  House  of  Representa- 

S.  X&  United  Statss  Oonrti.  —  State  v,  tives    of    the    United    Sutes.    In    re 

Kirkpatrick,  32    Ark.  117;    People  v.  Loney,  134  U.  S.  372. 

Kelly,  38  Cal.  145;   Ross  v,  Sute,  55  But  Wbsrs  ths  Oftus  Gms  to  the  In- 

Ga.  192;    State  v,  Adams,  4   Blackf.  togritj  of  tho  Stato  GoromaiMit,  as  in 

(lad.)  146;    State  v.  Pike,  15  N.  H.  83;  false  swearing  in  a  naturalization  pro- 

U.  S.  V.  Cornell,  2  Mason  (U.  S.)  60;  ceeding,  while  it   may   be  an   offense 

Ex  p.  Dock  Bridges,  2  Woods  (U.  S.)  against  the  federal  government,  it  is 

428;  In  re  Lonev,  134  U.  S.  372.  also  cognizable  in  the  state  courts,  in 

lilo  of  Yobllo  Land.  —  Where,  in  so  far  as  it  is  an  offense  against  the 
order  to  obtain  a  grant  of  land,  the  ac-  government  of  the  state.  State  v. 
cased  has  made  a  false  affidavit  to  the  Whittemore,  50  N.  H.  245;  Rump  v, 
effect  that  he  is  a  bona  fide  settler  Com.,  30  Pa.  St.  475.  But  for' the  con- 
under  an  Act  of  Congress  relative  to  trary  doctrine  see  People  v,  Sweetman, 
the  sale  of  public  land,  the  state  court  3  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 
has  no  jurisdiction.     State  v.  Adams,  358. 

4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  146;    People  t/.  Kelly,  Mats  Court  Bold  in  IMmnJ  BvUdiag.— 

38  Cal.  145.  The  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  ot 

CoBtostod  nootlOB  of  Xombor  of  Con-  the  crime  of  perjury  committed  upon 

groot.  —  The    same   rule   was    applied  the  trial  of  a  cause  in  a  state  court 

where  the  perjury  was  committed  be-  holding  its  sessions,  by  express  per* 

815  Volume  XVI. 
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H  The  Ivbictxsvt  asvB&ALLT  —  1.  At  CosiBLOii  Law  and  bj^ 

Statute.  —  On  principle  it  would  seem  sufficient  in  an  indictment 
for  perjury  to  allege  the  essential  elements  of  the  offense;  to  wit, 
that  A.  was  duly  sworn  in  a  judicial  proceeding  pending  before  a. 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  that  he  wilfully  gave  false 
testimony  concerning  a  matter  material  to  the  issue,  the  testi- 
mony being  set  forth  in  the  indictment.*  But  under  the  com- 
mon law  the  forms  of  these  allegations  were  so  technical  and 
complicated  that  it  became  almost  impossible  to  frame  an  indict- 
ment which  would  withstand  attack,  and  great  injustice  resulted 
from  the  constant  overthrow  of  indictments  on  merely  technical 
grounds.  The  statute  23  Geo.  II.,  c.  ii,  which  authorized  a 
shorter  and  simpler  form  of  indictment,  was  passed  to  remedy 
this  evil,*  and  remained  in  force  until  it  was  superseded  by  the 
statute  14  &  15  Vict.,  c.  100,  §  20,  which  is  the  present  enact- 
ment on  this  subject  in  England? 

mission  of  the  federal  authorities,  in  a  XotUm  to  QAtali  a  DMaurrw.  —  The 
United  States  custom  house  situated  question  whether  the  indictment  con- 
within  the  limits  of  a  county  town,  and  tains  a  charge  of  perjury  should  not  be 
under  a  state  law  authorizing  the  judge  entertained  on  a  motion  to  quash,  but 
to  hold  the  court  in  the  said  custom  the  prisoner  should  be  put  to  his  de- 
house.     Exum  V,  State,  90  Tenn.  501.  murrer.     Com.  v,  Litton,  6  Gratt.  (Va.> 

In  Conneetieat  the  Superior  Court  has  691. 

been  deprived  of  any  original  jurisdic-  8.  Statute   88  0«o.  II.,  e.  11.  —  "In 

tion  over  the  offense  of  perjury  by  the  every  indictment  and  information  for 

Act  of  1870  (Gen.  Stat.  Conn.,   1888,  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  it  shall  be 

§  1485),  making  perjury  punishable  by  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  substance  of 

imprisonment  in    the  county  jail    or  the  offense  charged  upon  the  defend- 

staie  prison,  and  prescribing  no  mini-  ant,  and  by  what  court  or  before  whom 

mum  term  of  imprisonment.     State  v,  the    oath    was    taken  (averring    such 

Davidson,  40  Conn.  281.  court  or  person  or  persons  to  have  a 

1.  For  the  general  form   of  indict-  competent  authority  to  administer  the 

ments  for  perjury  see  3  Chitty's  Crim.  same),  together  with  the  proper  aver- 

Law  318;  2  Archb.  Crim.  Pr.  and   PI.  mentor  averments  to  falsify  the  matter 

600.  or  matters  wherein  the  perjury  or  per- 

The  essentials  of  an  indictment  for  juries  is  or  are  assigned,  without  set- 
perjury  by  a  juror  on  his  wnr  dire  are  ting  forth  the  bill,  answer,  inforroa- 
discussed  in  Com.  v.  Stockley,  10  Leigh  tion,  indictment,  declaration,  or  any 
(Va.)  712;  State  t/.  Howard,  63  Ind.  502.  part  of  any  record  or  proceeding,  either 

Two  Biitinflt  Tklss  StatcoMnti.  —  An  in  law  or  equity,  other  than  as  afore^ 

indictment  for  perjury  may  charge  two  said,   and    without    setting  forth    the 

distinct  false  statements  under  oath,  if  commission  or  authority  of  the  court  or 

the  statements  were  both  given  under  person   or  persons  before   whom    the 

one    oath     and    in    one    proceeding,  perjury  was  committed.'* 

Cover  t^.  Com.,  (Pa.  1887)  8  Atl.  Rep.  8.  Btotute  14  ft  15  VietiO.  100,  §  80.— 

196.  **  In    every    indictment   for    perjury. 

Several     Paitleiilan  —  (taw     Count. —  or    for   unlawfully,   wilfully,    falsely. 

And    all    the    several    particulars    in  fraudulently,  deceitfully,  maliciously, 

which  the  prisoner  swore  falsely  may  or  corruptly  taking,  making,  signing, 

be  embraced   in   one  counL     State  v,  or  subscribing  any  oath,  affirmation. 

Bishop,  I  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  120;    State  v,  declaration,  affidavit,  deposition,  bill, 

Bordeaux,  93  N.  Car.  560.  answer,    notice,    certificate,    or    other 

Soparate     Counts  —  Sloetlon.  —  The  writing,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  set  forth 

state  cannot  be  compelled  to  elect  upon  the  substance  of  the   offense  charged 

which  separate  count  it  will  proceed,  upon    the    defendant,    and    by    what 

Hanscom  v.  State,  93  Wis.  273.  court,  or  before  whom,  the  oath,  affirma- 
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In  the  Vaitod  sutet,  —  The  statute  of  Geo.  II.  was  not  generally 
recognized  as  a  part  of  the  common  law  in  this  country,  and  some 
of  our  earlier  decisions  held  that  it  was  necessary  to  follow  the 
common-law  form  of  indictment.^  But  at  the  present  time  a 
large  majority  of  the  states  have  statutes  which  agree  substan- 
tially with  the  statute  of  Geo.  II.,  and  in  some  cases  the  exact 
phraseology  of  that  enactment  has  been  copied.* 

8.  PoUawing  Words  of  Statnto.  —  These  statutes  not  only  define 
the  crime  substantively,  but  also  prescribe  the  essential  allega- 
tions, and  an  indictment  which  follows  the  words  of  the  statute 
vill  be  held  sufficient.* 

tion,  etc.,  was  taken,  made,  signed,  or  which  shall  not  tend  to  the  prejudice 

subscribed,  without  setting  forth  the  of  the  defendant.     Markham  ;'.  U.  S., 

bill,  answer,  information,  indictment,  i6o  U.  S.  3x9. 

declaration,  or  any  part  of  any  pro-  Under  tht  Aet  of  Vorth  Carolina,  1889, 
ceeding,  either  in  law  or  in  equity,  and  0.  8S,  an  indictment  which  simply 
without  setting  forth  the  commission  or  alleges  that  the  defendant  did  commit 
Authority  of  the  court  or  person  before  perjury,  pointing  out  the  name  of  the 
whom  such  offense  was  committed/*  court  and  of  the  action  in  which  it  is 
1.  State  r.  Hanson,  39  Me.  337 ;  State  alleged  to  have  been  committed  and 
».  Gallimore,  2  I  red.  L.  (N  Car.)  372;  the  words  sworn  to  by  the  defendant, 
State  V,  Hayward,  i  Nott  &  M.  (S.  is  sufficient.  The  effect  of  the  act  is 
Car.)  546;  Lamden  v.  State,  5  Humph,  not  to  change,  in  anv  respect,  the  con* 
<Tenn.)  83;  State  v.  Smith,  63  Vt.  201;  stituent  elements  of  perjury,  nor  the 
Fitch  V.  Com.,  92  Va.  824.  nature  or  mode  of  proof.  It  only  re- 
in yirginia  it  was  held  that  an  in-  lieves  the  state  from  charging  in  the 
dictment  for  perjury  in  swearing  to  a  indictment  the  details,  or  rather  the 
bill  in  chancery  must  set  out  the  entire  definition,  of  the  offense,  and  makes  it 
bill  and  answer.  Com.  v.  Lodge,  2  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  defendant 
Oratt.  (Va.)  580.  unlawfully  committed  perjury.  State 
%.  £•▼.  Mat.  IT.  S.,1878,g  8886.  —  '*  In  v.  Flowers,  ico  N.  Car.  841;  Sute  r. 
«rery  presentment  or  indictment  prose-  Gates,  107  K^  Car.  832;  State  v. 
cated  against  any  person  for  perjury,  Peters,  107  N.  Car.  876. 
it  shall  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  Statutory  Orimo  of  Fslso  flwoarlng. — 
'snbstance  of  the  offense  charged  upon  The  provisions  of  the  Penal  Code  of 
the  defendant,  and  by  what  court  and  Kentucky  as  to  the  requisites  of  an  in- 
before  whom  the  oath  was  taken,  dictment  for  perjury  do  not  apply  to  an 
averring  such  court  or  person  to  have  indictment  for  false  swearing,  it  being 
competent  authority  to  administer  the  sufficient  in  such  an  indictment  to 
same,  together  with  the  proper  aver-  charge  that  the  accused  wilfully  and 
meat  to  falsify  the  matter  wherein  the  knowingly  deposed  or  gave  in  evidence 
perjury  is  assigned,  without  setting  that  which  was  false,  in  a  matter  which 
forth  the  bill,  answer,  information,  in-  was  judicially  pending,  or  on  a  subject 
dictment,  declaration,  or  any  part  of  concerning  which  he  could  be  legally 
any  record  or  proceeding,  either  in  law  sworn,  or  was  required  to  be  sworn. 
or  equity,  or  any  affidavit,  deposition,  Richey  v.  Com.,  81  Ky.  524. 
or  certificate,  other  than  as  hereinbe-  8.  Alabama,  —  Walker  v.  State,  96 
lore  stated,  and  without  getting  forth  Ala.  53;  Brown  v.  State,  47  Ala.  47; 
the  commission  or  authority  of  the  Williams  v.  State,  68  Ala.  551;  Peter- 
court  or  person  before  whom  the  per-  son  v»  State,  74  Ala.  34. 
jury  was  committed."  California,  —  People    v.   Parsons,    6 

The  requirements  of  this  section  are  Cal.  487. 

not  dispensed  with  by  section  1025  of  Indiana, — State  v.   Walls,    54  Ind. 

the  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  407;  Masterson  v.  State,  144  Ind.  240. 

that  no  indictment  in  a  federal  court  Iowa,  —  State    v.   Porter,    105    Iowa 

shall  be  deemed  insufficient,  nor  the  677. 

proceedings  thereon    be    affected,   by  Maryland,  —  State  v,  Bixler,  62  Md. 

4uiy  defect  in   matter  of    form    only  354. 
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PERJURY. 


SobMnatin  of  fnjai7. 


3.  Condnding  Avermant  —  At  common  law  the  indictment 
closed  with  a  formal  allegation  to  the  effect  that  "  so  the  accused 
did  commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjuiy."  But  this  concluding 
averment  is  not  necessary  under  the  modern  statutes.* 

4:.  Itmnendo.  —  Where  the  meaning  of  the  testimony  alleged  to 
be  false  is  not  apparent  from  the  bare  statement  thereof,  an 
explanatory  clause,  as  "  meaning  thereby,"  etc.  (setting  forth  the 
meaning  of  the  testimony),  should  be  inserted.' 

5.  Snbomatioa  of  Perjnry.  —  The  subornation  of  perjury  is  made 
a  distinct  criminal  offensd  by  the  statutes  of  many  of  the  states. 
Indictments  (or  this  offense  should  contain  all  the  allegations  of 
.  an  indictment  for  perjury,  and  in  addition  thereto  allegations  that 
the  accused  procured  another  person  to  give  the  false  testimony, 
and  that  it  was  so  given.' 


Minnis. 


1.484. 


-Sute   V.    Thomas,    19 


J^iw  YorJt.  —  People  v.  WilliamG,  93 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  354- 

A'Drlh  dr^Ann.  —  State  v.  Thomp- 
son, 113  N.  Car.  63B. 

OAie.  —  Crusen  v.  Sute,  10  Ohio  St. 
858. 

OA/a^imii.  —  Stanley  v.  U.  S.,  I 
Okla.  336. 

Oregen.  —  State  v.  Ah  Lee,  18  Oregon 
540. 

InWtM  Tbflnla  It  Is  not  sufficient 
that  an  indictment  for  perjury  charges 
the  offense  in  the  exact  words  of  Lhe 
statute.  All  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances should  be  set  forth  nlth  such 
particularity  and  certainty  as  to  give 
the  accused  reasonablE  notice  of  what 
be  is  to  defend  himself  against.  Stofer 
V.  State.  3  W.  Va.  6S9. 

1.  U.  S.  V.  Wood,  44  Fed.  Rep.  753: 
Henderson  v.  People,  117  111.  165. 

If  the  indictment  is  sufficient  in 
other  respects  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  accused  be  charged  with  having 
"  committed  perjury  "  i«  k<tc  verba. 
Massie  v.  State.  5  Tex.  App.  Rt. 

After  Stating  tka  FaMi  Whlah  C«ii>tl- 
tBte  Fsijar;  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
indictment  should  charge  in  terms  that 
the  defendant  did  commit  perjury, 
U.  S  V.  Wood.  44  Fed.  Rep.  753. 

Contra  farmam  Statntl.  —  Where  the 
indictment  sufficiently  charges  a  com- 
mon.law  perjury  the  viot^i  contra  far. 
mamslaluti  may  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age. State  V.  ECennerly,  10  Rich.  L. 
(S.  Car.)  isa. 

\ti  North  Carolina  there  is  but  one 
siaiute  punishing  the  crime  of  perjnry, 
and  an  Indlctmeni  which  concludes 
against  "  the  statute  "  is  good.     State 


v.  Hoyle,6  Ired.  U(N.  Car)  1;  Slate 
V.  Peters,  107  N.  Car.  876. 

Tlw  ?hnM  "t^  JvToit  AbRMld," 
when  used  in  the  conclusion  of  an  in. 
dictment,  refers  to  the  grand  jtiry  by 
whom  the  indicitncnt  was  found,  and 
not  to  a  certain  jury  of  the  country  be- 
fore whom  the  defendant  is  alleged  to 
have  committed  perjury.  Com.  v. 
Kelly,  133  Mass.  417. 

>.  Rex  V.  Aylett,  i  T.  R.  6g. 

niutntlouor  thaBnla.—  The  charge, 
on  an  affidavit  before  a  justice  of  ibe 
peace,  that  M.  and  P.  took  and  feloni- 
Dusly  carried  away  a  certain  hog  is  in 
legal  import  a  charge  of  larceny,  and 
in  charging  perjury  upon  such  an  affi- 
davit an  innuendo  that  the  hog  was 
feloniously  taken,  stolen,  and  carried 
away  Is  proper.  State  v.  Lea,  3  Ala. 
boa. 

An  indictment  alleged  that  it  was  a 
material  issue  in  a  certain  trial 
whether  the  defendant  had  paid  money 
to  the  accused  on  September  it,  1&94, 
at  his  place  in  M.  township,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  testified:  "  1  paid 
it  on  the  nth  of  September."  It  was 
held  proper  under  these  circumstances 
(O  aver  by  innuendo  that  the  defendHni 
by  such  testimony  meant  that  he  had 
paid  the  accused  the  money  on  Sep- 
tember II.  1S94,  and  that  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  such  was  in  fact 
the  meaning  of  the  testimony.  People 
V.  German,  no  Mich.  344. 

S.  Coyne  v.  People.  134  III.  17;  Com. 
V.  Stone,  153  Mass.  498;  State  v.  How- 
ard, 137  Mo.  1B9;  Elkin  v.  People,  38 
N.  Y.  177;  Watson  v.  State,  5  Tex. 
App.  II;  State  v.  Simons.  30  Vt.  630. 

Joladar  ef  Oonnti.  —  A  charge  of  sub- 
o[  perjury  and  one  of  perjury 
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Proeaodiiig  in  Whidi  PERJUR  Y.  OfbaM  Wm  Committed. 

An  Attempt  to  Suborn  Poijnry  is  also  a  statutory  crime  in  many  juris- 
dictions, and  an  indictment  for  that  offense  should  follow  the 
form  of  the  statute.* 

m.  Pbocesdihg  ih  Which  Oftevse  Was  Coxxittei)  —  1.  In 
QeaeraL  —  Since  false  swearing  which  is  purely  voluntary  does 
not  constitute  perjury,  the  indictment  for  this  offense  should 
show  that  the  false  oath  was  taken  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  and 
before  a  court  or  magistrate  having  authority  to  administer  oaths.* 

At  Common  Law  the  nature  of  the  action  wherein  the  perjury  was 
committed  was  made  apparent  by  setting  forth  in  the  indictment 
the  pleadings  therein.* 

may  be  joined  in  the  same  indictment.  People,  8i  N.  Y.  629.     But  an  indict- 

Com.  V.  Devine,  155  Mass.  224;   State  ment  is  defective  where  it  alleges  that 

V.  Lea,  I  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  175.  the    testimony   was    procured    to    be 

AllogntlonsHoqnliitointhoIndietment.  given  in  a  prospective  suit,  and  not 
—  An  indictment  which  charges  that  in  a  case  actually  pending.  State  v, 
the  defendant  did  suborn  and  procure  Joaquin,  69  Me.  218. 
a  witness  to  testify  falsely  in  certain  The  indictment  need  not  set  forth 
proceedings  is  sufficient.  It  is  not  specifically  the  fact  to  which  the  de- 
necessary  to  describe  the  means  em-  fendant  attempted  to  procure  the  wit- 
ployed  to  induce  the  witness  to  give  ness  to  swear.  State  v.  Holding,  i 
the  false  testimony.  "  It  is  quite  im-  McCord  L.  (S.  Car.)  31. 
material  what  means  he  used,  whether  Kot  a  Ooneric  Term.  —  *'  Attempting 
in  themselves  illegal  or  not.  The  to  suborn  perjury'*  is  not  the  generic 
crime  does  not  inhere  in  the  method  name  of  any  class  of  offenses,  and 
or  means,  but  in  the  result."  State  v,  where  the  information  charges  such 
Porter.  105  Iowa  677.  But  it  must  be  offense  in  those  terms,  without  any- 
ezpressly  charged  that  the  suborned  thing  more,  except  that  the  defendant 
witness  did  testify.  State  v.  Leach,  27  endeavored  to  procure  another  person 
Vt.  317.  to  swear  falsely  and  commit  perjury 

In  KansM  an  indictment  is  sufficient  in  a  specified  case,  it  is  insufficient. 
where  it  alleges  that  the  defendant  did  People  v,  Thomas,  63  Cal.  482. 
unlawfully,  wilfully,  corruptly,  and  In  Indiana  it  was  held  that  an  indict- 
feloniously  persuade  and  incite,  pro-  ment  under  the  statute  defining  corn- 
cure,  and  suborn  the  wilful  or  cor-  binations  to  commit  felonies  must 
rupi  perjury  alleged.  It  need  not  be  specify  the  felony  which  was  proposed, 
averred  that  the  perjury  was  com-  State  v.  McKinstry,  50  Ind.  465.  In 
mitted  by  reason  of  the  persuasion,  this  case  the  court  said:  "  It  will  be 
procurement,  and  subornation  of  the  seen  by  an  examination  of  the  indict- 
defendant.     State  v,  Geer,  48  Kan.  752.  ment  that  the  alleged  purpose  of  the 

A^orment    of   Knowledge    by    Defend-  union  and   combination   was  not  the 

ant. — The  indictment  must  aver  that  commission   of  perjury,   but,    if    any 

the  defendant  knew  that  the  testimony  purpose  was  charged,  it  was  '  unlaw- 

procured  to  be  given  was  false,  and  fully  to  prevent  the  course  of  justice 

that  in  giving  such  testimony  the  wit-  and   secure   the  acquittal  of  said  Mc- 

ness  would  wilfully  and  corruptly  com-  Kinstry  of   the  charges  contained  in 

mit   the  crime  of  perjury.      U.  S.  v.  said    information.'        Perjury,    to    be 

Dennee,  3  Woods  (U.  S.)  39;    Stewart  sure,  was  the  means  to  have  been  em- 

V.  State,  22  Ohio  St.  477.  ployed  to  accomplish  the  purpose,  but 

1.  Rivers  v.  State,  97  Ala.  72;  Nich-  the  alleged   purpose   was   that  above 

olson   V,   State,   97  Ga.   672;   State  v,  stated." 

Biebusch,  32  Mo.  276.  8.  Jacobs  v.  State,  61  Ala.  448;  State 

The   indictment    for  attempting   to  r.  Owen,  73  Mo.  440;  Finch  v,  U.  S., 

procure  another    to    commit    perjury  lOkla.  396;  Anderson  tr.  State,  18  Tex. 

need  not  allege  that  the  defendant  in-  App.   17;   State  v.  Chamberlin,  30  Vt. 

cited  or  solicited  another  to  commit  559. 

perjury.     It  is  sufficient  to  aver  that  8.  State  v.   Hoyle,   6    Ired.    L.   (N. 

he  offered  another  a  valuable  consid-  Car.)  i;    State  v,  Stillman,  7  Coldw. 

eration  for  that  purpose.    Stratton  v,  (Tenn.)  341. 
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Uadmr  th*  sututtt  of  the  various  states,  however,  this  practice  is 
no  longer  followed/  but  such  statutes  do  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  a  direct  averment  that  the  perjury  was  committed  in 
the  course  of  a  judicial  proceeding.' 

1.  In  Vorth  OAroliaa  it  has  not  been  committed   in   any  suit,   controversy, 

necessary,  since  the  statute  of  1843,  to  matter,  or  cause.     Where  perjury  is 

set  forth  in  the  indictment  the  plead-  committed  on  the  examination  on  war- 

ings  in  the  case  in  which  the  perjury  is  rant  of  a  person  charged  with  selling 

fiklleged     to     have     been    committed.  liquor  without  a  license,  an  indictment 

State  V,  Hoyle,  6  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  i.  is  suflScient  if  it  charges  that  the  per- 

But  if  they  are  set  forth,  it  seems  that  jurv  was  committed  by  taking  a  false 

they  must  be  proved  as  laid.    State  v,  oath  at  the  "  trial  of  an  action/*  etc. 

Ammons,  3  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  123.  State  v,  Peters.  107  N.  Car.  876. 

Yariaiios.  —  In    Brown    v.  State,  47  In  Yarmont,  in  State  v.  Baker,  64  Vi. 

Ala.  47,  the  indictment  for  perjury  set  355,  it  was  alleged  that  the  accused, 

out  in  full  the  indictment  of  the  action  who    was  convicted    of    intoxication, 

in   which  perjury  was  assigned;    but  swore  falsely  on  his  examination   be- 

the  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  fore  a  justice  of  the  peace  concerning 

original  action  was  of  a  character  en-  the  place  where  he  obtained  the  liquor. 

tirely  different  from  that  set  forth  in  The  Acts  of  1890,  No.  2q,  g  i,  prescribe 

the  indictment,   and  it  was  held  that  a  certain  form  of  indictment  for  per- 

the  variance  was  fatal.  jury  committed  by  witnesses  in  testify- 

8.  Com.  V.  Warden,  11  Met.  (Mass.)  ing  in  a  proceeding  in  which  there  are 
4o<S;  Com.  V.  Hillenbrand,  96  Ky.  407;  parties,  and  before  a  tribunal  of  corn- 
State  V.  McCone,  59  Vt.  117;  Reg.  v.  petent  jurisdiction;  and  Isection  3  pre- 
Gardtner,  8  C.  &  P.  737,  34  E.  C.  L.  scribes  another  form  for  perjury  com- 
611;  Reg.  V,  Overton,  4  Q.  B.  83,  45  roitted  before  a  person  or  persons,  or 
E.  C.  L.  83.  before  a  board  consisting  of  more  than 

In  Kansas  the  following  allegation  one  person.  It  was  held  that  the  tn- 
has  been  held  insufficient:  "  Said  affi-  dictment  in  this  case  should  have  been 
davit  being  used  in  affecting  and  set-  framed  under  section  3,  since  the  pra- 
ting aside  the  entry  of  B.  F.  Teal  to  ceeding  was  not  a  trial  between  par- 
the  land  mentioned  in  said  affidavit."  ties;  and  also  that  th^  phrase  "  person 
It  does  not  appear  from  such  an  aver-  or  persons  "  properly  included  a  judge 
ment  that    the    false    testimony    was  or  court. 

given  in  "any  cause,  matter,  or  pro-  In  tlia  Fedsral  Oovrts.  —  An  indictment 

ceeding    before  any    court,    tribunal,  alleged  that  the  accused  was  a  special 

public    body,    or   officer."      State    v,  examiner  into  the  merits  of  the  pension 

Ayer,  40  Kan.  43.  claim  of  a  certain  B.,and  that  he  swore 

In  Xaine  the  allegation  **  by  falsely  falsely  in  a  case  pending  before  the  com- 

swearing  to  material  matter  in  a  writ-  missioners  of   pensions  of  the  United 

ing  signed  by  him  "  was  held  to  be  in-  States.   It  was  objected  that  the  indict- 

sufficient,  even  though  such  an  aver-  ment  did  not  show  that  the  issue  said 

ment    might    be     sanctioned    by    the  to  be   pending  concerned  the  pension 

legislature.     It  did  not  apprise  the  ac-  claim  of  the  said  B.,  but  this  objection 

cused    of    the    charge    against    him.  was  overruled,  and  the  indictment  was 

State  V.  Mace,  76  Me.  64.  held  sufficient.    U.  S.  v.  Wood,  44  Fed. 

In  Wisoonsin  it  was  said  in  State  v.  Rep.  753. 
Lamont,  2  Wis.  437:  "  The  indictment  Surplnsags.  —  Where  an  indictment 
does  not  set  forth  that  the  affidavit  was  is  rendered  senseless  by  certain  words 
made  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  inserted  through  inadvertence,  and  the 
writ  of  replevin,  nor  that  any  judicial  error  is  obvious,  the  unnecessary  words 
proceeding  was  pending  in  respect  to  may  be  stricken  out  as  surplusage.  If 
which  the  oath  was  taken.  It  is  essen-  the  remaining  averments  are  sufficient 
tial  that  the  indictment  should  show  to  show  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
that  legal  proceedings  were  pending,  ings  in  which  the  perjury  is  alleged, 
or  that  the  affidavit  itself  was  the  com-  the  indictment  will  be  sustained, 
mencement  of  legal  proceedings.**  Com.  v,  Wright, -166  Mass.  174. 

Ths  Gods  of  Vorth  Carolina,  g  1092,  Poijnry    Boforo    tho    Grand    lory. — 

provides  for  the  punishment  of  perjury  Where  perjury  is  assigned  on   testi- 
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Peijvy  Oommittad  on  Trial  for  a  Falony.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  per* 
jury  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  felony  is  more 
severely  punishecf  than  in  other  cases.  Where  this  is  so  the 
indictment  must  show  the  nature  of  the  cause  in  which  the  per- 
jury was  committed.* 

2.  Name  of  Action.  —  Tha  Prooaading  Shoold  Ba  Idantifiad  by  charging 
its  legal  name,  as,  for  example,  that  it  was  a  trial  for  murder,  or 
an  action  of  ejectment ;  and  the  matter  at  issue  must  be  averred 
with  sufficient  clearness  to  inform  the  person  accused  of  perjury 
of  the  exact  nature  of  the  charge  against  him.'     The  indictment 

mony  before  a  grand  jury,  the  indict-  3462,  that  the  inventory  was  juat  and 

ment  need  not  contain  any  allegation  true,  well  knowing  that  what  he  swore 

concerning  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  to  was  false  and  corrupt.     People  c. 

the  person  whose  offense  was  being  in-  Naylor,  82  Cal.  607. 

vesttgated,  nor  need  the  circumstances  Bastardy  Prooaadings.  —  Where  the  in- 

of  that  offense  be  described.     These  dictment  alleged  that  the  proceeding  in 

details  are  matters  of  inducement,  and  which  perjury  was  assigned  was  the 

are  not  essential  elements  of  the  crime  trial  of  a  certain  complaint  against  the 

of  perjury.    State  v,  Schill,   27  Iowa  defendant  for   bastardy,   it  was  held 

263.  that  it  sufficiently  appeared  therefrom 

1.  Hinch  P,  State,  2  Mo.  158;  Reg.  that  the  proceeding  was  one  under  the 

V,  Castro,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  350.     And  the  Bastardy  Act,   charging  the    accused 

same  is  true  in  Wisconsin  under  Rev.  with    being    the   father  of  a   bastard 

Stat.  1898,  g  4471,  defining  two  grades  child,  and  not  one  charging  him  with 

of  subornation  of  perjury.     The  indict*  being  himself  a  bastard.     Maynard  r. 

ment  must  state  whether  the  perjury  People,  135  111.  416. 

was  committed  on  the  prosecution  of  a  Sivoroa  Prooaadings  Bafora  a  Conunis* 

capital  crime  or  of  some  other  o£fense.  sionar.  —  An  indictment  which  alleges 

Thompson  v.  State,  89  Wis.  253.  that  a  false  oath  was  taken  in  a  pro- 

3.  Harp    v.     State,     59    Ark.    113;  ceeding  before  one  A.,  who  had  been 

People  V,  Ah  Bean,  77  Cal.  12;   Reg.  duly  appointed  commissioner  by  the 

V.   Child,   5  Cox   C.   C.   197;  Reg.  v,  register  in  chancery,  with  authority  to 

Neville,  6  Cox  C.  C.  69.  take  the  written  testimony  of  the  de- 

Tha  lasnao  Vaad  Hot  Ba  SpaoifloaUy  Ba-  fendant  in  an  action  for  divorce,  the 

soribad,  provided   the    allegations  are  parties  to  said  action  and  the  court  in 

sufficient  to  inform  the  accused  of  the  which  it  was  pending  being  named,  is 

charge  against  him.     People  v.  Grim-  not  wanting  in   reasonable    certainty 

shaw,  33  Hun  (M.  Y.)  505:  Covey  r.  and  sufficiently  shows  the  nature  of 

State.  23  Tex.  App.  388.  the  proceeding  under  Penal  Code  Ala., 

But  Whara  tlia  Indietmant  Baoaribad  1886,  §3908.    Hicks  v.  State,  86  Ala.  30. 

the  Isina  as  a  trial  for  grand  larceny,  Prosaention  foit   Usury.  —  An    indict- 

and  the  proof  showed  that  it  was  a  trial  ment  stating  that  the  perjury  was  com- 

for   robbery,   the   variance    was    held  mitted    in    respect    to    a  question  of 

fatal.     People  v,  Strassman,  112  Cal.  usury,  which  had  become  material  on 

683.  a  trial  of  a  cause,  has  been  held  suffi- 

Asaignmant  Prooaadings.  —  That  the  ciently  to  describe  the  issue.  And  in 
false  swearing  was  committed  in  such  a  case  the  indictment  need  not 
assignment  proceedings  sufficiently  ap-  specify  the  particular  instances  in 
pears  from  the  allegation  that  the  ac-  which  the  usurious  interest  was  ex- 
cused, as  a  part  of  his  assignment,  acted.  State  v,  Voorhis,  52  N.  J.  L. 
made  an  inventory  purporting  to  com-  351. 

ply  in  all  respects  with  section  3461  of  Examplaa  of  Allegations  Eald  Insuift* 

the  Civil  Code  of  California,  which  re-  oiant.  —  A  charge  that  the  perjury  was 

quires  the  inventory  to  show  all  the  in-  committed  on  the  trial  of  A.  under  an 

solvent's  creditors;  that  he  collusively  indictment  for  burglary  is  too  Indefi- 

and  wilfully  omitted  one  of  his  credit-  nite.    The  name  of  the  owner  of  the 

ors  therefrom;  and  that  he  then  made  property  should  be   given.     Davis  v. 

an  affidavit,  in  compliance  with  section  State,  79  Ala.  20. 
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need  not  specifically  allege  that  the  perjury  was  committed  upon 
the  trial  of  a  criminal  case  when  that  fact  is  made  apparent  by 

the  description  which  is  given  of  the  indictment  on  which  the 
trial  was  had ;  *  nor  whether  the  prosecution  was  under  indict- 
ment or  information.* 

3.  Vames  of  Partiei.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  necessary  that 

the  indictment  should  give  the  names  of  the  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  perjurj'  was  committed.* 

Iq  describing  the  issue  on  a  trial  in  Amst     of     Jndgmmit.  —  Where    the 

which  perjury  is  alleged  to  have  been  alleged  perjury  consisted  in  making  a 

committed,  it  is  not  enough  to  allege  false  aflSdavit  to  obtain  a  warrant  of 

that  the  persons  named  were  charged  arrest,  it  was  held  that  if  the  indict- 

with  an  offense  or  crimes  against  the  ment  distinctly  charged  that  the  false 

laws  of  the   United  States.      This  is  oath  was  taken  in  judicial  proceedings, 

a  conclusion  of  law.    The  particular  the  proceedings  and  issue  being  plainly 

charge  should  be  stated.     U.    S.    v,  indicated,    any    mere    vagueness    or 

Wilcox,  4  BIatchf.(U.  S.)  391.  incompleteness  of  description  should 

An    indictment  which   alleged  that  have  been  excepted  to  before  the  trial, 

the  perjury  was  committed   by  John  and  was  not  a  cause  for  arresting  the 

See"  upon  a  proceeding  wherein  the  judgment.     Pennaman  v. State,  58  Ga. 

state  of  Washington  was  plaintiff  and  336. 

{ohn   See   was  defendant,    why    said  1.  An  allegation  that  the  accused  was 

ohn  See  should  not  be  punished  for  called  and  sworn  as  a  witness  necessa- 

contempt  of  said  court  in  disobeying  rily    implies    that     he    was    lawfully 

a    subpoena  served  upon  him,"   etc.,  required    to    depose    the  truth    in   a 

was  held  bad  on  demurrer  for  an  in-  proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice.     Com. 

sufficient  description  of  the  issue  in  v.  Wright,    166   Mass.    174;    Com.   v. 

which  the  perjury  was  alleged  to  have  Bouvier,  164  Mass.  398. 

been    committed.      State    v.    See,    4  8.  State  v,  Grover,  38  La.  Ann.  567; 

Wash.  344.  State  V.  Wise,  3  Lea  (Tenn.)  38;  Powers 

In  Com.  V,  Taylor,  96  Ky.  394,  the  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  428. 

court  said:  "The  indictment  was  de-  That  TiomlJudgiiMiit  Hai  Been  Snterad. 

fective  because  it  did  not  explicitly  de-  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the 

scribe  the  '  matter'  which  was  being  action  or  proceeding  in  which  the  per- 

investigated  by  the  grand  jury,  about  jury  was  committed  has  been  finally 

which  the  defendant    was    testifying  determined,  or  that  a  final  judgment 

when  he  gave  the  evidence  which  is  has    been  entered   therein.    Com.    v, 

charged  to  be  false.    This  should  have  Moore,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  501;  State 

been  done,  to  have  fully  apprised  him  v,  Keene,  26  Me.  33. 

of  the   nature  of  the  charge  against  And  in  Com.  v.  Moore,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 

him.    *    *    *    The  charge  is  that  the  Rep.  soi,  il  was  held  that  the  trial  of 

false  evidence  consisted  in  defendant  an  indictment  for  perjury   would    be 

saying  he  did  not  know  A.,  and  infer-  continued  until  the  determination   of 

entially  stating  that  the  purpose  of  the  the  action  or  proceeding  in  which  the 

grand  jury  was  to  ascertain  if  he  had  alleged  false  oath  was  made, 

seen    A.     gaming.      The    indictment  8.  State   v.   Bailey,   31   N.   H.    521; 

should  have  charged  that  the  matter  People  v.  Burroughs,  i  Park.  Cr.  Rep. 

under  investigation  was  the  charge  of  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  211. 

gaming  against  A."    For  allegations  Yarlaaoe.  —  An   allegation  that  per- 

held  to  be  sufficient  in  an  indictment  jur^  was  committed  on  the  trial  of  an 

for    perjury    under     similar     circum-  action  by  **G.  v.  W.**  is  not  supported 

stances,   see  Woods  z'.   State,    14   Lea  by  proof  of  an  action  by  "  G.  et  al,  v. 

(Ten n.) 460.  W.**       Walker    v.   State.   96   Ala.    53. 

Merely  Stating  Title  of  Caie. —  A.n  alle-  And  where  the  suit  described  in  the 

gation   that   the  defendant   was  duly  indictment  was  against  "  Cobbs,*'  but 

sworn   "  in   a  case  then  and  there  at  the  evidence  showed  that  the  suit  was 

issue,  to  wit,  the  case  of  The  People  v,  against  "  Cobb,'*  the  variance  was  held 

Martine,**  is  sufficient  under  the  Penal  to  be  fatal.     Jacobs  v.  State,  61  Ala. 

Code  of  California^  %  966.     People   v.  448.     See  also  Gandy  v.  State,  27  Neb. 

Ah  Bean,  77  Cal.  12.  707.     But  an  allegation  that  "  Thomas 
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4.  That  an  Action  Was  Pending.  —  It  is  the  general  practice  to 
charge,  in  indictments  for  perjury,  that  an  action  was  pending  or 
that  an  issue  had  been  joined.^ 

6.  Xztra-judicial  Oatiu.  —  Statutes  have  been  passed,  both  in 
England  and  in  the  United  States^  which  declare  that  false  sivear- 
ing  or  the  making  of  a  false  affidavit  in  certain  proceedings  which 
are  not  strictly  judicial  shall  constitute  perjury.*    Where  perjury 

R.   Robertson  "  was  the  defendant  in  an  indictment   for  perjury  in   giving 

the    original    action    is    sustained   by  false  testimony  before  a  grand  jury,  it 

proof  that  '*  Thomas  Robertson  "  was  was  alleged  that  certain  questions  were 

the  defendant.     State  v,  Hester,    122  asked  the  defendant,  and  also  that  they 

N.  Car.  1047.    And  it  has  been   held  were  material  and  proper.      But  the 

that  an  allegation  of  the  title  of  the  indictment  was  held  to  be  defective  in 

former  action  as  **  State  v.  A.  B.*'  was  failing  to  allege  that  there   was   any 

sustained  by  proof  that  it  was  "  State  point  in  issue.     State  v,  McCormick,  52 

and   City  of  G.   v,  A.    B."     State  v,  Ind.  169. 

Pelers,  107  N.  Car.  876.  Iisno  Joined.  —  Where  the  perjury  is 

1.  Laying    Infonnation  Before  Xagis-  alleged  to  have  been  committed  before 

tratA. —  Where  the  indictment  merely  a  justice's  court  an  averment  that  it 

stated  that  the  defendant,  intending  to  was  committed  on  the  trial  of  the  cause 

subject  M.  to  the  penalties  for  felony,  or  issue   is  not    bad,   although   tech« 

went  before  two  magistrates  and  "  did  nically  speaking  an  issue  could  not  be 

depose  and  swear  "  (setting  out  the  de-  joined   before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 

position)  it  was  held  insufficient,  as  it  State  v.  Bishop,  i  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  120. 

did  not  show  that  any  charge  of  felony  That    Defendant    Has   Pleaded    "  Hot 

had  previously  been  made,  or  that  the  Qnilty."  —  Where      the      indictment 

defendant  then   made  any  charge  of  alleged  that  an  issue  had  been  joined 

felony,  or  that  any  judicial  proceeding  in  a  criminal  case  it  was  held  not  to  be 

was   pending   before   the  magistrates,  necessary  to  aver  that  the  defendant 

Reg.  V,  Pearson,  8  C.  &  P.  119,  34  H.  had  entered  a  plea  of  *'  not  guilty." 

C.  L.  321.  Montgomery  v.  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App. 

Applioation    fait   Iqjnnetion.  —  Where  1897)  40  S.  W.  Rep.  805. 

perjury  is  assigned  in  swearing  to  a  At  Common  Law  it  was  not  neces* 

bill   in   equity,   an  indictment    which  sary  to  allege  that  any  case  was  pend- 

does  not  allege  that  the  bill  was  one  of  ing    in    court    in    which     the    false 

a  character  required  by  law  to  be  veri-  testimony  was  given.     Rex  v.   Cross- 

fied  is  insufficient.     In  a  case  of  this  ley,  7  T.  R.  315;  State  v,  Dayton;  23 

character  the  court  said:  **  Had  the  in-  N.  J.  L.  49;  King  v.  Reg.,  14  Q*  B.  31, 

formation  set  forth  the  fact  that  this  68  £.  C.  L.  31;  Reg.  c.  Christian,  i  C. 

bill  prayed  for  preliminary  injunction,  &  M.   388,   41  E.  C.   L.  214;   Reg.  v, 

*    *    ♦    and  that  this  oath  was  Uken  Meek,  9  C.  &  P.  513,  38  E.  C.  L.  201, 

for  the  purpose  of  being  used  upon  an  Direct  Averment  Vot  Esiential.  —  An 

application  for  the  allowance  of  an  in-  indictment    which    charges   that    the 

junction,  or  for  the  appointment  of  a  perjury  was  committed   before  a  ref- 

receiver,   etc.,   it   would  have   shown  eree  who  had  been  duly  appointed  in 

that  the  oath   was  authorized,  if  not  an  action  then  pending  in  the  Supreme 

also  required,  by  the  law,  and  that  it  Court  is  sufficient,  although  the  com- 

was,     therefore,     a     judicial    oath.'*  mencement     and     pendency     of     the 

People  t/.  Gaige,  26  Mich.  30.  action  are  not  directly  alleged.    Eighmy 

Proceedings  on  Scire  Fadas.  —  When  v.  People,  79  N.  Y.  546. 

perjury  is  assigned  in  proceedings  on  Since  an  AAdayit  to  Hold  to  Bail  may 

a  scire    facias,    the   indictment  must  be  sworn   to  before   the   issue  of  the 

charge  that  the   writ  was  entered  or  summons  in  an  action,  an  indictment 

pending  in  court.     An  allegation  that  for  perjury  committed  in  such  action 

the  perjury  was  committed  in  a  pro-  need   not  state    that  any  action   was 

ceeding  in  the  course  of  justice  is  not  pending.     King  v,  Reg.,   14  Q.  B.  31, 

sufficient.    State   v,    Hanson,    39    Me.  68  E.  C.  L.  31. 

337-  ^*  See  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law, 

That  There  Was  a  Point  in  Iisne. —  In  tit.  Perjury, 
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is  alleged  in  such  cases  the  form  of  averment  will  vary  in  accord- 
ance with  the  statute  under  which  it  is  framed,  but  it  should  be 
to  the  general  effect  that  the  oath  or  affidavit  in  question  was 
authorized  by  law,  and  necessary  and  proper  to  be  made,  and 
that  it  was  made  and  used  for  a  lawful  purpose.*  But  some 
authorities  hold  that  it  is  not  essential  to  aver  that  the  affidavit 
was  filed,  or  exhibited  to  the  court,  or  used  by  the  party.' 


1.  Thomas    v.   State,   54  Ark.   584;  as  to    residence,   which  affidavit  was 

Morrell  v.  People,  32  IH.  499;  State  v.  necessary  to  enable  the  maker  to  reg- 

Geer,  46  Kan.  539;  Heintz  v.  General  ister  as  a  voter  in  a  certain  precinct,  it 

Ct.  Sess.,  45  N.  f.  L.  523;    Ortner  v,  was  held   that  the  indictment  should 

People,  4  Hun  (N.  Y.)  323;    State  v.  allege  that  the  affidavit  was  used  or  in- 

Lloyd,  77  Wis.  630;  U.  S.  v.  Nicker-  tended  to  be  used  in  judicial  proceed- 

son,  17  How.  (U.  S.)  204.  ings.     State    v.    Lloyd,    77   Wis.   630. 

Eztra-judioial  Oaths  —  nivstratioiis  of  But  jn  a  similar  case  it  has  been  held 

the  Bole.  —  Much  of  the  detail  requisite  unnecessary  to  allege  that  the  affidavit 

in  an  indictment  for  perjury  at  com-  was  filed  with  the  election  board;  and 

mon  law  is  no  longer  necessary.     But  it  is  sjiifficient  to  aver  that  the  person 

an  indictment  which  charges  that  the  whose  residence  was  in  question  was 

accused  made  a  false  affidavit  which  challenged  by  a  legal  voter  of  the  pre- 

became  material  to  a  matter  and  pro-  cinct.     The  name  of  the  person  need 

ceeding  about  to  be  made  in  and  be-  not  be  given.     State  v.   Hopper,   133 

fore  a  certain  court  for  the  purpose  of  Ind.  460. 

obtaining  a  new  trial,  or  the  release  of  Sabomation  of  Pflijvry. —  Under  Rev. 

a  certain  person  from   imprisonment,  Stat.  Ind.,  1881,  §  2006,  an  indictment 

is  insufficient  if  it  does  not   further  for    subornation    of    perjury,    setting 

allege  that  the  said  affidavit  was  made  forth  the  procuring  of  an  affidavit  in 

for  the  purpose  of  being  used  in  the  the  form  of  an  ordinary  complaint  for 

proceeding;    or  if  it  was  filed,  that  it  bastardy,   but  not  alleging  that  any 

was   with   the  knowledge  or   consent  prosecution    was    commenced    under 

of  the  defendant.      State  v.   Smith,  3  said  affidavit,  nor  that  it  was  filed  with 

Wash.  14.  the  justice,  should  be  quashed.     Smith 

An  indictment  which  simply  alleges  v.  State,  125  Ind.  440. 

that  the  oath  taken  by  the  defendant  That  Affidavit  Was  Used.  —  An  allega- 

was  one  required  by  law  does  not  show  tion  that  a  motion  was  pending  on  a 

that  it  was  for  the  protection  or  defense  certain  date,  and  that  an  affidavit  was 

of  any  private  right,  and  is  insufficient  made  on  the  same  date,  is  not  suffi- 

under  article  188  of  the  Penal  Code  of  cient   to  show  that  the  affidavit  was 

Tfxas.    Shely  r.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  used  on  the  motion.     People  v.    Fox, 

Rep.  190.  25  Mich.  492. 

Affidavit  Anthorimd  by  Act  of  OoBgrosB.  9.  Rex  v,  Crossley,  7  T.  R.  315. 

—  In  an  indictment  in  the  United  Averment  of  Use  Kot  Xiseiitial.  —  In 
States  courts  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  State  v.  Whittemore,  50  N.  H.  245,  the 
whatparticular  Act  or  Acts  of  Congress  court  said:  "We  do  not  understand 
required  the  oath  to  be  taken.  U.  S.  that  our  statutes  have  narrowed  the 
V.  Nickerson,  77  How.  (U.  S.)  204.  common-law    definition     of    perjury. 

Affidavit  to  Proenre  Xanlago  Ltoensa.  The  allegations  that  the  affidavit  was 

—  Anindictment  for  taking  a  false  oath  given  'relative  to  an  application  in 
befoie  a  surrogate,  to  procure  a  mar-  writing  thereafter  to  be  made  to  the 
riage  license,  which  charges  only  the  police  court,*  etc.,  and  that  the  affiant 
taking  of  a  false  oath,  without  stating  was  sworn  as  a  witness  '  in  support  of 
that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  procur-  said  application,'  sufficiently  indicate 
ing  a  license,  or  that  a  license  was  pro-  that  the  respondent  made  the  affidavit 
cured  thereby,  is  defective.  Rex  v.  '  with  a  view  to  its  being  received  '  in 
Foster,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  341.  But  see  a  judicial  proceeding  which  he  knew 
Reg.  V.  Chapman,  2  C.  &  K.  846,  61  E.  was  in  contemplation.  He  is  in  efifect 
C.  L.  846.  charged  with   '  an  attempt,  by  means 

Affidavit  as  to  Sosidenoe.  —  Where  per-  of  a  wilf  ullv  false  oath,  to  pervert  the 

jury  was  assigned  on  a  false  affidavit  course  of  justice;'    and  such  an  '  at* 
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IV.   JlTBISDICTIOK  AKD  AUTHOBITT  TO  ADMIHI8TEB  OATES—  1.   At 

Common  Law  and  nnder  English  Statutes.  —  At  Common  Law  it  was 
considered  necessary  to  show  by  the  indictment  that  the  court 
which  tried  the  action  wherein  perjury  was  assigned  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy;  and  to  that  end  it 
was  customary  to  set  forth  in  the  indictment  the  whole  record  of 
the  original  action.* 

Under  Engliih  Stotntes,  —  But  this  practice  was  changed  in  England 
by  the  statute  of  Geo.  II.,  which  declared  that  it  was  no  longer 
necessary  to  set  forth  such  record,  nor  the  commission  or  authority 
of  the  court  or  magistrate,*  and  the  present  English  statute  does 
not  prescribe  any  particular  form  for  the  allegation  of  authority.* 

ATerment  of  Authority  Still  KoooMary.  —  But  since  the  statute  of  Geo. 
II.  still  required  a  direct  averment  that  the  court  or  person  before 
whom  the  oath  was  taken  had  authority  to  administer  the  same, 
it  would  seem  to  follow  that,  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the 
phraseology  of  this  statute  has  been  copied,  a  direct  and  specific 
averment  of  authority  is  still  requisite.* 

2.  In  the  United  States.  —  By  the  weight  of  opinion  in  the 
United  States  the  authority  to  administer  the  oath  may  be  shown 
either  by  a  direct  averment  thereof  or  by  setting  forth  facts  from 
which  such  authority  is  necessarily  inferred.*     It  is  no  longer 

tempi*   constitutes  the  crime  of  per-  z^.  State,  1 1  nd.  232,  the  court  said:  *' As 

jury.     It   was   unnecessary   to  allege  the  authority  of  clerks  of  the  Circuit 

that  the   application  was  pending  in  Courts  to  administer  oaths  is  given  by 

the  police  court  when  the  aflSdavit  was  statute  and  limited  to  certain  specified 

sworn,   or  that  such  application   was  cases,  we  think  the  indictment  is  bad, 

thereafter  made,   of  that  the  affidavit  as  it  does  not  show  that  the  oath  upon 

was  used."  which  it  was  founded  was  one  which 

That   Aftdavit    Was   Belivsred.  —  In  the  clerk  was  competent  to  administer. 

New    York,  section   100  of  the   Penal  The  general  averment  that  the  clerk 

Code   provides   that  the  making  of  a  had   the  competent  power  is   insuffi- 

deposition   shall  be  deemed  complete  cient.     That  is  an  inference  of  law  to 

from  the  time  of  its  delivery  by  the  be  drawn   from  the  facts  stated,  and 

defendant  to  another  person,  with  the  which,  in  this  case,  is  not  warranted.*' 

intent  that  it  be  uttered;  but  since  this  flailing  Liquor  Witiiout  a  Idoense  is  not 

is  a  rule  of  evidence  and  not  a  defini-  a  criminal  offense  unless  the  liquor  is 

tion  of  a  crime,  an  indictment  for  mak-  intoxicating.      An  indictment  is  bad, 

ing  a  false  affidavit  in  an  action  need  therefore,  if  it  simply  alleges  that  per- 

not  allege  that  it  was  delivered  to  an-  jury  was  committed  on  the  trial,  in  a 

other  person  to  be  uttered.     People  v.  certain   city  court,   of  an  issue  as  to 

William!^  92  Hun  (N.  Y.)  354,  149  N.  whether  a  named  person  was  guilty  of 

Y.  I.  selling  liquor  without  a  license,  in  a 

But  under  a  similar  section  of  the  given  county  and  on    a    given    day. 

CaJi/ornia  Code  it  has  been  held  neces-  This  allegation  did  not  show  that  the 

sary  to  allege  delivery  of  the  affidavit,  city  court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  the 

People  V,  Robles.  117  Cal.  681.  issue  or  power  to  administer  an  oath 

1.  State  V,  Thurstin,  35  Me.  205.  on  the  trial,  since  there  was  no  accusa* 

9.  Stat.  23  Geo.  II.,  c.  11.  tion   or    other    basis    of    jurisdiction. 

S.  Sut.  14  %  15  Vict.,  c.  ICO,  g  30.  Franklin  v.  State,  91  Ga.  712. 

4.  Morreli    v.    People,   32    111.  499;  5.  Illinois,  —  Johnson  v.   People,  94 

State  V.  Nickerson,  46  Iowa  447;  Reg.  111.  505. 

V.  He  wins,  9  C.  &  P.  786,  38  £.  C.  L.  Indiana.  —  Burk   v.    State,    81    Ind. 

336.  128;   Masterson  v.  State,  144  Ind.  240; 

Admiiilstartd  by  Clark.  —  In  McGragor  Sute  v.  Hopper,  133  Ind.  460. 
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necessary  to  set  out  the  commission  of  the  court,  magistrate,  or 

officer.^     A  direct  allegation  of  authority  to  administer  the  oath 
is  sufficient  to  show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  or  officer.* 

Kentucky.  —  Com.  v,  Kane,  92  Ky.  necessary  to  aver  the  election  or  quali- 

457.  ficatlon  of  such  officer  or  to  set  out  his 

Louisiana,  — State  v,  Grover,  38  La.  commission.     Stewart  7.  State,  6  Tex. 

Ann.  567;  State  v.  Thibodaux,  49  La.  App.  184;    Bradberry  v.  State,  7  Tex. 

Ann.  15.  App.  375;    State  v.  Marshall,  47  Mo. 

Maryland,  —  Deckard    v.    State,    38  378;  State  c^.  Bryson,  i  Law  Repos.(N. 

Md.  186.  Car.)  503. 

Massachusetts.  —  Com.  v,  Hughes.  5  But  in  Yennont  an  indictment  charg- 

Allen  (Mass.)  499.  ing  a  tax  lister  with  perjury  for  the 

Missouri, — State    v.    Marshall,    47  violation  of  his  official  oath  must  allege 

Mo.  378.  the  election,  qualification,  and  action 

New  York,  —  People  v.  Tredway,  3  of  a  board  of  listers.     State  v,  Peters, 

Barb.  (N.  Y.)  470.  57  Vt.  86. 

Ohio,  —  Halleck   v.  State,    11    Ohio  9.  State  c^.  Harlis,  33  La.  Ann.  1172; 

400.  Eighmy  v.  People,  79  N.  Y.  546;  State 

Texas,  —  Stewart    v.  State,  6    Tex.  v.   Green,    100  N.   Car.  419;    Fitch  v, 

App.  184.  Com.,  92  Va.  824;  Rex  v,  Callanan,  9 

In  lUinoii,  although  the  statute  on  D.  &  R.  97;  Walker  v.  Reg.,  3  Jur.  N. 

this  subject  copies  the  words  of  the  S.  1259. 

statute  of  23  Geo.  IL,  it  has  been  held  "  Legally  Anthoriiod  and  Eapoworod." 

that  authority  may  be  shown  either  by  —  An  allegation  that  the  tax  assessor 

a  direct  averment  thereof  or  by  setting  who     administered     the     oath     was 

forth  facts  from  which  it  necessarily  "  legally  authorized  and  empowered  ** 

results.     And  in  an  indictment  which  to  administer  it  is  sufficient.     State  v. 

charges  perjury  in  proceedings  before  Cunningham,  66  Iowa  94. 

a  police  magistrate,  an  averment  that  "HaTUigThon  and  Thm  Authority  to 

such  police  magistrate  had  full  power  Adminittor  tho  Said  Oath."  —  That  the 

and   authority  to  administer  the  said  oath  was  administered  in  the  Circuit 

oath  to  the  said  defendant  sufficiently  Court  of  a  certain  county,  held  by  a 

shows  that  the  magistrate  had  juris-  certain  judge,  **  the  said  court  having 

diction  of  the  proceedings  before  him.  then  and  there  authority  to  administer 

Maynard  r.  People,  135  III.  416.  the  said  oath,"  has  been  held  to  be  a 

Whero  tho  Alleged  Poijnry  If  ProBoeatod  sufficient  averment  of  jurisdiction, 
in  the  Same  Court  in  Whieh  It  Was  Com-  Stofer  v.  State.  3  W.  Va.  689. 
mitted,  the  court  will  take  judicial  no-  An  Indiotment  If  SnlAcient  where  it 
tice  of  its  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  alleges  that  an  issue  was  duly  joined 
administer  the  oath,  and  such  jurisdic-  in  court  and  came  on  to  be  tried  in  due 
tion  and  authority  need  not  be  directly  form  of  law,  and  that  the  court  had 
alleged  provided  the  indictment  suffi-  competent  authority  to  administer  the 
ciently  sets  forth  the  facts  of  the  case,  oath  in  question.  It  need  not  be  ex- 
State  V.  Thibodaux,  49  La.  Ann.  15.  pressly  alleged  that  the  court  had  juris- 

In  California  an  information  for  per-  diction  of  the  cause  of  action.     And  if 

jury   which  alleges  the  making  of  a  the  action   was   tried  before  a  justice 

false  oath  to  a  criminal  complaint,  but  of  the  peace,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  that 

fails  to  allege  facts  showing  that  the  the   cause  of  action   arose  within  his 

court  had  jurisdiction  of  such    com-  county.      Com.    v.   Knight,    12   Mass. 

plaint,   does  not    charge    an    offense.  274;  State  t^.  Newton,  i  Greene  (Iowa) 

People  f.  Howard,  in  Cal.  655,  citing  160. 

State  V.  Jackson,  36  Ohio  St.  281;  State  Whore  tho  Peijury  If  Alleged  to  Have 

V.  Peters,  57  Vt.  86;    U.  S.  z^.  Curtis,  Been  Committed  Before  a  Constable,  the 

107  U.  S.  671,  and   Jackson  v.  Hum-  indictment  need   not  allege  the  facts 

phrey,  I  Johns.  (N.  Y.)498.  showing  his  jurisdiction.     It  is  suffi- 

Wifoonsbi.  —  In   State  v.  Lamont,  2  cient  if  it  simply  charges  that  he  was 

Wis.  437,  there  is  a  dictum  to  the  effect  authorized     to    administer    an    oath, 

that  the   facts   which  give   the    court  State  v,  Belew,  79  Mo.  584. 

jurisdiction  must  be  set  forth  in  full.  In   Insolvenoy    Prooeedings.  —  Where 

1.  In  alleging  the  authority  of  the  the  perjury  was  committed  by  an  in- 

officer  to  administer  the  oath,  it  is  not  solvent  debtor,  in  swearing  to  the  in- 
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3.  Name  of  Court.  —  When  the  oath  is  taken  before  a  court, 
the  legal  appellation  of  such  court  should  be  charged  in  the 
indictment.^ 

4.  Name  of  Officer.  —  There  is  a  conflict  of  authority  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  is  necessary  to  give  the  name  of  the  individual 
officer  before  whom  the  oath  was  taken.  By  the  weight  of 
authority  this  is  not  considered  necessary  when  the  Oath  was 
taken  before  a  regularly  constituted  court. ^  But  in  cases  of  false 
swearing  before  a  specially  appointed  commission,  or  other  body 
not  of  a  strictly  judicial  character,  the  name  of  the  officer  or 
officers  should  be  charged.* 

veniory  of  his  estate  required  by  stat^  8.  UnaMMSsary  to  Stata  Ofioer'i  Vama. 

ate,  it   was  held   that   the  indictment  —  In  State  r.  Spencer,  6  Oregon  153,  it 

need  not  set  forth  the  facts  which  gave  was  held    unnecessary   to    name    the 

the  officer  jurisdiction  of  the  proceed-  officer. 

ings.     It  was  sufficient  to  allege  that  When  the  court  before  whom  the  per- 

he  had  lawful  authority  to  administer  jury  was  committed  is  properly,  dis- 

the  oath,  and  the  truth  of  such  allega-  tinctly,  and  correctly   set  forth,  Rev. 

tion  must  be  shown  on  the  trial.     Peo-  Stat.   (J.  S.,  §  5396,  does  not  require 

pie  r.  Phelps,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  9.  that    the    person    holding    the    court 

In  South  Carolina,  by  Gen.  Stat.,  §  84,  should  be  named.     The  word  *'  and  " 

trial  justices  are  empowered  to  admin-  in    this    section  should   be  construed 

ister  any  oath  authorized  or  required  "or.**     U.  S.  v,  Walsh,  22  Fed.  Rep. 

by  law.     In  an  indictment  under  Gen.  644. 

StaL,  ft  2534,  it  need  not  be  charged  Bnt  It  It  Hot  Error,  in  an  indictment 

that   the   proceeding   before    the   trial  for  perjury  committed  at  a  trial  in  a 

justice  was  commenced  on  information  justice's  court,  to  give  in  addition  to 

under  oath,  or  that  the  court  had  juris-  the  name  of  the  court  the  name  of  the 

diction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  ac-  justice  who  sat  at  the  trial.    State  v, 

tion.     State  v.  Byrd,  28  S.  Car.  18.  Flowers,  109  N.  Car.  841. 

Anthoriiod  hj  Statato.  —  When  a  stat-  That  Offloor's  Hamo  Mnst  Bo  GiTon.  — 
ate  commands  an  oath  to  be  taken  in  In  Kerr  v.  People,  42  111.  307,  it  was 
a  certain  matter  before  a  certain  held  that  an  omission  to  charge  the 
judge,  a  statement  in  the  indictment  name  of  the  officer  before  whom  the 
which  shows  that  the  oath  was  so  oath  was  taken  is  a  matter  of  sub- 
taken  is  sufficient  to  show  jurisdiction,  stance,  and  is  fatal. 
State  V.  Gregory,  46  Kan.  290.  In  Texas  the  indictment  should  state 

1.  State  V,  Street,  i  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  when  and  where  the  judicial  proceeding 

156;    Slate  V,  Lewis,  03  N.   Car.   581;  in   which  the  alleged  false  statement 

Lavey  v.  Reg.,  17  Q.  B.  496,  79  E.  C.  was  made  was  pending,  and  also  the 

L.  496;  Reg.  V.  Child,  5  Cox  C.  C.  197.  name  of  the  judge,   court,   or  officer 

InsnAdent    Avorment.  —  '*A    certain  before  whom  it  was   made.     State  v. 

Superior  Court  begun  and  holden  for  Oppenheimer,  41  Tex.  82. 

the  district  of  Hillsborough  "  is  not  a  8.  United    States    Commissioner.  —  On 

sufficient  description.     The  style  of  the  the  trial  of  an  indictment  in  the  United 

court    before    which    the    perjury    is  States     District    Court,     for    perjury 

alleged   to  have  been  committed  must  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  an 

be  legally  set  forth.     State  v.  Street,  i  examination  before  *'  a  commissioner 

Murph.  (N.  Car.)  156.  of  the  United  States,"  it  was  alleged 

Before  United  States  Distriot  Court.  —  that  such  commissioner  was  duly  ap. 

In  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  natu-  pointed,    but    it    was    not    stated    by 

ralization   proceedings,    an    allegation  whom,  nor  under  what  statute,  nor  for 

thai  the  application  to  become  a  citizen  what   purpose.     It  was  held  that  the 

was  before  the  *'  District  Court  of  the  indictment  was  defective,  and  that  it 

said   United    Slates,   then    and    there  should  have  set  out  the  name  and  offi- 

holden  at  said  Boston,  within  and  for  cial  title  of  the  officer  before  whom  the 

the  said  district  of  Massachusetts,"  has  oath    was    administered.     Act    Cong, 

been  held  sufficient.     U.  S.  v,  Walsh,  April  30,  1790(1  Stat,  at  L.  it6),  does 

22  Fed.  Rep.  644.  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  such 
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6.  Juitices  of  the  Peace.  —  Where  the  perjury  is  charged  to  have 
been  committed  in  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  indict- 
ment should  contain  in  general  the  same  averments  as  to  jurisdic- 
tion and  authority  which  are  required  in  an  indictment  for  perjury 
committed  in  a  court  of  record.* 

6.  Various    Quasi-judicial    Bodies.  —  The   foregoing   statements 

as  to  averment  of  authority  apply  also  to  indictments  for 
perjury  before  a  grand  jury  •  or  a  board  of  inspectors  of  elec- 

an    averment.       U.    S.    v.   Wilcox,  4  the  oath.   Waters  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App. 

Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  391.  284. 

1.  State  V,  EUison,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  Justioe  Appearing  to  Havo  Boon  With* 

225;  State  f.  Furlong,  26  Me.  69;  Com.  ont    Jnrifdiotion. —  But    where    it    ap- 

V,  Knight,  12  Mass.  274:  State  t^.  Stein,  pears  from  the  offense  stated  on  the 

48   Minn.   466;    State  v,  Alexander,  4  face  of  the  indictment  that  a  justice  of 

Hawks  (N.  Car.)  182;  State  v.  Knight,  the  peace  had  no  jurisdiction,  the  in- 

84  N.   Car.  789;    Anderson    v.   State,  dictment  will  be  held  bad  on  demurrer. 

24  Tex.  App.  705;  Bradberry  v.  Sute,  7  State  v.  Furlong,  26  Me.  69. 

Tex.   App.   375;    State   r.    Peters,    42  On   Coroner* s  Inquest,  —  Where    the 

Tex.  7.  perjury  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 

Fordblo  Entry  and  Dotainor  Proooed-  mitted  on  a  coroner's  inquest,  an  aver- 

ings.  —  An   indictment  for  perjury  in  ment  that  the  oath  was  administered 

forcible  entry  and  detainer  proceedings  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  pres- 

before  a  justice  of  the  peace  need  not  ence  of  the  coroner  and  by  his  direc- 

aver  where  the  premises  are  situated,  tion  is  bad.     In  such  a  case  the  justice 

Com.  V.  Weingartner,  (Ky.  1894)  27  S.  had  no  jurisdiction.     State  v.  Knight, 

W.  Rep.  815.  84  N.  Car.  789. 

Jvdidal  Votioo  of  Authority.  —  In  *'Thon  and  Thoro  Having  Compotont 
Sute  V.  Roberson,  98  N.  Car.  751,  it  Authority."  —  Since  affidavits  to  sup- 
was  said:  "  The  court  takes  notice  port  pensions  are  usually  taken  before 
that  the  justice  of  the  peace  had  juris-  justices  of  the  peace,  an  allegation  in 
diction  for  some  purpose  of  all  crimes  an  indictment  for  perjury  upon  such 
and  misdemeanors  in  his  county,  as  an  affidavit,  which  alleges  that  said 
well  as  of  certain  classes  of  civil  ac-  officer  *'  was  then  and  there  a  person 
tions  and  matters  wherein  witnesses  having  competent  authority  to  admin- 
might  be  examined,  and  therefore  he  ister  said  oath  '*  is  sufficient.  The  offi- 
might,  just  as  any  other  court  could  cer's  special  authority  need  not  be  set 
do,  administer  an  oath  to  a  witness  in  forth.  U.  S.  v.  Boggs,  31  Fed.  Rep. 
an  action  or  matter  of  which  he  had  337. 
appropriate  jurisdiction."  8.  Galloway  v.  State,  29  Ind.  442. 

On  Examination  Boforo  a  Justioo.  —  An  Grand  Jury. — Where  perjury  before  a 

information  for  perjury  which  alleges  grand  jury  is  alleged  its  jurisdiction 

that  the  offense  was  committed  on  the  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry 

examination  of  a  person  named,  at  a  need  not  be  averred.    State  v.  Keel,  54 

court  held  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  Mo.    182.      But  the  indictment  must 

named,  at  a  place  and  on  a  day  sped-  aver  that  the  defendant  appeared  and 

fied,    etc.,    has    been    held  sufficient,  was    sworn    before    the   grand    jury. 

Flint  V.  People,  35  Mich.  491.  This  must  be  alleged  directly  and  not 

Justiooi  Xz  Offloio  VotarioB.  —  Under  by  inference,  and  an  allegation  that 

the  constitution   and   laws  of    Texas^  he  appeared  before  a  public  body  and 

justices  of  the  peace  are  ex  officio  no*  tribunal    is    not    sufficient.    State    v. 

taries.     But  it  is  unnecessary  to  de-  Hamilton,  65  Mo.  667. 

scribe  them  as  such  in  an  indictment  Authority  of  the  Foronan. — When  an 

for  perjury  unless  their  action  was  that  indictment  alleges  that  the  defendant 

of   a    notary    as    contradistinguished  was  duly  sworn  by  the  foreman  of  the 

from   that  of  a  justice  of  the  peace;  grand  jury  to  speak  the  truth  con cern- 

and  a  jurat  to  an  affidavit  signed  "  J.  ing  all  such  legal  questions  as  might 

J.  L.,  J.  P.  Precinct  No.  5,  Bell  County,  be  asked  him  by  the  said  foreman,  it 

Texas,"  sufficiently  shows  the  official  is  sufficient,  and  it  need  not  be  alleged 

capacity   of  the  person  administering  that    the    foreman    had    authority    to 
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tion  ^  or  any  board  of  officers  possessing  quasi-judiciBl  powers.* 

V.   The  Oath  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  That  the  Aoemed  Wai  Sworn  must 

be  alleged  in  the  indictment.  It  must  appear  directly,  not  by 
inference   merely;   and  any  form  of  averment  which  does   not 

administer  the  oath.    State  v.  Green,  ATerment  hy  Implication. — Where  the 

24  Ark.  591.     Nor  need  the  foreman*s  authority  of  the  inspectors  is  plainly 

name  be  alleged,  nor  that  he  adminis-  apparent  from  facts  set  forth  in  the  in- 

tered  the  oath  while  the  jury  was  in  dictment,  such  authority  need  not  be 

session      St.   Clair  v.   State,    ii   Tex.  directly  alleged.     The  court  will  take 

App.  297.  judicial  notice  that  the  statute  confers 

Form  of  Allegation  Held  to  Be  8nA-  such  authority.     State  v.  Hopper,  133 

dent.— Where  an  indictment  expressly  Ind.  460. 

averred   that  the  grand  jury  was  duly  2.  Examiner  of  Peniioni. — For  allega- 

impaneled  and  in  session  according  to  tions  held  sufficient  in  an  indictment 

law,  and  was  engaged  in  the  investi-  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  com- 

gation  of  the  matter  in  which  the  false  mitted  before  a  special  examiner  of  the 

testimony  was  given,  and  that  the  fore-  pension  office,  see  Markham  v,  U.  S., 

man  was  duly  appointed  and  acting  as  160  U.  S.  31Q. 

such,  and  was  duly  authorized  to  ad-  United  States  Land  Commlisionert. — An 

minister   the  oath,   the  allegation    of  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have 

jurisdiction  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  been  committed  before  the  register  and 

People  V.  Greenwell,  5  Utah  112.  receiver  of  a  land  office,  in  a  contest 

1.  In  How  York,   where   perjury    in  wherein  one  party  seeks  to  have  the 

swearing  in  a  vote  at  an  election  was  homestead  entry  of  another  canceled, 

charged,  it  was  held  that  the   indict-  need  not  allege  the  jurisdiction  of  said 

ment  was  not  defective  because  it  did  officers.     The  court  will  take  judicial 

not  state  the  names  or  number  of  the  notice   that  they  have  jurisdiction  in 

inspectors  of  election  before  whom  the  such  cases.     Nor  is  it  necessary  to  set 

oath  was  taken,  nor  that  the  inspectors  forth  the  ground  on  which  the  contest 

in  the  ward  before  whom  the  oath  was  was  based.     It  is  sufficient  to  give  the 

uken  were  acting  for  such  ward,  nor  title  of  the  cause  and  to  allege  jurisdic- 

that  the  place  at  which  the  inspectors  tion   generally.     Peters    v.    U.    S.,    2 

were  convened  and  the  oath  was  ad-  Okla.  138;    Babcock  v.  U.  S.,  34  Fed. 

ministered    was  legally  appointed  for  Rep.  873. 

holding  the  election.     Where  such  an  Committee  of  iho  Logislatnro. — An  in- 

indictment  avers  that  the  election  was  dictment  for  perjury  before  a  commit- 

held  pursuant  to  law  before  a  board  of  tee  appointed  to  investigate  a  charge  of 

inspectors    legally    constituted,    it    is  bribery  of  members  of  a    legislative 

sufficient  as  regards  the   averment  of  body  at  an  election  by  that  boidy  of  a 

jurisdiction.      Burns    v.    People,     59  candidate  for  public  office  is  insufficient 

Barb.  (N.  Y.)  531.     And  see  Campbell  if  it  fails  to  allege  that  the  election  was 

V.  People,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  636.  one  authorized  by  law  to  be  held  by 

In  Illinois,  when  it  is  alleged  that  a  that  body.    Com.  v.   Hillenbrand,   96 

person  has  committed  perjury  in  swear-  Ky.  407. 

ing  to  the  qualification  of  a  voter,  an  Poijnrj  bofliro  a  Bogimental  Court  of 

averment  that  the  election  was  called  Inquiry  being  alleged,  it  was  held  that 

and  held  in  pursuance  of  law,  and  also  the  indictment  ought  to  set  forth  of 

that  the  judge  of  election  who  admin-  what  number  of  officers  the  court  was 

istered   the  oath  had  full  power  and  constituted,  and  their  respective  rank, 

authority  to  do  so,  sufficiently  shows  so  that  the  court  might  see  whether  or 

the  legal  organization  of  the  election  not  the  court  of  inquiry  was  legally 

board.     Johnson  v.  People,  94  111.  505.  constituted.     Conner  v.   Com.,  2  Va. 

In  Vermont,  however,  it  was  held  that  Cas.  30. 

in  the  case  of  election  inspectors  ap-  Commiiiionor  to  Take  Bail.  —  In  Mas* 

pointed    to    revise    the    check  list  of  sachusetts  the  following  has  been  held 

voters,  an  indictment  for  false  swearing  a  sufficient  allegation  of  jurisdiction: 

before  said  inspectors  must  set  forth  "  On  the  ninth  dayH>f  said  April,   *  *  ^ 

their  jurisdiction  with  certainty,  and  at  Boston  aforesaid,  before  one  A.,  a 

that  failing  to  do  so  it  is  demurrable,  commissioner    within    and    for    said 

State  V.  McCone,  59  Vt.  117.  county  of  Suffolk,  legally  authorized 
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directly  state  this  fact  will  be  held  deficient,  however  prolix  and 
inclusive  it  may  be.* 

That  tht  AAdavit  Wm  Had*.  —  And  where  perjury  is  assigned  in 
swearing  to  an  affidavit,  the  indictment  must  allege  with  equal 
directness  that  the  accused  made  the  affidavit  in  question.* 

and  duly  appointed  and  qualified  to  ant,  '*  being  lawfully  required  to  de- 
take  bail  in  criminal  cases  in  said  pose  the  truth,  on  his  oath  legally 
county,  B.  of  said  Boston  offered  him.  administered,  *  *  *  and  being  re- 
self  as  bail,"  etc.;  that  **  B.  was  then  quired  to  testify,  *  *  *  did  wil. 
and  there  lawfully  required  by  said  fully  and  corruptly  commit  the  crime 
commissioner,  pursuant  to  the  course  and  offense  of  perjury,'*  is  insufficient, 
and  practice  of  taking  and  approving  It  is  absolutely  necessary  to  allege  that 
bail,  to  make  a  written  statement  he  did  swear,  and  the  allegation  caa^ 
under  oath,"  etc.  Com.  v,  Butland,  not  be  made  in  this  indirect  manner. 
119  Mass.  317.  See  also  Com.  v,  Carel,  Brown  v.  State,  91  Wis.  245. 
105  Mass.  582;  Com.  v.  Hatfield,  107  Made  and  Subscribed ^  etc.  —  In  State 
Mass.  227.  V.   DivoU,  44  N.  H.  140,  the  different 

1.  People   V.   Dunlap,    113    Cal.   72;  forms  of  this  allegation  in  common  use 

U.  S.   V,   Hearing,  26  Fed.   Rep.  744;  were  considered,  and  it  was  held  to  be 

U-   S.   V.   McConaughy,  33  Fed.   Rep.  immaterial  in  what  part  of  the  indict- 

168;  Brown  v.  State,  91  Wis.  245.  ment  a  necessary  averment  is  found, 

lUiutratioiki  of  the  Bal«.  —  An  allega-  provided  the  indictment  is  otherwise 

tion  that  J.  came  before  G.  and  H.,  the  sufficient.     But  it  must   be  distinctly 

magistrates  who  heard  the  case,  and  alleged  in  some  form  that  the  accused 

exhibited  a  certain  information  upon  was  sworn;  and  the  allegation,  "  made 

oath,  is  not  sufficient,  since  it  does  not  and  subscribed  in  open  court,    *    *    « 

sufficiently  show  that  J.  was  sworn  be-  wickedly,  falsely,  wilfully,  corruptly, 

fore  G.  and  H.     Reg.  v,  Goodfellow,  i  and  knowingly,  the  following  false  and 

C.  &  M.  $69,  41  E.  C.  L.  310.  corrupt  oath,'*  is  not  a  sufficient  alle- 

An    allegation    that    the    defendant  gation. 

'*  stale  and  testify,"  omitting  the  word  A  General  Allegation  that  the  defend- 

'*  did,"  has  been  held  bad.     Menasco  ant  was  lawfully  required  to  declare 

V,   State,   (Tez.   App.   1889)   11   S.  W.  and  depose,  etc.,  is  not  enough,  nor 

Rep.  898.  can   the  defect  in  the  information  be 

Did  Depose  and  Swear,  —  In  U.  S.  v.  cured  by  the  proofs.     People  v.  Gaige, 

McConaughy,   33   Fed.   Rep.  168,   the  26  Mich.  30. 

court  said.  *' In  this  case  it  is  true  Undsr  tho  YflnBont  Aet  to  simplify  in« 
that  the  indictment  states  that  the  de-  dictments  for  perjury,  it  is  not  neces- 
fendant  did  *  depose  and  swear,'  as  in  sary  to  allege  that  the  accused  was 
the  deposition  already  set  forth.  But  legally  isworn.  The  general  allegation 
this  is  by  no  means  the  equivalent  of  that  he  committed  perjury  is  sufficient, 
the  sufficient  allegation,  '  being  duly  State  v,  Camley,  67  Vt.  322. 
sworn,  did  depose  and  say.*  To  '  de-  9.  Copeland  v.  State,  23  Miss.  257. 
pose  '  is  merely  to  state  or  affirm  some  Two  Methods  of  Ayornient.  —  In  Cope- 
matter  of  fact  in  an  affidavit  or  deposi-  land  v.  State,  23  Miss.  257,  the  court 
lion,  and  this  may  be  done  as  well  be-  said:  "  If  it  is  intended  to  convict  a 
fore  an  oath  is  administered  to  the  party  of  perjury  in  falsely  swearing  to 
deponent  as  afterwards.  In  this  case  an  affidavit,  the  indictment  must  suffi- 
it  appears  that  it  was  administered  to  ciently  charge  the  fact  that  the  affidavit 
the  witness  after  he  had  deposed.  One  was  made  by  the  accused,  otherwise  it 
may  '  swear  '  who  is  not  duly  *  sworn.'  cannot  be  introduced  as  evidence.  In 
In  one  case  the  oath,  so  to  speak,  is  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Robertson,  3 
self-imposed,  and  the  swearer  incurs  Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  191,  the  court 
po  legal  liability  thereby,  while  in  the  said  that  '  all  indictments  for  perjury 
other  the  oath  is  administered  by  a  upon  an  affidavit  state  the  charge  in  one 
person  having  authority  so  to  do,  and  of  two  ways:  either  that  he  did  cor- 
the  affiant  takes  it  subject  to  the  pains  ruptly  say,  depose,  swear,  and  make 
and  penalties  for  perjury."  affidavit  in  writing,  or  that  he  did  pro- 

Being   Lawfully^  Required  to  Depose^  duce  and  exhibit  a  certain  affidavit  in 

etc. — An  allegation   that  the  defend-  writing.'" 
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Kftaaar  of  TtUnf  Oftth.  —  At  common  law  it  was  customary  to 
allege  that  the  accused  **  did  take  his  corporal  oath  upon  the 
Holy  Gospel  of  God."  ^     But  in  modern  practice  the  usual  form 

of  averment  is  that  the  accused  was  duly  sworn ;  and  this  form 
has  repeatedly  been  held  sufficient.' 

In  Vew  York  an  indictment  which  By  Whmn  Kade.  —  In  a  jurisdiction 
charges  that  an  affidavit  on  which  per-  where  the  making  of  a  false  affidavit 
jury  is  assigned  *'  was  made  and  is  en-  is  an  offense  distinct  from  that  of  pro- 
titled  in  an  action  or  special  proceed-  curing  another  person  to  make  such 
ing  "  sufficiently  sets  forth  the  offense,  false  affidavit,  or  of  using  a  false  affi- 
Under  the  Penal  Code,  §  loo,  making  davit  made  by  another  person,  an 
includes  deliverv.  Making  must  be  indictment  which  alleges  that  the  de- 
alleged,  and  delivery  must  be  proven,  fendant  made  and  caused  to  be  made 
People  V,  Williams,  149  N.  Y.  i.  a  false  affidavit  (a  copy  of  which,  signed 

In  th«  Fsdnml  Courts.  —  In  U.  S.  v.  by  defendant,  is  set  forth  in  the  indict- 
Hearing,  26  Fed.  Rep.  744,  the  court  ment)  will  be  held  to  charge  ihat  the 
said:  "Nor  is  it  necessary  that  it  should  false  affidavit  was  made  by  the  de- 
Appear  from  the  indictment  that  the  fendant  himself.  U.  S.  v.  Kuentsler, 
clerk  made  a  jurat  or  memorandum  74  Fed.  Rep.  220. 
on  the  affidavit,  stating  when  and  1.  An  indictment  which  charges  that 
where  the  defendant  swore  to  the  same,  the  accused  was  "in  due  manner 
If  the  oath  was  in  fact  administered  by  sworn,  laying  her  hand  on  the  Holy 
the  clerk  to  the  defendant,  it  is  not  Evangelist  of  Almighty  God,  and  took 
necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  this  pro-  her  corporal  oath,"  is  good.  Johnson 
ceeding,  that  he  should  have  made  a  v.  State,  76  Ga.  790. 
memorandum  of  the  fact  on  the  affi-  8.  California.  —  People  v,  Dunlap, 
davit  or  elsewhere.     The  guilt  or  inno.  113  Cal.  72. 

cence  of  the  defendant  depends  on  the  Iowa,  —  State  v.  O'Hagan,  38  Iowa 

state  of  his  knowledge  when  he  took  504. 

the  oath,  and  not  on  the  subsequent  Kentucky,  —  Com.  v,  Taylor,  96  Ky. 

conduct  of  the  officer  in   making,   or  394;  Com.  v,  Hillenbrand,  96  Ky.  407. 

omitting  to  make,  a  memorandum  of  Massachusetts,  —  Com.  tr.  Warden,  11 

the  transaction.     But  I  do  not  think  it  Met.  (Mass.)  406. 

is  sufficiently  alleged  in  the  indictment  Minnesota,  —  State    v,   l^Cadigan,  57 

that  the  defendant  was  sworn  to  the  Minn.  425. 

affidavit.     The  affidavit  and  the  sub-  Missouri,  —  State    v,    Hamilton,    65 

scription  thereto  are  set  out  in  the  in-  Mo.  667. 

dictment,  and  this  should  have  been  New  Jersey,  —  Dodge  v.  State,  24  N. 

followed  by  an  allegation  to  the  effect  J.  L.  455. 

that  the  defendant,  being  then  and  there  Ne^o    York,  —  Burns  v.   People,    59 

duly  sworn  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  531;  Tuttle  v.  People,  36 

for  Linn  county,  did  depose  and  state  N.  Y.  431. 

that  said  affidavit  was  true.     The  alle-  Pennsylvania,  —  Respublica  r.  New- 

gation  in  the  indictment  that  the  de-  ell,  3  Yeates  (Pa.)  407. 

fendant  did  depose  and  state  contrary  South  Carolina,  —  State  v.  Farrow,  10 

to  his  said  oath  is,  if  anything,  an  at-  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  165. 

tempt  to  assign  perjury  on  a  '  said  '  or  Texas.  —  Beach    v.    State,   32  Tex. 

supposed  oath,   the  administration  of  Crim.  Rep.  240. 

which   is  nowhere  alleged.      But  the  Vermont,  —  State  v,  Camley,  67  Vu 

fact  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  must  322. 

be  distinctly  stated."  Wisconsin,  —  Brown  v.  State,  91  Wis. 

▼ariaaes.  —  An    information   alleged  245. 

that  a  certain  affidavit  before  the  mayor  England,  —  Rex     v,     M'Carther,     i 

was  made  by  "  James  R.  Shea."     The  Peake  N.   P.  (ed.   1795)  155;   Reg.   v, 

record  entry  made  by  the  mayor  stated  Goodfellow,  i  C.  &  M.  569,  41  E.  C.  L. 

that  the  affidavit  was   made   by  '*  R.  310. 

Shea,"  and  the  affidavit  itself,  as  it  ap-  Tarlanoe.  —  It  is  necessary  only   to 

peared  in  the  record,  appeared  to  be  allege   that  the    defendant  was   duly 

signed  by  '*  James  R.   Shea."     This  sworn,  buc  if  the  allegation  is  made 

was  held  not  to  constitute  a  variance,  with    more    particularity    it   must   be 

Stefani  v.  State,  124  Ind.  3.  proved    as    charged.       McClerkin    v, 
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2.  By  Whom  Adminiftered.  —  An  oath  administered  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  court,  by  an  officer  thereof,  is  regarded  as  adminis- 
tered by  the  court,  and  by  the  weight  of  authority  an  indictment 
which  charges  that  the  witness  was  sworn  by  the  court  is  sustained 
by  evidence  that  he  was  sworn  by  the  clerk ;  *  but  where  the  oath 
was  actually  administered  by  the  clerk  it  may  be  so  alleged  in  the 
indictment.*     In  some  states  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  the 

State,  105  Ala.  107;  Smith  v.  People,  i        8.  By  the  Clerk.  —  An  alle^tion  that 

Park.   Cr.    Rep.   (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  the  oath  was  administered  by  "  A.  W. 

317;    State   V.  Davis,  69  N.  Car.  383;  Moore,    clerk   of   the   twelfth   judicial 

Williams  v.  State,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  district,  as  aforesaid,  thea  and  there 

47.     But  in  Reg.  v,  Southwood,  i  F.  &  having  sufficient  authority  to  admin- 

F.  356,  it  was  held  that  a  variance  be-  ister  an  oath  to  the  said  S.  M.,  In  that 

t ween  the  form  of  oath  proved  and  that  behalf,"     has    been    held    sufficient, 

stated   in    the  indictment  was  imma-  State  v.  Maxwell,  28  La.  Ann.  361. 
terial.  Qvallfleation  of   the  Prinei^.  — The 

It  If  Hot  a  Yarlaaoe  that  an  indict-  averment  that  the  oath  was  legally  ad- 

ment  for  perjury  alleges  that  the  de-  ministered  by  the  clerk,  without  giving 

fendant  took  his  "  corporal  oath  and  the   form,  is   not  sufficient  unless   the 

was  then  duly   sworn  "   In   the   mode  indictment    states    the    circumstances 

common  to  the   courts,  although  the  under  which  the  oath  was  required  and 

evidence  shows  that  he  was  sworn  with  the  occasion  on   which  it  was  made, 

uplifted   hand.      A   corporal   oath,  as  State  v.  Undenstock,  43  Tex.  554. 
latterly    understood,  means  merely  a        By  Direetion  of  the  Court.  —  In  People 

solemn  oath,  and  the  terms  are  synony-  v,  Cohn,   118  Cal.   74,  the  court  said: 

mous.     Com.  v.  Jarboe,    8g  Ky.   143.  '*  But  assuming   that  the   magistrate 

See  also  Jackson  r.  State,  I  Ind.  184;  may  competently  employ  a  clerk  or 

State  V.  Morris,  9  N.  H.  96.  other  officer  to  perform  this  function. 

In  MliBonri,  for  the  averments  In  this  It  Is  obvious  that  It  should,  to  show 

regard  which  are  necessary  in  an  In-  authority  in  such  officer,   be  alleged 

dictment  for  perjury  in  an  examination  that  the  act  was  done  at  the  direction 

concerning  the  amount  of  one*s  tax-  of  the  magistrate.     There  is  no  such 

able  property,  see  State  v.   Foulks,  57  averment  here,  except  it  be  by  mere 

Mo.  4j6i.  inference  or  legal  conclusion,  and  that 

IMffnreiit  Forms  in  Different  Connti.  —  is  not  sufficient.     The  fact  being  ma- 

An   indictment  Is  sufficient  where  it  terial,  it  must  be  directly  averred,  to 

charges  the   defendant  in   one   count  satisfy  the  rules  of  pleading,  even  In  a 

with    having    sworn   to   certain   false  civil  action,  and,  a  fortiori,  in  a  crlm- 

allegations  in  his  oral   testimony  be-  Inal  pleading." 

fore  a  fire  marshal,  and  in  another  By  the  Jkiputj  Cleric  —  An  allegation 
count  with  having  sworn  to  the  same  that  the  oath  was  administered  by  the 
allegations  in  an  affidavit  In  the  same  deputy  clerk  is  sufficient  without  ex- 
proceedings.  Harris  v.  People,  6  pressly  averring  that  he  had  power  to 
Thomp.  ISi  C.  (N.  Y.)  ao6.  administer    the  oath.       **  The   court 

1.  State  V.  Cay  wood,  96  Iowa  367;  knows,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 

People  V.  Nolte,  19  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  clerk  and  deputy  clerk  of  the  Kosci- 

Supreme  Ct.)  674;  Stephens  v.  State,  i  usko  Circuit  Court  had  authority  to 

Swan  (Tenn.)  157.  administer     the     oath     to   appellant. 

An  allegation  that  the  judge,  naming  *    *    *    When  an  oath  is  administered 

him,  then  and  there  had  authority  to  by  a  clerk  or  his  deputy  In  open  court, 

administer  the  oath  is  not  an  averment  It  is  under  the  superintendence  of  the 

that  the   judge    himself  administered  court,  and  is  as  obligatory  as  if  it  had 

the  oath.     Keator  v.  People,  32  Mich,  been  administered  by  the  judge  of  the 

484.  court.**     Masterson  v.  State,  144  Ind. 

But  if  the  Oaih  It  Administered  by  the  240.    See  also  Server  v.  State,  2  Blackf  • 

Clerk  in  some  outside  matter  it  is  nee-  (Ind.)  35. 

essary  to  allege  that  It  was  taken  be-        But  where  the  law  requires  a  certain 

fore   the  clerk.      State   v.   Spencer,   6  affidavit  to  be  made  before  a  clerk  of  a 

Oregon  152.  court  of  record,  an  allegation  that  the 
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title  of  the  particular  officer  who  administered  the  oath  be  given. ^ 
VL  SETTive  FoBTH  THE  Tbstimoht  —  1.  AoGording  to  Substance 
and  Sffeol  —  It  was  not  absolutely  essential  even  at  the  common 
law  to  set  out  the  precise  words  of  the  testimony  alleged  to  be 
false ; '  and  under  the  various  statutes  it  is  the  almost  universal 
practice  to  give  merely  the  substance  and  effect  of  the  testimony 
or  statement  claimed  to  be  false,  alleging  that  the  accused  testi- 
fied "  to  the  substance  and  effect  following,  that,"  etc.  But  care 
must  be  taken  that  the  meaning  of  the  matter  set  forth  is  clearly 
apparent.' 

oath  was  taken  before  the  deputy  clerk  Neal,  42  Mo.  119;  Campbell  r.  People, 

of   the   Probate  Court  is  insufficient.  8   Wend.   (N.  Y.)  C36;  State  v.  Wake- 

U.  S.  V.  Hall,  5  N.  Mex.  178.  field,  73  Mo.  549;  Gabrielsky  v.  State, 

▼arUnoo.  —  Where     the     indictment  13  Tex.  App.  428. 

alleges  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  That  the  ETidenoe  Wat  Admissible.  — 

'*  by  the  clerk  of  said  county,"  and  the  It    need    not   be  shown   affirmatively 

evidence  shows  that  the  officer  who  ad-  that  the  false  testimony  was  admissi- 

ininistered  the  oath  was  the  clerk  of  a  ble  and  competent,  and  could  not  have 

certain  city  court,  the  variance  is  fatal,  been  excluded  on    any  legal  ground. 

McClerkin  v.  State,  105  Ala.  107.  State  v,  Spencer,  45  La.  Ann.  i. 

1.  In  Indiana  it  has  been  held  that  Katuraliiation  Prooeedlngs.  —  An  in- 
the  name  of  the  officer  must  be  given,  dictment  for  perjury  in  a  declaration 
The  use  of  the  singular  noun  in  the  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen  need 
statute  implies  that  the  oath  shall  be  not  set  forth  the  declaration.  U.  S.  v, 
administered  by  one  person.  When  in  Walsh,  22  Fed.  Rep.  644. 
doubt  as  to  whether  the  oath  was  ad-  Inventory  of  an  Insolvent*!  Property.  — 
ministered  by  the  judge,  the  clerk,  or  When  the  perjury  consists  in  omitting 
the  deputy  clerk,  the  matter  should  be  property  from  an  inventory  by  an  in- 
set out  in  three  counts.  An  indictment  solvent,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out 
in  one  count  alleging  that  the  oath  the  inventory  in  full.  It  is  sufficient  to 
was  administered  by  the  three  is  bad  aver  that  the  paper  presented  to  the 
on  a  motion  in  arrest.  Hitesman  v.  officer  was  one  purporting  to  be  a  full 
State,  48  Ind.  473.  and  just  inventory  of  all   the  estate. 

In  Tezae  the  indictment    must  give  real  and  personal,  at  law  and  in  equity, 

the  name  of  the  officer  who  adminis-  of     the    insolvent.       The    indictment 

tered  the  oath,  and  if  it  appears  on  the  should  give  a  list  of  the  goods  alleged 

trial  that  some  officer  other  than  the  to  have  been  left  out,  but  not  of  those 

one  named  in  the  indictment  adminis-  which     were     included.       People     v, 

tered  it  the  variance  is  fatal.    Jefferson  Phelps,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  9;  People  v, 

tf.  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App.  1895)  29  S.  Warner,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  271. 

W.  Rep.  1090.  And  where  such  an  indictment  de- 

8.  Shely  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.'  scribed  the  property  omitted  as  con- 

190.  sisting    among  other  things    of    dia- 

8.  Taylor  v.  State.  48  Ala.  157;  State  monds,  watches,  jewelry,  money,  and 

V,   Green,  24  Ark.  591;  State  v.  Neal,  other  personal  effects  belonging  to  the 

42  Mo.  119;  People  v,  Phelps,  5  Wend,  insolvent  and  his  estate,  the  descrip- 

(N.  Y.)  9;  State  v,  Witham,  6  Oregon  tlon   was,  held   to    be    sufficient.     To 

366;     State     V.     Stillman,    7    Coldw.  attempt  an   exact    description    would 

(Tenn.)  341;    Woods  v.  State,   14  Lea  endanger  a  variance  between  the  aver- 

(Tenn.)  460;  Jackson  v.  State,  15  Tex.  ment  and  the  proof.     People  v.  Piatt, 

App.    579;    State    V,    Undenstock,    43  67  Cal.  21. 

Tex.  554;  U.  S.  V,  Walsh,  22  Fed.  Rep.  Testimony   In   Aetlon    for   Aeeaolt.— 

644.  Where  perjury  is  assigned  upon  testi- 

It    Is  Hot  Veeasiary  to  Set  Ont  the  mony  of  a   witness  in  an  action  for 

Bntire  Testimony,  since  it  may  not  have  assault  and  battery,  said  witness  hav- 

been  false  in  its  entirety.     It  is  suffi-  ing  sworn  that  the  defendant  in  that 

cient  to  set  out    such    parts    as    are  prosecution  had  and  used  a  pistol  in 

alleged  to  have  been  false.     State  v,  the  assault,  it  need  not  be  alleged  that 
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2.  Pujiiry  AMipiod  upon  Written  Inxtrnment  —  Where  perjury- 
is  assigned  upon  an  affidavit  or  other  written  instrument,  how- 
ever, it  is  necessary,  according  to  some  authorities,  to  set  out  the 
instrument  according  to  its  tenor;  and  even  in  jurisdictions  where 
this  is  not  insisted  upon,  it  is  certainly  the  better  practice.'     But 

the   witnesi  «wore  how  and  for  what  taxation,  an  exact  copy  of  the  oaih  md- 

purpose  the  pistol  was  used.     Slate  v.  ministered   should   be   set   forth.      la 

Murphy.  lol  Nl  Car.  697,  such  case  an  indictment  which  sets  out 

TarliJuw.  —  Where  an  indictment  al-  the  oath  which  [he  iiatute  prescribes, 

leged   that   the   defendant  swore   that  btit  does  not  aver  that  this  oaUi  was 

he  saw  A  at  the  house  of  B  on  Oct.  30,  taken  verbatim  by  the  accused,  i*  in- 

bui  the  testimony  showed  thaihe  swore  sufficicnL     State  f.  BUckslone,  74  Ind. 

that   he   saw  A  al  the  house  of  B  on  593. 

Oct.   39,   the   variance  was   held  fatal.  Affidavit  Aaeo^puijiiig  Bank   (Me«r^ 

State  V.  Ah  Sam,  7  Oregon  477.  Sapoit.  —  When    perjury   is    assigned 

Where   an  indictment  charged   that  upon  an  affidavit  to  the  trnth  of  a.  re- 

Ihe  accused  testified  that  one  S.  "  did  port  of  a  bank's  condition,  made  by  an 

not  use  "  to  him  certain  abusive  Ian-  officer  of  a  bank,  it  has  been  held  that 

guage    tending    lo   a    breach    of    the  the  affidavit  need   not  be   set  forth  in 

peace,   but  the  evidence  showed  that  full.     It  is  sufficient  10  set  forth  its  sub- 

the  defendant  testified  that  he  "  did  not  stance  and  effect.    People  v.  Ostrander, 

hear     or     remember"    the    language  64  Hun  (N.   Y.)  335.     Nor  is  it  ncccs- 

alleged,  the  variance  was  fatal.     Lever-  saty  to  give  the  names  of  all  the  cred- 

ette  V.  Stale,  3»  Tei.  Crim.   Rep.  471.  iters.     U.  S.  ».   Chapman,  3   McLean 

■aniMT  in  WUcih  TtMlmonj  Was  Ob-  (U.  S.)  390;  U.  S.  v.  Deming,  4  McL«ao 

UiMd.  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  (U.  S.)  3. 

the  interrogatories  in  answer  to  which  VaeU    Knit   B«  Stated.  —  An   indict- 

the  false  testimony  was  given.     State  ment  contained  the    loDowing  allegs- 

V.  Bishop,  I  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  134;  Cora,  tions:    That  the    "  material   facts,    aa 

f.  Smith,  II  Allen  (Mass.)  143.     Nor  is  sworn   to   by   said   Rothaker,   in   said 

it    necessary    that    it    should    appear  affidavit,     ■    •    •    are   false  and   not 

whether    the    false   testimony   of    the  true,    *    *     *-     and    that    said    facts 

witness   was    given   in    answer    to    a  were  known  to  said  Rothaker,  at  the 

specific  question  put  to  him,  or  in  the  time  he  swore  to  them,  to  be  false  and 

course  01  his  own  relalion  of  [he  facts;  not  true,   [hereby    committing   wilful 

and     it    is    not    necessary    to    allege  and  corrupt  perjury."     This  was  held 

whether  the  witness  was  compelled  to  defective,   since  it  did   not  state  wbat 

attend  court  by  subpcena,  or  attended  the  facts  were.     Matter  of  Rothaker. 

voluntarily.     Com.  i'.  Knight,  la  Mass.  11  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

974;  People  II.  Brown,  54  Mich.  15.  isa. 

1.  An  indictment  forperjuryin  mak-  Whatlur  lat  Oat  tahrtaatlally,  m  to 
ing  an  affidavit,  which  does  not  set  B»«  T«rba.  —  In  Shely  v.  State,  35  Tes. 
forth  a  copy  of  the  affidavit  or  of  any  Cn'm.  Rep.  igo,  the  court  said:  "  The 
part  of  it,  and  which  does  not  set  out  indictment  does  not  Indicate  or  fore- 
the  tenor  of  the  affidavit  in  whole  or  in  shadow  the  real  affidavit  made  by  ap- 
part.  is  fatally  detective.  Where  the  pellant.  On  tbe  contrary,  it  indicates 
perjury  is  committed  in  swearing  to  a  quite  a  different  affidavit,  to  such  ao 
written  instrument,  the  necessity  of  extent  as  would  render  the  affidavit 
setting  out  the  tenor  of  the  instrument  actually  made  Inadmissible  in  evi- 
or  of  ihc  part  alleged  to  be  false  is  fully  dencc.  We  are  not  holding  that  the 
as  great  as  in  forgery.  This  is  neces-  indictment  must  set  out  in  kae  verta 
aary  in  order  that  the  court  may  see  the  precise  words  of  the  affidavit,  bat 
whether  the  language  employed  in  the  we  do  hold  that  the  indictment  mast 
instruin'iii  bears  the  construction  put  set  forth  the  affidavit  substantially. 
upon  it  \,y  the  pleader  in  charging  the  One  or  the  other  courae  must  be  pur- 
perjury  Cappack  v.  Stale,  36  Ind.  sued.  The  indictment  charges  that 
513;  Sm[<;  !'.  Undenstock,  43  Tex.  554.  the  appellant  stated,  in  writing,  that 
But  sec  I.'.  S.  V.  Law.  50  Fed.  Rep.  qij.  he  had  performed  services  for  the  state 

WhsD  tha  tatk  la  to  ths  OarrMtaMS  of  in  a  certain  case,   naming   it.      What 

tli«   S«hBdale  tl  Yn/ftrij  returned   for  service*  are  not  indicated  by  that  part 
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if  the  affidavit  is  not  set  out  according  to  its  tenor,  but  according 
to  substance  and  effect,  a  literal  copy  is  not  required.^ 

Wban  Peijiiry  It  Airigntd  upon  8rr«rsl  Parts  of  aa  Affldayit  those  parts 
may  be  set  out  in  the  indictment  as  if  continuous,  although  they 
were  in  fact  separated  by  the  introduction  of  other  matter.* 

Vn.  Thb  Ivtevt  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  The  terms  used  in  an 
indictment  to  describe  the  intent  of  the  accused  in  committing 
the  crime  differ  in  the  various  jurisdictions.  The  words  *  *  falsely,  * ' 
"  wilfully,"  "  corruptly,"  **  feloniously, "  and  "  knowingly  "  are 
all  commonly  employed  for  this  purpose,  and  where  any  one  of 
these  words  appears  in  the  statutory  definition  of  the  offense,  its 
omission  in  the  indictment  will  usually  be  fatal.' 

2.  "Falsely."  —  The  word  '*  falsely  "  was  very  generally  used 
in  England  under  the  common  law,  and  although  some  American 
decisions  hold  that  it  is  not  essential,  it  is  still  the  better  practice 
to  allege  that  the  accused  swore  falsely.  Much  depends,  how- 
ever, upon  the  words  of  the  statute.* 

of  the  indictment  which   attempts  to  V.)  271,  Marcy,  J.,  said:  **  To  my  ap- 

give  the  substance  of  the  affidavit.     We  prehension    the    substance  and  effect 

are  informed  of  the  nature  of  the  serv-  of  an  instrument  in   writing  cannot, 

ices  by  the  account  which  follows,  but  either  in   common  parlance    or  legal 

this  is  made  no  part  of  the  affidavit,  or  import,  be  understood  to  mean  an  exact 

father  the  oath  taken.     The  line  of  de-  copy  of  it."     But  the  term  "  tenor  " 

marcation  between  what  the  appellant  requires  an  exact  copy,   and   if  such 

did  swear  and  the  allegations  of  the  exactness  is  attempted  the  instrument 

pleader  is  not  drawn  in  this  indictment,  must  be  proved  as  laid. 

We  suggest  that  if  the  pleader  had  set  8.  Rex  v,  Callanan,  6  B.  &  C.  102, 

oat  the  account,  and  then  alleged  that  13  E.  C.  L.  109. 

appellant  did,  before  said  officer  (de-  But  if   thus  set  out  continuously  it 

scribing     him),     falsely,     knowingly,  must  be  proved  in  substance  and  effect 

wilfully,  and  corruptly  then  and  there  that  he  swore  to  all  of  that  which  is 

swear,   depose,  and  say  that  said  ac-  thus  set  out,  although  the  indictment 

count  is  proper,  just,  and  correct  in  contains  several   distinct  assignments 

every  particular,  and  then  have  trav-  of  perjury.     Rex  v.  Leefe,  2  Campb. 

ersed  all  of  such  items  of  said  account  T34;  State  v,  Frisby,  qo  Mo.  530. 

as  were  deemed  by  him  false,  then  he  8.  People  v,  Williams,  (Supreme  Ct.) 

would  have  had  a  proper  indictment  2    N.    V.   Supp.   382.     See  generally, 

as  to  this  matter.*'  upon  this  subject,  article  Indictments, 

That  the  Affidavit  Was  in  Writing.  —  Informations,  and  Complaints,  vol. 

In  Thomas  v.  State,  54  Ark.  584,  there  10,  p.  491  et  seq, 

is  a  dictum  that  the  indictment  must  4.  Marvin    v.    State,    53    Ark.   395; 

allege  that  the  affidavit  was  in  writing.  Robinson  v.  State,  18  Fla.  898;  King  v. 

But  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  g  5396,  does  not  Sute,  103  Ga.  263;  State  v,  Anderson, 

require  that  when  the  false  swearing  is  92  Iowa  764;  State  v.  Spencer,  45  La. 

to  a  written  instrument,  the  indictment  Ann.   i;    State  v.  Bixler,  62  Md.  354; 

should  so  state.     U.   S.  v.  Walsh,  22  State  v,   Morse,   90  Mo.   91;  State  v. 

Fed.  Rep.  644.  Smith,  63  Vt.  201 ;  U.  S.  v.  Hearing,  26 

1.  literal     Copy      Vot     Baquirsd.  —  Fed.  Rep.  744.    See  also  infra^  VIII. 

Where  the  instrument  is  set  out  "  in  Assignment  of  Perjury. 

substance  and  to  the  effect  following,'*  In  Rex  v,   Perrott,  2  M.  &  S.  379, 

a    literal  copy  is  not  required,  and  a  Dampier,  J.,  said:    **  Upon  every  in- 

variance  in  terms  is  not  fatal.     Harris  dictment  for  perjury  which  I  have  ever 

r.  People,  6  Thomp.  &  C.  (M.  Y.)  206.  seen,  it  has  always  been  alleged  that 

See  also  King  v.  State,'^2  Tex.  Crim.  the  defendant  falsely  swore,  etc.*' 

Rep.  463.  An   indictment   which    alleges   that 

In   People  v,  Warner,  5  Wend.  (N.  the  defendant  **  feloniously,  corruptly, 
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S.  "  WilfUly."  —  It  should  be  alleged  that  the  accused  wilfully 

gave  false  testimony.     The  use  of  this  word  was  required  by  the 
common  law,  and  it  is  also  essential  under  the  various  statutes.^ 

knowingly,  wilfully,   and   maliciously  In  Vermont  it  has  been  held  that  the 

swore,'*  omitting  the  word  '*  falsely,"  omission  of  the  word  *'  falsely  "  is  aot 

but  concluding,  **  and  so  the  defendant  fatal  in  an  indictment  which  uses  the 

in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  did  com-  words  '*  wilfully  and  corruptly."    Mun- 

mit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,"   has  son,   J.,   said:    '*  It  is  said   the   word 

been  held  bad.     Reg.  v,  Oxley,  3  C.  &  '  corruptly  '  does   not  have  the  same 

K.  317.  meaning  as  *  falsely,*  and  this  is  true; 

Fonn  Preseribed  by  Btatnte.  —  An  act  but  we  are  considering  the  word  as  ap- 

which  prescribes  a  form  of  indictment  plied  to  the  act  of  testifying,  and  it  is 

for  perjury,  simply  alleging  that  the  diflScult  to  see  how  one  can  testify  cor- 

defendant,  at  a  time  and  place  specified  ruptly  unless  he  bears  false  testimony. 

and  in  the  course  of  judicial  proceed-  •    *    •    "We  are  of   the  opinion   that 

ings  which  are  described,  "  committed  *  falsely  '  is  not  needed  to  complete  the 

the  crime  of  perjury  by  testifying  as  charge.    *    *    *    We  think  the  words 

follows  "  (setting  out  the  testimony),  is  employed    sufficiently  allege  that  the 

valid  although  the  form  does  not  con-  statement  was  false  to  the  knowledge 

tain  an  averment  in   terms  that  the  of  the   witness."     State  v.  Smith,  63 

testimony   was   false.     The  falsity  of  Vt.  201. 

the  testimony  alleged  in  an  indictment  Omission    of   Y«rb    "Was."  —  Where 

drawn  as  above  described  is  sufficiently  the  indictment  charged  that  the  defend- 

shown  by  the  allegation  that  he  com-  ant  made  the  statement,  "  which  said 

mitted  perjury.     State  v.  Corson,  59  statement  so  made  by  the  said  C.  before 

Me.  137.  and  to  the  said  grand  jury  wilfully  and 

In  Indians,  although  the  word  appears  deliberately  false,'*  and  known  by  the 

in  the  statute,  its  omission  in  an  indict-  defendant  to  be  false,  it  was  held  that^ 

ment  which  alleges  that  the  defendant  the  omission  of  the  verb  "  was  "  before* 

wilfully,    corruptly,    and    feloniously  the   word   "  wilfully "   was  not  fatal, 

made  a  false  affidavit  was  held  not  to  Chase  v.  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App.  1894) 

be  fatal.     State  v,  Anderson,  103  Ind.  28  S.  W.  Rep.  953. 

170.  1.  Marvin    v.    Slate,    53    Ark.   395; 

In  Iowa  the  word  "  falsely  "  is  used  People  r.  Ross,  103  Cal.  425;  Miller  v. 

in  the  statute,  and  must  therefore  ap-  State,  15  Fla.  577;  Parrisb  v.  State,  18 

pear  in  the  indictment.     State  v.  Nick-  Fla.  902;    Robinson  v.  State,  18  Fla. 

erson,  46  Iowa  447.  898;  State  v.   Morse,  i   Greene  (Iowa) 

In  Tezai  it  has  been   held  that  an  503;  State  v.  Gibson,  26  La.  Ann.  71; 

indictment    which     alleged    that    the  State  v.   Day,    100  Mo.  242;   State  9. 

defendant  swore  feloniouslv,  wilfully,  Davis,  84  N.  Car.  787;  State  v.  Car- 

and  corruptly  was  insufficient.     It  is  land,  3  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  114;  Allen  v. 

necessary  to    allege  directly   that  he  State,  42  Tex.   12;    State  v.  Perry,  42 

swore   falsely.     Juaraqui  v.  State,  28  Tex.  238;    Thomas  v.   Com.,   2   Rob. 

Tex.  625.     See  also  Gibson  v.  State,  44  (Va.)  795:    U.  S.  c'.  Edwards,  43  Fed. 

Ala.    17;    Burns  v.    People,  59  Barb.  Rep.  67;  Reg.  v.  Bent,  2  C.  &  K.  179, 

(N.  Y.)  531.  61  E.  C.  L.  179.    Sec  also  article  1n- 

In  Virginia  the  word  '*  falsely"  ap-  dictments.   Informations,  and  Com- 

pears   in   the  statute,  and  cannot  be  plaints,  vol.  10,  p.  492  et  seq, 

dispensed  with   in   the  indictment  for  The  word  "  wilfully  "  was  necessary 

perjury.     An  indictment  which  alleges  in  an  indictment  under  the  statute  5 

that  the  defendant  did  **  feloniously,  Eliz.,  c.  9.     Rex  v.  Cox,  i  Leech  C.  C. 

wilfully,  and  corruptly  depose,  swear,  71. 

and  testify,"  but  does  not  allege  that  In  Rex  v,  Richards,  7  D.  &  R.  665, 
he  did  so  falsely,  is  defective,  although  16  E.  C.  L.  313,  it  was  held  that  an 
it  concludes  as  follows:  "  whereby  the  indictment  which  charged  that  the  de- 
said  F.  did  *  *  *  feloniously,  wil-  fendant  falsely  and  maliciously  gave 
fully,  and  corruptly  swear  falsely."  false  testimony,  without  averring  that 
This  concluding  averment  does  not  the  offense  was  wilfully  or  corruptly 
cure  omissions  in  the  charging  part  of  committed,  was  bad  in  arrest  of  judg- 
the  indictment.  Fitch  v.  Com.,  92  Va.  ment. 
824.  "Cormptlj"  is  not  the  equivalent  of 
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4  "Corruptly."  —  At  common  law  the  word  **  corruptly  "  gen- 
erally  appeared  in  conjunction  with  the  word  "  wilfully,"  but  in 
modern  times  the  omission  of  the  former  word  is  not  generally 
held  to  be  fatal,  provided  other  words  of  the  same  meaning  are 
used  in  the  indictment.^ 

5.  "  Feloniondy."  —  It  was  necessary  at  common  law  to  allege 
that  the  false  swearing  was  done'*  feloniously,"  and  the  same 
rule  applies  in  framing  an  indictment  under  statutes  which  declare 
the  crime  to  be  a  felony.* 

SabonMilon  cf  Peijiiry.  —  Since  subornation  of  perjury  is  generally 
made  a  felony  by  statute,  the  word  **  feloniously  '*  should  be  used 
in  an  indictment  for  that  offense.' 

*'  wilfuUy."    U.   S.   V,  Edwards,    43  equivalent  to  a  charge  that  he  swore 

Fed.  Rep.  67.  wilfully  and  corruptly.    State  v.  Bob- 

"  Viilawftillj    and     Pelofliiovilj    and  bitt,  70  N.  Car.  81. 

TklMly."  —  In  Kentucky  an  indictment  What  the  Word  **  WilftOlj'*  IrnpUes.  ^ 

which  alleges  that  the  defendant  did  An  averment  that  the  accused  wilfully 

"  unlawfully     and     feloniously     and  testified  falsely  sufficiently  implies  that 

falsely    swear"    is    defective.      It    is  he  did  so  intentionally.     King  v.  State, 

wholly  unnecessary   in  an  indictment  103  Ga.   263.    And  an  averment  that 

which  charges  false  swearing  to  allege  the  testimony  was   wilfully  and  cor- 

that  it  was  committed   unlawfully  or  ruptly  false  is  equivalent  to  a  charge 

feloniously.      The  use  of  these  words  that  it  was  knowingly  false.     Stat?  v, 

is  surplusage,  and  shorn  of  this-  sur-  Stein,  48  Minn.  466. 

plusage  the  indictment  in  Question  is  1.  Xfuivalent   Wordi.  —  Where    it  Is 

not  sufficient.    Com.  v.  Taylor,  96  Ky.  averred  that  the  defendant  wilfully  and 

394.  intentionally  testified  falsely,  with  in- 

In  TiOnlilaiia  an  indictment  which  tent  to  have  the  magistrate  act  on  such 
uses  the  words  **  feloniously,  falsely,  testimony,  it  need  not  be  expressly 
corruptly,  knowingly,  and  mali-  alleged  that  he  testified  corruptly, 
ciously  '*  is  sufficient,  although  the  State  v,  Anderson,  93  Iowa  764. 
word  *'  wilfully  "  Is  omitted.  State  v.  Where  the  words  '*  wilfully,  know- 
Spencer,  45  La.  Ann.  i.  ingly,    maliciously "     are     used,    the 

la  Tazas  the  statutory  words  '*  delib-  omission  of  the  word  *'  corruptly  "  is 

erately  and  wUfully  *'  must  be  used  in  not  fatal.     State  v.  Btxler,  62  Md.  354. 

an  indictment.    Smith  v.  State,  i  Tex.  Uiidar  Bar.  Btat.  V.  8.,  §  5899,  an  in- 

App.  630;  State  V.  Webb,  41  Tex.  67;  dictment  need  not  allege  that  the  oath 

State  V,  Perry,  42  Tex.  238;  Allen  v.  was  corruptly  false.     U.  S.  v.   Hear- 

State,  42  Tex.  12;  Brown  v.  State,  9  ing,  26  Fed.  Rep.  744. 

Tex.  App.  171.  8.  State  v,   Shaw,  117  N.  Car.  764: 

In  MlMOiiri  the  words  '*  wilfully,  cor-  Sute  r.  Purdie.  67  N.  Car.  25;  State  v, 

ruptly,   and   falsely  *'   must  be   used.  Bunting,   118   N.   Car.    1200;   Wile  v. 

State   V,   Morse,   90  Mo.  91;    State  v.  State,  60  Miss.  260;  State  v»  Williams, 

Day,  100  Mo.  242.  30  Mo.  364;  State  v.  Terry,  30  Mo.  368. 

Yannoat.  -^  The  word  '*  perjury  "  has  And  see  generally  article  Indictments, 

by  the    common    law  a    well-defined  Informations,  and  Complaints,  vol. 

meaning,  and   under  the  Vermont  act  10,  p.  492  et  seq, 

to    simplify    indictments    for  perjury  In  OaUforiiiaaiidLoiilsiaiiait  has  been 

(Acts   1890,  No.  29),  a  general  allega-  held  that  an  indictment  which  charges 

tion  that  the  accused  committed   per-  that  the   accused   '*  did  wilfully,  cor- 

jury  by  giving  the  testimony  set  forth  ruptly,  and  falsely  swear  "  is  sufficient 

in  the  indictment  is  sufficient,  and  it  is  without  the  use  of  the  word  **  feloni- 

not  necessary  to  allege  that  he  wilfully  ously."    People  r.  Parsons,  6  Cal.  487; 

testified.     Sute  v.  Camley,  67  Vt.  322.  State  v,  Matlock,  48  La.  Ann.  663. 

Equivalent  Charf^.  —  A' charge   that  8.  An  Indiotmant    Is   Snfldtnt   if    it 

the  defendant  *'  wilfully  and  corruptlv  alleges  that  the  defendant  '*  did  felo 

*    *    *    did  depose   and  give  in  evi-  niously  and  maliciously  incite,  move, 

dence   to  the  jurors  of  said  jury  "  is  procure,  aid,  counsel,  hire,  and  com- 
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6.  "Knowingly."  — The  word  "  knowingly  "  need  not  be  used 
unless  it  appears  in  the  statute  under  which  the  indictment  is 
framed.* 

Vm  AssioviaVT  OP  PSBJVBT  —  1.  In  OoneraL  —  That  part  of 
the  indictment  for  perjury  which  expressly  alleges  the  falsity  of 
the  testimony  g^ven  by  the  accused  is  technically  called  the 
assignment.* 

The  kytxmmX  cf  Vftbity  Mvit  Be  Had*  Sxpreitlj  and  PodtiTalj,  and  not  by 
way  of  implication.  The  assignment  must  meet  the  testimony 
of  the  accused  directly,  and  when  such  testimony  consists  of  dis- 
tinct items  it  must  be  sufficiently  broad  to  cover  all  of  them.' 

mand  the  said  C.  H.  the  said  felony  8.  Com.  v.  McLAUghlin,  122   Mass 

and    perjury,    in    manner    and    form  449. 

aforesaid,  to  do  and  commit."    Com.  "An  assignment  of  perjury  consists 

V,  Devine,  155  Mass.  324.  of    an    express    contradiction    of    the 

1.  King  V,  State,  103  Ga.  263;    Fer-  party*?  statement  on  oath,  as  explained 

fuson  V,  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  60;  by  innuendoes."     De  Bemie  v.  State, 

tate  V.  Sleeper,  37  Vt.  122.    And  see  19  Ala.  23. 

article    Indici*ments,    Informations.  The  Asslynnimit  Is  an  EiswitisI  Fart 

AND  COMPIJIINTS,  vol.  lo,  p.  495.  of  an   indictment,  and  an  indictment 

In  KtBtnekr  and  OaUforaia  the  word  which  does  not  contain  any  intimation 

'*  knowingly     is  rendered  essential  by  that  any  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the 

statute.     Com.  v,  Taylor,  96  Ky.  394;  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity  (wherein  the 

People  V.  Ross,  103  Cal.  425.  alleged  perjury  consisted)  were   false 

EqniTalant   Tarms.  —  Where    perjury  or  untrue  is  fatally  defective.     Perdue 

was  assigned  upon  the  taking  of  an  v.  Com.,  96  Pa.  St.  311. 

election  oath  before  the  registrar  of  a  8.  Thomas    v.   State,    54    Ark.   584; 

precinct,  it  was  held   that  an   indict-  State  r.  Raymond,  20  Iowa  582;    Com. 

ment  which  alleged  that  the  accused,  v.  Still,  83  Ky.  275 ;  State  v.  Brown,  8 

"  wilfully,  unlawfully,  and  feloniously  Rob.  (La.)  566;  People  v.  Fay.  89  Mich, 

contriving,    *    *    *    upon    his    oath  119;  Gabrielsky  v.  State,  13  Tex.  App. 

aforesaid,  falsely,  wickedly,  'and  felo-  428;  Reg.  v,  London,  12  Cox  C.  C.  50; 

niouslv  did  say,  swear,"  etc  ,  was  not  Reg.  v,  Burraston,  4  Jur.  697. 

defective,  although  it  omitted  the  word  AltsrnatiTS  Aasigninsnt.  —  Where  an 

'*  knowingly."     The    Penal    Code    of  indictment  alleges  that  it  was  material 

Idaho,  §  8236,  provides  that  a  depart-  in   an  action  whether  a  certain  docu- 

ure  from  the  form  or  mode  prescribed  ment  was  signed  and  delivered,  each 
for  any  pleading  or  proceeding,  or  an  '  statement  is  material,  and  it  is  suffi- 

error  or  mistake  therein,  shall  not  ren-  cient    to    allege    that    the    defendant 

der  it  invalid  unless  such  departure  or  falsely   swore  that  he  saw  the  docu- 

error  is  prejudicial.     Territory  v.  An-  ment  signed,  without  also  alleging  that 

derson,  2  Idaho  537.  he  falsely  swore  that  he  saw  it  deliv- 

An  indictment  for  perjury  in  making  ered.     State  v.  Smith,  63  Vt.  2ox. 

an  affidavit  of  the  qualification  of  a  When  ths  Whsle  Oath  Is  flet  Forth.  — 

person  to  vote  at  an  election  held  in  The  indictment  must  expressly  contra- 

pursuance  of  law  (the  vote  of  such  per-  diet  that  part  which  is  alleged  to  be 

son   having    been   challenged),  which  false.     The   whole  oath   may    be    set 

charges  that  the    defendant  "  feloni-  forth  in  the  indictment;    but  since  a 

ously,  wilfully,  corruptly,  and  falsely,  part  of  it  may  be  true,  it  is  necessary 

in   and   by   his  said   affidavit,  did   de-  specifically  to  designate  the  part  which 

pose,"  etc.,  omitting  the  word  "  know-  is  false.     Gibson  v.  State,  44  Ala.  17. 

ingly  "  used  In  the  election  law,  is  not  Denial  by  Implioation  Somstimee  Allow- 

bad  on  account  of  the  omission  of  such  able.  —  Where  the  question  in  the  trial 

word.     The  word  "  wilfully "  implies  was    whether    a    certain    person   was 

intention  as  well  as  deliberation  and  alive,  an  indictment  charging  that  B. 

purpose.    Johnson   v.   People,   94  111.  swore  that  he  saw  said  person  at  a  par- 

505.     To   the  same  effect  is  State  v.  ticular  time  and   place,  and   denying 

Sleeper,  37  Vt.  122.  the  trutb  of  those  particular  circum- 
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A  Ctanana  Allegation  that  the  testimony  in  question  was  false  is  not 
sufficient.     The  indictment  should  proceed  by  particular  aver- 

stances,  although  not  denying  that  the  said  affidavit  is  not  defective  because 

person    was    alive,    was    held    good,  of  a  failure  to  allege  that  the  defend- 

Dilcher  v.  State,  39  Ohio  St.  130.  ant  swore  that  the  affidavit  subscribed 

Where  the  false  testimony  of  the  ac-  bv  him  was  true.     People  v,  Ostrander, 

cused  as  suted  in  the  indictment  was:  64  Hun  (N.  Y.)  335. 

*'  This  bank  never  charged  more  than  Faets   and  Vot    Cktnelmioni  Must   Be 

six  per  cent.,"  an  assignment  was  held  Allagsd.  —  An  indictment  against  a  per- 

sufficiently    certain   where    it    alleged  son  summoned  as  a  juror,  for  having 

that  the  said  bank  had  charged  the  de-  falsely  sworn  that  he  had  not  formed 

fendant  usurious  interest  at  various  or  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt 

times.     State  v.  Voorhis,   52  N.  J.  L.  or  innocence  of  a  prisoner  on   trial, 

351.  which  alleges  that  he  "  well  knew  that 

An  indictment  is  sufficient  if  it  avers  he  had  both  formed  and  expressed  an 

particularly,  specifically,  and  in  detail  opinion,*'  is  not  good,  since  it  does  not 

that  what  the  defendant  testified  to  as  allege    a    fact.     State    v,    Moffatt,    7 

true  was  not  done  as  she  said;  and  it  Humph.  (Tenn.)  250. 

IS   not  necessary  to  contradict  her  evi-  Indirset  Averments. —  Perjury  by  the 

dence  in  express  terms.     State  v,  Mur-  cashier  of  a  bank  was  assigned  upon  a 

phy,  loi  N.  Car.  697.  report  of  the  condition  of  the  bank  on 

Where  it  is  alleged  that  the  defend-  a  day  named  to  the  banking  depart- 

ant  look  a  false  oath  to  procure  his  dis-  ment  of  the  state.     The  indictment  did 

charge  from  custody  under  a  writ  of  not  charge  by  direct  allegation  that  the 

ca.  sa.,   an  assignment  which  alleges  statements  in  the  report  were  false  or 

that  at  the  time  when  he  took  the  oath  untrue,  although  it  was  alleged  in  va- 

he   had  money  whereby  to  satisfy  the  rious  forms  that  the  defendant    had 

debt  for  which  he  was  arrested  is  suffi-  knowledge  that  they  were   false  and 

cient.     De  Bernie  v.  State,  19  Ala.  23.  untrue.     It  was  held  that  this  omission 

IMreet    BeniaL  —  A    witness    having  to  charge  directly  that  the  facts  sworn 

sworn  at  the  trial  of  a  cause  that  he  to  were  false  rendered  the  indictment 

did  not  write  certain  words  in  the  pres-  fatally  defective.     People  v.  Clements, 

ence  of  D.,  it  is  a  good  assignment  of  42  Hun  (N.  Y.)  353. 

perjury  that  he  did  write  them  in  the  Where  an  indictment  charged   that 

presence  of  D.     Reg.  v,  Schlesinger,  the   prisoner  swore   that  he   had   not 

10  Q.  B.  670,  59  E.  C.  L.  670.  previously  voted  at  an  election,  an  as- 

fignatue  to  Doenments.  —  An  aver-  signment  charging  that  he  had  voted 
ment  that  a  certain  person  did  not  sign  previously  at  said  election,  specify- 
bis  name  to  a  document  has  been  held  Ing  the  place,  but  without  stating  that 
sufficiently  to  contradict  the  testimony  he  had  so  voted  before  the  board  of 
of  the  accused  that  he  saw  the  name  officers  duly  constituted  and  authorized 
signed  thereto.  State  v.  Smith,  63  Vt.  according  to  law,  or  that  any  lawful 
201.  election  had  been  appointed,  was  held 

And  where  an  indictment  averred  to  be  too  general  and  uncertain,  and  a 
that  the  defendant  testified  falsely  in  conviction  on  the  indictment  was  re- 
saying  that  while  in  a  hotel  he  saw  A.'s  versed.  Burns  v.  People,  59  Barb.  (N. 
attention  called  to  a  certain  paper,  and  Y.)  531. 

that  A.  took  it  and  appeared  to  read  it.  Evasive  Denials.  —  Where  it  is  alleged 

and  then  signed  it,  and  that  the  de-  that  the  defendant  made  a  false  affi- 

fendant    saw   A.'s  signature    on    the  davit  to  a  claim  presented  to  the  county, 

paper,  it  was  held   that  since   it  ap-  an  allegation  in    the  indictment   that 

peared  from  the  defendant's  testimony  the   defendant  "  did   not  furnish  '*    a 

as  a  whole  that  he  was  stating  what  he  suit  of  clothing  and  underclothing  of 

had  claimed  to  have  seen,  a  denial  that  the  value  of  thirteen  dollars,  and  one 

he  saw  A.  sign  the  paper  was  a  suffi-  coffin   of  the   value  of  ten  dollars,  as 

cient  assignment  of  perjury.     State  t/.  sworn,  is  not  a  sufficient  denial  of  the 

Clogston,  63  Vt.  215.  truth  of  the  defendant's  testimony  that 

Where   an  Ollleer  of  a  Savings  Bank  they  were  furnished.     Thomas  v.  State, 

makes  an  affidavit  that  a  certain  report  51  Ark.  138. 

of  the  condition  of  said  bank  is  correct.  Certainty  of  Averments  as  to  Time.  — 

an  indictment  for  perjury  in  making  When  perjury  is  alleged  to  have  been 
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ments  to  negative  that  which  is  false,  contradicting  in  express 

terms  the  matter  alleged  to  have  been  falsely  sworn  to.^ 

2.  Setting  Forth  the  Truth.  —  In  addition  to  an  averment  that 

the  testimony  of  the  accused  was  false,  the  indictment  should  also 
set  forth  the  truth  in  regard  to  the  matter  at  issue.  The  follow- 
ing is  the  usual  form  of  this  averment:  '*  Whereas  in  truth  and 
in  fact  (setting  out  the  truth),"  • 

committed  by  a  debtor  in  his  examina-  specific,  in  order  that  a  conviction  may 

cion  on  supplementary  proceedings,  an  be  had  on  any  assignment  which   is 

indictment  which  alleges  that  he  was  sustained  by  proof.     State  v.  Ela,  91 

then  and  there  the  owner  of  a  certain  Me.  309. 

amount  of  property  is  too  indefinite  as  ATermtnt  Held  Too  GeneraL  —  An  in- 
to time,  said  examination  having  been  dictment  which  charged  that  the  de- 
chiefly  concerning  property  which  had  fendant  in  securing  registration  swore 
previously  belonged  to  the  debtor  at  falsely  that  he  had  not  been  convicted 
different  times.  State  v.  Cunningham,  of  an  infamous  crime  was  held  to  be 
116  Ind.  209.  too  indefinite    in    not    specifying  the 

Yarianos.  —  Where  one  was  charged  crime.  It  should  have  been  alleged  that 
in  an  indictment  for  perjury  with  the  accused  had  been  convicted  of 
falsely  swearing  that  he  had  never  had  some  specific  infamous  crime,  subject- 
in  his  possession  a  deed  from  certain  ing  him  to  constitutional  disability  to 
heirs  to  '*  Mary  Holt."  and  the  proof  vote.  State  v,  Bixler,  62  Md.  354.  ' 
was  that  he  had  a  deed  from  such  heirs  Qnalilloatioiis  of  Bnle.  —  But  where  an 
to  ••  Polly  Holt,'*  and  knew  that**  Poll^  indictment  for  perjury  in  swearing  to 
Holt "  was  known  as  **  Mary  Holt,"  It  a  false  return  of  the  condition  of  a 
was  held  that  if  this  was  a  variance  at  bank  charged  generally  that  the  return 
common  law,  it  was  made  an  immate-  was  false,  it  was  held  that  the  county 
rial  variance  by  Stat.  Mass.,  1864.  c.  attorney  need  not  specify  in  what  par- 
250,  §  I.  Com.  V.  Terry,  114  Mass.  ticulars  he  expected  to  prove  the  re- 
263.  turn  false.     Com.  v,  Dunham,  Thach. 

1.  King  V,  Sute,  103  Ga.  263;  U.  S.  Grim.   Gas.   (Mass.)  519.     And   where 

V.  Morgan.  I  Morr.  (Iowa)  341;  Thomas  the  false  testimony  of  the  defendant 

V,  State,   51  Ark.  138;    Com.  v,  Wein-  concerned  the  actions  of  several  differ- 

gartner,  (Ky.  1894)  27  S.  W.  Rep.  815;  ent  persons,  and   said   testimony   was 

Com.  V.  Compton,  (Ky.  1896)  36  S.  W.  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  it  was  held 

Rep.  1116;  Heintz  z/.  General  Ct.Sess.,  that  an  assignment  alleging  that  the 

45  N.  J.  L.  523;    State  v,  Mumford,  i  defendant  committed  perjury  by  swear- 

Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  519;  State  v,  Corson,  ing  to  the**  falsehoods  above  set  forth  " 

59  Me.  137;    Rohrer  v.  State,  13  Tex.  was  sufficient,  as  including  all  the  facts 

App.    163;    Turner  v.  State,  30  Tex.  set  forth  in  (he  indictment.     Com.  v. 

App.  691;    Reg.  V.  Parker,  i  C.  &  M.  Wright,  166  Mass.  174. 

639,  41  E.  C.  L.  346.  8.  Kimmel   v.    People,   92    111.   457: 

That  this  was  the  rule  at  common  Com.  v.  Still,  83  Ky.  275;  Com.  v.  Sar- 

law  is  held  in  Gabrielsky  v.  State,  13  gent,  129  Mass.  115;    Turner  v.  State. 

Tex.  App.  437.     It  is  also  applies  to  an  30  Tex.  App.  691. 

indictment   for  false  swearing  or  for  ninstrations  of  tho  Bulo.  —  Where  the 

perjury  under  the  Criminal   Code   of  defendant  in  a  prosecution  for  perjury 

ICentucky,      Ferguson   v.    Com..    (Ky.  has  slated  under  oath  on  a  former  trial 

1886)  I  S.  W.  Rep.  435.     And  it  is  par-  that  he  never  did  certain  acts,  an  in- 

ttcularly    true    where     the    testimony  dictment   which   simply  charges  that 

which  is  alleged  to  be  false  was  in  re-  this  testimonv   was    knowingly    false 

gard  to  several  distinct  matters.     Ter-  and    untrue    is    bad.    The   testimony 

ritory  v.  Lockhart.  8  N.  Mex.  523.  must  be  directly  denied,  and  the  in- 

Bapngnant    Allegations.  —  Where    an  dictment  must  allege  specifically  that 

indictment  charges  generally  that  the  the  defendant  did  do  the  acts  in  ques- 

whole  of  an  affidavit  is  false,  but  it  is  tlon.     Com.  v,  Compton,  (Ky.  1896)  36 

apparent  from  the  terms  of  such  affi-  S.  W.  Rep.  11 16. 

davit  that  it  cannot  all  be  false,  it  is  Where  the  accused  testified  that  he 

defective.     Each  assignment  must  be  did  not  see  a  certain  person  at  a  certain 
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3.  Avenaents  as  to  Knowledge.  —  It  is  not  necessary  as  a  general 

rule  to  aver  that  the  accused  knew  his  testimony  to  be  false, 
except  in  cases  where  such  testimony  was  given  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief.^ 

place  an  assignment  of  perjury  upon  ing  to  a  schedule  which  did  not  con- 
said  testimony  must  directly  allege  tain  certain  debts  owing  to  him  was 
that  the  accused  then  and  there  actu-  held  bad  on  demurrer  for  not  averring 
ally  saw  the  said  person.  Com.  v.  that  he  well  knew  and  remembered 
Porter,  (Ky.  1895)  32  S.  W.  Rep.  138;  that  the  omitted  debts  were  then  justly 
Com.  V.  Still.  83  Ky.  275.  due  and  owing  to  him.     Com.  v.  Cook, 

But    in    New    York   an    indictment  I  Rob.  (Va.)  789. 

against  a  bank  officer  for  making  a  1.  State  v.   Raymond,  ao  Iowa  582; 

false  affidavit  that  the  statement  of  the  Brown  v.  State,  57  Miss.  424;  State  v, 

bank's  liabilities  contained  in  his  re-  Carlaod,  3  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car)  114;.  Juar- 

port  was  correct  is  sufficient  if  it  avers  agui  v.  State,  28  Tex.  625;  Ferguson  v, 

that  the  liabilities  were  greater  than  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  60. 

those  stated  in  the  report,  without  stat-  It  Wat  HsoeiMury  at  Common  Law  to 

ing  the  amount  of  the  excess.     People  allege  that  *'  all  of  which  statements 

z*.  Oscrander,  64  Hun  (N.  Y.)  335.  made  by  the  said  A  B  the  said  A  B 

Imeondlable Btatoments.  —  Where  the  then  and  there  well  knew  to  be  false." 

indictment  alleges  that  the  defendant  State  v.  Ah  Lee,  18  Oregon  540. 

made  two  irreconcilable  statements,  it  In  Horth  Garolina  "  knowing  the  said 

must  also  show  which  one  of  the  two  statement  or  statements  to  be  false,  or 

was  false.     Freeman  f.  State,  19  Fla.  being   ignorant  whether  or  not    said 

552.  statement  was  true,"   is   a    sufficient 

The  Bule  in  Georgia.  —  In   King  v,  assignment  of  perjury  under  the  Act  of 

State.    103  Ga.   263,    the    court    said:  1889,  c.  83.     State  v.  Champion,  116  N. 

"  Though,  under  the  ruling  made  by  Car.  987. 

this  court  in  Johnson  i.  State,  76  Ga.  Knowledge  of  Falsity  when  Teetimonj 
790,  it  is  not  indispensable  to  the  va-  WaoOiTon.  —  An  indictment  for  perjury 
lidity  of  an  indictment  for  perjury  that  which  alleges  that  the  defendant  at  a 
it  should,  after  stating  what  the  alleged  certain  time  testified  to  certain  mat- 
false  testimony  was,  in  terms  set  out  ters,  whereas  he  **  did  know'*  they 
what  was  the  truth  in  that  regard,  it  is^  were  false,  sufficiently  states  that  he 
essential  that  an  indictment  for  this*  knew  their  falsity  at  the  time  when  he 
ofiFens:  wanting  in  this  respect  should,  testified  to  them.  State  v.  Wood,  17 
by  clear  and  necessary  implication,  Iowa  18.  See  also  State  v.  Linden- 
show  what  must  have  been  the  truth  burg,  13  Tex.  27. 

of  the  matter  to  which  the  alleged  false  On  Iid6nnation  and  Belief.  —  In  an 
testimony  related.  The  decision  in  indictment  for  perjury  by  a  person 
that  case  does  not  lay  down  any  gen-  making  an  affidavit  that  he  believes  A 
eral  rule  on  the  subject,  but  simply  B  has  committed  a  larceny  specified  in 
holds  that  the  allegations  of  the  indict-  the  affidavit,  it  is  not  sufficient  merely 
ment  in  that  case  were  sufficient,  and  to  negative  a  larceny,  but  it  must  fur- 
that,  under  those  allegations,  it  was  not  ther  be  averred  that  the  affiant  knew 
necessary  to  set  out,  in  opposition  to  the  fact  to  be  otherwise.  State  v.  Lea, 
the  testimony  alleged  to  have  been  3  Ala.  602.  And  see  Lambert  v,  Peo- 
false,  what  was  the  truth.  We  do  not  pie,  76  N.  Y.  220. 
understand  that  decision  as  holding  An  Indiotment  Whioh  Omits  the  Aver- 
that  the  simple  allegation  that  the  tes-  ment  ao  to  Knowledge  of  the  falsity  of 
timony  was  false  is  sufficient  if  the  the  testimony  should  not  be  quashed, 
testimony  alleged  to  have  been  false,  but  the  accused  should  be  held  until  a 
taken  in  connection  with  the  allega-  proper  indictment  is  had.  State  v, 
tioo  as  to  its  falsity,  does  not,  by  clear  flowers,  109  N.  Car.  841. 
and  necessary  implication,  show  what  An  Indiotment  for  Snbomation  of  Per- 
must  have  been  the  truth  of  the  mat-  Jury  is  defective  if  it  merely  alleges 
ler."  Compare  Johnson  v.  State,  76  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  testi- 
Ga.  790;  State  r.  Cruikshank,  6  Blackf.  mony  of  the  witness  would  be  false. 
(Ind.)  62.  It  must  also  be  alleged  that  the  witness 

In  Virginia  an  indictment  against  an  knew  that  his  testimony  was    false, 

insolvent  debtor  for  perjury  In  swear-  otherwise  there    is    no    perjury,    and 
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IX.  Matzualitt  of  the  TESTDioirT — 1.  In  General.  —  The 
indictment  for  perjury  should  show  that  the  false  testimony  was 
material  to  the  issue  upon  the  trial  of  which  it  was  given.  And 
where  several  distinct  parts  of  the  testimony  are  alleged  to  have 
been  false,  it  must  also  be  shown  that  each  part  was  material.^ 

hence  there  cannot  be  subornation  of  Iistie  Before  Grand  Jnxy.  —  An  indict' 

perjury.     People  r.  Ross,  103  Cal.  425.  roent   which   merely  alleges   that  the 

An  assignment  to  the  following  subject  of  the  examination  was  a  ma- 
effect  has  been  held  sufficient:  That  terial  issue  before  the  grand  Jury  is  de- 
C.  H.  wilfully  and  corruptly  testified  fective.  Buller  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim. 
that    she'  did   not  do  certain   things,  Rep.  551. 

whereas  she  then  and  there  well  knew  Both  Material  and  Immaterial    Teeti- 

that  she  did  do  those  things,  and  that  mony. —  But  the  fact   that  the  indict- 

the  defendant  did  feloniously  and  ma-  ment  alleges  the  falsity  of  immaterial 

liciously  incite  her  to  commit  perjury,  testimony  given  by  the  defendant  as 

in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid  —  the  well  as  the   falsity  of  material  testi- 

testimony  in  question  being  set  forth  mony  does  not  render  it  bad.     Dorrs 

in  the  indictment.     Com.  v.   Devine,  v.  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App.   1897)  40  S. 

155  Mass.  224.  W.  Rep.  311. 

1.  Alabama,  -^  Jones    v.    State,     100  Matoriality  Depending  upon    Jvriidie- 

Ala.  35.  tioa.  —  Where  perjury  is  assigned  on 

California,  —  People  v.  Brilliant,  58  the  making  of  a  false  oath  to  a  crimi- 

Cal.  214.  nal   complaint,   the    indictment    must 

Florida,  —  Stevens  v.  State,  18  Fla.  allege  that  such  complaint  contained  a 

903.  charge  of  which  the  court  before  whom 

Georgia,  —  Hembree  v.  State,  52  Ga.  it  was  filed  had  jurisdiction;  otherwise 

242.  materiality   is   not  shown.     People  v. 

Illinois,  —  Henderson  v.  People,  117  Howard,  iii  Cal.  655. 

111.  265.  Where  a  Part  of  the  Testimony  Li  Ma- 

Indiana,  —  Weathers     v.     State,     2  teriaL  —  Where  all  the  statements  al- 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  278:    Sute  v,  Flagg,  25  leged  to  have  been  sworn  to  appear  on 

Ind.  243;  State  v,  McCormick,  52  Ind.  the  face  of  the  indictment,  but  only  a 

169;  State  V,  Reynolds,  108  Ind.  353.  part  of  them  are  directly  falsified,  the 

Iowa.  —  State    v.    Cunningham,    66  ^  materiality  of  those  which  are  falsified 

Iowa  94.  does  not  thus  sufficiently  appear.     It 

Massachusetts. — Com.  v.  Knight,  12  must   be  alleged   that    the    particular 

Mass.  274.  statements  charged  to  be  false  are  ma- 

Michii^an.  -^  People     v.     Collier,     i  terial.     Hembree  v.  State,  52  Ga.  242. 

Mich.  137.  The  Chargee  of  MateriaUty  Most  Be 

Missouri,  —  State    v,    Wakefield,    9  PoeitiTe  and  not  in  the  alternative  or 

Mo.  App.  326.  disjunctive.     But  this  rule  has  no  ap- 

New  Hampshire,  —  State   v,  Hobbs,  plication  to  the  statement  of  the  quea- 

40  N.  H.  229.  tion  the  materiality  of  which  forms  the 

New  Jersey,  —  State  v.  Beard,  25  N.  subject  of  complaint;  and  if  it  was  in 

J.  L.  384.  the  disjunctive,  the  indictment  should 

New  York,  —  People  v,  Courtney,  94  so  allege.     Dodge  v.  State,  24  N.  J.  L. 

N.  Y.  490;  Guston  v.  People,  61  Barb.  455;    Fry  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 

(N.  Y.)  35.  582. 

North  Carolina,  ^St&tc  v,  Dodd,  3  PartioaUnoftheTniisaetien.  — Where 

Murph.  (N.  Car.)  226.  the  false  testimony  was  to  the  e£fect 

South  Carolina,  — State  v.  Hay  ward,  that  a  certain  person  offered  to  the  de- 

I  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  546.  fendant  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars 

Texas.  —  Martinez   v.  State,  7  Tex.  at    a    certain    lime,  and    at    a   place 

App.  394.  named,  if  he  would  commit  a  murder, 

Vermont.  —  State  v,   Trask,  42    Vt.  it  was  held  that  the  particulars  of  the 

152;  State  V,  Chandler,  42  Vt.  446.  transaction  were  material  parts  of  the 

Virginia,  —  Fitch  v.   Com.,   92  Va.  testimony,  and  should  have  been   set 

824.  forth  in  the  indictment.      Henderson 

United  States,  —  U.  S.  v.  Singleton,  v.  People,  117  111.  265. 

54  Fed.  Rep.  488.  An  ATerment  that  the  BeCndaat  In- 
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2.  Two  Methods  of  ATerring  Xateriality.  —  Two  methods  of  show- 
ing the  materiality  of  the  testimony  alleged  to  be  false  are  in 

common  use  in  indictments  for  perjury.  The  first  method  is  to 
allege  generally  that  the  testimony  in  question  was  material,^  and 

t«ndad  to  Defraud  Elf  Crediton  by  mort-  under  investigation.      Ford  v.   Com., 

paging  certain  personal  property  does  (Ky.  1895)  29  S.  W.  Rep.  446. 

not  show  the  materiality  of  the  testi-  Berend  Iisuei  InyoWed.  —  An  indict- 

mony,  unless  it  is  also  charged   that  ment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been 

this  property  was  not  exempt  from  at-  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  in  a 

tachment.  State  v.  Collins,  62  Vt.  195.  cause,  with  proper  averments  of  mate- 
In  Attaehment   Frocaedings.  —  Where  riality  to  such  issue,  will  be  sustained, 

an  indictment  for  perjury  alleges  that  although   it   appears   that   there    were 

the  defendant  swore  falsely  in  an  affi-  several  issues  in  the  cause.     Reg.  v. 

davit  for  an  attachment,  that  he  was  the  Smith,  i  F.  &  F.  98. 

attorney   for  the   plaintiff  therein,  an  1.  Aladama,  —  Williams  v.  State,  68 

objection  that  it  must  also  be  alleged  Ala.  551. 

that   the    defendant    was  an   attornev  California,  —  People   v.  Von   Tiede- 

at  law  was  overruled.     State  v.  Madi-  man,  120  Cal.  128. 

g^an,  57  Minn.  425.  Illinois,  —  Kimmel  v.  People,  92  111. 

Where  the  Ezaaninatioii  of  a  Debtor  in  457. 

Supplementary  Prooeedings  is  confined  to  Indiana,  —  State  v,   Flagg,   25   Ind. 

property  owned  by  him  at  the  time  of  243;     Sute    v,    Johnson,     7     Blackf. 

the  examination,    a    charge    that    he  (Ind.)  49. 

swore   falsely   in   regard    to   property  Louisiana,  —  State    v.    Maxwell,    28 

previously  owned    by    him   does    not  La.   Ann.   361;    Stace  v.  Jean,  42  La. 

sufficiently  show  the  materiality  of  the  Ann.  946. 

testimony,  unless  it  is  also  alleged  that  Massachusetts.  —  Com.    v,    McCarty, 

such  property  was  owned  by  him,  in  152  Mass.  577. 

the  county,  at  the  time  of  his  examina-  Michigan,  —  Flint     v.      People,     35 

tion.     State  v,  Cunningham,  116  Ind.  Mich.  491. 

209.  Mississippi,  —  Lea  v.  State,  64  Miss. 

Teitimonj  Before  Tax  Aseeeion.  —  An  278. 

indictment  which  alleges  that  the  de-  Nebraska,  -^  Gandy  v.  State,  23  Neb. 

fendant  testified  falsely  upon  an  inves-  436. 

ligation  before  a  board  of  equalization,  New    Mexico,  —  Territory    v.    Loclc- 

that  he  had  no  other  property  on  the  hart,  8  N.  Mex.  523. 

first  day  of  April  than  that  included  New  York,  —  People  v.  Burroughs, 

in  his  tax  list  given  to  the  assessor,  is  i   Park.  Cr.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

defective  unless  it  also  shows  that  he  211;    People  v,  Grimshaw,  33  Hun  (N. 

was  a  resident  of  the  county  on  such  Y.)  505. 

first  day  of  April,  or  that,  having  be-  North  Carolina.  —  State  v,  Davis,  69 

come  a  resident  subsequently,  he  had  N.  Car.  495. 

not  been  assessed  on  the  same  prop-  Ohio,  —  Dilcher  v.  State,  39  Ohio  St. 

erty  in  another  state  or  county.     State  130. 

V,  Wood,  no  Ind.  82.  Oklahoma,  —  Rich  v.  U.  S.,   i   Okla. 

In  Statutory  Offense  of  Falie  Swearing.  354. 

—  In  Kentucky  the  statute  provides  for  TVjraj.. -^  Washington    v.    State,    22 

the  punishment  of  any  person  who,  on  Tex.  App.  26;   Sisk  v.  State,  28  Tex. 

any  subject  concerning  which  he  can  App.   432;    Cravey  v.  State,   33  T^x. 

be  legally  sworn,  shall  swear  that  which  Crim.  Rep.  557;  Adams  v.  State,  (Tex. 

is  false.    Under  this  statute  false  swear-  Crim.  App.   1895)  29  S.   W.  Rep.  270; 

tng  may  be  punished  whether  the  mat-  Scott  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  n. 

ter  was   material  or  not.     But  an  in-  Vermont,  —  State  v,  Magoon,  37  Vt. 

dictment  Is  insufficient  where  it  merely  122. 

alleges  that  the  defendant  falsely  swore  England,  —  Reg.  v,  Bennett,  3  C.  & 

before  the  grand  jury  that  he  did  not  K.  124;  Reg.  v.  Scott.  2  Q,  B.  Oiv.  415; 

drive  a  certain  surrey  on    a  certain  Rex  v.  Dowlin,  5  T.  R.  311. 

night,  unless  it  also  shows  that  the  General  AUegi^ien  Sometimee  In«nA- 

driving  of  the  surrey  was  i(i  some  dent. -^  But  on  the  ground  that  a  gen- 
manner    connected    with  the   offense  eral  allegation  of  materiality  consti- 
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the  second  is  to  aver  in  the  indictment  facts  which  render  the 
materiality  of  the  testimony  clearly  apparent.  *  And  in  general 
an  averment  of  materiality  by  either  one  of  these  methods  will 
be  held  sufficient.* 

S.  Immateriality  Apparent  on  Faoe  of  Indictment  —  If  it  clearly 
appears  from  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  indictment  that  the  testi- 
mony could  not  have  been  material  to  the  issue,  this  defect  is  not 
remedied  by  a  general  allegation  that  it  was  material.' 

tutes  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  is  not,  Huckeby,  87  Mo.  414;  State  t/.  Powers, 

properly  speaking,  an  averrable  fact,  it  136  Mo.  194. 

has  been  held  by  some  authorities  that  New  Jersey,  —  State  v,  Dayton,  23  N. 

such  an  allegation  is  not  sufficient,  and  J.  L.  49;    State  v,  Voorhis,  52  K.  J.  L. 

that  it  is  necessary  distinctly  to  aver  351. 

what  was  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  the  New  York,  —  Campbell  r.  People,  8 

original  action,  in  order  to  show  mate-  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  636;    People  v.  Ostran- 

riality.     Conner  v.  Com  ,  2  Va.  Cas.  del",  64  Hun  (N.  Y.)  335. 

30;  State  V.  Bowlus,  3  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  29.  North    Carolina,  —  State  v.   Grovcs« 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  Busb.  L.  (N.  Car.)  402. 

denying  the  execution  of  a  note  in  suit,  Ohio,  —  Dilcher  v.  State,  39  Ohio  St. 

an  averment  that  the  defendant  made  130. 

the  execution  of  the  note  a  material  Oregon,  —  State  v,  Witham,  6  Oregon 

issue,  or  that  it  then  and  there  became  366. 

material     to     inquire    and     ascertain  Vermont,  —  State   v.   Smith,   63    Vt. 

whether  he  did  execute  it,  only  states  201;  State  v,  Clogston,  63  Vt.  215. 

a  legal  conclusion,  and  is  insufficient.  A  G«imal  Allegatioa  of  Matariali^  la 

State  V,  Shanks,  66  Mo.  560.  Hot  Hooatsary  in  an  indictment  contain- 

//  Must  Appear  from  Allegations  on  ing  averments    that    the    action    was 

the  Face  of  the  Indictment  that  the  test!-  against  the  defendant  and  another  for 

mony    war    material.     It    should    be  money  had  and  received  by  the  defend* 

alleged  that  in  a  certain  trial  or  issue  antfor  the  useof  one  H.;  that  the  issue 

(describing  it)  it  became  and  was  ma-  was  whether  the  defendant  had  so  re- 

terial,  etc.     The  court  can  then  judge  ceived  the  money;  and  that  he  swore 

for  itself  whether  it  was  material.     A  he  had  not,  when  in  fact  he  knew  that 

mere  general  statement  to  that  effect  he  had.     State  v,  Nees,  47  Ark.  553. 

is  not  sufficient.    Sute  v,  Holden,  48  Evidenoo  to  Prove  an  AliU.  —  Where 

Mo.   93;    State  v.   Keel,   54  Mo.  182;  the  alleged  false  testimony  consisted  of 

State  V.  Wall,  9  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  347.  evidence  tending  to  prove  an  alibi  for 

1.  Arkansas,  —  State     v,     Nees,    47  one  on  trial  for  felony,  it  was  held  that 

Ark.  553.  its    materiality    sufficiently    appeared 

California,  —  People    v,    Kelly,     59  without  a  direct  averment,  although 

Cal.  372;    People  v,  Lem  You,  97  Cal.  the  testimony  given  did  not  necessarily 

224.  preclude  the  presence  of  the  accused  at 

Indiana,  —  State   v.   Hall,  7  Blackf.  the  place  of  the  crime.    Galloway  v„ 

(Ind.)  25;   State  v,  Johnson,  7  Blackf.  State,  29  Ind.  442. 

(Ind.)  49;    Hendricks  v.  State,  26  Ind.  8.  King  v.  State,  103  Ga.  263;  Pol- 

493;  Galloway  v.  State,  29  Ind.  442.  lard  v.  People,  69  111.  148;  Hendricks 

Iowa,  —  State    v.    Cunningham,    66  v.  State,  26  Ind.  493;  State  v,  Voorhis, 

Iowa  94.  52   N.   J.    L,  351;    Wood  v.  People,  3 

I^uisiana,  —  State  v,  Gonsoulin,  42  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  506;  State  v,  Mc- 

La,  Ann.  579;  State  v,  Schlesslnger,  38  Cone,  59  Vt.  117;  Partain  v.  State,  22 

La.  Ann.  564.  Tex.   App.    100;    U.   S.   v.  Cowing,  4 

Massachusetts,  —  Com.    v,    Johns,    6  Cranch  (C.  C.)  613;  Com.  v.   Pollard, 

Gray  (Mass.)  274;    Com.  v,  McCarty,  12  Met.  (Mass.)  225. 

152  Mass.  577.  8.  The  testimony  should  be  alleged 

Mississippi,  —  Lea  v.  State,  64  Miss,  to  have  been  material,  but  even  if  so 

278.  alleged,  the  indictment  will  be  bad  if 

Missouri,  —  State    v.    Biebusch,    32  it  shows  on  its  face  that  said  testimony 

Mo.  276;  State  f.  Marshall,  47  Mo.  378;  was  not  material   to  the  issue  in  the 

State   V,   Cave,  81   Mo.  450;   State  v.  case  in  which  it  was  given,  and  had  no 
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4.  Maleriality  of  AAdavitt.  —  Where  the  testimony  alleged  to 
be  false  is  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit,  the  indictment  generally 
sets  out  the  affidavit  in  hac  verba.  Where  this  is  the  case  the 
materiality  of  the  affidavit  will  generally  appear  from  the  facts 
stated  therein,  and  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  charge  generally 
that  it  was  material.^ 

6.  In  Bz  Parte  Prooeedingi.  —  Where  the  proceeding  in  which 
it  is  alleged  that  the  false  testimony  was  given  was  of  an  ex  parte 
nature,  it  may  be  alleged  that  it  then  and  there  became  material 
to  him  (the  accused)  to  take  the  said  oath.* 

6.  An  Eaiential  Element  of  the  Crime.  —  Although  many  of  the 
common-law  requirements  in  regard  to  indictments  for  perjury 
have  been  dispensed  with  by  modern  statutes,  it  is  still  absolutely 
essential  that  the  materiality  of  the  testimony  should  appear ;  * 
and  where  this  is  not  made  apparent  by  either  of  the  methods  of 
pleading  mentioned  above,  the  indictment  will  be  held  fatally 
defective.* 

tendency  whatever  to  affect  or  influence  certain  indictment,  then  and  there  de- 

the  judgment  of  the  court  or   jury,  pending  against  him  for  murder,  and 

State  V.  Smith,  40  Kan.  631;  People  v,  that  at  and  upon  the  trial  it  then  and 

Brilliant,  58  Cal.  214;  Com.  v.  Farley,  there  became  and  was  made  a  material 

Thach.  Crim.  Cas.  (Mass.)  654;  People  question  whether,   etc.,   is    sufficient. 

V,  Gaige,  26  Mich.  30;   State  v,  Ela,  91  Rex  v,  Dowlin,  5  T.  R.  311. 

Me.  309;  Sute  r.  Sutton,  147  Ind.  158;  Trial  for    Assault   and   Battery, — 

Weaver  r.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  Where  perjury  was  assigned  upon  tes- 

554;  State  V,  Bailey,  34  Mo.  350;  Rob-  timony  given  by  the  defendant  on  the 

erts  V.  People,  99  111.  275.  trial  of  an  action  for  assault  and  bat- 

1.  In   an  indictment  for  malcing  a  tery,    the    allegations    were   that  the 

false  aflSdavit  it  is  sufficient  if  the  ma-  question    became     material     whether 

teriality  appears  from  the  facts  or  doc-  the  accused  was  with  the  defendant  in 

uments    set    forth    therein.     State    v.  the  assault  case  on   a  certain   night; 

Marshall,  47  Mo.  378.  whether  said  defendant  then  assaulted 

Where  the  perjury  is  assigned  upon  the  accused;  and  whether  the  accused 

an  affidavit  made  to  procure  a  marriage  had    sworn    to    that    fact  before    the 

license,  and  the  indictment  so  states,  a  mayor.    The  indictment  was  held  to 

general  averment  of  materiality  is  un-  be  sufficient.    Johnson  v.  State,  76  Ga. 

necessary.     The  fact  is  sufficiently  evi-  790. 

dent.     People  r.    Kelly,    59  Cal.   372;  Illegal       Voting,  —  An      indictment 

Sute  V.  Floto,  8c  Md.  600.     But  that  it  which  alleged  that  at  an  election  held 

is  necessary  to  allege  expressly  that  in  pursuance  of  law  a  person  made  an 

the  affidavit  was  material,  see  State  v,  offer  to  vote,  and  his  vote  on  challenge 

Hopper,  133  Ind.  460;  State  v.  Ander-  was  rejected,  and  thereupon  it  became 

son,  103  Ind.  170.  material  that    the    defendant    should 

8.  Stofer  v,  Sute,  3  W.  Va.  692.  make  an  affidavit  that  the  person  so 

8.  See  supra^  IX.  i.  In  General,  offering  to  vote  was  a  resident  of  the 

4.  BoAoiMitAvaniionts  of  Materiality —  election  precinct,  and  that  he  did  make 

Trial  for  Arson,  —  An  indictment  for  and  swear  to  such  an  affidavit,  has  been 

perjury  on    a  trial    for  arson   which  held  good.    Johnson  v.  People,  94  III. 

alleges  that  the  defendant  falsely  swore  505.     See  to  the  same  .effect  State  v, 

that  he  saw  the  defendant  Uke  shav-  Hopper,  133  Ind.  460. 

ings  and  light  them  beside  the  house  Examination  of  Insolvent,  —  The  stat- 

which  was  burned,  sufficiently  sutes  utes  of  Massachusetts  provide  for  the 

the  materiality  of  the  issue.    Sute  v,  examination  of  an  insolvent  after  he 

Cave,  81  Mo.  450.  has  made  a  proposal  to  his  creditors 

Trial  for  Murder,—  An  indictment  for  a  composition.     Where  perjury  is. 

which  avers  that  at  a  certain  court  K.  assigned  upon  testimony  given  on  such 

was  in  due  form  of  law  tried  upon  a  an  examination,  an  indictment  which. 
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X.  Time  avd  Plage  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  The  indictment  for  per- 
jury should  charge  when  and  where  the  offense  was  committed. 
The  time  and  place  will  generally  appear  with  sufficient  certainty 

alleges  that  the  insolvent  made  false  diciment  for  perjury  which  charges  one 

answers  to  the  question   whether  he  with  making  a  false  affidavit  to  a  re- 

had  checks  cashed  and  received  money  turn  of  his  taxable  properly  to  a  town 

on   them   two  days  before   he  began  assessor  is  fatally  defective  if  it  does 

insolvency     proceedings      sufficiently  not  allege  that  the  town  was  vested 

shows  that  the  inquiry  was  material »  with  power  to  appoint  an  assessor  and 

although   it  is  not    alleged   that    the  levjr  taxes,  or  that  the  accused  was  a 

checks  and  money  were  of  any  value  resident  of  the  town,  or  that  there  was 

or  belonged  to  the  insolvent.     Com.  v,  any  law  requiring  him   to  make   the 

McCarty,  152  Mass.  577.  affidavit.     State  v.  Crumb,  68  Mo.  206. 

Otonership  of  Cow,  —  The  following  Where  it  is  charged  that  the  defend- 
allegation  has  been  held  sufficient:  ant  committed  perjury  upon  an  exam- 
That  **  it  then  and  there  became  and  ination  concerning  his  taxable  prop- 
was  a  material  question  to  know  erty,  an  indictment  is  bad  if  it  fails  to 
whether  in  the  year  1882  the  cow  form-  allege  that  the  property  concerning 
ing  the  subject-matter  of  said  suit  bore  which  the  examination  was  had  was 
the  brand  of  one  G.,"  and  that  the  de-  assessable.  State  v.  Cunningham,  66 
fendant  falsely  swore  that  it  did  not  Iowa  94. 

bear  such  a  brand.     State  v.  Gonsoulin,  Affidavit    for     Continuance,  —  In    a 

42  La.  Ann.  579.  prosecution  for  perjury  on  an  affidavit 

Insolvent  *f  Inventory,  —  The  Penal  to  obtain  a  continuance,  the  court  said: 
Code  of  California^  §  123,  provides  that  **  The  indictment  should  have  con- 
in  a  prosecution  for  perjury  it  is  suffi-  tained  an  averment  that  a  cause  was 
cient  to  show  that  the  false  statement  pending  in  the  court;  that  an  applica- 
might  have  been  used  to  affect  the  pro-  tion  for  its  continuance  had  been 
ceeding  in  which  it  was  made.  Under  made;  and  that  on  the  hearing  of  that 
this  section  an  allegation  that  an  agree-  motion  the  affidavit  was  material;  and 
ment  was  entered  into  between  an  in-  then  have  shown  what  facts  sworn  to 
solvent  and  one  of  his  creditors,  in  in  the  affidavit  were  false,  and  assign 
pursuance  of  which  the  creditor  named  the  perjury.  It  not  appearing  from  the 
was  omitted  from  the  insolvent's  in-  indictment  that  an  application  for  a 
ventory,  to  which  the  insolvent  after-  continuance  was  made,  and  that  the 
wards  swore  as  '*  just  and  true,"  is  affidavit  was  material  on  such  applica- 
good.     People  v,  Naylor,  82  Cal.  607.  tion,  it  was  defective  and  should  have 

For    Further   Illustrations   of   aver-  been  quashed."     Morrell  v.  People,  32 

ments  of  materiality  held  to  be  sufficient  111.  499. 

see    Mason     v.    State,    55    Ark.    529;  Credit  on  Promissory  Note,  —  Where 

Stefan!  v.   State,    124  Ind.  3;  State  v,  the  perjury  is  charged  to  have  been 

Sutton,  147  Ind.  158;  Shaffer  v.  State,  committed  by  giving  testimony  in  a 

87  Md.  124;  Deckard  v.  State,  38  Md.  cause  wherein  it  was  a  material  ques- 

186;  Com.  V,  Flynn,  3  Cush.  (Mass.)  tion  whether  the  said  A.  had  entered  a 

525;    Com.   V,  Johns,  6  Gray  (Mass.)  credit  of  forty  dollars  on  the  promissory 

274;    Com.  V,  Wright,  166  Mass.  174;  note  then  and  there  in  controversy,  the 

State  V.  Powers,  136  Mo.  194;  Finch  v,  false  testimony  was  set  out  in  the  fol- 

U.  S.,  I  Okla.  396;  Johnson  v.  State,  lowing  terms:    "  The   credit  on  said 

34  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  555;  Fry  v.  State,  note  was  twenty  dollars,  when,  in  truth 

36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  582;  Fitch  r.  Com.,  and  fact,  it  was  forty  dollars."    This 

92   Va.   824;    U.  S.  V,    Nickerson,  17  averment   was  held   to    be    defective. 

How.  (U.  S.)  204.  State  v.  Thrift,  30  Ind.  211.    See  also 

Inraffldent  ATarmonts  of  KaUrlali^.  State  v.  Chandler,  42  Vt.  446. 

—  The  following  averment  is  bad:  that  Affidavit  to  Dissolve  Injunction,  —  An 

*'  it  became  and  was  material  to  ascer-  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the 

tain  the  truth  of  the  matter  hereinafter  defendants  made  a   false  affidavit  in 

alleged  to    have   been   sworn   to  and  order  to  dissolve  an  injunction  and  that 

stated  by  the  said  G.  upon  his  oath."  the  statement  contained  therein  would 

Reg.  V.  Goodfellow,  1  C.  &  M.  569,  41  have  been  material  on  the  hearing  of  a 

E.  C.  L.  310.  motion  to  dissolve,  but  it  did  not  aver 

Return  of  Taxable  Property,  —  An  in-  that  the  injunction  had  been  awarded, 
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if  the  court  in  which  the  false  oath  was  taken  is  named  and  the 
term  of  the  court  at  which  it  was  administered  is  specified.^ 

2.  Time  of  Administration  of  Oath.  —  Whether  or  not  the  court 
before  which  the  oath  was  taken  had  authority  to  administer  it 

sometimes  depends  on  the  time  of  its  administration.     In  such 
cases  the  allegation  of  time  becomes  material;'  and  there  are 

or  that  the  averments  of  the  affidavit  with   precision,   and    sometimes    not. 

were  material  otherwise  than  on  a  mo-  Rex  v.  Aylett,  i  T.  R.  63.     And  see  in 

tion  to  dissolve.     It  was  held  that  the  general  article  Indictments,  Informa- 

materiality  of   the  testimony  did  not  tions,  and   Complaints,   vol.   10,  pp. 

safficiently  appear,  and  that  the  indict-  511,  520  et  s^j. 

ment  was  insufficient.    Com.  v.  Wood,  *'At  the  April  T«rm  of  the  H.  Cireiiit 

13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  477.  Cknirt,  in  the  year  1867,"  has  been  held 

Homestecid    Proceeding,  —  Where     a  a  good  averment.     The  terms  of  the 

false  oath  was  made  in  a  proceeding  of  Circait  Court  are  fixed  by  statute,  and 

*'  final   homestead   proof,"   an   indict-  therefore  the  date  is  ascertainable.     It 

meat  which  states  the  beginning  of  a  is    only    necessary  to  show   that  the 

party's  residence  to  have  been  in  a  cer-  crime  was  committed  within  the  stat- 

tain  year  must  also  aver  that  this  year  ute  of  limitations.    State  v.  Thrift,  30 

was  the  beginning  of  the  entry,  other-  Ind.  211. 

wise  it  is  demurrable.     U.  S.  v.  Single-  *'Then    and    There."  —  In    State    v. 

ton,  54  Fed.  Rep.  488.  Schultz,  57  Ind.  19,  the  following  aver- 

CcnUst  of  Will. — Where  perjury  was  ment  was  held  sufficient:  '*  Before  ihe 

assigned  upon  testimony  given  upon  board  of  commissioners  of  said  county, 

Che  contest  of  a  will,  an   indictment  in  a  proceeding  then  and  there  had." 

which  charged  that  the  defendant  in  The  county  and  the  day  and  year  bav- 

the  contest  of  a  will  in  which  I.  was  the  ing   been    previously   mentioned,    the 

contestant  procured  one  N.  to  swear  meaning    of    the   words    ''  then    and 

falsely  that  she,  the  said  N.,  was  the  there  "   is   plain.      And   these    words 

wife  of  the   testator,  was  insufficient  need  not  always  be  used  conjunctively. 

since  it  did  not  allege  the  material  fact.  If  both  are  used  in  the  same  paragraph 

appearing  elsewhere  in  the  record,  that  of    the     indictment     it     is     sufficient 

I.  and  N.  were  the  same  person.     Peo-  although  they  are  not  used  together, 

pie  V.  Ross,  103  Cal.  425.  State  v.  Thibodaux,  49  La.  Ann.  15. 

Testimony  Before  Grand  Jury,  —  An  "Before  a  Jury  in  the  C.  Cinmlt  Ck)iirt," 

allegation  that  the  accused  testified  be-  in    a    prosecution    against    a    person 

fore  the  grand  jury  that  he  had  not  named,   for  an  offense  named,  *'  then 

stated  at  a  specified  time  and  place  to  being  tried  before  a  jury,"   has  been 

certain     parties     that    he  knew   who  held   sufficiently    to    state    the    place 

struck  a  third  person  is  not  sufficient,  where    the    perjury   was    committed. 

Agar  V,  State,  29  Tex.  App.  605.  Com.  v.  Kane,  92  Ky.  457. 

For  Further  Illustrations  of  Insufficient  State  and  County.  —From  an  allega- 

Averments  of  Materiality^  see  Marvin  v,  tion  that  the  oath  was  administered  in 

Slate,  53  Ark.  395;  Com.  v,  Byron,  14  Boone  Circuit  Court,  in  Boone  county. 

Gray  (Mass.)  31;   Brooks  v.  State,  29  in  the  state  of  Indiana,  it  sufficiently 

Tex.   ^pp.  582;    Dorrs  v.  State,  (Tex.  appears    that    it    was    taken    in    said 

Crim.  App.   1897^  40  S.   W.  Rep.  311;  county  and   in   the  state  of  Indiana. 

Higgins    V.    State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App.  State  v.  Walls,  54  Ind.  407. 

1898)  43  S.  W.  Rep.  IOI2;  Weaver  r/.  2.  In  State  v.  Plummer,  50  Me.  217, 

State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  554;  Martin  the  allegation  as  to   jurisdiction  was 

?'.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  317;  Mad-  that  an  issue  was  pending  before  a  ref- 

dox  V,  State,  28  Tex.  App.  533;  State  eree  on  April  25.  1857,  and  that  "  here- 

V,  Collins,  62  Vt.  195;  State  v.  Smith,  3  tofore,  to  wit,"  on  March  25,  1857,  the 

Wash.  14;  U.  S.  V.  Bedgood,  49  Fed.  accused  committed  perjury,  etc.     This 

Rep.  54:  Rex  V.  Nicholl,  i   B.  &  Ad.  allegation  was  held  to  be  insufficient, 

31,  20  E.  C.  L.  336;  Reg.  V,  Cutts,  4  since  it  did  not  appear  with  certainty 

Cox.  C.  C.  435;  Reg.  V.  Bartholomew,  therefrom  that  at  the   time  when  the 

I  C.  j^  K.  366,  47  E.  C.  L.  366.  offense  was   charged  the  court  which 

1.  The  nme  and  Plaee  Are  Semetimee  administered    the    oath,    and    before 

Xaterial  and  necessary  to  be  alleged  which  the  testimony  was  given,  had 
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some  authorities  which  hold  that  the  particular  day  on  which  the 
false  swearing  was  committed  must  be  alleged  in  all  cases.* 

8.  Varianoe  Between  Pleading  and  Procrfl  —  By  the  weight  of 
authority,  a  variance  between  the  day  charged  in  the  indictment 
as  that  on  which  the  testimony  was  given  and  the  day  proved  on 
the  trial  is  immaterial.* 

jurisdiction    of    the    matter    then    on  subsequent  instead  of  an  anterior  time, 

trial.  Richey  v.  Com.,  8i  Ky.  524. 

False    Swearing    Before    Aiieeeer.  —  1.  When  perjury  is  assigned  on  testi- 

Where    a    township   assessor    is    not  mony  before  a  grand  jury,  the  indict- 

authorized  to  enter  upon  the  duties  of  ment  must  state  a  day  certain  on  which 

his  office  before  a  certain  time  after  his  the  ofifense  was  committed.     State  v. 

election,  an  allegation  that  A.  commit-  Offutt,  4  Rlackf.  (Ind.)  355.     But  see 

led  perjury  by  swearing  falsely  before  People  v.  Hoag,  2  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  (N. 

the  assessor  previously  to  that  time  is  Y.  Oyer  &  T.  Ct.)  9. 

bad,  since  the  assessor  had  no  authority  The  time  on  which  the  perjury  was 

to  administer  the  oath.     State  v,  Phip-  committed  must  be  directly  laid,  and 

pen,  62  Iowa  55.  to  lay  it  on  the  " da>  of  Septem- 

LegislatiTe  Committee. — An  allegation  ber,    1891,"   is  insufficienL     U.  S.   v, 

that  the  defendant  swore  falsely  before  Law,    50    Fed.    Rep.    915.     See    also 

a  committee  appointed  by  resolution  of  Rhodes  t/.  Com.,  78  Va.  692. 

the  legislature  to  investigate  charges  The Indietment  niovld  Allege  the  Time, 

of  bribery,  on  a  date  previous  to  that  although  it  is   not    always  necessary 

when  the  resolution  went  into  effect,  that  it  should  be  proven  exactly  as  laid, 

was  held  to  be  bad.     Com.  v.  Hillen-  "  Heretofore,  to  wit,  the  Supreme  J udi- 

brand,  96  Ky.  407.  cial  Court  begun  and  holden  at  Ma- 

Before   Grand    Jury.  —  An    averment  chias,    within    and    for    the    county 

that  the  grand  jury  was  charged  and  of  Washington   aforesaid,  on  the  first 

sworn  on  December  6th,  1873,  and  that  Tuesday  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our 

it  *'  became  and  was  a  material  ques-  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 

tion  whether  within  one  year  next  pre-  eighty-six,*'  does  not  fix  the  time  of  the 

ceding8aid6thdayof  December,  1874,"  commission  of  the  offense  with  suffi- 

etc.,  is  inconsistent  and  repugnant,  and  cient  certainty.     State  v,  Fenlason,  79 

the  indictment  is  defective.     State  v.  Me.  117.    And  see  State  v,  Corson,  59 

Hamilton,  65  Mo.  667.  Me.  137.     But  the  fact  that  the  particu- 

QuallAeatioa  of  Enle.  —  Where  an  in-  lar  day  is  stated  in  the  concluding  part 

dictment  assigned  perjury  on  testimony  of  the  indictment,  and  not  in  the  body 

contained  in  a  deposition  it  was  alleged  thereof,  does  not  render  the  indictment 

that  the  oath  was  administered  by  the  bad.    Jackson  v.  State,  i  Ind.  184. 

commissioner  on   a  day  specified,  he  Oroand    for    Arrest   of   Judgment. — 

*'  being  then  and  there  a  justice  of  the  Where  the  indictment  did  not  state  the 

peace  "  and  *'  duly  authorized  by  law  day  upon  which  the  trial  took  place, 

to  administer  said  oath.'*     But  it  also  and  on  which  the  affidavit  was  sworn, 

alleged  that  the  commissioner  was  ap  the  court  arrested  the  judgment.     It  is 

pointed  by  the  court  at  a  term  thereof  not  sufficient  merely  to  state  the  day 

subsequent  to  the  day  specified  as  that  on  which  the  indictment  in  the  action 

on  which  the  oath  was  administered,  in  which  perjury  was  committed  was 

It  was  held,  however,  that  since  the  found.     U.  S.  t/.  Bowman,  2  Wash.  (U. 

commissioner    did     not     derive     his  S.)  328. 

authority  to  administer  the  oath  from  8.  Com.   v,  Soper,    133    Mass.    393: 

his  appointment  by  the  court,  the  aver-  Keator  t/.  People,  32  Mich.  484:  Lucas 

ment  of  his  appointment  was  not  de-  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App.  322;  Wood  v. 

scriptive,   and   might  be    rejected  as  People,  3  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  506. 

surplusage.    State  v.  Langley,  34  N.  Charge  Hot  Bated  on  a  Matter  of  Beeerd. 

H.  529.  —  Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  ac- 

Immaterial  Srrer.  —  If  the  indictment  curately  describes  the  trial  of  the  orig- 

properly  alleges  the  date  ot  the  offense  inal  issue,  the  parties  to  it,  the  court  in 

It  may  be  good  although  the  matter  on  which  It  took  place,  and  the  term  and 

account  of  which  the  offense  was  com-  the  time  at  which  it  was  tried,  a  vari- 

mitted  is  alleged  to  have  occurred  at  a  ance  of  one  day  is  not  material,  where 
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4.  In  the  County.  —  In  regard  to  place,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver 

that  the  offense  was  committed  anywhere  within  the  county.^ 

XL  IvsTBirCTIOVS.  —  The  jury  may  be  instructed  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  words  ** wilfully"  and  "knowingly,"  •  and  also 
concerning  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  in  which  the  false 
testimony  was  given,*  and  the  competency  and  sufficiency  of  the 
evidence.* 

the  charge  is  not  based  upon  any  mat-  village  of  S.  and  stated  the  court  at 

tcr  of  record  or  other  written  docu-  which  it  was  committed  to  have  been 

ment.    Matthews  v.  U.  S.,  i6i  U.  S.  held  in  the  township  of  K.  (in  which 

500.     Bot  if  the  charge  of  perjury  is  the  village  of  S.  was  situated)  it  was 

t»a5ed  upon  a  matter  of  record  or  other  held  to  be  sufficient.     The  court  would 

^written  document,  it  is  necessary  that  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that  the 

the  time  when  the  offense  was  com-  village  of  S.  was  situated  in  the  town 

mitted  should  be  stated  correctly.     U.  of  K.     Wood  v.  People,  i  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

S.  V,  Law,  50  Fed.  Rep.  9x5;  Dill  v.  381.    See  also  Com.  ir.  Aide n,  14  Mass. 

People,  IQ  Colo.  469.  388. 

Xmaeoos  ATermiMit  Traatsd  as  florpliu-  S.  la  Tszas  the  jury  should  be  in- 

ag*.  —  In  a  prosecution  for  perjury  the  structed  as  to  the  legal  significance  of 

affidavit  alleged  the  perjury  to  have  the  word  '*  wilfully."    Steber  v.  State, 

been  committed  on  the  trial  of  a  certain  33  Tex.  App.  176. 

action  on  September  26, 1893.    The  in-  Instmetioiis  lavadliig  ProrliiM  of  Jury, 

formation  alleged  that  the  action  was  —  Where  perjury  is  assigned  upon  an 

pending  September  26,  1889,  and  that  affidavit  made  by  the  accused  concern 

the  perjury  was  committed  at  the  trial  ing  the  residence  for  voting  purposes 

of  the  action,  September  26,  1893.     It  of  a  third  person  the  court  should  not 

was  held  that  the  allegation  as  to  when  instruct  the  jury  that  certain  declara- 

the    action    was     pending    might    be  tlons  which  the  voter  made  to  the  ac- 

treated   as    surplusage,   and   that  the  cused  gave  no  such  knowledge  as  the 

affidavit  and  information  were  not  re-  law   required    upon   which   to  enable 

pngnant.     Smith  v.  State,  145  Ind.  176.  the  accused  to  base  an  affidavit  as  to  the 

An  Inoorrset  AllsgadoA  of  the  date  voter's  residence.    Such  an  instruction 

when  the  term  commenced  or  the  trial  invades  the  province  of  the  jury  by 

took  place  has  been  held  to  be  fatal,  telling  it  that  the   evidence  is  inade- 

State  V.  Lewis,  93  K.  Car.  581;  U.  S.  v,  quate  to  create  an  honest  belief  in  the 

McNeal,  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  387.  accused.    Johnson  v.    People,   94  III. 

Charging  Wrong  T«rm  of  Court.  —  It  is  505. 
still  necessary  to  allege  in  what  court  S.  Organisation  of  Grand  Jury. — Where 
or  before  whom  the  oath  was  taken,  the  court  in  its  charge  has  already  in< 
and  an  indictment  which  charges  the  structed  the  jury  that  in  order  to  con- 
perjury  as  of  the  wrong  term  of  the  vict  it  must  find  that  there  was  a  dul) 
court  is  defective.  State  v.  Lewis,  93  organized  grand  jury  in  session,  a  re 
N.  Car.  581.  fusal  to  charge  further  that  at  the  time 

1.  Case  V.   People,   6  Abb.  N.  Cas.  of    the    alleged    perjury    nine    ^rand 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  151;  State  t^.  With-  jurors  must  have  been  present  is  not 

erow,  3  Murph.  (N,  Car.)  153.  erroneous.      Chase     v.     State.    (Tex. 

In  Stale  v.  Hopper,  133  Ind.  460,  it  Crim.  App.  1894)  28  S.  W.  Rep.  952. 

was  held  that  the  indictment  was  not  4.  Kitchen   v.   State,   26   Tex.  App. 

bad  although  the  venue  of  the  affidavit  165:    State  v,  Wakefield,  73  Mo.   549; 

on    which  the    perjury   was  ftssigned  State  v,  Williams,  30  Mo.  364. 

was  defective.    Since   the  indictment  Clronmstantial  Ividenos  —  Texas^  —  A 

alleged  that  the  affidavit  was  made  in  charge  that  the  defendant  can  be  con- 

the  proper  state  and  county,  and  since  victed  on  circumstantial  evidence  alone 

the  place  where  it  was  signed  could  not  is  error,  where  only  one  witness  has 

a£Fect    the    question    of    its    truth    or  testified  directly  to  the  falsity  of  the 

falsity,  the  specific  allegation  of  place  defendant's  statement.    Kemp  t^.  State. 

was  not  necessary.  28  Tex.  App.  519. 

PrseiseLooality  in  County  Hot  Material.  In  Indiana  the  following  instruction 

—  Where  the  indictment  charged  the  has  been  held  erroneous:  **  It  is  neccs- 

perjury  to  have  been  committed  in  the  sary  that  the  jury  shall  be  satisfied  be- 
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Wliere  an  ladieteMt  OoAtaini  tortnd  CooAti,  the  court  in  its  charge 
may  submit  those  counts  which  are  material  and  omit  the  others; 
and  a  number  of  counts  may  be  submitted  in  the  same  charge.* 

How  the  Oath  Wai  Administend  in  a  given  case  is  for  the  jury  to 
decide.* 

The  lUteriality  of  the  ToitimoBy  alleged  to  be  false  is  a  question  for 
the  court.' 

Xn.  The  Tsbdict.  —  The  verdict  must  correspond  with  the 
indictment,^  but  one  good  assignment  of  perjury  will  support  a 

yond    a    reasonable    doabt    that    the  Cothran  v.  State,  39  Miss.  541 ;  Gordon 

defendant  was  sworn  before  giving  the  v.  State,  48  N.  J.  L.  611;  Stanley  v,  U. 

evidence  on  which  he  is  charged  with  S.,  i  Okla.  336;  Peters  v.  U.  S.,  2  Okla. 

having  committed  perjury;  but  it  being  138. 

the   uniform  rule  and  custom  in  the  A  Charge  Whieh  Deflnee  "  Xateriality  of 

courts  to  administer  oaths  to  witnesses  TeitiiiioiLy,'*  and  instructs  the  jury  to 

before  they  testify,  you  will  be  justified  find  for  or  against  the  defendant  ac- 

in    finding    that    the    defendant    was  cording  as  it  may  determine  that  the 

sworn  on  less  evidence  than  would  be  facts  are  within  or  without  that  defini- 

necessary  to  establish  a  fact  of  a  differ-  tion,  is  erroneous.     Such  a  charge  in 

ent  character,  not  occurring  according  reality  submits  the  whole  question  of 

to  any  fixed  rule  or  custom."   Hitesman  materiality   to   the  jury.       People    v. 

V.  State,  48  Ind.  473.  Lem  You,  97  Cal.  224. 

Instaaoes  ef  Erroneoni  laftnietioiL.  —  Mixed  QueitioA  of  Law  and  Eaet.  —  It 

An  instruction  to  the  effect  that   the  is  ordinarily  for  the  judge  and  not  for 

defendant  could  not  be  convicted  un-  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the  materiality 

less  he  was  proved  to  have  sworn  to  of  the   false  testimony,  but  like  any 

every  fact    alleged   was  properly   re-  other  question  of  law   it   may  be  so 

fused,   since  it  required  the  state  to  mingled  with  fact  that  it  becomes  nec- 

Srove   too  much.     State   v.   Day,    100  essary  for  the  court  to  submit  it  to  the 

[o.  242.  jury  with  proper  instructions.     Foster 

In  a  prosecudon  for  perjury  the  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  39;  Wash- 
record  of  the  action  in  which  perjury  ington  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  236. 
was  assigned  was  introduced  in  evi-  la  Lenlslaiia  a  defendant  has  the  right 
dence,  and  it  was  apparent  therefrom  to  have  the  question  of  materiality  sub- 
that  the  jury  in  that  action  must  have  mitted  to  the  jury,  although  it  is  the 
disregarded  the  testimony  of  the  de-  duty  of  the  judge  to  charge  as  to  the 
fendant  which  was  alleged  to  be  false,  law  applicable  to  the  case.  State  v. 
Under  these  circumstances,  however,  Spencer,  45  La.  Ann.  i. 
an  instruction  that  the  jury  might  give  Sarmleis  Error.  —  If  the  question  of 
to  the  verdict  in  the  ca^  in  which  the  materiality  is  left  to  the  jury,  and  its 
defendant  was  alleged  to  have  commit-  verdict  determines  the  question  as  the 
ted  the  perjury  such  consideration  as  court  should  have  instructed  it,  the 
they  thought  it  entitled  to,  was  held  to  error  is  not  fatal.  Montgomery  v. 
be  erroneous.  U.  S.  v.  Burkhardt,  31  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App.  1897)  40  S.  W. 
Fed.  Rep.  141.  Rep.  805:  State  v,  Lewis,  10  Kan.  157. 

1.  McCord     V.    State,   83    Ga.    521:  4.  Where  the  indictment  assigns  the 

Dorrs  v.  State,  Tex.  Crim.  App.  1897)  perjury  as  committed  before  A.,  a  ver- 

40  S.  W.  Rep.  311;  Donohoe  v   State,  diet  of "  guilty  of  perjury  before  T.  and 

14  Tex.  App.  638;    Sisk  v.  State,   28  A."  is  bad.    Sute  v,  Mayson,  3  Brev. 

Tex.  App.  432.  (S.  Car.)  284. 

8.  People  V.  McCaffrey,  75  Mich.  115.  Where   perjury  is  assigned   on  the 

8.  Nelson    v.    State,    32    Ark.    192;  oath  of  the  defendant  that  he  did  not 

State  V.  Nees,  47  Ark.  553;  People  v,  execute  a  certain  deed,  a  special  ver- 

Clementshaw,   59  Cal.  385;   People  x^.  diet  finding  that  the  defendant  is  guilty 

Ah  Sing,  95  Cal.  659;  People  v.  Lem  of  perjury  in  denying  his  signature  is 

You,  97  Cal.  224;  State  v.  Cay  wood,  bad.     A  deed  may  be  executed  without 

96   Iowa    367;    State   v.   Swafford,   98  signing  it.     State  v,  A  vera.  Term  (N. 

Iowa  362;  State  z\  Lewis,  10  Kan.  157;  Car.)  237. 
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general  verdict  of  guilty,  although  other  assignments  contained 
in  the  indictment  are  defective.^ 

1.  De   Bernie  v.   State    19  Ala.  23;  fendant  cannot  be  convicted  on  proof 

Marvin  f.   State.   53  Aric.   395;    Com.  of  the  falsity  of  other  Btatements  therc- 

V.  McLaughlin,  122  Ma5».  449;  Com.  v,  in.     Butler  v.  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App. 

Johns,  6  Gray  (Mass.)  274;    State   v.  1896)  38  S.  W.  Rep.  46. 

Blize,  III  Mo.  464:  State  v.  Blaisdell,  CoATietioA  under  One  Count. —  In  Har- 

59    N.    H.    328;     Wood   V,   People,   3  ris  v.  People,  64  N.  Y.  148,  the  indici- 

Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  506;  Adellberger  ment  contained  two  counts,  the  iirsi 

tf.  State,  (Tex.  Crim.  App.  1897)  39  S.  charging  perjury  in  giving  oral  tesii- 

W.  Rep.  103.  mony  before  the  fire  commissioner,  and 

^inthdrawal  of  DefoetiTO  Antgiiment^  the  other  charging  perjury  in  swearing 

^  The  court,  if  so  requested,  should  to  an  affidavit  containing  in  substance 

"withdraw   the    defective  assignments  the    same    matter,    before    the    same 

from   the    consideration   of  the  jury,  officer.     Under  these  circumstances  a 

Wood  V.  People,  59  N.  V.  117.  verdict  of  "  not  guilty  under  the  first 

If  aa  Indietment  Aieigiii  Peijnrj  on  count "   and  '*  guilty   under  the  sec- 

^•dile  StatooMnts  in  an  affidavit  the  de-  ond  "  was  held  not  to  be  inconsistent. 
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By  S.  B.  Fisher. 
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CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  BUls  de  Bene  Esse,  see  article  BILLS  BE  BENE  ESSE, 
vol.  3,  p.  329. 
Examination  of  Parties  Be/ore  Trial,  see  article  EXAMINA^ 
TION  OF  PARTIES  BEFORE  TRIAL,  vol.  8,  p.  35. 
And  see  in  general  article  DEPOSITIONS. 

L  SsnviTlov.  —  Perpetuation  of  testimony  is  the  act  by  which 
testimony  is  reduced  to  writing  as  prescribed  by  law,  so  that  the 
same  may  be  read  in  evidence  in  some  suit  or  legal  proceeding  to 
be  thereafter  instituted.* 

IL  BIU.8  TO  PlBPlTiTATS  TXSTDIOVT  —  1.  Defliiitioxt  — A  bill  to 
perpetuate  testimony  is  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  in  order  to  procure 
the  testimony  of  witnesses  to  be  taken  as  to  some  matter  not  at 
the  time  before  the  courts,  but  which  is  likely  at  some  future  time 
to  be  in  litigation.* 

1.  Bouv.  Law  Diet.,  tit.  Perpetuating  sion  to  take  testimony  de  bene  esse  and 

Testimony.  a  sait  to  perpetuate  testimony.    2  Dan. 

S.  Black's  Law  Diet.,  tit.  Bill  to  Per-  Ch.   Pr.  955:  2  Sto.  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1513; 

petuate  Testimony.  Angell  v.  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  83.     The 

Origin.  —  Bills  both  to  take  testimony  former  is  granted  only  in  aid  of  a  suit 

^/^iT/fz/xj^  and  to  perpetuate  testimony  pending,  in   which   it    is  presumable 

have  their  origin  in  an  order  of  the  that  the  rights  in  issue  will  be  speedily 

Court  of  Chancery  passed  during  the  determined;  and  there,  to  induce  the 

reign  of  Philip  and  Mary.     Booker  v.  court  to  interfere,  the  risk  of  losing  the 

Booker,  20  Ga.  777.  testimony  must  be  imminent,  as  from 

IMsttngnishad  from  Bill  of  BisooTory.  —  the  old  age,  infirmity,  or  expected  re- 

A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  is  not  a  moval  of  the  witness,  or  where  there  is 

bill  of  discovery  in  the  strict  technical  only  one  witness  to  a  material  fact, 

sense  of  the  term.    A  bill  of  discovery  Commissions  de  bene  esse  and  for  the 

must  be  in  aid  of  proceedings  pending,  examination     of     witnesses    resident 

or  about  to  be  instituted,  but  ihe  exist-  abroad    are    not  issued   now  by  this 

ence  of  such  proceedings    would    be  court,  except  in  aid  of  its  own  suits, 

fatal  to  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony,  the  state  constitution  having  vested  in 

EUice  V.  Roupell,  32  Beav.  308.  the  courts  of  law  the  same  power  in 

Oaimot  Be  CoATertad  into  BUI  of  DiiooT-  suits  there  pending.    Bills  to  perpetu- 

erj.  —  A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  ate    testimony    proceed,    not   on    the 

cannot  by  amendment  be    converted  ground  of  imminent  risk  of  loss  before 

into  a  bill  of  discovery.     Ellice  v,  Rou-  a  pending  suit  can  reach  a  trial,  but 

pell,  32  Beav.  308.  on  the  ground  that  the  party  not  being 

Uitingiiishedfirom  Bill  do  Bene  Bne. —  in  a  situation  to  bring  his  title  to  a 

A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  Is  dis-  trial,  his  evidence  may  be  lost  through 

ttnguished  from  a  bill  de  bene  esse  in  lapse  of  time,  a  risk  affecting  all  evi- 

that  the  right  to  maintain  the  former  dence,  irrespective  of  any  particular 

does  not  depend  upon  the  condition  of  condition  of  a  witness.    The  right  to 

the  witness,  such  as  old  age  and  in-  this  relief,  therefore,  does  not  depend 

iirmity,  but    upon    the  power  of  the  upon  the  condition  of  the  witness,  but 

party  to  have  bis  rights  immediately  upon  the  situation  of  the  party  and  his 

investigated.      Hall  v.   Stout,  4  Del.  power  to  bring  his  rights  to  an  imme- 

Ch.  269.    In  this  case  the  court  said:  diate  investigation." 
*'  The  allegation  in  the  bill,  as  to  old        In   Georgia  it    has    been   held    that 

age  and  infirmity  of  the  witnesses,  is  every  bill  to  take  testimony  de  bene  esse 

immaterial,  and  the  denial   and  even  is  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony,  and 

disproof  of  it  can  have  no  effect.     The  every  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  is  a 

distinction  was  well  taken  by  the  com-  bill  to  take  testimony  de  bene  esse^  and 

plainant's  solicitor  between  a  commis-  that  the  evidence  thus  taken  cannot  be 
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2.  Vatnre.  —  A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  is  in  its  nature  an 
original  bill  not  for  relief,^  and  a  bill  of  this  character  should  not 
join  a  prayer  for  relief,*  since  such  joinder  will  render  the  bill 
multifarious.' 

3.  Purpose.  —  The  object  of  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  is  to 
preserve  material  evidence  for  future  use,  or,  in  some  instances, 
to  prevent  litigation.*  On  such  a  bill  equity  decides  no  rights, 
but  simply  assists  a  court  of  law  in  doing  so  by  preserving 
testimony.* 

1  When  Lies  —  Sabjeot-Mattw  liluly  to  Be  Litigated. — The  sole 
object  of  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  being  to  preserve  material 
testimony  which  might  otherwise  be  lost,  a  bill  for  such  purpose 
will  lie  only  where  the  subject-matter  is  likely  to  be  litigated  in 
the  future,  but  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  immediate  judicial 
investigation.* 

read  at  the  hearing  or  trial  if  the  wit-  of    testimony.     But   see    Commercial 

ness  be  alive  and  capable  of  examina-  Mut.    Ins.   Co.   v,   McLoon,   14  Allen 

tion.     Booker  v,  Boolcer,  20  Ga.  777.  (Mass.)  351. 

1.  I  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  $  325;  BiU  forDiiooTaryaiid  toPerpetaate  Tes* 

Jerome     v.    Jerome,     5    Conn.     352;  timony.  —  But  it  has  been  held  that  a 

Vaughan  v.  Fitzgerald,  i  Sch.  &  Let.  court  will  entertain  a  bill  for  discovery 

316;  Rose  z'.  Gannel,  3  Atk.  439.     See  and  to  perpetuate  evidence  in  aid  of 

also  infra^  II.  10.  Hearing.  the  defense  to  an  action  at  law  on  a 

A  Departure  from  Ordinary  Method. —  contract.    Jerome  v.  Jerome,  5  Conn. 

In  Booker  v.  Booker,  20  Ga.  777,  it  is  .  352;   Longfield  v,  Aubrey,  i  Hog.  300. 

said  that  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  See  also  Ellice  v,  Roupell,   32   Beav. 

is     a    departure    from    the    ordinary  308,  for  query  as  to  whether  a  prayer 

method,  and   that  the  court  has  laid  for  the  perpetuation  of  testimony  and 

down  strict  rules  in  regard  thereto  in  for  discovery  can  be  united  in  one  bill, 

order  to  prevent  its  abusive  use  and  to  BiU  to  Perpetuate  Testimony  and  to  Be- 

protect  the  rights  of  parties.  move  Cloud  upon  Title.  —  And  in   Cle- 

Deoree  Granting  Prayer  Final.  —  A  de-  land  v.  Casgrain,  92  Mich.  139,  it  was 

cree  granting  the  prayer  of  a  bill  to  held  that  a  bill  is  not  multifarious  in 

perpetuate  testimony  and  appointing  .  asking  to  have  testimony  in  regard  10 

commissioners  to  take  such  testimony  a  title  perpetuated  and  to  have  cloud 

is  a  final  decree  which  may  be  reviewed  upon  such  title  removed, 

on  a  writ  of  error.     Jerome  v.  Jerome,  Eflfeet  of    Prayer  that    Testimony   Be 

5  Conn.  356.  Taken  do  Bono  Ease. —  Where  a  bill  sets 

8.  Jerome   v,  Jerome,  5  Conn.  352;  forth  all  the  facts  necessary  to  entitle 

Vaughan  v.  Fitzgerald,  I  Sch.  &  Lef.  a  party  to  an  order  to  perpetuate  the 

316;  Rose  V,  Gannel,  3  Atk.  439.  testimony  of  a  witness,  the  fact  that  he 

"  That  the  bill  is  not  legally  sustain-  has   prayed   that   the   testimony   may 

able  cannot  be  questioned,  as  it  unites  be  taken  de  bene  esse  does  not  change 

distinct    subjects     which    cannot    be  its  distinctive  character.      Booker    v. 

joined  in  the  same  application.     It  is  Booker,  20  Ga.  777. 

a  bill  for  the  perpetuation  of  testimony  4.  Rapalje  &  Lawrence's  Law  Diet., 

and   for    relief.      These  subjects    are  tit.  Bill  to  Perpetuate  Testimony;  An- 

perfectly  distinct  in  their  features,  in  gell  v.  Angell,  i  Sim.  ^  S.  83;    Teale 

the  grounds  upon  which  they  may  be  v.  Teale,  i  Sim.  &  S.  385. 

sustained,  and  in  their  final  causes,  and  6.  Smith  z/.  Turner,  4  Ired.  Eq.  (N. 

it  is  an  unquestionable  rule  that  they  Car.)  433. 

cannot  be   united  in  the  same  bill."  A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  will 

Jerome  v.  Jerome,  5  Conn.  352.  not  be  entertained  by  a  court  of  equity 

8.  ^tna  L.   Ins.   Co.   v.   Smith,   73  touching  a  subject  of  its  own  jurisdic- 

Fed.    Rep.  318,  wherein   it   was  held  tion.     Smith  r/.  Turner,  4  Ired.  Eq.  (N. 

that  a  bill  to  cancel  a  policy  of  insur-  Car.)  433. 

ance  would  be  dismissed  if  it  also  con-  6.  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1508;  Booker 

tained  a  demand  for  the  perpetuation  v.  Booker,  20  Ga.  777;  Hall  v.  Stout,  4. 
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BlUs  to  PERPETUATION  OF  TESTIMONY.      P^rp^twtu, 

Testimoay  in  Banger  of  Being  Loet.  —  It  is  also  essential  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  bill  that  there  be  testimony  in  existence  which  is 
in  danger  of  being  lost  before  the  matter  to  which  it  relates  can 
be  brought  to  trial.  ^  These  bills  do  not  proceed  on  the  ground  of 
imminent  risk  of  loss  before  a  pending  suit  can  reach  a  trial,  as 
do  commissions  de  bene  esse,  but  on  the  ground  that  a  party  not 
being  in  a  situation  to  bring  his  title  to  a  trial,  his  evidence  may 
be  lost  through  lapse  of  time,  a  risk  affecting  all  evidence  irre- 
spective of  any  particular  condition  of  a  witness.* 

De].  Ch.  269;    New  York,  etc..  Coffee  of  those  witnesses,  althoufl^h  no  suit  is 

Polishing  Co.  v.  New  York  Coffee  Pol-  depending;  for,  it  may  be,  a  man's  an- 

ishing  Co.,  9  Fed.  Rep.  578:  Parry  v,  tagonist  only  waits  for  the  death  of 

Rogers,  i  Vern.  441;  Angell  v.  Angell,  some  of  them  to  begin  his  suit.     This 

I  Sim.  &  S.  83;    EUice  r.  Roupell,  32  is  most  frequent  when  lands  are  de- 

Beav.  299.  vised  by  will  away  from  the  heir  at 

To  Bqiri¥«  a  Party  of  This  Balitf  it  law;  and  the  devisee,  in  order  to  per- 

mast   appear  that  it  lies  in  his  own  petuate  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses 

power,  and  not  in  the  option  of  his  ad-  to  such  will,  exhibits  a  bill  in  chancery 

versary,  to  bring  the  title  to  a  present  against  the  heir,  and  sets  forth  the  will 

judicial  investigation.     Hall  v.  Stout,  verbatim  therein,  suggesting  that  the 

4  Del.  Ch.  269.  heir  is  inclined  to  dispute  its  validity; 

A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  relat-  and  then,  the  defendant  having  an- 
ing  to  a  matter  which  is  the  subject  of  swered,  they  proceed  to  issue  as  in 
an  existing  suit  against  the  plaintiff  other  cases,  and  examine  the  wit- 
is  demurrable,  although  the  plaintiff  nesses  to  the  will;  after  which  the 
could  not  himself  have  made  such  cause  is  at  an  end,  without  proceeding 
matter  a  subject  of  present  judicial  in-  to  any  decree,  no  relief  being  prayed 
vestigation.  Spencer  v.  Peek,  L.  R.  3  by  the  bill,  but  the  heir  is  entitled  to 
Eq.  415.  his  costs,  even  though  he  contest  the 

1.  "  The  jurisdiction  which  courts  of  will.  This  is  what  is  usually  meant 
equity  exercise  to  perpetuate  testimony  by  proving  a  will  in  chancery." 
is  open  to  great  objections;  first,  it  3  Black.  Com.  450. 
leads  to  a  trial  on  written  depositions,  S.  Hall  v.  Stout,  4  Del.  Ch.  269. 
which  is  much  less  favorable  to  the  "  The  course  which  this  court  always 
cause  of  truth  than  the  viva  voce  ex-  adopts,  in  bills  to  perpetuate  testi- 
amination  of  witnesses.  But  what  is  mony,  is  very  simple  and  straightfor- 
still  more  important,  inasmuch  as  ward.  Where  a  person  files  such  a  bill 
those  written  depositions  can  never  be  raising  an  issue  which  can  be  tried  at 
used  until  after  the  death  of  the  wit-  once  at  law,  this  court  holds  that  it  is 
nesses,  and  are  not,  indeed,  published  not  a  proper  case  for  a  bill  to  perpetu- 
till  after  the  death  of  the  witnesses,  it  ate  testimony ;  on  the  contrary,  as  the 
follows,  whatever  perjury  may  ^ave  evidence  when  taken  cannot  be  used  if 
been  committed  in  those  depositions,  it  the  witnesses  are  alive,  and  as  the  de- 
must  necessarily  go  unpunished.  And  positions  are  sealed  up  and  can  only  be 
this  testimony  has  therefore  thi9  in-  used  when  the  case  arises  hereafter, 
firmity,  that  it  is  not  given  under  the  it  would  be  idle  for  this  court,  when 
sanction  of  the  penalties  which  the  the  question  might  be  tried  at  once, 
general  policv  of  the  law  imposes  upon  and  the  witnesses  themselves  might  be 
the  crime  of  perjury.  It  is  for  these  examined,  to  perpetuate  their  testi- 
reasons  that  courts  of  equity  do  not  mony.  If  the  case  depends  solely 
entertain  bills  to  perpetuate  testimony  upon  the  testimony  of  one  witness,  or 
generally  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  of  witnesses  who  were  verjr  old,  then 
upon  future  occasion,  unless  where  it  the  court  allows  that  person  to  be  ex- 
is  absolutely  necessary  to  prevent  a  amined  de  bene  esse  without  the  neces- 
failure  of  justice.'*  Angell  v.  Angell,  sity  of  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony. 
I  Sim.  &  S.  83.  But  where  a  person  m  possession  of  an 

'*  If  witnesses  to  a  disputable  fact  estate  hears  that  another  intends  to 

are  old  and  infirm,  it  is  very  usual  to  impeach  his  title,  upon  the  ground  that 

file  a  bill  to  perpetuate  the  testimony  the  title  deed  by  which  he  holds  the 
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un.  to  PERPETUA  TION  OF  TESTIMONY. 

Imptdim&t  of  Tryiaf  Om«  at  Law.  —  In  order  to  sustain  a  bill  to  per- 
petuate testimony  it  should  appear  that  the  complainant  is  under 
an  impediment  of  trying  the  case  at  law.  ^ 

Vatura  of  Titla  or  Claim.  —  The  bill  will  lie  without  regard  to 
whether  the  title  or  claim  is  to  real  estate,  or  personal  property, 
or  to  mere  personal  demands,  or  to  whether  the  testimony  is  to 
be  used  in  support  of  an  action,  or  as  matter  of  defense  to 
repel  it.* 

Pablie  and  Prlvato  PenaltiM.  —  The  bill  will  lie  not  only  in  cases  of 
a  private  penalty  or  forfeiture,  without  waiving  it,  where  it  may 
be  waived,  but  also  in  cases  of  public  penalties,'  and  in  this 

estate  is  a  forgery,  then,  as  the  person  the  complainant  from  the  risk  to  his 

in  possession  can  take  no  step  to  estab-  title,  even  as  to  the  house  for  which 

lish  his  title,  and  as  the  person  out  of  the  ejectment  is  brought,  for,  however 

possession  will  not  bring  an  ejectment  probable  that  the  action  will  reach  a 

against  him   until  his    witnesses  are  trial,  this  cannot  be  ceruin  to  the  com- 

dead,  it  has  always  been  held  that  the  plainant.     Were  a  commission  to  per- 

person  in  possession  may  file  a  bill  to  petuate    this    testimony    to    be    now 

perpetuate  the  testimony  of  his  own  refused  because  that  action  is  pending, 

witnesses,  in  order  to  frustrate  the  de-  the    defendants    might,    immediately 

sign  of  the  person  who  delays  bringing  and  before  a  commission  could  issue 

forward  his  case  until   the   witnesses  from  the  Superior  Court,  discontinue 

who  can  speak  to  the   truth  of   the  the  ejectment  and  leave  the  complain- 

defense  are  no  longer  in  existence.*'  ant  precisely  where  he  was  at  the  filing 

Ellice  V.  Roupell,  32  Beav.  299.  of   his  bill,  and  so  toties  quoties.     To 

Sridoiioo  of  Title  to  Land.  — Where  the  deprive  the  complainant  of  this  relief 

plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  lands  of  it    must    appear    to  rest  in   his  own 

his  deceased  wife,  claiming  as  tenant  power,  and  not  at  all  in  the  option  of 

by  curtesy,  it  was  held  that  he  was  en-  his  adversary,  whether  to   bring  the 

titled  to  a  bill  to  perpetuate  evidence  title  to  a   present  judicial   investiga- 

cf  his  title  resting  exclusively  in  the  tion.    This    is  the  clear  principle  of 

knowledge  of  two  witnesses,  not  with-  the    two    leading    authorities    before 

standing  the  heirs  at  law  were  contest-  cited." 

ing  his  title  and  had  brought  eject-  1.  In  Parry  v.  Rogers,  i  Vem.  441,  it 
ment,  and  although  the  witnesses  were  Is  held  that  a  man  cannot  bring  a  bill  to 
neither  aged  nor  infirm.  Hall  v.  Stout,  examine  witnesses  in  per^etuam  ret 
4  Del.  Ch.  269.  In  this  case  the  court  memoriam  to  establish  his  title  until  he 
said:  "  The  complainant,  at  the  filing  has  made  it  good  by  a  verdict  at  law, 
of  his  bill,  was  in  the  exact  situation  if  he  is  under  no  impediment  of  trying 
entitling  a  party  to  the  relief  sought  by  his  title  cases  at  law.  In  this  case  the 
the  bill.  He  was  in  possession  of  bill  was  to  examine  witnesses  touching 
lands  of  his  deceased  wife,  claiming  to  the  title  of  certain  lands  in  the  bill 
hold  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  This  mentioned.  The  defendant  demurred 
was  unquestionably  a  sufficient  interest  because  there  was  no  impediment  that 
to  be  protected.  Evidence  material  to  hindered  the  plaintiff  from  trying  his 
his  title  rested  in  the  exclusive  knowl-  right  at  law,  and  that  he  had  not  ob- 
edge  of  two  witnesses;  and  being  him-  tained  any  verdict  in  affirmation  of  his 
self  in  possession,  it  was  not  in  his  pretended  title,  and  the  demurrer  was 
power  to  bring  the  title  to  a  trial  at  allowed.  And  see  generally  tt^a^  2. 
law  under  immediate  judicial  investi-  Nature;  3.  Purpose  ;  infra^  7.  e,  Necet- 
gation,  so  as  to  secure  the  evidence  sity  for  Perpetuation. 
against  loss  by  the  death  of  these  wit-  S.  Suffolk  v.  Green,  i  Atk.  450. 
nesses.  These  are  the  grounds  of  this  S.  Suffolk  v.  Green,  i  Atk.  450.  In 
sort  of  relief.  Dorset  v.  Girdler,  Pre.  this  case  it  was  held  that  a  plaintiff  is 
Ch.  531;  Angell  v,  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  entitled  to  perpetuate  the  testimony  of 
83;  2  Sto.  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1508.  The  bring-  witnesses  to  a  usurious  contract,  not- 
ing of  the  ejectment  by  the  defendants  withstanding  his  not  offering  by  the 
after  the  bill  was  filed  does  not  relieve  bill  to  pay. 
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liiit  tp  PERPETUA  TION  OF  TESTIMONY.      Ptrptt«»^ 

regard  it  differs  from  a  bill  of  discovery.^ 

After  Jvdgamt  —  A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  will  not,  how- 
ever, lie  after  judgment  to  perpetuate  testimony  which  might  be 
lost  by  the  death  or  absence  of  the  witnesses  in  the  event  of  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment  and  a  new  trial.* 

6.  Who  Xay  Maintain  —  P«rwii  inttreitad.  —  A  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony  may  be  maintained  bv  any  one  interested  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter concerning  which  tne  testimony  is  desired  to  be 
perpetuated.' 

Htniit*  or  Diitaat  Interott.  —  It  is  perfectly  immaterial  how  minute 
the  interest  may  be,  or  how  distant  the  possibility  of  the  pos- 
session of  that  interest,  if  it  is  a  present  interest.*  A  mere  con- 
tingency, on  the  other  hand,  however  near  and  valuable,  if  the 
party  has  not  by  virtue  of  it  an  estate,  is  not  sufficient.^ 

1.  Story's  Eq.  Jor.,  g  1509.  travened  the  inquisidoa,  and  the  rec- 

8.  McCioU  V.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  34  ord   was  sent  to  the  Queen's  Bench. 

N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  310.  The  court  held   that  the    depositions 

S*  Angell  V,  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  89;  taken    under    this    commission    were 

Booker  v.   Booker,   20  Ga.   777.     See  taken  in  a  proceeding  substantially  the 

also  Hall  v.  Stout,  4  Del.  Ch.  269.  same,  and   were   admissible,  the   wit- 

Aad  OoaTtficly  to  sustain  the  bill  the  nesses  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 

complainant  must  have  an  interest  in  the  court.     De   Bode's  Case,  8  Q.  B. 

the  thing  in  relation  to  which  the  testi-  208,  55  E.  C.  L.  208. 

mony  is  to  be  taken.     May  v.  Arm-  4.  Allan  v.   Allan,  15   Ves.  Jr.  135; 

strong,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  260.  Dursley  v,  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves.  Jr.  251; 

PMof  of  WilL  ~  In  Bechinall  v,  Ar-  Belfast    v,    Chichester,   2  Jac.   &   W. 

nold,  I  Vern.  354,  it  was  held  that  the  451. 

devisee  shall  not  examine  witnesses  in  '*A  present  interest,  the  enjoyment 

firpetuam  rei  tnemoriam  to  prove  a  will  of  which  may  depend  upon  the  most 

against  a    purchai»er  without    notice,  remote  and  improbable  contingency,  is 

till  the  will  has  been  established  by  a  nevertheless  a  present  estate;  and,  as 

verdict  at  law.  in  the  case  upon  Lord  Berkeley's  will, 

Tr"g^<«^  StatatSi.  —  According  to  the  though  the  interest  may,  with  refer- 

statute  5  and  6  Vict.,  c.  69,  any  person  ence  to  the  chance,  be  worth  nothing, 

who  would,  under  the  circumstances  yet  it  is  in  contemplation  of  law  an  es- 

alleged  to  exist,  become  entitled  upon  tate  and  interest."    Allan  v,  Allan,  15 

the  happening  of  any  future  event  to  Ves.  Jr.  130. 

any  honor,  title,  dignity,  or  office,  or  5.  Allan  v.  Allan,  15  Ves.  Jr.   130, 

to  any  estate  or  interest  in  any  prop-  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  mere  con- 

erty,   real  or  personal,   the    right    or  tingenry,  however  near  and  valuable 

claim    to    which    cannot    by    him   be  (with  the  exception  of  the  case  of  a 

brought  to  trial  before  the  happening  wager),  the  expectation  of  issue  in  tail» 

of  such  event,  shall  be  entitled  to  file  a  heir  apparent,  or  next  of  kin  of  a  luna- 

bill  in  chancery  to  perpetuate  any  tes-  tic,  is   not  sufficient  to  maintain   the 

timonv    which    may    be  material   for  bill.    And  see  Dursley  v,  Fitzhardinge, 

establishing  such  claim  or  right.    See  6  Ves.  Jr.  251;   Sackvill  v.  Ayleworth, 

Surkie  on  Ev.  (loth  ed.)  428.  i  Vern.  105. 

Before  this  statute,  upon  petition  of  Isoepitioa  in  Gim  of  CoAtnet  Upoa  Sz- 

right  a  commission  issued,  and  an  in-  pootation.  —  In  Dursley  v.  Fitzhardinge, 

quiry  was  thereupon   found    and   re-  6  Ves.  Jr.  260,  it  was  held  that  though 

turned  to  chancery.     Before  any  other  the  heir  apparent  or  next  of  kin  could 

proceedings  the  suppliant  filed  a  bill  not,  in  the  case  put,  maintain  a  bill, 

against  the  attorney.general   to    per-  yet  if  they  had  entered  into  any  con- 

petuate  testimony,   reciting  the   peti-  tract  with  respect  to  their  expectations 

don,   and  a  commission  to    examine  and  possibilities,  they  might  upon  the 

witnesses  issued  thereon  ex  parity  the  ground  of  that  contract  maintain  a  bill 

crown  declining  to  join.    The  crown  to  perpetuate  the  evidence. 
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Imtorait  Vot  CapftblA  of  Being  Tmmediattly  Barred.  —  In  order  that  a  party 
may  maintain  such  a  bill  his  interest  must  be  one  which  cannot 
be  immediately  barred  by  the  defendant,  since  to  grant  the  bill 
in  such  a  case  would  be  a  useless  exercise  of  the  power  of  the 
court.* 

Out  of  or  in  PoMOfsion.  —  If  the  plaintiff  has  no  present  right  of 
action  he  may  maintain  the  bill,  whether  out  of  possession  or  in 
possession.* 

Xithor  the  PUintUT  or  tlM  Oofondant  in  equity  may  maintain  such  bill.' 
But  the  bill  will  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  in  a  pending 
action.* 

6.  Againit  Whom  Lies.  —  The  defendant  in  a  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony  should  be  one  who  claims  an  interest  in  the  thing  or 
subject-matter  about  which  it  is  desired  to  perpetuate  testimony.' 

7.  Ayerments  of  Bill — a.  In  General.  — A  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony  should  state  on  its  face  every  matter  which  is  necessary 
to  entitle  the  complainant  to  the  remedy  sought.* 

b.  Subject-Matter.  —  The  bill  should  in  the  first  place  state 
and  describe  the  subject-matter  touching  which  the  plaintiff  is 
desirous    of    having   the   evidence    perpetuated.''      The   matter 

1.  Darsley   v.  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves.  their  interest,  the  reason  why  suit  can- 

Jr.  260.  not  be  instituted,  the  subject-matter  of 

8.  Booker  v,  Booker,  20  Ga.  777,  the  controversy  and  the  proof  they  pro- 
wherein  it  was  held  that  a  person  in  pose  to  make,  the  interest  or  the  duty 
possession  of  property  in  respect  to  of  the  defendants  to  contest  the  right 
which  he  apprehends  a  suit  is  not  the  or  title,  the  ground  of  necessity  for 
only  person  who  may  file  a  bill  to  per-  perpetuating  the  evidence."  Booker 
petuate  testimony,  but  that  any  person  v.  Booker.  20  Ga.  777. 
whose  rights  are  likely  to  be  endan-  7.  Mitf.  Eq.  PI.  51,  52;  Cresset  v. 
gered  by  the  loss  of  evidence,  and  Mitton,  i  Ves.  Jr.  449. 
when  it  is  not  the  fault  of  such  person  Faets  in  Pais.  —  If  the  object  of  a  bill 
that  the  facts  cannot  be  investigated  at  is  to  perpetuate  the  evidence  of  wit- 
law,  may  have  this  remedy:  but  his  nesses  as  to  facts  in  pais  ^  it  is  not  suffi- 
bill  must  state  aU  the  facts  necessary  cient  to  state  generally  that  they  can 
to  entitle  him  to  it.  Compare  2  Story  give  evidence  to  certain  facts,  but  the 
Eq.  Jur.,  ^  1513.  bill  must  state  specially  what  those  facts 

5.  Angell  V.  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  83.  are.     Knight  v.  Knight,  4  Madd.  10. 
4.  Spencer  v.  Peek,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  415.  Deed  to  Beal  Estate.  —  If  the  object  is 

In  this  case  the  court  held  that  a  bill  to  to  perpetuate  the  testimony  of  wit- 
perpetuate  testimony  relating  to  a  mat-  nesses  to  a  deed  of  real  estate,  the  deed 
ter  which  is  the  subject  of  an  existing  should  be  properly  described  and  the 
suit  against  the  plaintiff  is  demurrable,  names  of  the  witnesses  who  are  to 
although  the  plaintiff  himself  could  not  prove  the  same  should  be  set  forth, 
have  made  such  matter  the  subject  of  Mason  v.  Goodburne,  Finch  391; 
present  judicial  investigation.  Smith  v.  Turner,  4  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.) 

6.  May  v.  Armstrong,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  433. 

(Ky.)  260.     See  also  Dursley  v,  Fitz-  Witaesi    to    WUl.  — Where  the    bill 

hardinge,  6  Ves.  Jr.  260.  seeks  to  perpetuate  testimony  of  wit- 

Bona  Fide  Pnrcnaser.  —  Such  bill  will  nesses  to  a  will,  it  is  not  only  advis- 

lie  against  a  ^^fftf^^iT  purchaser.     Durs-  able,   but  the  better  practice,   to  set 

ley   V.    Fitzhardinge,   6  Ves.   Jr.  264;  forth  in  the  bill  the  whole  will  in  Aac 

Gordon  v.  Close,  2  Bro.  P.  C.  473,  477,  verda.     Wyatt  Pr.  Reg.  74;  Story's  Eq. 

479-  PIm  §  305. 

6.  *'  The  bill  should  state  every  mat-        Sujiplemental  BllL —  Upon  a  bill  to 

ter  which  is  necessary  to  entitle  the  perpetuate  testimony,  the  examination 

complainants  to  this  remedy;  to  wit,  of  witnesses  having   been  completed 
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touching  which  the  plaintiff  is  desirous  of  giving  evidence  must 
be  shown  in  order  that  it  may  point  the  proper  interrogatories  on 
both  sides  to  the  true  merits  of  the  controversy.^ 

c.  Plaintiff's  Interest.  —  Since  the  plaintiff  cannot  main- 
tain a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  unless  he  has  some  interest,* 
his  bill  must  show  that  he  has  some  interest  in  the  subject-matter 
which  is  not  capable  of  being  barred  by  the  defendant,'  and 
which  may  be  injured  if  the  testimony  in  support  thereof  be  lost.^ 
The  title  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  plainly  and  succinctly  stated, 
and  that  with  certainty  as  to  material  facts,  and  as  to  the  time, 
place,  manner,  and  other  incidents.^ 

d.  Defendant's  Interest.  —  A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony 
should  show  either  that  the  defendant  has  or  pretends  to  have  a 
title  or  that  he  claims  an  interest  sufficient  to  contest  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  subject-matter.* 

e.  Necessity  for  Perpetuation.  —  Since  a  bill  of  this  kind 
will  not  be  sustained  if  the  plaintiff  can  make  the  matter  the  sub- 
ject of  an  immediate  judicial  investigation,  as  there  is  then  no 
ground  for  the  desired  perpetuation,^it  must  set  out  the  ground 

and  the  commission  closed,  the  plain-  was  held  that  where  a  bill,  brought  to 

tiff  cannot  file  a  supplemental  bill  to  perpetuate    testimony    regarding  the 

perpetuate  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  a  tract  of  land, 

on  the  ground  of  facts  discovered  since  stated  that  A  B  conveyed  to  the  plain- 

the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  without  tiff,  and  that    the    plaintiff  thereupon 

stating  what  those  facts  are.     Knight  executed  and  delivered  to  said  A  B  a 

V.  Knight,  4  Madd.  lo.  lease  of  the  premises  during  his  life 

1.  Mason  v,  Goodburne,  Finch  391 ;  and  determinable  on  his  death,  with- 

Smith  V.  Atty.-Gen.,  generally  cited  in  out  stating  what  species  of  estate  and 

Dursley  z'.  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves.  Jr.  260.  quantity  of  interest  were  granted    or 

Care  should  always  be  taken  in  draw-  whether  the  deed  was  absolute  or  con-' 

ing  a  bill  of  this  kind  not  to  mix  up  in  ditional,  the  bill  was  fatally  defective 

it  other  matters   which   may  require  both  as  to  the  matter  of  the  plaintiff's 

very  different  decretal  orders.     Dew  z/.  title  and  the  manner  of  slating  it. 

Clarke,  i  Sim.  &  S.  108.  6.  Dursley   v,  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves. 

8.  May  v.  Armstrong,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  Jr.  260. 

(Ky.)  260;  Mason  v,  Goodburne,  Finch  Partial    by    BepresentatloiL.  —  It    has 

391:    Dursley  v,  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves.  been  held,  however,   that  in  order  to 

Jr.  262;  Belfast  v,  Chichester,  2  Jac.  &  bind  all  the  parties  in  interest  it  is  only. 

W.  451.     See  also  supra^  5.  Who  May  necessary  to  bring  into  court  such  as 

Maintain.  are  judicially  held  to  represent  all,  as, 

5.  Dursley   v,   Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves.  for  instance,   the   first  tenant  in   tail, 
Jr.  262.  who  represents  all  the  subsequent  in- 

4.  Jerome  v,  Jerome,   5  Conn.   356;  terests.     Finch  «/.  Finch,  iVcs.  Jr.  534; 

May  V.   Armstrong,   3    J.   J.    Marsh.  Lloyd   v.   Johnes,   9    Ves.   Jr.   52,   in- 

(Ky.)  261;  Smith  V.  Turner.  4  Ired.  Eq.  elusive;     Cockburn   v.  Thompson,   16 

(N.  Car.)  433;    Mason   v.  Goodburne,  Ves.  Jr.  326;    Reynoldson  v.  Perkins, 

Finch  39T;  Dursley  v.  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ambl.  565;    Giffard  v,   Hort,  i  Sch.  & 

Ves.  Jr.  261;  Mitf.  Eq.  PI.  57.  Lef.  409.     And  see  in  general  as  to  par- 

6.  Thus  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testi-  ties  by  representation  in  equity,  article 
mony  as  to  the  plaintiff's  title  under  a  Parties  to  Actions,  vol.  15,  p.  456. 
lost  deed  of  land  must  state  whether  7.  New  York,  etc.,  Coffee  Polishing 
the  deed  was  absolute  or  conditional,  Co.  v.  New  York  Coffee  Polishing  Co., 
and  what  species  of  estate  and  kind  of  20  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  176:  Brooking  v, 
interest  were  granted.  Jferome  v.  Maudslay,  38  Ch.  Div.  645.  And  see 
Jerome,  5  Conn.  352,  in  which  case  it  supra^  4.  fVhen  Lies. 
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of  necessity  for  perpetuating  the  evidence.^  The  bill  must  set 
forth  facts  which  show  either  that  the  matter  to  which  the  testi* 
monv  will  apply  cannot  be  immediately  investigated  in  a  court  of 
law,'  or,  if  it  can  be  so  investigated,  that  the  sole  right  of  action 
belongs  to  the  other  party,'  or  that  the  opposite  party  has  inter* 
posed  some  impediment  (such  as  an  injunction)  to  an  immediate 
trial  of  the  suit,  so  that  there  is  danger  of  the  loss  of  the  evidence 
before  trial.^  A  demurrer  will  lie  to  a  bill  which  does  not  state 
that  no  action  can  be  immediately  brought.'  The  bill  should 
allege  the  specific  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff  puts  his  case.' 

AfidATit  of  Gireunitanotf.  —  According  to  some  early  decisions  it 
would  seem  that  an  affidavit  of  the  circumstances  by  which  the 
evidence  desired  to  be  perpetuated  is  in  danger  of  being  lost 
should  be  filed  together  with  the  bill.''' 

/.  Prayer.  —  Since  a  bill  for  the  perpetuation  of  testimony  is 
one  of  the  bills  not  for  relief,  no  relief  should  be  prayed.'  The 
bill  should,  however,  ask  leave  to  examine  witnesses  touching  the 
matter  stated,  to  the  end  that  testimony  may  be  preserved  and 
perpetuated.'    The  prayer  may  also  ask  for  a  subpoena.*' 

8.  Plea.  —  Since,  as  will  be  seen  hereafter,  a  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony  is  never  properly  brought  to  a  hearing,**  it  follows  that 

1.  Hall    V,   Stout,  4  Del.   Ch.   269;  Ooatnu  —  See  Jerome  v.  Jerome,   5 

Booker  v,  Booker,  20  Ga.  777;  Com.  r.  Cono.  356,  in  which  cate,  it  bein^^ob- 

Stone,  Thach.  Crim.  Cas.  (Mass.)  604:  jected  that  the  bill  was  Insufficient  on 

Smith  V.  Grosjean,  i  Patt.  &  H.  (Va.)  account   of  the   want  of  an   affidavit 

109;  New  York,  etc..  Coffee  Polishing  verifying  the  facts  therein  stated,  it 

Co.  V,  Sew  York  Coffee  Polishing  Co.,  was  held  that  an  affidavit  annexed  to 

9  Fed.  Rep.  578,  20  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  174;  a  bill  in  chancerv  was  not  necessary. 

Angell  V.  Anf^eli,  i  Sim.  &S.  83;  North  8.  See  supra,  fl.  2.  Naiure. 

V,  Gray,  i  Dick.  14;    Cox  v,  Colmey,  i  XfEboCol  Prayir  ftur  Eallal  —  A  prayer 

Dick.  55;  Parry  v.  Rogers,  i  Vern.  441.  for  relief  would  turn  the  bill  into  one 

5.  Booker  v,  Booker,  20  Ga.  777;  for  relief,  whjch  is  inconsistent  with 
Angell  V,  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  83.  the  nature  of  the  bill  to  perpetuate  tet- 

8.  Booker  v,  Booker,  20  Ga.  777.  timony.     Rose  v,  Gannel,  3  Atlu  439; 

4.  Booker    r.   Booker,   20   Ga.   777;  Vaughaa  r.  Fitzgerald,  i  Sch.  &  Lef. 

Com.    V,   Stone,   Thach.    Crim.    Cas.  316. 

(Mass.) 604;  Smith  v,  Grosjean,  i  Patt.        Praysrlinr  X«liaf  Grmuid  for  Dommr. 

&  H.  (Va.)  109;  North  v.  Gray,  i  Dick.  — If  the  bill  prays  relief  it  is  demur- 

14:  Cox  V,  Colley,  i  Dick.  55.  rable  and  may  be  dismissed   for  this 

6.  Angell  v,  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  83.  cause.  Dalton  v,  Thomson,  i  Dick.  97; 
8.  Mason  v,  Goodburne,  Finch  391.  Rose  v,  Gannel,  3  Alk.  439;  Vaughao 
lUnstration.  —  Such,  for  insunce,  as  v.  Fitzgerald,  i  Sch.  &  Lef.  316. 

that  he  has  no  present  right  to  main-  AnMrndwimt  by  SteiUaf  Out  Fnyw  te 

tain  an  action,  or  that  he  has  a  title  in  Bslisl  —  Where  a  bill  prays  to  perpetu- 

remainder  or  reversion  only  after  a  ate  testimony  and  also  lor  relief,  the 

present  existing  estate  or  life,  Dursley  court  may  allow  the  plaintiff  to  amend 

V.  Fiahardinp^e,  6  Ves.  Jr.  260;  or  that  by  striking  out  the  prayer  for  relief, 

he  is  himself  in  actual  possession  of  the  even    after    the    testimony  has    been 

property,  or  in  the  present  possession  taken  under  it,  and  thus  give  effect  to 

of  the  rights  he  seeks  to  peri>etuate  by  such  testimony.    Vaughan  v,  Fitzger- 

proofs.    Angell  v,  Airgell,  i  Sim.  &  S.  aid,  i  Sch.  &  Lef.  316. 

83;    Dew  V,  Clarke,  i  Sim.  (i  S.  114;  9.  Cooper's  £q.  PL  52;  Vaughan  v, 

Dorset  v,  Girdler,  Pfs.  Ch.  531.  Fitzgerald,  i  Sch.  &  Lef.  316. 

7.  Suffolk  V,  Green,  i  Atk.  450;  10.  Mason  v,  Goodburne,  Finch 
Philips    V,    Carew,    i    P.   Wms.   xx6;  391. 

Shirley  v.  Ferrers,  3  P.  Wms.  -77.  11.  See  infra,  IL  10.  Hearing. 
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no  defense  can  be  taken  by  way  of  plea  to  such  a  bill,  since  2^ 
plea  is  of  na  avail  unless  brought  to  a  nearing.^ 

9.  Aiifwvr  of  Beftnduit  —  in  Bmml.  —  The  plaintiff  in  a  bill  to 
perpetuate  testimony  can  only  require  from  a  defendant  an  answer 
as  to  the  facts  alleged  by  the  bill  as  entitling  him  to  examine  wit- 
nesses.* The  answer  of  the  defendant  cannot  be  used  against 
him  in  any  further  proceeding.' 

eimadi  of  DtfniM.  —  The  defendant  may  allege  any  facts  going 

1.  This  rule  aod  the  reasons  there-  a  defense.    The  plaintiff's  atsertions, 

for  are  most  clearly  and  concisely  set  not  under  oath,  are  not  only  taken  as 

forth  in  Professor  Langdell's  Summary  true,   but  as  being   the  whole  truth, 

of  Equity  Pleading,  p.  237,  in  which,  This  extraordinary  anomaly  seems  to 

after  stating  that  bills  to    perpetuate  have  arisen  from  confounding  the  testi- 

testimony  are  anomalous  to  the  gen-  mony  to  be  perpetuated  with  the  testi- 

eral  rule  that  every  bill  by  which  any-  monv  to  establish  the  right  to  perpetu- 

thing  beyond   an  answer  can   be  ob-  ate. 

tained  is  a  bill  for  relief,  he  says;  S.  Ellice  v.  Roupell,  32  Beav.  308. 
'*  The  object  of  such  a  bill  is,  first,  to  In  this  case  the  court  said:  "  What  is 
esublish  the  plaintiff's  right  to  perpetu-  it  then  that  a  plaintiff  in  a  bill  to  per- 
ate  his  testimony,  and,  secondly,  to  petuate  testimony  requires  ?  It  is  this, 
have  it  perpetuated.  The  only  legiti-  and  only  this,  that  the  defendant  shall 
mate  mode  of  establishing  the  right  is  admit  his  title  to  examine  such  wit- 
by  a  decree:  and  as  the  right  should  nesses  as  he  may  think  fit  on  the  vari- 
b?  established  before  it  is  exercised,  ous  matters  and  issues  stated  in  his 
I.  /.,  before  the  testimony  is  taken  and  bill.  Beyond  this  the  inquiry  is  idle 
perpetuated,  the  latter  should  be  done  and  fruitless.  *  *  *  Unless  the 
under  and  pursuant  to  the  decree,  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  compel  an  an- 
The  decree  also  should  be  obtained,  swer  were  confined  to  what  he  seeks 
like  all  oUier  decrees,  by  bringing  the  by  his  bill,  or,  in  other  words,  his  right 
cause  to  a  hearing  upon  pleadings  and  or  title  to  examine  witnesses  respecting 
proofs.  The  bill,  therefore,  properly  the  points  stated  in  the  plaintiff's  bill, 
involves  all  the  elements  of  a  bill  for  it  is  plain  that  the  court  could  never 
relief,  viz.,  pleadings,  proofs,  hearing,  draw  any  line,  or  tell  where  to  stop 
decree,  and  the  execution  of  the  decree;  the  plaintiff  in  his  examination  of  the 
and  there  is  no  propriety  in  having  any  defendant  on  interrogatories.  Every- 
one of  these  unless  all  the  others  are  to  thing,  except  what  consists  in  an  ad- 
follow;  for  unless  there  is  to  be  a  mission  or  denial  of  the  plaintiff's 
hearing  and  decree,  proofs  can  have  no  right  to  examine  witnesses  in  perpetuam 
object,    and    unless  there    are    to    be  rn  memoriam   would   be  equally  ma- 

f roofs,  pleadings  can  have  no  object,  terlal,  or,  rather,  equally  immaterial, 
a  practice,  however,  there  are  neither  and  the  whole  birth,  parentage,  educa- 
proofs,  nor  hearing,  nor  decree,  upon  tion,  and  early  life  of  the  defendant 
a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony;  and  yet  might  be  inquired  into  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  pleadings  take  place  just  as  if  and  the  court  would  be  able  to  fix  on 
everything  else  was  to  follow.  But  as  no  principle  by  which  to  stop  the  in- 
soon  as  the  cause  is  at  issue,  the  plain-  quiry  or  curiosity  of  the  plaintiff.'^ 
tiff  proceeds  to  do,  without  any  author-  QuMtion  of  TiUs.  —  On  a  bill  to  per- 
ity,  what  he  has  not  yet  established  petuate  testimony  the  defendant  can- 
any  right  to  do,  namely,  to  take  the  not,  by  making  his  answer  a  cross-bill, 
testimony  which  he  is  seeking  to  per-  compel  the  complainant  to  enter  into 
petuate.  If  the  bill  does  not  show  a  an  investigation  of  who  has  para- 
right  upon  its  face  to  perpetuate  testi-  mount  title.  May  v,  Armstrong,  3  J. 
mony,  the  defendant  may  demur  to  it;  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  260. 
but  if  it  does  show  a  right  upon  its  Crois-MIL  —  A  cross-bill  filed  to  a  bill 
face,  the  defendant  is  helpless.  He  to  perpetuate  testimony  must  be  con- 
bas  to  answer  the  bill,  but  his  answer  fined  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  bill, 
is  an  idle  form;  the  plaintiff  is  not  re-  May  v.  Armstrong,  3  j.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
quired  to  prove  the  bill,  nor  has  the  de-  260. 
fendant  any   opportunity  of   proving  S.  Ellice  v.  Roupell,  32  Beav.  308. 
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to  show  that  there  is  no  occasion  to  perpetuate  the  testimony.* 
This  may  be  done  either  by  showing  that  there  exists  no  such 
dispute  or  controversy  as  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  or  that  the  plaintiff 
has  no  such  interest  in  it  as  will  justify  his  application  to  per- 
petuate the  testimony.' 

SiEBot  of  Coment  to  Amwor.  —  A  defendant,  by  consenting  to  answer 
a  plaintiff's  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony,  admits  his  right  to 
examine  witnesses  in  the  case.' 

10.  Hearing.  —  A  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  is  never  brought 
to  a  hearing,*  since  it  is  a  bill  not  praying  relief.*  If  improperly 
brought  to  a  hearing,  it  will  be  dismissed  with  costs.*  Such  dis- 
missal will,  however,  be  without  prejudice  to  the  subsequent  use 
of  the  testimony.''' 

11.  Effect  of  Hegleot  to  Proceed  —  By  PbdAtUf.  —  A  motion  to  dis- 
miss a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  for  failure  to  prosecute  is 
irregular.®  The  proper  practice  in  such  cases  is  to  move  that  the 
plaintiff  may  proceed  within  a  given  time,  or  that  he  may  pay 


j 


1.  Ellice  V,  Roupell,  32  Beav.  308,  9  interest  which  would  justify  the  com- 

ur.  N.  S.  530;  May  v.  Armstrong,  3  J.  plainants  to  proceed  against  them.*' 

.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  260.  S.  Ellice  v.   Roup^ll,  32  Beav.  399. 

8.  Ellice  V.  Roopell,  32  Beav.  299. 308,  308. 

318.     In    May   v.   Armstrong,   3  J.  J.  4.  Vaughan  v.  Fitzgerald,  i  Sch.  & 

Marsh.  (Ky.)  260,  20  Am.  Dec.  137,  the  Lef.  316;  Angell  ».  Angell,  i  Sim.  &  S. 

court  said:  **  To  sustain  a  bill  to  per-  83,  note;    Ellice  v,  Roupell,  32  Beav. 

pecuate    testimony,    the    complainant  308;    Hall  v,  Hoddesdon,  2  P.  Wms. 

must  have  an  interest  in  the  thing  or  162;  Anonymous,  2  Ves.  497;  Wei  by  r. 

subject  in  relation  to  which  the  testt-  Rutland,  2  Bro.  P.  C.  39. 

mony  is  to  be  taken.     If  the  complain-  5.  Dalton  v.  Thomson,  i  Dick/ 97. 

ant  has  no  interest,  his  bill  should  be  6.  Ellice  v.  Roupell,  32  Beav.  308; 

dismissed.    The  defendant  in  .such  a  Hall   v,  Hoddesdon,  2   P.  Wms.  162; 

bill  should  be  one  who  claims  an  in-  Anonymous,  2  Ves.  497;  Anonymous, 

terest    in  the  thing  or  subject-matter  Ambl.  237;  Acland  z/.  Cuming,  2  Madd. 

about  which  it  is  desired  to  perpetuate  27;    Vaughan    v.    Fitzgerald,    i   Sch. 

testimony;  for  the  use  of  the  proceed-  &    Lef.    316;    Rose  v.  Gannel,  3  Atk. 

ing  is  to  give  notice  to  those  who  may  439. 

be  waiting  for  the  death  or  removal  of  In   Hall  v,   Hoddesdon,  2  P.  Wms. 

witnesses  and  destruction  of  evidence  162,  the  court  said:     "  This  bill  was 

to  assert  claims  which  ir.ight  then  sue-  brought  by  a  devisee  of  land,  to  per- 

ceed,  but  which  could  not  if  the  testi-  petuate  the  testimony  of  a  will  and  to 

many  in  existence  is  perpetuated,  and  establish  the  will;  and  upon  opening 

by  such  notice  to  lay  the  foundation  thereof,  the   master  of  the   rolls  dis- 

for    introducing    the  testimony  taken  missed  the  bill  with  costs,  declaring 

and    preserved    by   authority    of    the  that  this  cause,  being  only  for  perpetu- 

couri.  although  the  witnesses  are  dead,  ating  the  testimony,  ought  not  to  have 

whenever,  thereafter,    the   defendants  been  set  down  for  hearing." 

may    attempt  to  assert  their  claims.  7,  Ellice  v.  Roupell,  32  Beav.  308; 

This  being  the  end  for  which  a  bill  to  Hall  v,   Hoddesdon,  2   P.  Wms.  162; 

perpetuate  testimony  is  tolerated,  we  Anonymous,  2  Ves.  497. 

are  of  opinion  that  the  defense  to  such  8.  Wright  v.    Tatham,    2  Sim.  459; 

a  bill  consists  in  showing  that  the  com-  Beavan  v.  Carpenter,  11  Sim.  22. 

plainants   have  not  such   an   interest  Contra.  —  "A  defendant  to  a  bill  to 

in  the  thing  or  subject-matter  about  perpetuate  testimony  of  witnesses  may 

which  th.e  testimony  is  sought  to  be  apply  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 

perpetuated  as  will  render  the  perpetu-  prosecution  as  well  as  in  the  case  of 

ation   of    the    testimony   beneficial   to  any  other  bill."     Anonymous,  2  Ves. 

them,  or  that  the  defendants  h&ve  no  497. 
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the  defendant  his  costs.  ^ 

By  Dflfondaat.  —  Where  the  defendant  refuses  to  take  the  proper 
steps,  the  court  may  order  the  examination  of  the  witnesses  to 
proceed.* 

12.  Order  for  Zxamination.  —  Where  it  appears  from  the  bill  and 
answer  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  testimony  he  desires, 
or  where  the  defendant  fails  to  answer,  the  court  may  order  the 
examination  of  the  witnesses  to  proceed.'  Under  an  order  for 
examination  the  defendant  as  well  as  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  examine  witnesses.^ 

IS.  The  Examination  —  Wlitra  laitimoiLy  to  Be  Taken.  —  The  examina- 
tion of  a  witness  upon  an  order  to  examine  should  be  held  in  the 
county  of  the  witness's  residence,  unless  such  witness  voluntarily 
submits  to  an  examination  elsewhere.^ 

Jbimsr.  —  Generally  speaking,  witnesses  for  the  perpetuation  of 
evidence  are  to  be  examined  in  conformity  with  the  ordinary 
laws  of  evidence.*  Under  a  commission  in  perpetuam^  the  wit- 
ness is  obliged  to  give  his  evidence  in  the  same  cases  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  he  would  were  he  called  as  a  witness  upon  the 
trial  of  the  cause.'' 

Bofon  Whom  Taken.  —  The  examination  should  be  before  the 
proper  officer  of  the  court,  or  an  examiner  speciall}'  appointed,  in 
the  presence  of  all  parties,  and  the  cross-examination  and 
re-examination  may  immediately  follow  the  examination  in  chief, 
or  the  evidence  may  be  taken  by  affidavit,  the  witness  being,  how- 

1.  Wright  V,  Tatham,  2  Sim.  459.  used  as   evidence    on  the  trial  of  a 

In  Beavan  v.  Carpenter,  11  Sim.  22,  cause.     But  the  court  said:  '*  Whether 

it  was  held  that  a  court  will  not,  even  he  [the  commissioner]  could  not  have 

before  replication,  dismiss  a  bill  to  per-  tajcen  the  testimony  in  his  own  county, 

petuate  testimony  for  want  of  prosecu-  if  the   witnesses  had   voluntarily  ap- 

tion,  but  will  order  the  plaintiff  to  reply  peared  before  him,  is  a  question  not 

and  examine  his  witnesses  and  procure  now  before  us,  but  I  see  no  reason  why 

the  examination  to  be  completed  by  a  he  could  not." 

certain  time,  and  in  default  thereof  to  6.  i  Wharton  on  Evidence,  g  18.     See 

pay  to  the  defendant  his  costs  of  the  also  Heffter's  Inst.  528,  note, 

suit.  The  witnesses  are  to  be  examined 

S.  Coveny  v.  Athill,  i  Dick.  355;  Lan-  according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of 

caster  v,  Lancaster,  6  Sim.  439.  courts  of  law  in  reference  to  witnesses 

In  the  latter  case,  the  defendant  hav-  going    abroad.      Tyler   on    Evidence, 

ing  been  attached  and  still  refusing  to  §  490. 

answer,  leave  was  given  to  the  plain-  JETidanoe  of  Oofbudant.  —  Where  it  is 

tiff,  before  answer,  to  sue  out  commis-  desirable  to  perpetuate  the  testimony 

sion  in  a  suit  to  perpetuate  testimony,  of  the  defendant  in  regard  10  a  matter 

8.  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  g  1512;  Lancas-  in  which  his  interest  is  adverse  to  that 

ter  V.  Lancaster,  6  Sim.  439;    Coveny  of  the  plaintiff,  the  proper  mode  of  ex- 

tr.  Athill,  I  Dick.  355.  amination  is  the  same  as  that  of  exam- 

4.  Sheward  v.  She  ward,  2  Ves.  &  B.  ining  other  witnesses  for  the  same 
1x6;  Abergavenny  v,  Powell,  i  Meriv.  purpose,  and  it  is  only  by  so  examin- 
434;  Skrine  v,  Powell,  15  Sim.  81.  mg  him   that    his  deposition   can    be 

5.  Jackson  v.  Leek,  12  Wend.  (K.  Y.)  evidence  at  any  future  period  in  an- 
105,  wherein  it  was  held  that  deposi-  other  suit.  Ellice  t/.  Roupell,  32  Beav. 
tions   in  perpetuam   testimonium   taken  299,  308,  318. 

by  a  commissioner  out  of  the  county        7.  Matter  of   Kip,  i   Paige  (N.   Y.) 
for  which  he  is  appointed  cannot  be    601. 
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ever,  subject  in  such  case  to  cross-examination.^ 

Dcurmiaailw  vf  tevw.  —  The  testimony  having  been  taken,  the 
suit  terminates  with  the  examination.* 

14.  Coiti.  —  Where  no  witnesses  in  chief  have  been  examined 
by  a  defendant,  he  may  obtain  an  order  for  his  costs  to  be  paid 
by  the  plaintiff.'  Where,  however,  he  has  examined  witnesses 
in  chief,  he  is  not  entitled  to  costs.^ 

15.  Order  for  Publication  —  in  OtBtnO.  —  Where  the  anticipated 
action  in  view  of  which  the  testimony  was  taken  is  brought,  an 
order  for  the  publication  of  such  testimony  may  be  obtained,  at 
a  suitable  period,  from  the  court,  upon  a  proper  case,  such,  for 
instance,  as  the  death  or  the  absence  of  the  witnesses,  or  their 
inability  from  sickness  or  other  cause  to  attend  the  trial.  ^  It  is 
no  objection  to  the  publication  of  the  depositions  that  the  pro- 
ceedings for  which  they  are  required  are  in  the  court  of  a  foreign 
country,  or  that  other  depositions  taken  in  a  similar  suit  in  that 
country  have  already  been  published.* 

HotiM  of  notion.  —  Notice  of  the  motion  for  an  order  of  publication 
should  be  given. ^ 

m  Depositions  nr  Pibpetttax  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  Bills  in 
chancery  to  perpetuate  testimony  have  fallen  largely  into  disuse, 
their  office  now  being  performed  by  a  statutory  deposition  in 
perpetuam^ 

1.  2  Danieirs  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  1574.  ato  the  testimony  of  witnesses  to  be 

2.  Morrison  v.  Arnold,  19  Ves.  Jr.  delivered  out  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
670;    Vaughan  v,  Fitzgerald,  i  Sch.  &  fecting  the  title    to  an    estate,    even 
Lef.    316;    Anonymoas,    Ambl.    237;  where  the  witnesses  are  dead. 
Anonymous,  2  Ves.  497;  Hall  r.  Hod-  6.  Morris  v.  Morris,  2  Phil.  205. 
desdon,  2  P.  Wms.  162;  2  Story's  £q.  PttpatoatioB  with  Ylffw  to  Yvinkf^  Pro* 
Jur.,  $  1 5 12.  ooodiags.  —  According  to  the  decision  in 

lUitiiiindihod    ftmn    Xkaintttation    do  Morris  v.  Morris,  2  Phil.  205,  it  would 

Bono  Sito. —  In  Morrison  r.  Arnold,  19  seem  that  a  court  has  jurisdiction  to 

Ves.  Jr.  670,  it  was  held  that  the  dis-  perpetuate  testimony  with  a  view  to 

tinction   between   an   examination    in  proceedings  in  foreign  courts. 
perpetuam  rei  memoriam  and  de  bene  esse        7.  2  Daniell's  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  1574. 
is  that  in  a  suit  for  the  former  purpose        8.  See  the  sututes  of   the  various 

after  the  examination  there  is  an  end  states  as  well  as  the  following  cases: 
of  the  cause.  Alabama,  —  Winter    v,    Elmore,    88 

S.  Foulds  V.  Midgley,  i  Ves.  &  B.  Ala.  55s. 
138;  Wright  V.  Tatham,  2  Sim.  459.  Indiana, — Long  v.  Straus,  124  Ind.  84. 

4.  Slcrine  v,  Powell,  15  Sim.  81.  Iowa,  —  Accola  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 

Costs   of    DIsooTwy.  —  In    Skrine    v,  Co.,  70  Iowa  185. 
Powell,  15  Sim.  81,  it  is  held  that  a  de-        Maine,  —  Ocean   Ins.  Co.  v.  Bigler, 

fendant  to  a  bill  for  discovery  and  to  72  Me.  469. 

perpetuate  the  testimony  of  witnesses  Massachusetts,  ~  Faunce  v,  Grav,  21 
IS  entitled  to  his  costs  of  the  discovery.  Pick.  (Mass.)  243;  Anonymous,  3  Pick, 
although  he  has  examined  witnesses  (Mass.)  14;  India  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v,  Elg- 
in chief.  ler,  132  Mass.  171;  Braintree  v,  Hing- 

ft.  Morrison  v,  Arnold,  19  Ves.  Jr.  ham,  i  Pick.  (Mass.)  245;  Bradstreet  v. 

671;   Teale  v,  Teale,  i  Sim.  &  S.  385;  Baldwin,   11    Mass.  229;    Simpson   v, 

Abergavenny  v,  Powell,  i  Meriv.  434.  Dix,  131  Mass.  179;  Greenfield  v,  Cush- 

Tor  Fnrpooo  of  Porftotiag  Titlo.  —  In  man,  16  Mass.  393. 
Teale  r.  Teale,  i  Sim.  &  S.  385,  it  was        Missouri,  —  Tayon  v,  Hardman,  23 

held    that    the    court    will  not   order  Mo.  539;  Patterson  v,  Fagan,  38  Mo. 

copies  of  depositions  taken  to  perpetu-  70. 
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&  Whffii  Proper.  —  Depositions  under  such  statutes  are  proper 
only  when  it  is  desired  to  perpetuate  testimony  of  a  witness  which 
might  otherwise  be  lost  or  not  available  on  the  trial ;  ^  as,  for 
instance,  where  from  age,  nonresidence,  or  infirmity  of  the  wit- 
ness, a  party  is  in  danger  of  losing  the  testimony  of  such  witness 
if  not  perpetuated.* 

3.  PnrpoM.  —  The  purpose,  under  such  statutes,  is  solely  to 
preserve  evidence  which  might  otherwise  be  lost.*  The  proceed- 
ing should  not  be  used  to  compel  the  examination  of  a  witness  in 
order  to  enable  the  party  to  frame  a  complaint,'^  nor  is  it  proper 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  the  witness  will 
testify,  with  a  view  to  preparing  to  meet  or  controvert  his  state- 
ments, rather  than  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating  the  evidence 
which  he  may  depose.* 

4.  Whose  SepoeitioxLs  May  Be  Taken.  —  According  to  some 
decisions  the  statutory  provisions  authorizing  and  regulating 
depositions  to  perpetuate  testimony  of  witnesses  do  not  include 
or  apply  to  the  parties  to  an  expected  suit.* 

iV>w  Hampshire,  —  Dearborn  v.  Dear-  A.  Matter  of  Carter,  3  Oregon  293. 

born,  10  N.  H.  473.  6.  Winter  v,   Elmore,   88  Ala.   555, 

New  Jersey.  —  Middleton   7*,  Taylor,  wherein  the  court  said:    **  The  statute 

iN.  J.  L.  508;  Ludlam  V.  Broderick,  1 5  was  intended,   in    our    judgment,    to 

N.  J.  L.  269;    Arnold  v»  Renshaw,   11  appl^  ^^^1  ^^  witnesses  who  are  not 

N.  J.  L.  317.  parties.     So  far  as   its  letter  is  con- 

New  York,  —  Abbott-Downing  Co.  v,  cerned,  this  is  manifest  from  a  most 

Faber,  87  Hun  (N.  Y.)  299;  Cheever  v.  casual  inspection  of  it.    *    *    ♦    It  is 

Saratoga  County  Bank,  47  How.   Pr.  manifest  that  this  statute,  like  similar 

<N.   Y.    Supreme    Ct.)  376;     Lang  v,  ones  in  other  states,  was  intended  as  a 

Brown,  6  Hun  (N.  Y.)  256;    Paton  v,  simple  and  inexpensive  substitute  for 

Westervelt.  5  How.  Pr.  (Nf.  Y.  Super,  suits  in  equity,  both  to  perpetuate  tes- 

^^•)  399;    Martin  v.  Hicks,  i  Abb.  N.  timony  and  to  take  depositions  tie  bene 

Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  341 ;  Hancock  esse,** 

V.Oxford  First  Nat.  Bank, 93  N.  Y.  82;  In  Hew  Tork  it  was  formerly  held 

Jackson  v.   Perkins,  2  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  that  a  party  could  not  be  examined  be- 

308;  Matter  of  Bryan,  3  Abb.  N.  Cas.  fore  trial   merely   for  the  purpose  of 

{N.    Y.    Super.    Ct.)    289;     Matter    of  perpetuating  his  testimony.    Montague 

Ketchum,  60  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  v.  Worstell,  55  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Marine 

154;   Jackson  v,  Perkins,  2  Wend.  (N.  Ct.)  406.     See  also   Keeler   v,  Dusen- 

Y.)  308.  bury,  i  Duer  (N.  Y.)  660.     The  decision 

Ohio.  —  Myers  r.  Anderson,  Wright  in   the    case  of    Montague    v,    Wors- 

(Ohio)  513.  tell,  55  How.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  Marine  Ct.) 

Oregon,  —  Matter  of  Carter,  3  Oregon  406*  led  to  an  amendment  of  the  law. 

293.  Briggs  V,  Taylor,  4    Civ.   Pro.    Rep. 

Texas,  —  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  328,  wherein  the  court 

Harris,  73  Tex.  375.  said:   '*  Section  872,  subdivision  5,  of 

1.  Abbott- Downing  Co.  v,  Faber,  87  the  code  excepts   parties   to   the  ac- 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  299;   Cheever  v,  Saratoga  tion    from    examination    before    trial 

County  Bank,  47  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su-  when  the  sole  ground  for  such  exami- 

preme  Ct.)  376.  nation  is  tkat  such  part^  is  about  to 

S.  Cheever  v,  Saratoga  CouQty  Bank,  leave  the  stale  or  is  so  sick  or  infirm 

47  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  376.  as  to  r«nder  it  probable  that  he  will  not 

S.  Hancock    v,    Oxford    First    Nat.  be  able  to  i^tlend  the  trial.     The  code 

Bank,  93  N.  Y.  82;  Abbott-Downing  was  amended  in  1878,  however  (section 

Co.  V.  Faber,  87  Hun  (K.  Y.)  299.  870),  by  enacting  generally  that  the 

4.  Matter  of  Bryan,  3  Abb.  N.  Cas.  deposition  of  a  party  might  be  taken  at 

(N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  389.  his  own  instance  at  any  time  before 
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5.  Applioation  —  Kuumt.  —  A  party  who  desires  to  have  depo- 
sitions for  the  perpetuation  of  testimony  taken  under  the  statute 
authorizing  them  must  make  his  application  for  the  examination 
of  the  witness  or  witnesses  by  means  of  an  affidavit  or  verified 
petition.  * 

To  Whom  Mftdo.  —  The  Statutes  of  the  different  states  vary  with 
regard  to  the  proper  officer  to  whom  application  shall  be  made.* 

6.  Averments  of  Petition  —  a.  In  General.— A  petition  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses,  to  perpetuate  their  testimony, 
should  state  what  the  circumstances  are  rendering  it  necessary  for 
the  protection  of  the  applicant's  rights  that  the  witnesses'  testi- 
mony should  be  perpetuated.*  The  applicant  must  explain  why 
he  is  unable  to  maintain  an  action,  the  ordinary  reasons  in  such 
cases  being  that  the  right  of  action  belongs  to  the  adverse  party, 
or  that  such  party  has  raised  some  impediment  (as,  for  example, 
an  injunction)  to  an  immediate  trial  in  a  court  of  law.^ 

the  trial,  as  prescribed  in  the  article  of  preme  Court  justice  at  chambers.     By 

which  870  and  872  form  a  part.    This  the  Revised  Statutes  such  an  officer  can 

amendment  was  rendered  necessary  by  perpetuate    testimony,    a    Rev.    Stat, 

the  discovery  that  under  the  new  code  414,  g  33.     In  all  cases  where  an  appli- 

there  was  no  provision  for  perpetuat-  cation  is  made  to  an  officer  authorized 

in^  a  party's  testimony."  to  take  the  testimony,  he  may  make 

In  McVitey  v,  Stanton,  20  Civ.  Pro.  the  order  returnable  before  any  other 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.   PI.)  409,  it  was  held  officer  authorized  to  uke  the  examina- 

that  the  deposition  of  a  party  to  an  ac-  tion  in  the  county  where  the  witness 

tion  may  be  taken  at  his  own  instance  resides.'* 

before  trial,  where  he  is  about  to  de-  FUing  in  Offlos  of  Clerk  of  Distriet  or 

part  from  the  state,  and  has  reasonable  dronit  Court.  —  In  Iowa  it  is  provided 

grounds  to  believe  he  will  not  be  able  by  statute  that'*  the  applicant  shall  file 

to  attend  the  trial.  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  District 

Ezaiiiliiatio&  of  AdTono  Partias  befbro  or  Circuit  Court  a  petition,  to  be  veri- 

trial.  —  See  for  a  full  discussion  of  this  fied,  in   which  shall  be  set  forth  spe- 

subject.     Examination    of     Parties  cially  the    subject-matter  relative    to 

Before  Trial,  vol.  8,  p.  35.  which  testimony  is  to  be  taken,'*  etc. 

1.  Accola  V,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  70  Accola  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  70 
Iowa  185;  Tayon  v.  Hardman,  23  Mo.  Iowa  185. 

539;    Martin  v.  Hicks,  i   Abb.  N.  Cas.  S.  Matter  of  Ketchum,  60  How.  Pr. 

(N.   y.  Supreme  Ct.)  341;  Jackson  v,  N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  154. 

Perkins,  2  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  308;    Matter  According  to  the  statutes  of  some 

of  Bryan,  3  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Super,  states,  the  petition  or  affidavit  should 

Ct.)  289;  Matter  of  Ketchum,  60  How.  state  either  that  the  applicant  expects 

Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  154.  to  be  a  party  to  an  action,  or  that  the 

2.  See  the  statutes  and  codes  of  the  proof  of  some  facts  is  necessary  to  per- 
various  states.  feet  the  title  to  property  in  which  he  is 

Judges  of  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  —  In  interested,  or  to  establish    marriage, 

Lang  V.  Brown,  6  Hun  (N.  Y.)  256.  the  descent,  heirship,  or  any  other  matter 

court  said:     "  The  judges  of  the  Court  which  may  hereafter  become  material 

of  Common  Pleas  are  county  judges,  to  establish,  though  no  suit  may  at  the 

Matter    of    Morgan,    56    N.    Y.    629.  time  be  anticipated.     See  Code  of  Pro. 

County   judges  are  clothed   with   the  Colo.,  1890,  §366;  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal., 

powers  which  a  judge  of  the  Court  of  1897,  g  2084. 

Common  Pleas,  being  of  the  degree  of  4.  Matter  of  Ketchum,  60  How.  Pr. 

counselor  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  154.     In   this  case  the 

acting  as  a  Supreme  Court  commis-  court  said:    "This  leads  us  at  once  to 

sioner,  could  exercise.     Judiciary  Act,  inquire  why  it  ever  was  necessary  to 

Laws  of  1847,  p.  638,  g  27.     Such  an  perpetuate  testimony.     The  answer  is 

officer  can  perform  the  duties  of  a  Su-  to    be    found  in  the  decision  of  the 
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b.  Name  and  Address  of  Adverse  Parties  —  Where  the 
applicant  expects  to  be  a  party  to  an  action,  he  should  set  out  in 
his  petition  the  name  of  the  person  or  persons  who  he  expects 
will  be  adverse  parties.  * 

Vame  and  AddzMi  of  Penon  to  Bo  SzaminocL  —  The  petition  should 
also  set  out  the  name  and  residence  of  the  person  to  be  examined.* 

VatQToof  ControTcnjr.  —  Where  an  action  is  anticipated,  the  petition 
should  set  out  the  nature  of  the  controversy  which  is  expected  to 
be  the  subject  thereof.* 

c.  Materiality  and  Necessity  of  Testimony.  — The  peti- 

tion  must  show  that  the  testimony  of  the  person  to  be  examined 
is  material  and  necessary.*^ 

d.  Probable  Inability  of  Witness  to  Attend.  — A  peti- 
tion or  affidavit  need  not  state  that  the  witness  will  probably  be 
unable  to  attend  on  the  trial.^ 

e.  Allegation  of  Good  Faith.  —  Although  it  seems,  accord- 
ing to  some  decisions,  that  on  an  application  to  perpetuate  testi- 

Court  of  Chancery,  for  it  was  the  neces-  §  47i8>  provides  that  in  the  verified 
sity  of  the  case  which  first  led  the  court  petition  the  names  of  the  persons  inter- 
to  entertain  bills  for  the  perpetuation  of  ested  shall  be  set  forth,  if  known  to  the 
testimony.  We  find  on  referring  to  the  applicant,  and  if  not  known,  such  gen. 
books  that  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  eral  description  as  he  can  give  of  such 
perpetuate  testimony  where  a  person  persons,  as  heirs,  devisees,  alienees,  or 
interested  in  property  was  in  danger  of  otherwise.  See  also  Accola  v.  Chicago, 
losing  the  evidence  of  his  right  before  etc.,  R.  Co.,  70  Iowa  185. 
it  could  be  judicially  investigated.  To  2.  Code  of  Pro.  Colo.,  1890,  §  366; 
prove  that  such  danger  existed  it  was  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal.,  1897,  g  2084; 
Incumbent  on  the  complainant  to  allege  Birdseye's  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  1896,  p. 
that  he  had  an  interest,  present  or  con-  855;  Code  Iowa,  1807,  g  4718;  Martin 
tingent,  in  the  property,  and  that  the  v.  Hicks,  i  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Su- 
defendant  also  had  or  claimed  to  have  preme  Ct.)  341. 

an  interesL  He  was  further  bound  to  8.  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  §  871;  Ac- 
show  that  he  was  in  danger  of  losing  cola  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  70  Iowa 
his  witnesses  by  sickness,  age,  death,  185;  Matter  of  Bryan,  3  Abb.  N.  Cas. 
or  departure  from  the  jurisdiction,  or  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  289. 
that  his  case  rested  upon  the  evidence  AAdavit  in  Antieipfbted  Action  for  flOaii- 
of  only  one  witness."  dor.  —  Under  section  871  of  the   New 

1,  Code  of  Pro.  Colo.,  1890,  §  366;  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  one  who 
Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal..  1897,  §  2084;  i  expects  to  be  a  party  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
Birdseye's  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  1896,  p.  855;  tion  for  slander  cannot  examine  a  wit- 
Code  Iowa,  1897,  g  4718.  ness  to  whom  the  alleged  slander  was 

llotigiiatiOB     of     AdTorso     Party. —  spoken,  unless   the  affidavit  discloses 

Where,  in  a  proceeding  to  perpetuate  what  the  slander  was,  or  at  least  suflS- 

testimony,  the  petition  stated  the  name  ciently  describes  the  cause  of  action  by 

of  the  person  interested  as  the '*  C,  B.  setting  out  the  slanderous  words  or 

&  Q.  R.   R.  Co.,"  it  was  held   that  it  their  substance.     Matter  of  Bryan,  3 

was  not  a  sufficient  designatioo  of  the  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  289. 

corporation     whose     name     was    the  4.  Matter  of  Bryan,  3  Abb.  N.  Cas. 

"  Cfhicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  Rail-  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)289;  Martin  v.  Hicks, 

road  Company,*'  so  as  to  render  the  i  Abb.   N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

evidence    taken    in    such    proceeding  341;  Matter  of  Ketchum,  60  How.  Pr. 

afterwards  admissible  as  against  such  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  154. 

corporation.     Accola  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  ft.  Jackson  v.  Perkins,  2  Wend.  (N. 

R.  Co.,  70  Iowa  185.  Y.)  308,  316.     See  also  Martin  v.  Hicks, 

]>oieriptioii  of  Ponons  Intoroitod  Whose  i  Abb.    N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

Hamoi  AroTJnkiiowa.  —  Code  Iowa,  1897,  341. 
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mony  it  should  appear  that  it  is  in  good  faith,  ^  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  affidavit  or  petition  should  contain  an  affirmative  allega- 
tion to  this  effect.* 

7.  Terifleation  of  Petition.  —  Although,  as  has  been  seen,*  a 
peti^-ion  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  to  perpetuate  their  testi- 
mony must  be  verified,  yet  where  several  persons  unite  in  the 
petition,  a  verification  of  such  petition  by  the  affidavit  of  one 
petitioner  only  has  been  held  sufficient.^ 

8.  Oranting  of  Petition.  —  According  to  some  decisions  it  has 
been  held  that  the  application  is  not  a  matter  of  right,*  and  that 
the  absence  of  doubt  as  to  the  witness's  ability  to  attend  raises  a 
presumption  of  bad  faith,*  while  according  to  others  the  perpetu- 
ation of  testimony  in  a  case  within  the  statute  is  a  matter  of 
right.  ^  The  better  holding  is  probably  that  the  granting  of  the 
petition  lies  in  the  discretion  of  the  officer  to  whom  the  applica- 
tion is  made,  in  so  far  that  he  may  refuse  it  where  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  object  of  the  applicant  is  other  than  the  mere  per- 
petuation of  the  testimony.*  Where,  however,  the  facts  required 
by  the  statute  are  shown  to  the  proper  court  or  officer,  and  the 
application  appears  to  be  made  in  good  faith  and  solely  for  the 

1.  Paton  V.  Westervelt,  5  How.  Pr.  Saratoga  County  Bank,  47  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.  Suj^r.  Ct.)  399.  (N.   Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  376;    Matter  of 

2.  Martin  v.  Hicks,  i  Abb.  N.  Cas.  Carter,  3  Oregon  293.  In  this  case  the 
(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  341.  court  said:    **  The  object  of  the  statute 

8.  See  supra^  III.  5.  Application,  is  to  enable  a  party  to  perpetuate  testi- 
4.  Tayon  v.  Hardman,  23  Mo.  539.  mony,  and  it  would  be  as  abuse  of  the 
In  this  case  the  court  said:  "  In  regard  discretion  vested  in  me  if  I  should 
to  the  perpetuated  testimony,  the  ob-  knowingly  pervert  the  object  of  the 
jections  of  defendants  are  not,  in  the  statute,  and  make  it  subserve  a  pur- 
opinion  of  this  court,  well  taken.  By  pose  the  legislature  never  intended, 
the  second  section  of  the 'Act  to  amend  If  I  am  correct  in  these  conclusions 
an  act  concerning  perpetuating  testi-  of  fact,  the  effect  of  granting  the 
mony,*  passed  in  March,  1851,'  the  prayer  of  the  petition  would  be  to  make 
petition  is  not  required  now  to  be  the  order  operate  as  a  habeas  corpus  to 
under  the  affidavits  of  all  the  petition-  bring  a  person  before  a  tribunal  with- 
ers; the  affidavit  of  any  one  or  more  of  out  such  a  showing  as  would  authorize 
them  is  sufficient.  The  Act  of  1845  re-  that  writ,  and  to  compel  the  party  to 
quired  the  affidavit  of  the  applicant,  appear,  under  an  assumption  that  the 
the  law  supposing  but  one  person  to  object  is  to  perpetuate  testimony,  when 
petition  in  order  to  perpetuate  testi-  the  real  object  is  quite  different.  Such 
mony.  But  the  amending  act  does  not  a  proceeding  is  not  contemplated  by 
require  the  affidavit  of  all  the  peti-  this  statute,  and  it  would  be  a  violation 
tioners  —  any  one  or  more  may  make  of  those  personal  rights  that  should  be 
affidavit  thereto  and  that  will  be  suffi-  protected  by  the  law.  If  I  thought 
cient."  this  proceeding  was  had  for  Uie  pur- 
ft.  Cheever  v,  Saratoga  County  Bank,  pose  of  perpetuating  testimony  essen- 
47  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  376.  tial  to  the  protection  of  the  petitioner 

6.  Cheever  v,  Saratoga  County  Bank,  in  regard  to  the  two  lots,  and  that  that 
47  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  376;  was  the  leading  motive  in  making  the 
Paton  V,  Westervelt,  5  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  application,  I  would  feel  bouod  to 
Super.  Ct.)  399.  grant  the  order  without  regard  to  the 

7.  Martin  p.  Hicks,  i  Abb.  N.  Cas.  effect  it  might  have  upon  other  parties 
(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  341.  or  in  another  case.    But  under  the  cir- 

t.  Paton  tr.  Westervelt,  5  How.  Pr.  cumstances  disclosed,  I  am  satisfied 
(N.   Y.  Super.   Ct.)  399;    Cheever    v.     the  order  should  be  denied." 
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purpose  intended  by  the  statute,  the  granting  of  the  petition  is 
usually  a  matter  of  course.^ 

9.  Order  of  UTramination.  —  Upon  the  granting  of  the  petition, 
the  judge  to  whom  it  is  addressed  should  make  an  order  allowing 
the  examination  of  the  desired  witnesses.*  Where  the  examina- 
tion is  not  to  be  before  the  judge  granting  the  petition,  this  order 
should  designate  the  officer  before  whom  the  examination  is  to 
be  taken,'  and  should  prescribe  the  notice  to  be  given. ^ 

10.  Hotiee  — VmmwI^  ot  —  Notice  of  the  taking  of  a  deposition 
in  perpetuam  must  be  given  to  the  parties  interested  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter to  which  the  deposition  relates.^ 

XttuMT  of  linrlot.  —  A  copy  of  the  order  and  of  the  affidavit  upon 
which  it  was  granted  should  be  personally  served  upon  each  of 
the  persons  named  therein  as  expected  adverse  parties.* 
^  11.  Maimer  of  Taking  Depoiition  —  in  GtB«nL  —  In  taking  depo- 
sitions in  perpetuam^  the  form  of  the  law  under  which  they  are 
taken  must  be  directly  pursued,  or  they  cannot  be  read  in  evi- 
dence.^ The  questions  and  answers  must  be  reduced  to  writing, 
and  the  latter  must  be  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  words  of  the 
witness. *    The  deposition  should  be  read  over  to  said  witness.* 

1.  Matter  of  Carter,  3  Oregon  293.  petuating  it  must  be  served  upon  the 

See  also  Martin  v.  Hicks,  6  Hun  (N.  party,  and  service  on  the  attorney  is 

Y.)  338.  bad.     Middleton  v.  Taylor,  i  N.  J.  L. 

S.  As  to  the  making  and  requisites  508;  Arnold  v,  Renshaw,  11  N.  J.  L. 

of  orders  in  such  cases, seethe  statutes  317.     But  see  Ludlam  v,  Broderick,  15 

and  codes  of  the  various  states.     See  N.  J.  L.  269. 

also  Lang  v.  Brown,  6  Hun  (N.  Y.)  BMSoaabls   Hotloe. —  In    Ludlam    v. 

356;   Jackson  v,  Perkins,  2  Wend.  (N.  Broderick,  15  N.  J.  L.  369,  it  was  held 

Y.)  308.  that  whether  the  notice  was  reasonable 

S.  Lang  V.  Brown,  6  Hun  (N.Y.)  356.  is  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the 

In   this  case  the  court  said:  *  **  In  all  judge. 

cases  where  an  application  is  made  to  HotlM  by  Publkatloa.  —  Where  a  stat- 

an  officer  authorized  to  take  the  testi-  ute  authorizes  notice  of  the  taking  of 

mony,  he  may  make  the  order  return-  depositions  in  perpetuam  to  be  made  by 

able  before  any  other  officer  authorized  publication,  the  requirement  of  the  stat- 

Co  take  the  examination  in  the  county  ute  must  be  strictly  followed  in  order 

where  the  witness  resides."  to  render  the  deposition  available  in 

4.  See  the  statutes  and  codes  of  the  evidence.  Patterson  v,  Fagan,  38  Mo. 
various  states.  And  see  Jackson  v.  70.  In  this  case  the  statute  in  relation 
Perkins,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  308.  to  the  perpetuation  of  testimony  re- 

5.  Indiana,  —  Long  v,  Straus,  134  quired  that  the  notice,  when  given  by 
Ind.  84.  publication,  should  be  published  once 

Massachusetts,  —  Welles    v.    Fish,    3  a   week   for  one   month,  at  least  two 

Pick.  (Mass.)  73;    Faunce  v.  Gray,  31  months  previous  to  the  time  of  uking 

Pick.  (Mass.)  343.  the  depositions.     It  was  held  that  a 

New  Hampshire,  —  Dearborn  tf.  Dear-  deposition,  although   recorded,   which 

born,  10  N.  H.  473.  did  not  show  such  notice  could  not  be 

New  Jersey,  —  Middleton  v,  Taylor,  read  in  evidence. 

X  N.  J.  L.  508;  Arnold  v,  Renshaw,  11  7.  Patterson     v,     Fagan,    38    Mo. 

N.  J.  L.  317;   Ludlam  v,  Broderick,  15  70. 

N.J.  L.  369.  As  to  Manner  of  Tahing  Depositions 

Ohio,  —  Myers  v,  Anderson,  Wright  in  General  see  article  Depositions,  vol. 

(Ohio)  513.  6,  p.  471. 

••   tarios   on  Attorney.  —  Notice  of  S.  Patterson  v,  Fagan,  38  Mo.  70. 

taking  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  per-  0.  Patterson  v,  Fagan,  38  Mo.  70. 
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It  should  then  be  forwarded  to  the  proper  officer,  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  for  the  purpose  of  being  recorded.* 

By  ConuniiiioiL.  —  Where  it  appears  that  the  testimony  of  one  or 
more  witnesses  not  within  the  state  is  material,  it  is  usual  to 
authorize  a  commission  to  issue  to  one  or  more  competent  persons 
named  therein,  authorizing  them,  or  any  one  of  them,  to  examine 
the  witness  or  witnesses  named  therein,  under  oath^  upon  the 
interrogatories  annexed  to  the  commission,  to  take  and  certify 
the  deposition  of  each  witness,  and  to  return  the  same  to  the 
commission,  according  to  the  directions  given  in  or  with  the 
commission.* 

12.  Recording.  —  According  to  the  statutes  in  many  of  the 
states  depositions  in  perpetuam,  in  order  to  be  available  in  evi- 
dence, must  be  recorded  with  a  specified  officer.* 

1.  Patterson  v.  Fagan,  38  Mo.  70.  sonal  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 

2.  See  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  §  887,     taking  and  the  subject-matter  thereof 
as  amended  by  Laws  of  1879,  c.  542.         to  be  given   to   such  persons  and   in 

In  Maine  the  provisions  of  the  Re-  such    manner    as    under    all    circum- 

vised   Statutes    (c.  170,  §§  26,  27,  28)  stances    seem    proper."     India    Mut. 

authorize  the  issuing  of  commissions  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bigler,  132  Mass.  171. 

by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for  the  An  application  for  a  commission  to 

taking  of  depositions  in  other  states  or  take- depositions  in  perpetuam  of  a  wit- 

loreign  countries,  but  do  not  limit  the  ness  residing  out  of  the  state  can,  if 

power  of  the  court  to  issue  these  com-  the  only  persons  adversely  interested 

missions  to  cases  where  some  one  or  also  reside  without  the  state,  only  be 

more  of  the  persons  supposed  to  be  ad-  made  under  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  c.    131, 

versely   interested    reside   within    the  gg   52-58.      The   notices   required    by 

state.     The    commission     may     issue  these  sections  should  be  given,  and  not 

though  all  the  adverse  parties  reside  those  required  by  sections  4&-51,  and 

out  of  the   state.     Ocean  Ins.  Co.   v.  the  court  has  no  discretionary  power  to 

Bigler,  72  Me.  469.  grant  an  application  and  issue  the  no- 

£1  Matsachnsetta  it  is    provided   by  tices  under  the  latter  sections.    India 

statute  (Gen.  Stat.,  c.   131,   |^  54-58),  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bigler,  132  Mass.  171. 

that  **  depositions   to   perpetuate    the  S.  Bradstreet  v,  Baldwin,  11    Mass. 

testimony  of  witnesses  within  or  with-  229;    Brain  tree   v.    Hingham,  i   Pick, 

out  the  state,   to  be  used  as  evidence  (Mlass.)  245;  Berry  v.  Raddin,  11  Allen 

against  all  persons,  may  betaken  upon  (Mass.)  577:  Simpson  v.  Dix,  131  Mass. 

a  commission  to  be  issued  after  public  179;  Welles  v.  Fish,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  73; 

notice    by    the    Supreme    Judicial    or  Patterson  v.  Fagan,  38  Mo.  70;  Myers 

Superior  Court.     The   court  shall,  in  v,  Anderson,  Wright  (Ohio)  513. 

addition,     *    *    *     require  the   appli-  A  deposition  taken  in  perpetuam  rei 

cant  to  state,  upon  oath  or  otherwise,  memoriam  cannot  be  used  as  evidence 

all  persons  known  or  supposed  to  be  in-  if  not   recorded   within   three   months 

terested  in  the  case,  and  shall  direct  in  from  its  caption,  although  the  adverse 

the  commission  that  the  commissioner  party     was     present    at    the    taking, 

publish,  in  such  newspapers  within  or  Bradstreet  v.  Baldwin,  11  Mass.  229; 

without  the  state   as   the   court   may  Braintree  v,  Hingham,  i  Pick.  (Mass.) 

consider  most  effectual,  such  notice  of  245. 

the  time  and  place  of  taking  the  depo-  Beoording  Without  Order  of  Gout.  —  If 
sition,  and  the  subject-matter  thereof,  a  moiion  to  have  a  deposition  of  a  wit- 
as  the  court  may  think  proper.  This  ness.  taken  in  perpetuam  under  a  com- 
notice  shall  be  addressed  specially  by  mission,  recorded  in  the  registry  of 
name  to  all  persons  known  or  supposed  deeds  is  denied  by  the  court,  the  depo- 
to  be  interested  in  the  case,  and  to  all  sition  is  inadmissible  in  evidence,  and 
other  persons  generally,  that  they  may  the  subsequent  recording  of  it  without 
attend  and  cross-examine  the  wit-  the  order  of  the  court  does  not  give  it  va- 
nesses.    The  court  may  also  direct  per-  lidity.     Simpson  v.  Dix,  131  Mass.  179. 

870  Volume  XVI. 


PERSONAL  INJURIES. 

By  James  B.  Clark. 

I  Place  or  Txial,  373. 

n.   HATITBE  AVD  FOSM  07  ACTIOHi  373. 

1.  Contract  or  Tort^  373. 

2.  Trespass  or  Case^  374. 

in.   JOIHBEB  OY  CAITSES  OF  ACTIOH,  374. 

1.  Injuries  to  Person  and  Property^  374. 

2.  Injuries  to  Husband  and  Wife,  375. 

3.  Injury  to  Person  and  Cause  of  Action  for  Deaths  375. 

4.  Legal  and  Equitable  Causes  of  Action^  376. 

iv.  cohsolidatioh  of  actiohs,  376. 
7.  Pleabihg  ahb  Pboof,  376. 

1.  Generally,  376. 

2.  Cause  of  Injury,  376. 

3.  The  Injury,  377. 

4.  Natural  and  Necessary  Consequences,  381. 

5.  Particular  Injuries,  383. 

0.  PhysiccU  Condition  Prior  and  Subsequent  to  Injury^  386, 

7.  Pain  and  Suffering,  387. 

8.  Expenditures,  390. 

9.  Impairment  of  Earning  Capcuity,  383. 

10.  Permanent  Effects,  401. 

1 1 .  Habits  —  Condition  in  Life  —  Family  Relations^  404. 

12.  Life  Expectancy,  404. 

13.  Definiteness  and  Certainty,  405. 

14.  Amendments,  406. 

15.  Waiver  and  Cure  of  Variance,  407. 

YL  Bill  of  Pabticttlaiui,  408. 
vn.  Plba  ob  Ahsweb,  409. 

Tin.  IVSTBirCTIOHB,  4IO. 

1.  Suggesting  Mode  of  Computing  Damages,  410* 

2.  Assumption  of  Facts,  411. 

3.  Argumentative  Instructions,  412. 

4.  Authorizing  Conjecture  or  Speculation,  413. 

5.  Verbal  Inaccuracies,  414. 

6.  Misleading  and  Obscure  Instructions,  415. 

a.  Generally^  415. 

b.  Reference  to  Pleadings  to  Determine  Issue,  416. 

c.  Comments  on  Evidence,  417. 

d.  Measure  of  Damages,  ^1%. 

e.  Authorizing  Double  Recovery,  419. 
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7.  Separate  Items  of  Damage^  420. 

8.  Leaving  Matters  Discretionary  with  yury^  421. 

9.  Limit  of  Recovery^  424. 

10.  Elements  of  Damage  Not  Pleaded  or  Proven^  424. 

11.  Sufficiency  of  Evidefice  to  Warrant  Instruction^  427. 

12.  Matters  Testified  to  Without  Objection,  428. 

'3«  Aggravation  of  Former  Impaired  Condition,  429. 

14.  Seif-aggraifationy  430. 

15.  Injury  Unconnected  with  Accident,  433. 

16.  Exemplary  Damages,  435. 

17.  Pain  and  Suffering  Endured,  436. 

18.  Loss  of  Earnings  or  Profits,  440. 

19.  Expenditures,  444. 

20.  Future  and  Permanent  Effects,  449. 

a.  Generally,  449. 

b.  Pain  and  Suffering,  453. 

;  c.  Loss  of  Earnings  or  Profits,  457. 

d.  Age  and  Life  Expectancy,  459, 

e.  Condition  in  Life,  461. 

/,  Annuity  and  Mortality  Tables,  461. 
a  r .   Objections  and  Exceptions,  46 1 . 

22.  Failure  to  Request  Instructions,  462. 

23.  C»r^  of  Erroneous  Instructions,  463. 

tf .  By  Other  Instructions,  463. 
^.  By  Verdict,  465. 

IX.  IvjVBiBs  TO  Knrou,  466. 

1.  Action  by  Parent,  466. 

tf.   Generally,  466. 

^.  Pleading  and  Proof,  467, 

2.  Action  by  Minor,  468. 

3.  Instructions,  469. 

X.  IvjVBiM  TO  Mabbud  Womv,  473. 

1.  Action  by  Husband  and  Wife,  473. 

2.  Action  by  Wife,  474. 

3.  Action  by  Husband,  476. 

4.  Recovery  by  One  of  Damages  Belonging  to  Other,  478. 

XI  PBovnroE  ov  Cottbt  avd  Jttbt,  .479 
xn.  Tesdict,  480. 

I.   Generally^  480. 

i.  Form  of  Verdict,  481. 

XnL  Phtucal  Examihatioh,  483. 

1.  Po7ver  and  Discretion  to  Order,  483. 

2.  The  Application,  488. 

a.    7/w^  of  Making,  488. 

^.    ^Aa/  Application  Should  Show,  489. 

r.   Granting  or  Refusing,  492. 

3.  The  Order,  493. 

4.  Enforcement  of  Order,  495. 

5.  7'^  Examiners,  497. 

6.  7*A^  Examination,  498. 
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CROSS-REFERENCES. 

See  generally  articles  CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLIGENCE,  vol. 
5,  p.  i;  DAMAGES,  vol.  5,  p.  700;  DEATH  BY  WRONG- 
FUL ACT,  vol.  5,  p.  848;  NEGLIGENCE,  vol.  14,  p.  329. 

And  consult  specific  titles  such  as  ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY, 
vol.  2,  p.  835;  CROSSINGS,  vol.  5,  p.  688;  DEATH  BY 
WRONGFUL  ACT,  vol.  5,  p.  848;  MASTER  AND  SERV- 
ANT,  vol.  13,  p.  891;  PASSENGERS,  vol.  15,  p.  1120; 
RAILROADS s  STREETS  AND  HIGHWAYS ;  and  see 
the  General  Index  to  this  work. 


I  Flags  or  TUAL.  —  Aetioiii  for  PMtaaal  I]u*viM  An  Truttitory  m 
their  nature,  and  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  to  the 
contrary  they  may  be  instituted  and  prosecuted  either  within  the 
jurisdiction  wherein  the  injuries  were  sustained  or  in  any  other 
jurisdiction  in  which  service  on  the  defendant  cah  be  had.  ^ 

IL  Hatubs  avd  Fosm  n  Aotioh  —  1.  Oontraet  or  Tort  — 
A  complaint  or  declaration  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  should  proceed  upon  a  definite  theory,  either  of  wilful 
injury  or  of  negligence.*    The  nature  of  the  action,  whether  in 

1.  Florida,  —  South  Florida  R.  Co.  v,  right  of  redress,   like  any  other  per* 

Weese,  32  Fla.  212.  sonal  right,  accompanies  the  party  in- 

Illinois,  —  Hanna    v.   Grand  Trunk  jured  wherever  he  may  go  and  have 

R.  Co.,  4r  111.  App.  116.  an  opportunity  to  enforce  his  remedy. 

New  Jersey, '— \c\i^tson  v,  Erie  R.  Nonce  r.    Richmond,  etc,  R.  Co.,  35 

Co.,  31  N.  J.  L.  309.  Fed.  Rep.  429. 

New  York,  —  Barney  v.  Burnsten-  Bight  of  AiotloB  in  Juritdlotioii  of  la- 
binder  64  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  212,  7  Lans.  Jwy. — Where  an  administrator  brought 
(N.  Y.)  210.  an  action  in  one  state    for  personal 

Vermont.  —  McLeod  v,  Connecticut,  injuries  inflicted  upon  his  intestate  in 

etc..  R.  Co.,  58  Vt.  727,  28  Am.  &  Eng.  another  state,  and  which  resulted  in 

R.  Cas.  644.  death,  the  failure  of  the  declaration  to 

Virginia,  —  Norfolk,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v,  allege  that  the  cause  of  action  survived 

Ampey,  93  Va.  108.  in  the  latter  state  was  held  to  be  fatal. 

IVisconsin,  —  Eingartner    v,  Illinois  O'Reilly  r.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  42 

Steel  Co.,  94  Wis.  70.  Am.  &  £ng.  R.  Cas.  50,  16  R.  I.  388,  29 

Beteidaiit  tnaorfonML  in  Two  BUtoi.  Cent.  L.  J.  210. 

—  Where  a  railroad  is  chartered  in  two  Oonfliet  of  Laws.  —  As  to  the  effect  on 

states,  and  has  but  one  set  of  officers,  the  right  to  recover  for  personal  inju- 

and  a  passenger  is  injured  in  one  sute  ries  of  a  conflict  of  the  laws  of  ^the  state 

while  traveling  on  a  single  ticket,  and  where  the  injury  occurred  and  those 

sues  for  damages  in  the  other  state,  it  of  the  state  where  the  suit  is  brought, 

is  immaterial  whether  the  corporation  see  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law  (2d 

is  sued  as  a  corporation  of  one  state  or  ed.).  tit.  Private  International  Law, 

the  other.     Mississippi,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Mods   of  Oljootiiif.  —  By  Code  Va., 

Ay  res,  16  Lea  (Tenn.)  725.  1887,  ^  3260,  objection  to  the  jurisdic- 

Haeo  of  lainrj,  —  It  is  unnecessary  tion  of  the  court  to  entertain  an  action 
that  the  declaration  should  set  out  the  for  personal  injuries  must  be  taken  by 
place  where  the  injury  was  inflicted,  plea  in  abatement,  and  not  by  demur- 
Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Ampey,  93  Va.  rer.  Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Ampey, 
108.  93  Va.  108. 

AUegstiOB  Oo&tra  Paom.  —  A  tort  to  2.  OonitmotloB     of    Ploadlag.  —  The 

the  person,  although    alleged  in  the  theory     upon     which     the    action    is 

formal  and  technical  language  of  plead-  brought  will  be  judged  of  from  the 

ing  as  contra  pacem^  is  only  a  civil  in-  general  scope  and  tenor  of  the  plead- 

jary  in  contemplation  of  law;  and  the  ing.     Gregory  v,  Cleveland,  etc.,  R. 
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contract  or  in  tort,  is  also  of  much  importance.  Where  the 
action  is  ex  contractu,  compensatory  damages  only  can  be  recov- 
ered ;  but  where  it  sounds  in  tort,  punitive  or  vindictive  damages 
will  be  allowed.*  It  should  also  be  noted  that  formal  variances 
between  ^t^  allegata  and  the/r^^^/o:  are  much  less  regarded  in 
actions  sounding  in  tort  than  in  those  brought  upon  contract. 
In  modern  practice  this  matter  is  of  little  importance,  as  mere 
formal  variances  are  generally  disregarded,  or  at  least  may  be 
cured  by  amendment.*  Where  the  common-law  rules  of  plead- 
ing prevail,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  under  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
the  defendant  may  show  that  the  immediate  or  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury  was  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff.* 

Aetioni  for  Ii^JnrlM  to  Pauengen.  —  The  distinctions  between 
actions  ex  contractu  and  those  ex  delicto  are  oftenest  applied  and 
are  especially  noticeable  in  actions  for  injuries  to  passengers. 
For  a  full  treatment  of  the  subject  in  this  connection,  see  the 
article  PASSENGERS,  vol.  15,  p.  11 20.  See  also  article  Carriers, 
vol.  3,  p.  812. 

2.  Trespass  or  Case.  —  By  the  common-law  practice,  where  an 
immediate  injury  has  been  inflicted  intentionally  or  wilfully,  or 
the  injury  resulted  from  the  defendant's  wrongful  act,  the  proper 
remedy  is  by  an  action  of  trespass.  But  where  the  injury  is 
caused  by  carelessness  or  negligence  there  is  a  mere  nonfeasance, 
and  although  the  injury  be  immediate,  ordinarily  the  remedy  is 
by  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case.** 

m  JoiHDEB  07  Causes  of  Actioh  —  1.  Injuries  to  Person  and 
Property.  —  Where  statutes  exist  which  allow  the  joinder  of 
causes  of  action  arising  out  of  the  same  wrongful  or  negligent 
act,  it  has  been  held  that  a  cause  of  action  for  an  injury  to  the 
person  of  the  plaintiff  or  an  injury  to  the  person  of  his  wife  may 
be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  for  injury  to  his  personal  prop- 
erty, where  the  injuries  result  from  the  same  act.* 

Co.,  112  Ind.  385,  31  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  2.  Weed  v.  Saratoga,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  19 

Cas.  440;  Ward  v.  St.  Vincent's  Hos-  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  534.     See  also  Baylis  v. 

pital,  39  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  624.  Lintott,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  345. 

Tort  Preramed.  —  Although  one  hav-  3.  Flower  v.  Adam,   2  Taunt.   315; 

ing  a  right  of  action    for   negligence  Williams  v.  Holland,  10  Bing.  112,  25 

may  sue  either  in  tort  or  on  contract,  E.    C.    L.    50;    Vennall  v.   Garner,    i 

in  determining  the  form  of  action  the  Cromp.  &    M.    21 ;    Bridge    v.   Grand 

nature   of   the   remedy   will   be  deter-  Junction  R.  Co.,  3  M.  &  W.  244;  Sills 

mined  by  the  form  of  the  pleading  and  v.  Brown,  9  C.  &  P.  601,  38  E.  C.  L. 

the  circumstances  of  the  case;  but  as  245;  Smith  v,   Dobson,  3  M.  &  G.  59, 

tort  is  the  natural  foundation  of  the  ac-  42  E.  C.   L.  40;  Holden  v,  Liverpool 

tion,  a  declaration  will  be  construed  to  New  Gas,  etc.,  Co.,  3  C.  B.  i,  54  E.  C. 

be  in  tort  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  L.  i.     See  also  Canadian  Pac.   R.  Co. 

the   suit  is  on  contract.     Whittenton  v.  Clark,  73  Fed.  Rep.  76,  74  Fed.  Rep. 

Mfg.  Co.  V,  Memphis,  etc.,  Packet  Co.,  362, /^r  Lacombe,  J. 

21  Fed.  Rep.  896.  4.  See  for  a  full  discussion  of  this 

1.  New    Orleans,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v,  subject    articles    Trespass;    Trespass 

Hurst,   36  Miss.  660:   Walsh  v.  Chi-  on  the  Case. 

cago,  etc..  R.  Co..  42  Wis.  23;  Hamlin  ft.  Thelin  v,  Stewart,  100  Cal.  372; 

V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  i  H.  &  N.  408.  Scgar  v.  Barkhamsted,  23  Conn.  290; 
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2.  Lynries  to  Eiuibajid  and  Wift.  —  A  husband  may  sue  in  one 
action  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  him  and  for  loss  of  his 
wife's  services,  or  for  expenditures  for  healing  or  curing  injuries 
sustained  by  her  in  the  same  casualty.^ 

3.  Iignry  to  Person  and  Caiue  of  Action  for  Death.  —  In  some 
states  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  not  permissible  in  one  action  to 
ask  damages  for  an  injury  sustained  by  a  person  in  his  lifetime 
and  also  damages  for  his  death  where  death  has  resulted  from  the 
same  injury.* 

Chicago  West  Div.   R.    Co.  v,  Ingra-  injuries  to  his  health,  caused  by  the 

ham,  131   III.  6S9;  Lamb  v.  St.  Louis  building  and  operation  of  the  defend- 

Cable,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  33  Mo.  App.  489;  ant's  elevated  road,  but  no  change  was 

Howe  V,  Peckham,   10  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  made  in  the  supplemental  complaint  as 

656;  Rosenberg  </.  Staten  Island  R.  Co.,  to  the  parties,  and  no  discontinuance 

(C.  PL)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  476;  Grogan  v,  as   to  the   assignor  was  asked.     The 

Lindeman,  i  Code  Rep.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  complaint    was    held  demurrable   be- 

287;  McAndrew  V.  Lake  Shore,  etc.    R.  cause  one  of  the  causes  of  action  did 

Co.,  70  Hun(N.  Y.)46.     And  see  Clark  not  affect  all  the  parties,  and  also  be- 

r.  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  Mo.  202;  cause  the  causes  of  action  did  not  arise 

Brunsden  v.  Humphrey,  14  Q.  B.  Div.  out  of  the  same  transaction. 

141 .  IiguriM  to  PlaintiiPs  Wile  and  Fropcurty. 

HnisaiUM.  —  A  cause  of  action  for  in-  — Specific    injuries    to  the    plaintiff's 

juries  resulting  from  noxious  vapors  wife,  to  his  furniture,*  and  to  his  house 

from   a    cesspool    or    stagnant    water  should   not  be    set   forth   in  separate 

suffered  to  remain  on  his  premises  by  counts  or  paragraphs  as  independent 

the  owner  may  be  united  with  one  for  causes  of  action.     Hazard  Powder  Co. 

damages  from  depositing  dirt  or  rub-  v.  Volger,  3  Wyoming  189.     But  see 

bish  removed  from    such  excavation.  Smith  v.  Warden,  86  Mo.  382. 

in  the  street  in  front  of  the  adjoining  1.  Devino  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co., 

premises.       Aldrich    v.    Wetmore,   56  63  Vt.  98. 

Minn.  20.  Separate  Aetloni  —  Judgment  in  One  Not 

Breaoh  of  Cotttraet  and  Tort.  —  A  com-  Bar  to  Other.  —  Where  husband  and 
plaint  alleging  that  by  the  wrongful  wife  are  injured  in  one  accident,  the 
acts  of  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  husband  may  embrace  in  one  suit  both 
was  prevented  from  exercising  certain  the  injuries  to  himself  and  those  to  the 
contractual  rights,  and  was  thereby  wife,  but  is  not  bound  to  do  so;  and 
caused  pain  and  damage,  states  a  where  he  brings  separate  suits  the  de- 
cause  of  action  for  a  breach  of  contract  fendant  cannot  set  up  a  judgment 
and  a  cause  of  action  for  tort.  Maisen-  against  it  in  a  suit  for  injuries  to  the 
backer  v,  Concordia  Soc.,  (Conn.  1899)  husband  as  a  bar  to  the  suit  for  inju- 
42  Atl.  Rep.  67.  ries  to  the  wife.     St.  Louis,  etc.,  R. 

Waiter  of  Xiqoinder.  —  Failure  to  de-  Co.  v,  Edwards,  3  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas., 

mur  will  operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  §  345. 

question  whether  a  cause  of  action  for  Bodily  Ixgoriei  Inflicted  upon  a  Person, 

a  personal  injury  and  a  cause  of  action  His  Wife,  and  His  lUnor  Child,  resulting 

for  breach  of  contract  are  improperly  in  the  loss  to  him  of  his  wife's  services 

joined  in  one  count.     Maisenbacker  v,  and  the  expenditure  of  money  by  him 

Concordia  Soc..  (Conn.    1899)  42  Atl.  in  healing  and  caring  for  himself  and 

Rep.  67.  his  child,  constitute  a  single  cause.of 

Caniei  of  Aetion  Hot  Affecting  All  the  action,  and  may  be  united  in  a  single 

Purtiee  nor  Arising  Out  of  Same  Transac-  paragraph  of  a  complaint.     Cincinnati, 

tion,  —  In   Taylor  v.  Metropolitan  El.  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Chester,  57  Ind.  297. 

R.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  299,  the  2.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  C^o.  v.  Kellem, 

complaint  set  out  a  cause  of  action  for  13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  228,  in  which  case  it 

injury,  to  real  property  and  the  supple-  was  held  that  such  joinder  of  causes 

mental    complaint  alleged  an  assign-  was  not   permissible  because  the   re- 

ment  by  one  of  the   plaintiffs  to  the  covery  for  the  damages  sustained  be* 

other  of  all  his  interest  in  the  claim,  fore  death  would  have  been  in  behalf 

and  also  a  cause  of  action  for  personal  of  the  estate  and  the  recovery  for  the 
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4.  Legal  and  Bqnitable  Canief  of  Aetion  —  ■•■ctwiw  «f  b«Imm  ni. 
BaMTvy  of  Bamafw.  —  In  those  states  in  which  the  joinder  of  equi- 
table and  legad  causes  of  action  is  permissible  it  has  been  held 
that  the  plaintiff  may  ask  in  one  action  for  the  rescission  of  a 
release  given  to  the  defendant  and  for  damages  for  the  injuries 
which  he  has  sustained.^ 

IV.  OOHSOUDATIOH  07  AoTlOHt.  —  Where  several  actions  are 
brought  by  one  person  for  different  injuries  which  have  resulted 
from  the  same  casualty  or  act  of  the  defendant  the  court  may,  in 
some  states,  require  such  actions  to  be  consolidated.* 

7.  PuABnre  avd  Pboof  —  1.  Generally.  —  In  actions  for  per* 
sonai  injuries  the  courts  apply  the  general  rule  that  facts  which 
need  not  be  proved  to  sustain  the  action  need  not  be  alleged.^ 
But  facts  which  necessarily  bear  on  the  question  of  damages,  or 
on  their  nature  or  character,  must  be  so  set  out  that  they  may 
be  met  advisedly  by  the  adverse  party.* 

8.  Oanse  of  Iigiiry.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  should  set 
out  distinctly  the  particular  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff  bases 
his  right  to  recover,  and  should  maKe  it  appear  that  the  injuries 
resulted  from  the  defendant's  negligence  or  wrongful  act.^ 

death  would  have  been  on  behalf  of  7  H.  &  N.  834;  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 

the   widow  and    children  of    the  de-  Jones,  49  Fed.  Rep.  343, 4  U.  S.  App.  1 15, 
cedent.    See   also  McVey  v,    Illinois       An  Aetion  hj  a  Hnsband  and  "Wlfi  for 

Cent.  R.  Co.,  73  Miss.  487.     But  see  an  injury  to  the  wife  may  be  consoli- 

contra^  Preston  r.  St.  Johnsbury,  etc.,  dated  with  an  action  by  the  husband 

R.  Co.,  64  Vt.  280.  for  an  injury  to  himself  at  the  same 

1.  Blair  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  time  and  place.  Morley  v.  Midland 
Mo.  383;  Whetstone  v.  Beloit  Straw  R.  Co.,  3  K.  &  F.  961.  See  also  Brock* 
Board  Co.,  76  Wis.  613.  See  also  Hen-  bank  v.  Whitehaven  Junction  R.  Co., 
derson  v.  Boyd,  85  Tenn.  21,  in  which  7  H.  &  N.  834. 

case  it  was  held  that  a  count  in  tres-        S.  Afs  af  Injured  Farty.  ^  It  is  not 

pass  for  personal  injuries  was  improp-  necessary  that  a  complaint  by  a  pas- 

erly  joined  with  a  count  for  breach  of  senger    for    personal    injuries  should 

contract,  the  alleged  breach  being  fail-  contain    an   allegation  as  to  his  age» 

ure  of    the    defendant   to  perform  a  Galveston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Thomsberry,. 

promise   to  pay  a  certain  amount  in  (Tex.  1891)  17  S.  W.  Rep.  531. 
settlement  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  Kattars  of  ]>oiraio.  —  Where  an  owner 

2.  See  in  general  article  Consouda-  of  property  within  the  limits  of  a^ 
TiON  OF  Actions,  vol.  4,  p.  673,  and  municipal  corporation  is  primarily^ 
supra.  III.  Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action^  liable  for  injuries  sustained  because  of 
And  see  McAndrewz/.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  a  defective  sidewalk  abutting  on  his 
R.  Co.,  70  Hun  (N.  Y.)  46,  in  which  property,  in  an  action  brought  in  the 
case  one  action  was  brought  for  inju-  first  insunce  against  the  corporation 
ries  to  personal  property  and  the  other  such  liability  of  the  property  owner  is 
for  injuries  to  the  person;  Rosenberg  a  matter  of  defense  and  need  not  be- 
V.  Staten  Island  R.  Co.,  (C.  PI.)  38  N.  negatived  by  the  plaintiff.  Amos  v. 
Y.  St.  Rep.  106:  Horley  t/.  Midland  R.  Fond  du  Lac,  46  Wis.  695. 

Co.,  3  F.  &  F.  961,  in  which  case  it  was  4.  As  to  Clainilttg  SamafOi,  see  article 

held  that  an  action  by  a  husband  and  Damages,  vol.  5,  p.  700. 

wife  for  an  injury  to  the  wife  may  be  A.  James  v,   Atlanta  St.  R.  Co.,  <f> 

consolidated  with  an  action  brought  by  Ga.  695.    And  see  in  general  article 

the  husband  for  injuries  to  himself.  Negligence,  vol.  14,  p.  339,  and  specific 

where  both  injuries  are  inflicted  at  the  titles  in  this  work,  as  Crossings,  vol. 

same  time  and  place.    See  also  Brock-  5,  p.  688;  Master  and  Servant.  voL 

bank  v,  Whitehaven  Junction  R.  Co.,  13,  p.  891,  etc. 
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PMof  «f  OftuM  Ottor  fhaa  That  Alltgtd.  —  Where  the  injuries  are 
charged  to  have  been  sustained  in  some  particular  way  or  man- 
ner, evidence  that  they  were  the  result  of  some  other  cause  is 
inadmissible,^  unless  the  cause  proven  does  not  materially  differ 
frt>m  that  sdleged,  or  so  change  the  issue  as  to  mislead  the 
adverse  party  by  compelling  him  to  meet  proof  of  a  character 
other  than  that  which  by  the  pleadings  he  has  a  right  to  expect.* 

3.  Th»  Injury  —  BattUf  m  to  Jaixaey  uid  Wooadt.  —  While  it  is 
unnecessary  that  the  plaintiff's  pleading  should  describe  in  detail 
all  the  characteristics  and  consequences  of  the  injuries  or  wounds 
sustained,  and  extreme  particularity  is  not  required,  actual  known 
facts  as  to  the  injuries  and  their  results  should  be  stated  with 
such  reasonable  accuracy  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will 
permit,  in  order  that  the  adverse  party  may  be  informed  of  their 
nature  and  extent,  and  thus  be  advised  as  to  the  character  of  the 
proof  which  may  be  introduced.' 

OoHMetiBg  Wxoa^^  Act  wilh  m«riM.  variance  from  an  allegation  that  the 
—  An  allegation,  immediately  follow-  plaintiff  was  riding  in  a  buggy,  that 
ing  the  statement  of  the  acts  of  vio-  his  horse  ran  and  fell,  and  that  by  that 
lence  complained  of,  that  "  thereby  means  he  was  thrown  out,  the  details- 
said  plaintiff  was  greatly  wounded  and  thus  alleged  being  wholly  unimportant 
bruised,"  etc.,  is  a  sufficient  averment  in  their  relation  to  the  personal  injury 
that  the  plaintiff's  injuries  were  caused  received  by  the  plaintiff.  House  v.. 
by  the  acts  of  the  defendant.  Green-  Metcalf,  27  Conn.  631. 
man  v.  Smith,  30  Minn.  418.  t.  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Slanker, 

1.  Houston  V,  Traphagen,47  N.  J.  L.  77  111.  App.  567;  Joliet  v.  Johnson,  (111. 

33;  Carey  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  158  1898)  53  N.  E.  Rep.  498;  Corey  v.  Bath,. 

Mass.  228;   Steiler  v.  Hart,  65  Mich.  35  N.  H.  530;  Perkins  v.  Concord  R. 

644;    Monroe   v.  Rose,  38  Mich.  347.  Co.,  44  N.  H.  233;  Anderson  v.  Haig,. 

See  also  generally  article  Variance.  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  450;  San  Antonio„ 

S.  IMviilbla  Tort  —  It  is  not  necessary  etc.,  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  6  Tex., 

that  every  allegation  as  to  .matters  of  Civ.  App.   102.     See  also  infra^  V.  4. 

substance  should  be  strictljr  proven;  Natural  and  Necessary  Omsequences, 

where  the  tort  is  divisible  in  its  nature,  Laagnags  Used  in  Ordinary  8«bss. — 

proof  of  part  of  the  tort  or  injury  is.  Unless  the  language  employed  to  de- 

in  general,    sufficient  to   support   the  scribe  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  in* 

declaration.     Rock  Island  v.  Cuinely,  juries  has  some  other  recognized  tech- 

126  111.  408;  Chitty  on  Pleadings  305.  nical    legal    meaning,    it    should    be 

■alios  —  HsgUgmes.  —  Under    an  construed  according  to  its  ordinary  and 

averment  that  an  injury  was  "  wrong-  popular  sense.     Rock  Island  t.  Cuin- 

fnlly  and  maliciously  "  inflicted,  proof  ely,  126  111.  408. 

that  it  was  done  negligentlv  is  ad  mis-  loss  of  Eye  as  Bodily  Injury.  —  In  an* 

sibie.     Frank  r.  Avery,  21  Wis.  166.  action  on  a  contract  of  insurance  an 

LooBO  and  Brokon  lldowmlk  Boards.  —  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  received  an- 

Where  the  injury  was  alleged  to  have  injury  which  caused  a  total  and  per- 

been    sustained    by    unfastened    and  manent  loss  of  his  right  eye  is  a  suffi- 

broken  boards  in  a  sidewalk,  proof  that  cient  allegation  of  *' bodily  injury." 

it  was  caused    by  unfastened  boards  Maynard    9.    Locomotive    Engineers' 

was  held  to  have  been  sufficient  though  Mut.  L.,  etc.,  Ins.  Assoc,  16  Utah  145. 

no  proof  as  to  broken  boards  was  in-  Vaimportaiit    Impropor    Oharaotorin-' 

troduced.    Joliet  t^.  Johnson,  (111.  1898)  tlOBi.  —  In  Missouri,  etc.,   R.   Co.   v. 

52  N.  E.  Rep.  408.  Turley,  (Indian  Ter.   1806)  37  S.  W. 

Bifgy  —  •ouy.  —  Proof   that   the  Rep.  52,  the  complaint  alleged  a  retro^ 

Slaintiff  was  riding  In  a  sulky,  that  his  flexion  of  the  womb  as  a  result  of  the 

orse  became  frightened,  that  the  sulky  injury,  while  the  proof  esublished  an 

was    overturned,    and    that   he    was  anteflexion,  and  there  was  held  to  be 

thrown  to  the  ground,  is  not  a  legal  no  material  variance  in  the  absence  o£ 
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Definitenasa  and  Cortaiaty.  —  The  requirements  of  a  pleading  to 
authorize  the  admission  of  proof  as  to  particular  injuries  or  phys- 
ical conditions  cannot  be  definitely  stated,  inasmuch  as  they 
depend  in  great  measure  on  the  case  in  hand.  However,  it  is 
unquestionable  that  the  pleader  should  observe  the  general  rule 

any  showing   that  the  adverse  party  the  allegation  to  be  made  more  spe- 

was  inisled,  and  in  view  of  a  statutory  cific.'* 

provision  (Mansf.  Dig.  Ark.,  g  507s)  Sorgleal  Operation.  —  A  petition  aUeg- 
that  a  variance  of  such  a  nature  shall  ing  that  in  consequence  of  the  injuries 
be  deemed  immaterial.  See  also  Har-  sustained  it  became  necessary  to  per- 
vard  V.  Stiles,  54  Neb.  26,  wherein  form  a  surgical  operation,  to  tlie  plain- 
under  an  allegation  of  the  loss  of  the  tiff's  expense  and  damage,  etc.,  is 
use  of  the  hand,  evidence  of  the  loss  of  sufficient,  without  showing  what  sur- 
that  member  was  permitted.  gical  operation  was  performed,  what 
DefiniteneiB.  —  Allegations  that  by  part  of  the  body  was  operated  upon, 
reason  of  the  defendant's  negligence,  the  effect  of  the  operation,  or  by  wliom 


the  plaintiff  was  thrown  from  his  car-  it  was  performed,   those  facts   being 

riage   to  the  ground,    and    his    arm,  mere   matters  of  evidence.     San  An- 

shoulder,  and  back  were  seriously  and  tonio  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Muth,  7  Tex.  Civ. 

permanently  injured,    and    his    body  App.  443. 

otherwise   bruised   and   injured,  from  Laok  of  Fnlneai  and  DetaiL  —  An  alle- 

which  injuries  he  became  sick,  sore,  gation  that  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's 

maimed,  and  disordered,  and  suffered  wife   produced  '*  such   serious   bodily 

great  pain,  etc.,  are  sufficiently  definite  ini'uries  to  her  as  to  deprive  petitioner 

as  to  the  injuries.     Hanson  v,  Ander-  for  a  long  time  of  her  company  and 

son,  90  Wis.  195.  services,  and  entail  upon  him    heavy 

An  allegation  that  a  child   became  expense  for  nursing  and  medical  atten- 

seriously    injured    and     permanently  tion,  all  to  his  damage  "  in  the  sum  of 

crippled,   so  as  to  disable   her    from  one  thousand  dollars,  though  wanting 

performing  services  and  labor  of  any  in  sufficient  fulness  and  detail  as  to  the 

kind,  is  sufficient,  without  showing  the  injury  and  its  consequences,   should 

manner  in  which  the  child  was  injured  not  be  dismissed  at  the  trial  term  on 

or  crippled,  or  describing  the  alleged  the  ground  that  the  adlegations  as  to 

injury.     San    Antonio  St.    R.   Co.    v,  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injuries 

Muth,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  443.  were  too  vague,  uncertain,  and  indefi- 

In  Nance  v.  Carolina  Cent.  R.  Co.,  nite  to  put  the  defendant  on  notice  as 
94  N.  Car.  619,  an  action  by  husband  to  the  nature  of  the  case  to  be  proved, 
and  wife,  the  complaint  alleged  that  James  v.  Atlanta  St.  R.  Co.,  90  Ga. 
the  female  plaintiff  "  was  seriously  and  695.  In  this  case  the  same  principle 
permanently  injured  in  her  person,  to  was  applied  to  an  allegation  by  the 
wit:  her  side,  back,  and  breast  were  wife  that "  by  reason  of  said  fall,  she 
bruised,  her  hip  joint  was  dislocated,  was  badly  injured  in  her  body,  so  that 
the  pelvis  bone  broken,  her  womb  was  she  suffered  great  pain,  and  still  does, 
badly  injured,  and  she  received  other  and  will  continue  to  do  so,  and  wiU 
internal  injuries,  by  reason  of  which  remain  permanently  injured,"  and  that 
many  wounds  and  injuries  she  has  be-  "  said  fall  also  caused  great  mental 
come  a  permanent  invalid  or  nearly  shame  and  distress,"  all  to  her  damage 
so."  The  court  said:  '*  The  allegation  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars, 
of  injury  in  the  complaint  might  have  Conformity  to  Statatory  Hotice  of  In- 
been  more  definite  and  specific,  but  it  jury.  —  The  plaintiff  is  not  confined  and 
is  such  as  that  the  court  can  see  the  limited  in  his  declaration  to  the  precise 
nature  of  the  injury,  that  it  is  serious,  statement  of  his  injuries  as  contained 
and  such  as  would  naturally  much  in  the  notice  of  the  injury  required  to 
endamage  the  plaintiff.  It  gives  the  be  given  by  him,  but  it  will  be  suffi- 
defendant  such  information  as  will  cient  if  the  defendant  has  such  notice 
enable  it  to  make  any  defense  it  may  as  will  enable  its  officers  to  investigate 
have.  This  is  sufficient.  A  material  the  case  and  acquire  a  full  knowledge 
allegation  so  made  is  not  demurrable,  of  the  facts.  Bradbury  v.  Benton,  69 
It  might  be  that  the  court  would,  on  Me.  194.  And  see  Minick  v.  Troy,  83 
proper  application,  if  need  be,  require  N.  Y.  $1^,  affirming  19  Hun  (N.  Y.)  253. 
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that  the  allegations  must  be  of  such  a  character  as  to  acquaint 
the  defendant  with  the  nature  of  the  testimony  upon  which  the 
plaintifE  intends  to  rely.  ^ 

Intoniftl  and  Invliible  Ailmonti.  —  An  injury  which  is  visible  and 

open  to  common  observation  is  easily  susceptible  of  description, 
and  should  be  reasonably  described,  but  internal  and  invisible 

1.  Dlvitrfttioni.  —  Injury  to  the  Gen-  "was    otherwise    greatl/     hurt    and 

eral  Health  may    be  shown   under  a  wounded  "  and  remained  in  a  *'  sick, 

charge  that    an    injury    to  the  hand  sore,  wounded,  bruised,   and  injured 

"  was  serious,  permanent,  and   pain-  condition.'*     Keyser  v,  Chicago,  etc., 

fal."     Hansee  v,  Brooklyn  El.  R.  Co.,  R.  Co.,  66  Nfich.  390,  31  Am.  &  Eng. 

66  Hun  (N.  Y.)  384.  R.  Cas.  399. 

Fr<uture,  —  An  averment  of  a  trans-  Injury  to  the  Eye  and  Nose  may  be 

verse  fracture  of  the  patella  will  justify  proven   under  a  declaration    alleging 

the  introduction  of  proof  of  thecharac-  great  injury,  disfigurement,  and  pain. 

ter  and  extent  of  the  injury,  not  only  Blake  v.  Lord,  16  Gray  (Mass.)  3S7. 

at  the  time  of  its  infliction,  but  also  at  Diseased  Nerve,  —  Under  a  declara- 

any  subsequent  period  during  its  con-  tion  alleging  injuries  to  the  body  and 

tinuance.    Chicago  v.  Crooker,  2  111.  lower  limbs,  to  the  hips,  hip  joint,  pel- 

App.  279.  vis  and  thigh,  and  paralysis,  proof  of  a 

Broken  Leg,  —  Under  a  declaration  diseased  sciatic  nerve  was  held  admis- 

alleging  that  the  plaintiff  was*' greatly  sible.     Beath  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.,  (Mich, 

injured,  bruised,  wounded,  and  crip-  1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  537. 

pled,"  it  mav  be  shown  that  his  leg  Nervous  Prostration^  etc,  —  An   alle- 

was   broken      Yeager  v,  Bluefield,  40  gation  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  and 

W.  Va.  484.  is  sick,  lame,  and  sore,  and  unfitted  for 

Injuries  to  the  Lung  and  Spine  vciz,y  h^  manual   labor,  and  has  suffered  great 

shown    under    a   declaration  averring  pain  of  body  and  mind,  is  sufficient  to 

ihat    the    plaintiff's    back    and    spine  admit  evidence  that  the  injury  caused 

were  seriously  hurt,  crippled,  bruised,  '*  nervous  prostration,"  *'  spinal  irrita- 

sprained,  and  injured,  and  that  the  in-  tion,"  and  "  torpidity  of   the  liver." 

juries  sustained  were  permanent,  last-  Babcock  v.  St.   Paul,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  36 

ing,   and   incurable.     Montgomery    v,  Minn.  147. 

Lansing    City    Electric    R.    Co.,     103  Assistance  in  Occupation, —  Testimony 

Mich.  46.  that  the  plaintiff  required  and  received 

Curvature  of  the  Spine  may  be  proven  help  in  discharging  his  duties  is  admis- 

under  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  sible  to  show  the  extent  of  the  disabil- 

received  severe  and  painful  contusions  ity    caused    by   the    injury.     Interna- 

of  her  head,  and  body,  and  arms,  sus-  tional,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Zapp,  (Tex.  Civ. 

tained  severe  nervous  shock,  and  was  App.  1899)  49  S.  W.  Rep.  673. 

permanently  injured.     Kleiner  b'.  Third  Injury  to  Wrist.  —  Under  an  allega- 

Ave.  R.  Co.,  36  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  191.  tion  that  the  plaintiff's  right  wrist  was 

Varicose  Veins  may  be  shown  to  dislocated  and  broken,  evidence  is  ad- 
have  been  caused  by  the  injury  under  missible  that  the  radius  or  large  bone 
allegations  that  the  plaintiff's  knee  of  the  forearm  was  broken  just  above 
came  in  contact  with  a  nail,  that  her  the  wrist  joint,  the  common  under- 
knee  was  dislocated,  and  that  she  "  be-  standing  of  the  laity,  as  well  as  that  of 
came  sick,  lame,  disordered,  and  per-  the  medical  profession,  being  that  the 
manently  injured."  Joliet  z/.  Johnson,  lower  end  of  the  radius  forms  part  of 
(111.  1898)  52  N.  E.  Rep.  498.  the  wrist  joint,  and  is  an  essential  part 

Stillbirth  may  be  shown  under  aver-  of  the    wrist    itself.     Rock   Island   v, 

ments  of  terror  and  alarm  occasioned  Cuinely,  126  III.  40S. 

to  the  plaintiff  by  a  collision  and  of  Ingtanoae  of  Insufficiency.  —  A   decla- 

sickness  thereby  caused.     Fitzpatrick  ration  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  was 

V,  Great  Western  R.  Co.,  12  U.  C.  Q.  '*  badly  and  painfully  injured,    ♦    ♦    * 

B.  645,  and  see  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  that  he  was  confined  to  his  bed  three 

Mitchell,  75  Tex.  77.  days,     »    *    *    that   he   endured   the 

Kidney    Trouble   and  Fits    may    be  greatest  pain  and  suffering,"  and  that 

shown  to  have  resulted  under  a  decla-  "  he  received  a  serious  and  painful  in- 

ration  setting  forth  that  the  plaintiff  jury,"  is  defective  because  failing  to 
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ailments,  which  are  only  inferred  from  scientific  deduction,  and 
as  to  which  there  is  always  room  for  some  difference  of  opinion, 
cannot  be  held  to  so  close  a  rule.^ 

Itemintioa.  —  In  actions  for  personal  injuries  the  plaintiff  is  not 
required  to  plead  the  items  of  injury  and  the  resultant  damages 
as  in  an  action  on  contract ;  but  the  pleading  may  be  sufficiently 
definite  and  certain  without  stating  all  that  the  defendant  would 
be  entitled  to  have  stated  in  a  bill  of  particulars.  Hence,  unless 
otherwise  provided,  itemization  is  unnecessary,  but  if  fuller 
information  is  desired,  resort  should  be  had  to  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars, or  to  such  other  authorized  methods  as  will  accomplish  the 
same  result.  However,  the  fact  that  a  pleading  does  itemize  the 
injuries  and  damages  will  not  affect  its  sufficiency,  if  it  is  other- 
wise good.'    While  it  may  be  sufficient  to  specify  the  main  fact, 

set  forth  specifically  the   injuries  re-  tition  alleged  that '  he  received  a  seri- 

ceived.     Marshall  v,  McAllister,  (Tex.  oas  and  painfal  wound  on  the  left  side 

Civ.  App.  i8^)  43  S.  W.  Rep.  X043.  of  his  breast  and  body/  etc.     The  evi- 

An  allegation  that  by  the  derailment  dence  was  that  '  the  ninth  and  tenth 
of  a  train  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  great  ribs  on  the  left  side  were  fractured 
inconvenience  and  delay,  that  he  was  near  the  juncture  with  the  spinal  col- 
expected  at  a  designated  place  at  a  umn,  and  the  overlying  soft  parts  con- 
certain  day,  but  was  unable  to  reach  tused.*  The  physicians  further  stated 
it,  that  the  weather  was  cold  and  bitter,  that  plaintiff  sustained  internal  injuries 
that  the  place  of  derailment  was  not  of  an  unknown  character  "  from  which 
near  any  house,  that  he  was  forced  to  it  might  "  fairly  be  inferred  *  *  * 
walk  to  a  town  for  shelter  and  thereby  that  the  injury  to  the  left  kidney  was 
suffered  greatly,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  effect  of  the  injury  to  the  leu  side 
said  Inconvenience  and  delay  he  was  of  the  body,  and  the  fracturing  of  the 
damaged  to  the  sum  of,  etc..  Is  too  In-  ninth  and  tenth  ribs  on  the  left  side 
definite  to  warrant  the  recovery  of  any  at  their  juncture  with  the  spinal  col- 
sum  for  inconvenience.  Missouri  Pac.  umn,"  and  there  was  held  to  be  no 
R.  Co.  V,  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  77,  41  Am.  error  In  admitting  the  evidence. 
&  Eng.  R.  Cas.  224.  Dislocation    and    Other    Injuries,  — 

1.  Injury  to  Spine  and  Urinary  Or-^  A  declaration   which    alleges    that   a 

l^ifij.  —  In  Delie  v,  Chicago,  etc.,   R.  female  plaintiff  received  great  bodily 

Co.,  51  Wis.  400,  it  was  averred  that  injury,  was  severely  bruised  on  the  leg 

the  plaintiff,  upon  whom  a  locomotive  and    thigh,    with    dislocation    of    the 

engine  had  been  overturned  by  derail-  thigh,  and  received  great  and  cruel  in- 

ment,  was  "  severelv  burned,  maimed,  jury  to  her  bowels  and  abdomen,  and 

and    permanently    injured,    and    has  was  much  sick,  sore,  lame,  and  dis- 

suffered  and  has  continued  to  suffer  abled,  is  broad  enough  to  allow  testi- 

great  pain  in  body  and  mind;   that  by  mony  as  to  dislocation  or  injury  to  the 

reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  became  and  hip,  and  also  an  Injury  to  the  bowels, 

for  a  long  time  remained  111,  and  is  abdomen,    and    uterus.      Holmes    r. 

slill  suffenngfrom  said  injuries.'*    No  Fond  du  Lac,  42  Wis.  262. 

motion  was  made  to  make  the  com-  A  declaration   charging  dislocation 

plaint  more  definite  and  certain.     It  of  the  plaintiff's  shoulder  and  alleging 

was  held  that  evidence  of  injury  to  the  consequent  suffering  and  other  invisible 

spinal  cord  and  the  existence  of  urinary  and  internal  ailments  should  not  be 

difficulties  was  properly  admitted,  as  held  to  any  technicality  of  construc- 

was  also   evidence  that  an    inguinal  tion.     Laughlin  v.  Grand  Rapids  St. 

hernia  developed  about  nine  months  R.  Co.,  62  Mich.  230,  26  Am.  &  Eng. 

after  the  injury,  and  was  the  result  R.  Cas.  377. 

thereof.  i.  Furbush,  etc.,  Mach.  Co.  v.  Buchs- 

Injury  to  Ribt  and  JfTidney.--- In  Mis-  baum,  34  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  147  Missouri, 

souri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  p,  Edling,  (Tex.  Civ.  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Simmons,  12  Tex.  Civ. 

App.  Z898)  45  S.  W.  Rep.  406, "  the  pe-  App.  500;  Barney  v,  Hartford,  73  Wis. 
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yet  if  it  is  attempted  to  particularize  the  injuries  arising  from  the 

Srincipal  one  all  that  it  is  designed  to  prove  should  be  alleged.^ 
iut  as  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove  every  specific  injury 
alleged  in  the  complaint,'  the  failure  to  prove  all  the  injuries 
specified  will  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  verdict.*  And  it 
has  been  held  that  if  any  one  of  the  injuries  alleged  is  sufficiently 
comprehensive  to  embrace  an  injury  as  to  which  evidence  is 
sought  to  be  introduced,  such  evidence  is  admissible.^ 

4.  Vatnral  and  Veoesiary  Oonsaqnonoes.  —  It  is  well  settled  that 
under  a  general  allegation  of  damages  consequent  upon  an  injury 

^95;  .Hanson  v,  Anderson,  90  Wis.  195.  sary,  in  the  absence  of  a  specific  ex- 
See    Benz    V,    South    Bethlehem,    5  ception.     Knittel  v,  Schmidt,   16  Tex. 
Noftham.  L.  Rep.  (Pa.)  381.    See  also  Civ.  A  pp.  7. 
infra^  VI.  BUI  of  Particulars ;  and  see  1.  Pinney  v.  Berry,  61  Mo.  359. 
generally  article  Bills   of    Particu-  Ths  XavflMratlmi  of  specific  injuries 
LARS,  vol.  3,  p.  5x7.  will  not  exclude  all  others.     Quirk  v. 

In  Hanson  v,  Anderson,  90  Wis.  195,  Siegel-Cooper  Co.,  36  Misc.  Kep.  (N. 

the  court  said:  "It  is  hardly  neces*  Y  Supreme  Ct.)  244. 

sary  to  specify  every  muscle  that  ached  2.  Hammond  t.   North   Eastern   R. 

and  every  nerve  that  throbbed."  Co.,  6  S.  Car.  130. 

'*  Hurt,   Ii^nry,   and   ttdmass.''  —  An  8.  IgpsoUlsatloB  of  Bmisii  and  Iiqwiss. 

allegation  that  the  plaintiff"  was  hurt  — Where  the  complaint  avers  in  gen- 

and    injured,  and    became    and    was  eral  terms  that  plaintiff  was  bruised 

sick,*'  is  sufficient  to  allow  proof  of  the  and  injured  internally  and  externally, 

extent  of  the  injuries  as  well  as  of  the  specifying  several  particular  injuries, 

plaintiff's  physical  and  mental  suffer-  toe  defendant  cannot  claim  a  verdict 

log,  without  specifically  setting  out  the  because  of  a  failure  to  prove  one  or 

items.     Morgan  v.  Kendall,  124  Ind.  more  of  the  particular  Injuries  alleged. 

454.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  93  Ala. 

•nsasptihUitj  of  ItomiiatioB.  —  In  Gil-  514. 

bert  V.  Hoffman,  66  Iowa  205,  the  peti-  4.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.   McManne- 

tioo  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  contracted  witz,  70  Tex.  73. 

smallpox  in  the  defendant's  hotel,  and  If  <Hio  Injury  b  aalAotBsiultiBgfiroai 
became  sick,  and  by  reason  thereof  she  Any  of  the  I^sriso  sustained  and  em- 
was  removed  to  a  pest-house,  where  braced  within  the  injuries  set  out  in  the 
she  suffered  great  bodily  pain  and  declaration,  evidence  of  such  injury  is 
mental  anguish,  and  was  permanently  admissible.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  f. 
disfigured  in  person.  A  motion  that  Mitchell,  72  Tex.  173;  Missouri,  etc., 
the  plaintiff  be  reauired  to  show  each  R.  Co.  v,  Edling,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898) 
item  of  damage  and  the  amount  thereof  45  S.  W.  Rep.  406. 
and  how  and  in  what  manner  she  was  Xrroiooiis  OonohuiOA  as  to  Thoory  of  la* 
damaged  was  held  to  have  been  prop-  Jury.  —  Where  the  declaration  sets  forth 
crly  overruled,  the  court  saying:  a  cause  of  action  and  lays  damages  in 
*'  The  damages  occasioned  by  injuries  general  terms,  it  is  not  vitiated  by  a 
of  the  character  of  those  complained  of  clause  which  sets  up  that  "  the  entire 
'kij  plaintiff  are  not  ordinarily  capable  injury  "  was  to  her  "  peace,  happi- 
of  being  itemized.  The  physical  and  ness,  and  feelings,"  although  this 
mental  suffering  endured  by  plaintiff  theory  of  the  injury  be  incorrect.  The 
while  in  the  pest-house,  and  the  per-  action  is  maintainable  for  the  real  in- 
manent  disfigurement  of  her  person,  jury  embraced  in  the  facts  set  out  in 
are  the  injuries  which  It  is  alleged  she  the  declaration.  Cox  v,  Richmond, 
sustained  in  consequence  of  the  wrong-  etc.,  R.  Co.,  87  Ga.  747. 
f al  act  of  defendants,  and  it  is  suffi-  Pormaiioat  IMsaUli^.  —  An  allegation 
dent  to  allege  in  a  general  way  the  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  a  perma- 
damages  which  It  is  claimed  resulted  nent  disability  will  authorize  proof  of 
therefrom."  and  recovery  for  an  existing  disability 

Ikllurs  toAooopt.  —  The  damages  by  not  permanent.    Ankrum  r.  Marshall- 
separate  items  of  injury  are  un neces-  town,  X05  Iowa  493. 
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to  the  person,  a  recovery  may  be  had  for  all  damages  naturally 
and  necessarily  sustained  by  reason  of  the  injury  charged,  and 
which  are  the  direct  and  obvious  results  thereof,  since  such  dam- 
ages are  implied  by  law.  Consequently  proof  may  be  introduced 
as  to  injuries  of  this  character  although  the  plaintiii's  pleading 
contains  no  special  allegation  relative  thereto;  ^  and  this  is  true 

1.  California,  —  Treadwell   v,  Whit-  cord  R.  Co.,  44  N.   H.  223;    Corey  v, 

tier.  80  Cal.  574.  Bath,  35  N.  H.  530. 

Connecticut.  —  Brzezinski  v.  Tierney,  New     York.  —  Cabot     v.     McKane, 

60  Conn.  55.  (Supreme  Ct.)  i  N.  Y.  St.   Rep.  495; 

{Georgia. — Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Quirk  v,  SiegeUCooper  Co.,  26  Misc. 

Holland,  82  Ga.  257.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Co.)  244;  Tobin 

Idaho.  —  See    Grififen    v.    Lewiston,  v.   Fairport,  (Cir.  Ct.)  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 

(Idaho  1898)  55  Pac.  Rep.  545.  224;  Curtis  v.  Rochester,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

Illinois.  — Chicago  v.   McLean,    133  18  N.  Y.  534,  75  Am.  Dec.  258;  Ehrgott 

111.  148;   Chicago,  etc,  R.  Co.  v.  Sulli-  v.   New  York,  96  N.  Y.  265;  Gumb  v. 

van,   (III.    1888)   17   N.    E.    Rep.    460;  Twenty-third  St.  R.  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  411. 

Joliet  V.  Johnson,  (111.  1898)  52  N.  E.  See  also  Kleiner  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co., 

Rep.  498;  Brownback  v.  Frailey,  78  III.  36  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  191;  Uransky  v.  Dry 

App.  262;    Chicago  v.  Crooker,  2  111.  Dock,   etc.,    R.   Co.,    118   N.   Y.    308; 

App.  279.  Hergert  v.  Union  R.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  App. 

Indiana.  —  Ohio,    etc.,    R.     Co.     v,  Div.  2i8. 

Selby,  47  Ind.  471,   17  Am.   Rep.  719;  North  Carolina.  —  Wallace  v.  Wcsi- 

Elkhart  v,  Ritter,  66  Ind.  136;  Hutts  v.  ern  North  Carolina  R.  Co.,  104  N.  Car. 

Shoaf,  88  Ind.  395;  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  442. 

Co.  V.  Falvey,  104  Ind.  409;  Ohio,  etc.,  -    Ohio.  —  Stevenson  v.  Morris,  37  Ohio 

R.  Co.  V.  Hecht,  115  Ind.  443,  34  Am.  St.  10. 

&  Eng.  R.  Cas.  447;    Morgan  v.  Ken-  Texas.  — So  Rells  v.  Western  Union 

dall,  124  Ind.  454.  Tel.  Co.,  55  Tex.  308:  Texas,  etc.,  R. 

Kansas.  —  Edgerton    v.     0*Neil,    4  Co.  v.  Durrett,   57  Tex.  48;  Houston, 

Kan.  App.  73.  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Boehm,  57  Tex.  152; 

Kentucky.  —  Howell    v.   Hopkins,   8  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Curry,  64  Tex. 

Ky.  L.  Rep.  527.  85,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  448;  Mis- 

Maryland. — Sloan  v.    Edwards,   61  sou ri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  72  Tex. 

Md.  89;  Hussey  v.  Ryan,  64  Md.  426.  171;  Campbell  v.  Cook,  86  Tex.   630; 

Massachusetts.  —  Avery    v.    Ray,     I  Texas,    etc.,    R.   Co.   v.    Kane,   (Tex. 

Mass.   15;     Blake    v.   Lord,   16    Gray  1883)  15  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  218;  Gulf, 

(Mass.)  387.  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  3  Tex.  Civ. 

Michigan.  —  Johnson  v.  McKee,  27  App.  493;  San  Antonio,  etc.,  Pass.  R. 
Mich.  471;  Huizega  v.  Cutler,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Adams,  6  Tex.  App.  102;  Mis- 
Lumber  Co.,  51  Mich.  272;  Goodale  v.  souri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  8  Tex.  Civ. 
Portage    Lake   Bridge  Co.,   55   Mich.  App.  376. 

415;   Sutherland  v.  Ingalls,  63  Mich.  Utcih.  —  Croco  ».  Oregon  Short-Line 

620;  Keyser  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  R.  Co.,  (Utah  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  985; 

66  Mich.  390,  31  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  Williams  v.  Oregon  Short-Line  R.  Co., 

399;  Montgomery  z'.  Lansing  City  Elec-  (Utah  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  991. 

trie  R.  Co.,   103  Mich.  46;  Snyder  v.  Washington.  —  Robinson  v.  Marino» 

Albion,  ]  13  Mich.  275.  3  Wash.  434,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  50. 

Minnesota.  —  Andrews  v.   Stone,    10  Wisconsin.  —  Birchard    v.   Booth,   4 

Minn.  72;    Stone  v.  Evans,  32  Minn.  Wis.   67;    Spicer  v.  Chicago,  etc,  R. 

243.  Co.,   29  Wis.   580;    Delie  v.  Chicago, 

Mississippi.  —  Alabama,  etc.,  R.  Co.  etc.,    R.   Co.,   51  Wis.  400;  McCoy  v. 

V.  Hanes,  69  Miss.  160.  Milwaukee  St.  R.  Co.,  88  Wis.  56. 

Missouri.  —  O'Lcary  v.    Rowan,  31  England.  —  Lowden   v,   Goodrick,    I 

Mo.  117:  Gurley  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Peake  N.  P.  (ed.  1795)46. 

Co.,  122  Mo.  141.  The  Bnle  Is  Batliiled  when  from  the 

Nebraska.  —  Harvard    v.    Stiles,   54  facts  alleged  the  law  infers  other  facts; 

Neb.  26.  and  whatsoever  the  law  infers  from  a 

New  Hampshire.  —  Perkins  v.   Con-  given  state  of  facts  the  adverse  party 
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though  such  damages  have  accrued  since  the  institution  of  the 
action.* 

6.  Partienlar  Injuries.  —  It  is  well  settled  that  proof  of  particu- 
lar injuries  or  conditions  which  are  not  the  natural  and  proxi- 
mate consequence  of  the  injury  complained  of,  and  which  cannot 
be  traced  thereto,  cannot  be  introduced.* 

is  presumed  to  know,  and  must  take  prove  that  he  had  used  morphine,  and 

notice  of  it,  whether  specially  pleaded  had  been  kept  under  its  influence  to 

or  not.    Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Curry,  alleviate  the  pain  consequent  upon  his 

64  Tex.  85.  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  448.  injury;  that  he  used  morphine  all  the 

iBStaaoes.  —  In  the  absence  of  special  time;  that  he  could  not  live  without  it; 

allegations  relative   thereto,  evidence  that  he  never  took  opiates  before  the 

of  the  following  matters  has  been  held  injurjr;    that  his  physician  gave  ii   to 

to  have  been  properly  admitted:  him  internally,  and  afterwards  hypo- 

Gmvulsions  or  Fits,  —  Sloan   z/.  Ed-  dermically,    for    thirty    or    thirty-one 

wards,  61  Md.  89;  Tyson  v.  Booth,  100  days.     And  the  evidence  was  held  to 

Mass.  258.  have  been  properly  received  to  show 

Injury  to  Eyesight  and  Hearing,  MTiA^x  the  continued  physical  suffering  de- 
allegations  of  injuries  to  the  head,  manding  the  use  of  morphine  to  alle- 
back.  and  spine,  and'*  other  serious  in-  viate  it,  and  to  show  a  continued 
jaries."  Curran  v,  A.  H.  Stange  Co.,  expense  for  medicine,  which  the  plain- 
98  Wis.  598.  tiff  had  not  been  required  to  use  before. 

Development  of  Hernia,  nine  months  Threatened   Kisearriage.  —  Evidence 

after  the  accident,  under  allegations  that  on   account  of  the  injuries    the 

that  the  plaintiff "  was  severely  burned,  plaintiff  had,  among  other  things,  been 

maimed,   and   permanently   injured."  threatened  with  a  miscarriage  is  ad- 

Delie  9.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51  Wis.  missible     under    a    petition    alleging 

400.  severe  injury,  nervous  shock,  perma- 

Curvature  of  the  Spine,  etc..  under  an  nent  disability,  etc.  Missouri  Pac.  R. 
allegation  of  nervous  shock,  there  be-  Co.  z.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  77. 
ing  testimony  connecting  such  con-  Compulsory  Sales  of  Beal  Estate.  —  Tes- 
sequences  with  the  nervous  shock,  timony  that  after  the  injury  the  plain- 
Kleiner  V.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  36  N.  tiff  had  no  means  of  living,  and  was 
Y.  App.  Dtv.  191.  compelled  to  sell  her  house  and  lot  to 

Tumor,  developed  in  the  breast  after  raise  money  for  that  purpose,  in  conse- 
the  injury,  under  an  averment  that  the  quenceof  the  injury  received,  was  held 
plaintiff  was  bnifsed  upon  her  body,  relevant  on  the  ascertainment  of  gen- 
Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Slanker,  77  eral  damages  resulting  directly  from 
111.  App.  567.  the  wrong  complained  of.     Wilson  v. 

Sickness  Caused  by  Malarial  Poisons  White,  71  Ga.  506. 
arising  from  stagnant  water  which  has  Alleging  Speeiflc  Amount.  —  Where  the 
been  allowed  to  collect  near  a  dwelling  complaint  alleges  facts  from  which 
house,  by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  special  damages  must  necessarily  re- 
improper  conduct  of  the  defendant,  is  suit,  evidence  is  admissible  in  regard 
a  legitimate  consequence  thereof;  and  to  such  special  damages,  although  no 
a  general  allegation  of  the  facts  and  specific  amount  is  c\^\me^,  eo  nomine, 
of  the  amount  claimed  as  damages  on  that  account.  Hutts  v.  Shoaf,  88 
is   suflScient    without    pleading    them  Ind.  395. 

specially  and  giving  a  basis  by  which  1.  Morgan  v.  Kendall,  124  Ind.  454; 

such  damages  can  be  estimated.     San  Birchard  v.  Booth,  4  Wis.  67. 

Antonio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Gwynn,  4  Tex.  Amputations.  —  Under     a    petition 

App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §  219.  alleging  an  injury    necessitating    the 

Use  &t  Korphine.  —  In  Missouri,  etc.,  amputation  of  three  fingers  proof  is  ad- 

R.  Co.  V.  Hanson,  13  Tex.   Civ.  App.  missible    that    since    the    action   was 

552,   wherein    it   was    alleged   among  begun  the  remainder  of  the  hand  has 

other  things  that  the  plaintiff  "  suffered  been  necessarily  amputated.  Pittsburg, 

and  still  suffers  great  physical  pain  and  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Blair,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 

mental   anguish,      »     ♦     •    that  his  Rep.  579,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  366. 

health  is  ruined  and  he  is  a  physical  2.  Illinois,  —  Chicago  v,  McLean,  133 

wreck,"  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  III.  148. 
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Tkt  Ltn  u  %  Wmmb  of  s  ginpoot  «r  lUrrtef*  is  an  element  of  damage 
of  the  character  which  falls  within  the  rule  that  damages  not  fol- 
lowing directly  as  a  result  of  the  act  or  negligence  complained 

Michigan,  —  Heiser   ».    Loomis,    47  injuries."    Missouri,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v. 

Mich.  16.  Cook,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  376. 

Missouri,  —  Pioney  v*  Berry,  61  Mo.  Impairment  of  the   Capacity  to  Have 

366;  Coootz  9.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  iiexuat  Intercourse  yfhexc  no  itk\viTj  m^^ 

115  Mo.  669.  alleged  to  have  been  Inflicted  upon  any 

Pennsylvania,  —  LAing  v.  Colder,  8  organ  or  member  of  the  body  from 

Pa.  St.  479.  which  such  "  impairment  '*  would  fol- 

Texas,  —  San  Antonio,  etc.,  Pass.  R.  low.     Cainpbell  v.  Cook,  86  Tex.  630, 

Co.  V,  Adams,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  xo2;  reversing  {Ttx,  Civ.  App.  1894)24  S.  W. 

Campbell    r.  Fisher,  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Rep.   977.     In  this  case  the  injuries 

X893)  24  S.  W.  Rep.  663.  alleged  were  breaking  and  crushing  the 

C/taA.  —  Croco  v,  Oregon  Short-Line  bones  of  the  plaintiff  s  hip  and  thigh, 

R.  Co.,  (Utah  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  985;  tearing,   cutting,    and    lacerating    his 

Williams  p,  Oregon  Short-Line  R.  Co.,  flesh,  bruising,  wounding,  and  injuring 

<Utah  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  991.  him  in  his  back,  bowels,  hips,  legs, 

IVest  Virginia,  —  Yeagerv.  Bluefield,  and  in  other  parts  and  members  of  his 

40  W.  Va.  484.  body. 

IVisconsin,  —  Birchard    v.  Booth,  4  Indiflnittnsis — 8pteial]>«a»xiw.  —  In 

Wis.  67.  San  Antonio,   etc.,    Pass.    R.    Co.   r. 

See  also  cases  in  the  two  notes  next  Adams,  6  Tex  Civ.  App.  ig2,  the  peti- 

preceding,  and  see  article  Damages,  tion    averred    that    the    plaintiff    was 

vol.  5,  p.  'ji^etseq,  **  wounded,  bruised,  injured,  and  hurt 

TnitsBOSS  —  In    the     following    de-  permanently,   greatly  frightened  and 

•cisions  it  was  held  improper  to  admit  alarmed,   and    caused  great    physical 

proof  of  the  particular  matters  sped-  pain  and  discomfort  and  suffering,  and 

fled:  caused  great  mental  pain,  agony,  and 

Improper  Hotpital  Treatment  vfhert  it  fear,  and  permanently  disabled,  from 

was  not  alleged  in    the    declaration,  that  time  on,  from  doing  any  but  the 

Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v,  Gregg,  69  111.  very  lightest  labor,  and  has  continued 

App.  77.  from  that  time  on  and  does  now  suffer 

Harshness  on  the  Part  of  the  Plaintijf*s  great  physical  and   mental  pain   and 

Physician  where  the  claim  was  made  agonv  from  the  said  injury  so  received 

•solely  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  par-  by  him,"  to  which  petition  the  defend- 

ticular  accident.    Goodhart  r.  Pennsyl*  ant  urged  a  special  exception  to  the 

vania  R.  Co.,  177  Pa.  St.  i.  effect  that  it  was  not  sufficiently  defi- 

Injury  to  the  Eye^  Blindnest^  and  Pain  nlte  to  show  what  particular  injuries 

where  the  only  reiference  to  Injury  to  were    inflicted,    which    exception  was 

the  eyes  was  that  the  plaintiff's  head  overruled.     **  On   the  trial  the    court 

was  cut  to  the  skull  for  about  an  inch  allowed  the  testimony  to  go  to  the  jury 

over  the  right  eye.    Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  of  special  and  particular  physical  in- 

V,  Warlick,  (Indian  Ter.  1896)  35  S.  jury;  that  there  was  a  fracture  or  dis- 

W.  Rep.  235.  placement  of  the  ribs  on  the  left  side. 

Paralysis  of  the  Arm  under  allega-  which  pressed  upon  adjacent  parts,  in- 
tions  that  the  injuries  consisted  of  juring  the  lungs  and  liver,  causing 
a  cracked  cheekbone,  a  loosening  of  pleuritic  abrasion  and  contraction  of 
bones  in  the  head,  deafness  in  one  ear,  the  liver;  that  the  spine  was  injured, 
and  paralysis  of  the  right  side  of  the  and  that  he  suffered  from  cough,  con- 
face.  Stevens  v,  Rodger,  25  Hun  (N.  stipation,  and  great  emaciation,  and 
Y.)  54.  was  physically  and  mentally  and  per- 

Impairment    of  the    Genito^urinary  manently  incapacitated;    that  his  left 

Organs  under  a  petition  alleging  that  arm  was  crushed  in  the  wreck,  his  left 

the  plaintiff  '*  was  wounded,  skinned,  leg  bruised  all  the  way  down,  a  large 

and  bruised,  was  greatly  shocked  and  piece  of  flesh  gouged  out  of  the  leg, 

injured  in  his  head,  chest,  lungs,  back,  making  a  hole;  that  two  toes  on  the 

spine,  and  limbs,  and  had  his  nervous  left  foot  were  bent  back;  and  that  he 

system  seriously  impaired,  and  thereby  received  a  deep  cut  over  the  eye  and 

sustained  serious  external  and  internal  one  over  the  left  ear,  injuring  his  sight 
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« 

of  must  be  specially  pleaded ;  ^  but  it  has  been  held  that  this  rule 
has  no  application  to  the  case  of  a  young  girl  whose  injury  and 
disfigurement  are  such  as  seriously  to  impair  her  prospects  of 
marriage  on  her  arrival  at  a  marriageable  age,  and  that  in  such  a 
case  a  special  allegation  in  reference  thereto  is  unnecessary.' 

HannlMf  Error.  —  The  admission  of  evidence  as  to  matters  which 
are  not  appropriately  alleged,  and  as  to  which  no  recovery  is 
sought,  is  harmless  error,  if  the  testimony  is  competent  to  show 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury,* 

liboraUty  ia  Admittiiig  Proof.  —  The  sufficiency  of  the  allegations  of 
a  complaint  or  declaration  to  admit  proof  of  a  particular  injury 
or  condition  necessarily  depends  upon  the  language  employed  by 
the  pleader,  and  while  it  is  impossible  to  make  any  general  state- 
ment respecting  the  subject,  it  may  be  said  that  the  courts  have 
usually  been  very  liberal  and  inclined  to  sanction  the  admission 

and  impairing  his  hearing;  and  that  and   back  were  greatly  bruised    and 

his  head  was  hurt,  impairing  his  mind  wounded,  and  she  was  greatly  and  per- 

and  memory."    This  was  held  error,  manently  injured  in  her  spine,stomach. 

the  court  saying,  among  other  things:  and  internally/*  it  was  lield  not  to  be 

"  The  petition  was  good  as  agfJnst  a  a  ground  for  reversal  that  the  plaintiff 

general  demurrer,  and  was  amendable,  was  permitted  to  show  the  existence  of 

but  it  was  not  sufficiently  definite  as  to  a  urinary  difficulty  as  a  result  of  the 

admit  proof  of  the  particular  hurts  not  injuries,  where  the  plaintiff's  counsel 

alleged,  there  having   been   a  special  disclaimed  any  right  to  recover  thereon, 

demurrer  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  peti-  but  claimed  that  it  was  evidence  of  in- 

tion  pointing  out  these  defects."  jury  to  the  spine,  and  the  jury  was  so 

1.  Hunter  v.   Stewart,  47  Me.  419;  instructed.     Finn  v,  Adrian,  93  Mich. 

Beath  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.,  (Mich.  1899)  78  504. 
N.  VV.  Rep.  537.  Whmre  Iqjarlss  to  the  Sexnal  Orgaai 

PostpoiiMftnit  of  Xirriago.  —  Under  a  were  not  specifically  alleged,  there  was 

complaint  setting  out  serious  injuries  nevertheless  no  error  in  allowing  the 

to    the    body,    pain,    '*  great    mental  plaintiff  to  testify  to  such  injuries,  it 

anxiety,  and  nervous  prostration,"  it  appearing  that  her  evidence  as  to  them 

is    error    to  admit  evidence   that  the  was  admitted  solely  for  the  purpose  of 

plaintiff,  a  woman,  was  engaged  to  be  throwing  light  on  the  general   nature 

married,  and   that  the  marriage  was  of  her  injuries  and  her  pain  and  suffer- 

postponed  in  consequence  of  the  in-  ing,  and  that  the  jury  was  instructed 

jury.     Beath  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.,  (Mich,  not  to  consider  such  evidence  for  any 

1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  537.  other  purpose.      Southern  Bell  Tele- 

8.  Smith  V.  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  phone  Co.  v.  Lynch,  95  Ga.  529. 
90  Fed.  Rep.  ^^%  distinguishing  Hunter       PlaintliPs  Earning  Capacity.  —  Where 

V.  Stewart,  47  Me.  419.  a  declaration  alleged  general  damages, 

8.  Sztont  aadSorioatnoisoflidnrloi. —  but    contained    no   averment   of  any 

Although  there  is  no  averment  that  a  special  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  the 

special  injury  was  the  result  of  the  ac-  plaintiff's  inability  to  labor,  and  loss  of 

cident,  evidence  may  be  introduced  to  time  and  wages  as  the  result  of  such 

throw  light  on  one  of  the  questions  in  disability,  it  was  held  that  the  admis- 

controversy,   t.  /.,   the  extent  of  the  sion   of    testimony   to  show   that  the 

plaintiff's  injuries  as  tending  to  prove  plaintiff  had  not  been  out  to  service 

the  seriousness  of  the  injuries  com-  since  the  injury  was  not  a  ground  of 

plained  of,  where  no  effort  is  made  to  reversal,  since  it  might  have  been  com- 

show   any  pecuniary  loss  by  reason  petent  to  show  the  condition  in  which 

thereof.      Bruce    v,  Beall,  99    Tenn.  the  plaintiff  was  left  by  reason  of  the 

303.  injury.     Denver  r.   Human,  9   Colo. 

Xrldoneo  of  Iqjnry  to  Spino.  —  Where  App.  144.    See  also  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

it    was    alleged    that    the     plaintiff's  v,  Kelly,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1896)  34  S. 

'*  limbs,  arms,  shoulders,  chest,  side,  W.  Rep.  140. 
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of  proof  justified  by  the  facts,  where  it  will  have  no  misleading 
effect  and  work  no  injustice.* 

6.  Phydeal  Condition  Prior  and  Snbieqnent  to  Injury.  —  For  the 
purpose  of  sustaining  allegations  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  disability,  evidence  of  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  health 

1.  Instanoet.  —  Thus,   under    allega^  jury  to  the  knee,  hip,  and  sciatic  nerve 

tions  indicated  in  the  following  notes,  was    held    admissible.       Williams    ». 

ic  has  been  held  proper  to  admit  evi-  Cleveland,  etc..  R.  Co.,  102  Mich.  537. 

dence   of    the    injuries    or  conditions  General  Debility  under  an  averment 

specified:  that  the  plaintiff  had  '*  become  wholly 

Fracture  where  it  was  alleged  that  crippled  and  maimed,  and  prevented 

plaintiff  was  greatly  hurt,  bruised,  and  from    actively  pursuing   his  business 

wounded,  and  became  sick,  etc    Birch-  for  life.'*     Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Savage, 

ard  V.  Booth,  4  Wis.  67.  no  Ind.  156,  28  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  288. 

A  declaration  charging  that  the  C47ifv»/stVif j  aW /iVj  under  a  declara- 
plaintiff*s  wrist  and  hand  were  greatly  tion  stating  that  the  plaintiff's  arms 
sprained,  hurt,  and  injured  will  permit  and  legs  were  broken,  and  that  he  *'  re- 
testimony  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  a  mained  from  that  time  hitherto  in  a 
CoUes  or  Barton's  fracture,  and  that  sick,  sore,  wounded,  bruised,  and  in- 
the  strength  and  use  of  the  wrist  will  jured  condition,  so  that  he  is  maimed 
probably  never  be  fully  recovered,  and  injured  for  life."  Keyser  v,  Chi- 
Ava  V,  Grenawalt,  73  111.  App  633.  cago,   etc.,   R.   Co.,   66  Mich.  390,  31 

Heart  Trouble,  —  Under  an  allega-  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  399. 
tion  of  injuries  to  the  spine,  chest.  Injuries  to  Genito^urinary  Organs, — 
head,  and  limbs,  evidence  is  admissible  A  declaration  alleging  bruises,  hurts, 
that  heart  disease,  or  an  aneurism  of  wounds,  broken  bones,  and  that  the 
the  blood  vessels  in  the  chest,  resulted  plaintiff  was  grievously  wounded  in- 
from  the  injuries  received.  Gulf,  etc.,  ternally  is  broad  enough  to  admit  evi- 
R.  Co.  V,  McMannewitz,  70  Tex.  73.  dence  that  the  injuries  had  produced 
See  also  Morgan  v.  Kendall,  124  Ind.  sterility.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
454,  wherein  under  general  allegations  Ward,  135  111.  511,  35  111.  App.  423. 
the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  show  that  Under  an  allegation  of  nervous  pros- 
palpitation  of  the  heart  was  one  of  the  tration  and  sensations  of  numbness 
results  of  the  injury.  and  pain  in  the  back  of  the  neck,  in 

Lung^  Trouble  —  Pleurisy^   under  an  the  left  side,  and  in  the  arm  and  other 

allegation  that  the  *'  plaintiff  suffered  parts  of  the  body,   evidence  may  be 

severe  bruises  and  pains  for  a  time,  by  given   touching  the  condition   of  the 

reason    whereof    he    became    swollen  uterus    and    the    nerves    of    the   leg. 

*    *    *    and  was  made  sick,  sore,  and  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  80  Fed. 

disabled."     Hunter  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Rep.  279. 

Co.,  20  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  432,  Loss  of  Procreative  Power  may   be 

citing  Ehrgott  v.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  shown  though  the  declaration  does  not 

277.  in  terms  specify  such  loss  as  a  result  of 

Consumption  under  averments  that  the  injury.  Denver,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
the  plaintiff's  back  and  spine  were  seri-  Harris,  122  U.  S.  597. 
ously  crippled,  bruised,  sprained,  and  Injuries  to  the  Kidneys,  urinary 
injured,  and  that  the  injuries  to  the  organs,  and  nervous  system  may  be- 
back  were  permanent,  lasting,  and  in-  shown  under  a  complaint  alleging  that 
curable.  Nf  ontgomery  v.  Lansing  City  the  plaintiff  "  was  violently  and  griev- 
Electric  R.  Co.,  103  Mich.  46.  ously  bruised,  mangled  and  broken,  to 

Weakness  and  Pain  in  the  Back  under  wit,  in  and  upon  his  head,  arms,  legs, 

allegations  of  great  injury  to  the  limbs  and  body,  and  particularly  as  to  the 

and  abdomen  and  shock  to  the  nervous  serious  injury  and  wounding  of  his  in- 

system.     Ft.  Wayne  v,  Duryee,  9  Ind.  ternal  vital  organs."     Central  R.  Co. 

App.  620.  V.  Mitchell,  63  Ga.  173,  i  Am.  &  Eng. 

Neuritis,  —  Under  averments  of  dis-  R.   Cas.  145.     Also  under  an  allef^a- 

location,  straining,  laceration,  and  in-  tion  that  the  plaintiff  "  suffered  great 

juries  to  the  muscles  and  nerves,  and  pain   and  anguish   and   became  sick, 

otherwise,      expert      testimony      that  sore,  and  lame,  and  was  confined  to  his 

neuritis  followed  as  a  result  of  the  in-  bed  and  room  from  thence  hitherto." 
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immediately  prior  to  the  injuries  of  which  complaint  is  made  has 
been  held  admissible ;  ^  but  it  has  also  been  held  that  such  evi- 
dence  is  inadmissible  where  no  claim  is  made  of  injury  to  health, 
or  of  any  connection  between  the  condition  of  health  prior  to 
and  that  after  the  time  of  the  injury.* 

7.  Pain  and  SniFering.  —  Where  the  injuries  alleged  are  of  such 
a  character  as  under  the  ordinary  operation  of  natural  laws  to 
produce  pain  and  suffering,  there  is  no  necessity  for  specially 
alleging  that  pain  and  suffering  resulted  from  the  injuries.' 

Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Hecht,  115  Ind.  etc,  R.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  9  App.  Cas. 

443*  34  A<°-  ^  ^Tig,  R.  Cas.  447.  (D.  C.)  424. 

Miscarriage  may  be  shown  under  a  Georgia, — Chattanooga,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

complaint    alleging  that  the  plaintiff  r;.  Liddell,  85  Ga.  483;  Atlanta,  etc.,  R. 

was  made  sick,  sore,  lame,  and  dis-  Co.  v.  Johnson,  66  Ga.  259. 

abled,   and   was   bruised  and  injured  Illinois,  —  Chicago  v.   McLean,   133 

about  the  back  and  spine,  and  since  III.  148. 

the  accident  sufifered  great  mental  and  lotoa,  —  Gronan     v,     Kukkuck,     59 

bodily  pain.     Tobin  v,  Fairport  (Cir.  Iowa  18. 

Ct.)  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  224.     Or  under  an  Kentucky.  —  Howell   v,  Hopkins,    8 

allegation  that  the  plaintiff's  wife  re-  Ky.  L.  Rep.  527. 

ceived   serious  blows,  that  her  lower  Maryland,  —  Sloan   v,   Edwards,  61 

limbs  were  bruised  and  injured,  her  Md.  89. 

nervous  system  impaired,  and  that  she  Massachusetts,  —  Tyson    v.    Booth, 

suffered    great    mental  and    physical  100  Mass.  258. 

pain.     Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Mitch-  Michigan, — McKormick  v.  West  Bay 

ell.  72  Tex.  171.  City,   no  Mich.  265;   Johnson  v,  Mc- 

1.  Reardon  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  Kee,  27  Mich.  471. 

114    Mo.    384.      See  also  O'Brien   v,  Missouri,  —  Brown  v,  Hannibal,  etc., 

Brooklyn  Heights   R.  Co.,   55   N.   Y.  R.  Co.,  99  Mo.  310,  42  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 

Supp.  217,  36  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  636.  Cas.  87;   Gerdes  v,  Christopher,  etc., 

ConditloA  After  Institation  of  Aetion.  Architectural  Iron,  etc.,  Co.,  124  Mo. 

—  Evidence  of  the  condition  of  the  in-  347. 

jured  party  after  the  bringing  of  suit  Nebrcuka, -^  \mtncAn  Waterworks 

as  well  as  before  is  admissible  to  show  Co.  v,  Dougherty,  37  Neb.  373;  Harsh- 

the  nature  and  effects  of  the  injury  and  man  v.  Rose,  50  Neb.  113;  Omaha  St. 

whether  it  is  temporary  or  permanent.  R.   Co.  v.  Emminger,  (Neb.   1898)  77 

Powell  V.  Augusta,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  77  Ga.  N.  W.  Rep.  675;  Hewitt  v,  Eisenbart, 

Z92.  36  Neb.  794. 

2.  Ii^jvy  to  Health  irotAllaged.  —  Evi.  New  York, -^  CMtiiss  v,  Rochester, 
dence  is  inadmissible  as  to  the  con-  etc..  R.  Co.,  20  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  282, 
dition  of  the  plaintiff's  health  at  the  affirmed  18  N.  Y  534;  Schuler  v.  Third 
time  of  the  alleged  injury  where  no  Ave.  R.  Co.,  i  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C. 
claim  is  made  in  the  declaration  that  PI.)  351,  affirming  (City  Ct.)  44  N.  Y. 
the  plaintiff's  health  was  affected  by  St.  Rep.  774;  Ransom  v.  New  York, 
the  wrong  of  which  he  complained,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  15  N.  Y. 415;  Tiler  v.  New 
Forsee  v.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.,  63  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  42;  Shee- 
Mis;s.  66.  han  v,  Edgar,  58  N.  Y.  631;  Feeney  v. 

Condition  Long  Prior  to  Ii^iiry.  —  An  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  375;  De 
inquiry    into    the    plaintiff's    physical  Forest  v,  Utica,  69  N.  Y.  614. 
condition  eighteen  months  prior  to  the  ■  North  Carolina,  —  Wallace  v.  West- 
injury  complained    of   is  immaterial,  em  North  Carolina  R.  Co.,  104  N.  Car. 
where  no  connection  between  that  con-  442. 

dition  and  her  condition  at  the  time  of  Texas,  —  Knittel  v.  Schmidt,  16  Tex. 

the  alleged  injury  is  shown  or  pleaded.  Civ.   App.    7;    Texas,   etc.,   R.  Co.  v, 

Redfield  v,  Redfield,  75  Iowa  435.  Curry.  64  Tex.  85. 

8.  Alabama.  —  South,  etc.,  Alabama  Washington, '^'9ic\AtiWiTi  v,  Marino, 

R.  Co.  V.  McLendon,  63  Ala.  267.  3  Wash.  434. 

District  of  Columbia,  —  Washington,  Wisconsin,  —  Spicer  v,  Chicago,  etc., 
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Evidoneo  of  GireunfUnoai  Othor  tlian  tho  Trotpait  or  act  of  physical  vio- 
lence complained  of,  offered  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the 
existence  of  mental  distress  or  of  enhancing  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages by  enlarging  its.  degree,  is  inadmissible  unless  the  pleadings 
contain  a  proper  predicate  therefor.* 

Kontal  Snirering  IHreotly  Caniod  by  Ii^firj.  —  But  in  those  jurisdictions 
wherein  the  plaintiff  may  recover  not  only  for  bodily  injury  but 
also  for  such  mental  suffering  as  was  directly  caused  by  the 
injury  no  special  allegation  in  reference  to  such  suffering  is 
necessary   to  authorize    testimony   respecting    it.*     Mental    or 

R.  Co.,  29  Wis.  5S0;  McCoy  v.  Mil-  opiates;  that  she  formerly  took  great 
waukee  St.  R.  Co.,  88  Wis.  56.  pleasure  in  her  household  duties,  bat 
United  States.  —  Totten  v.  Pennsyl-  did  not  now,  and  never  would;  that 
vania  R.  Co.,  ii  Fed.  Rep.  564.  from  the  effects  of  that  nervous  pros- 
Pain  Boffered  firom  Injury  to  Knseloi.  —  tration  she  had  not  the  energy  to  work 
In  an  action  for  damages  sustained  or  enjoy  society,  etc.,  is  admissible, 
from  the  falling  of  a  pole,  an  allega-  V  not  as  an  element  of  damage,  but 
tion  that  the  pole  fell  with  great  force,  somewhat  in  the  nature  of  an  index  to 
striking  the  plaintiff  on  the  left  shoul-  the  pain  and  suffering  of  the  plaintiff." 
der  and  collarbone,  breaking  the  bones  Chattanooga,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Liddell,  85 
thereof  and  felling  him  to  the  rock  pave-  Ga.  482. 

ment,  authorized   the  introduction  of  Szpoonro  After  Expolslon  from  Train. — 

testimony  that  the  pain  suffered  by  the  In  Harding  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  56 

plaintiff'*  would  perhaps  be  from  some  Mich.  628,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  410, 

injury  to  the  muscles  at  the  time  the  the  declaration  laid  the  physical  injury 

injury  was  inflicted."    Southern   Bell  entirely  to  the  forcible  and  tortious  ex- 

Tclephone,    etc.,    Co.    v.    Jordan,   87  pulsion  of  the  plaintiff  from  a  train  at 

Ga.  69.  a  place  remote  from  the  plaintiff's  des- 

Paia   SiUfered   and    Still   Sndorod. —  tination,   and  alleged   nothing   about 

Under  a  complaint  alleging  that  for  a  suffering  due   to  exposure.      It    was 

period  of  three  weeks  subsequent  to  the  held  that  it  was  error  to  allow  proof  of 

time  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff  had  injury  sustained  from  the  fact  that  the 

-suffered  and  was  still  suffering  pain,  plaintiff  was  unable  to  find  any  place 

evidence  of  the  physical  condition  of  of  refuge  or  shelter  and  was  compelled 

the   plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  trial  to  walk  home  in  a  freezing  rain, 

and  that  pain  and  suffering  continued  1.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.   Co.  v.  Hurley,  74 

to  the  time  of  the  trial  is  admissible,  Tex.  593;   Maisenbacker  v,  Concordia 

and  an  objection  as  to  its  admissibility  Soc,  (Conn.  1899)  42  Atl.  Rep.  67. 

for  the  reason  "  that  the  pleadings  are  "  Boffered  Painftilly."  —  An  allegation 

confined    to    the  injuries    within    the  that  the  plaintiff  "  suffered  painfully  *' 

period  of   three  weeks  following  the  from  the  injury  received,  while  suffi- 

accident  "   i     untenable.      Schuler  v.  cient  to  authorize  a  recovery  for  physi- 

Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  i  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  cal    pain,    will    not    include    mental 

C.  PI.)  351,  affirming  (City  Ct.)  44  N.  suffering.     International,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

Y.  St.  Rep.  774.     In  this  case  there  was  v,  Irvine,  (Tex.  1884)  18  Am.  &  Eng. 

admitted  the  testimony  of  a  physician  R.  Cas.  294. 

as  to  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  eye  2.  See  article  Damages,  vol.  •  5,  p. 
at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  that  of  the  758;  and  also  the  following  cases:  Gib- 
plaintiff  to  the  effect  that  the  pain  and  ney  v,  Lewis,  68  Conn.  3^3;  Phillips  r. 
suffering  attending  his  injuries  had  Dickerson,  85  111.  11 ;  Chicago  v,  Mc- 
continued.  Lean,  133  III.  148;  Beath  v.  Rapid  R. 
Loss  of  Xnergy  — Opium  HaUt  —  Tes-  Co.,  (Mich.  1899)  7^  ^«  W.  Rep.  537: 
timony  that  the  plaintiff's  nervous  Keyes  v.  Minneapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36 
prostration  had  a  weakening  effect  upon  Minn.  290;  Remmer  v,  Canfield,  36 
her  system;  that  the  injury  had  re-  Minn.  90;  Brown  z/.  Hannibal,  etc.,  R. 
4)uired  the  administration  of  opiates;  Co.,  99  Mo.  310;  Walker  c.  Erie  R. 
that  she  was  acquiring  the  opium  habit  Co.,  63  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  260;  Lehman  v. 
as  a  result  of    the  administration  of  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.,  47  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
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nervous  shock  or  suffering,  anxiety,  fright,  and  the  like,  when 
unattended  by  injury  to  the  person,  are  not  grounds  of  recovery, 
except  in  those  jurisdictions  where  a  right  of  recovery  therefor  is 
recognized  in  actions  for  the  failure  to  deliver  telegraphic  mes- 
sages and  actions  of  a  similar  character.  The  general  rule  is  that 
though  such  results  are  alleged  as  a  basis  of  recovery,  but  not  as 
the  consequence  of  a  bodily  hurt,  no  cause  of  action  is  shown, 
and  evidence  relative  thereto  is  inadmissible,  irrespective  of 
whether  or  not  such  results  are  alleged,  unless  it  appears  that 
they  were  associated  with  physical  injuries  which  were  caused  by 
the  wrongful  or  negligent  act  complained  of.  * 

355;  Texas  Mexican  R.  Co.  v.  Douglas,  and  discomfort,'*  states  a  cause  of  ac- 

73  Tex.   325;    Giblin   v,   Mclatyre,   2  tion    for   such    physical    and    mental 

Utah  384.  suffering  as  are  the  natural  and  proxi- 

Vataro  of  Kontal  Snflbring. —  In   In-  mace  result  of  the  wrong  so  alleged, 

dianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  z/.  Stables,  62  Harshman  v.  Rose, -50  Neb.  113.     And 

111.    313,    it  was  said:    *'  We    cannot  see    American    Water- Works    Co.    v. 

readily  understand  how  there  can  be  Dougherty,  37  Neb.  373. 

paiQ  without  menial  suffering.     It  is  a  1.  Giffen  v,  Lewiston,  (Idaho  1898) 

mental  emotion  arising  from  a  physical  55  Pac.  Rep.  545;  Phillips  v.  Dickerson^ 

injury.     It  is  the  mind  that  either  feels  85  111.  11;  Wyman  v.  Leavitt,  71  Me. 

or  takes  cognizance  of  physical  pain,  227:  Canning  v.  Williamstown,  i  Cush. 

and  hence  there  is   oAental  anguish  or  (Mass.)  451;    Renner  v,   Canfield,   36 

suffering  inseparable  from  bodily  in-  Minn.  90;  Johnson  v.  Wells,  6  Nev.  224; 

jury,  unless  the  mind  is  overpowered  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.,  4  Misc. 

and  consciousness  is  destroyed.'*     See  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  575,  151   N. 

also  Keyes    v.   Minneapolis,   etc.,   R.  Y.  107;    Lehman  v.  Brooklyn  City  R. 

Co.,  36  Minn.  290;  Texas  Mexican  R.  Co.,  47  Hun  (N.  Y.)  355;    Chappell  v 

Co.  V,  Douglass,  69  Tex.  694,  73  Tex.  Ellis,  123  N.  Car.  259;  Ewing  v,  Pitts- 

325.  burgh,  etc.,   R.  Co.,    147   Pa.   St.  40: 

V«nr«ras     Oonditioa    Sasnlting    firom  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Trott,  86  Tex.  412; 

Shook.  —  Where  the  injuries  are  alleged  Haile  r.  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  60  Fed. 

to  have  been  received  by  shock,  proof  Rep.  557:  Victorian  R.  Com*rs  v.  Coul- 

of  the  plaintiff's  nervous  condition  is  tas,  L.  R.  13  App.  222.     But  see  Bell  v, 

mere  evidence  of  the    effects  of  the  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  26  Ir.  L.  Rep. 

shock,  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  428;  Purcell  v,  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.,  48 

determining  its  severity;  consequently  Minn.  134;  Cashion  v.  Western  Union 

it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  effects  Tel.  Co.,   123  N.  Car.  267.     And   see 

that  follow  from  the  infliction  of  such  generally     article     Telbgraphs    and 

inj  uries  shall  be  set  forth  in  the  declara-  Telrphones. 

tion.    Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Sulli-  Vright,  —  An  allegation  that  railroad 

van,  (111.  1888)  17  N.  E.  Rep.  460.  cars  were  derailed  and  thrown  against 

AgOBj. —  Under  an    allegation   that  the  plaintiff's  dwelling,  subjecting  her 

the  plaintiff  "  suffered  great  pain  and  to  fright  and  to  nervous  excitement, 

agony  "  evidence  is  admissible    that  which  permanently  weakened  and  dis* 

since  the  injury  the  plaintiff's  mind  or  abled  her,  exhibits  no  cause  of  action, 

faculties  have  been  "  very  poor,  verv  because  of  the  absence  of  any  allega- 

different  from   what  it  was   before.  tions  of    physical    injury.     Ewing  v, 

Chicago  r.   McLean,   133  111.  148.     In  Pittsburgh,  etc.,   R.  Co.,   147  Pa.  St. 

this  case  it  was  said  that "  agony  has  40,  48  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  Cas.  506.     In 

been  defined  to  be  violent  pain  of  body  this  case  the  coun  said:    "  We  know 

or  mind.'*    See  also  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  of  no  well-considered  case  in  which  it 

Co.  V.  Martin,  11 1  III.  219.  has  been  held  that  mere  fright,  when 

Wftlrnow  and  DiioomftRit. —  A  petition  unaccompanied  by  some  injury  to  the 

Slating  that  by  reason  of  the  injuries  person,  has  been  held  actionable." 

inflicted  the   plaintiff  "  is,  and  for  a  Ifniiaiioo— IMioomfort  and   Inooavoal- 

long  time  will  be,  sick,  and  has  suf-  onoo.  —  Under  a  complaint  for  injuries 

fered  and  still  suffers  great  bodily  pain  by  exhalations    from    a    privy    vault 
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Proof  of  Dittrois  or  Anzlotj  OeoMioiiod  I17  tlio  SiifEiniiig  of  Anothir  occupy- 
ing a  domestic  relation  to  the  plaintiff  has  been  allowed  under  a 
general  allegation  in  some  cases,  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon 
what  ground  this  position  can  be  sustained,  since  such  distress 
and  anxiety  can  be  no  more  than  mere  reflected  suffering  and 
distress,  which  as  elements  of  damage  are  too  remote  and  con- 
jectural.* 

8.  Ezpenditnreib  —  Damages  because  of  expenditures  or  indebt- 
edness incurred  for  surgical  or  medical  treatment,  nursing,  medi- 
cines, and  the  like  are  special  in  their  nature,  for  the  reason  that 
they  are  not  the  necessary  result  of  all  personal  injuries;  there- 
fore, as  a  rule,  where  a  recovery  is  sought  for  such  items,  to 
authorize  the  admission  of  proof  relative  thereto  such  expendi- 
tures or  liability  should  be  specially  pleaded,  or  such  facts  alleged 
as  will  allow  the  introduction  of  such  testimony.* 

which  shows  the  situation  of  the  plain-  plaintifif  and  his  son,  that  the  son's  wife 

ti£f*s    premises    in    proximity    to    the  was  in  travail,  and  that  this  fact  was 

vault,  the  noxious  and  sickening  na-  made  known  to  the  defendant  before 

ture  of  the  exhalations,  and  their  con-  he  entered  the  house.     It  was  held  that 

tinued  diffusion  through  the  plaintiff's  the   situation   of  the  son's  wife   was 

house,  and  which  alleges  that  the  vault  properly  admitted  in  evidence  to  show 

is  a  "  nuisance    seriously  interfering  the   malice  of  the  defendant  and  the 

with  the  comfortable  use  and  enjoy-  aggravated  suffering  of  the  plaintiff, 

ment  of  said  building  by  plaintiff  as  a  although   it  was  not  set  forth  in  the 

place  of  abode,"  etc.,  the  plaintiff  may  plaintiff's  declaration, 

introduce  evidence  of  the  nature  and  2.  South  Covington,  etc.,  St.  R.  Co.  «r. 

extent  of  the  discomfort  and  inconve-  Ware,  84  Ky.  367,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 

nience  suffered  and  its  effect.     Aldrich  Cas.  206;  Howell  v.  Hopkins,  8  Ky.  L. 

V.  Wetmore,  56  Minn.  30.  Rep.  527;    Coontz  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R* 

BMult  of  Harvons  Shook.  — An  alle-  Co.,  115  Mo.  669;   O'Leary  v.  Rowan, 

gation  that   the   defendant   demeaned  31  Mo.  117.     See  also  Williams  v.  West 

himself  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff  Bay  City,  (Mich.  1899)  7^  ^-  ^*  ^^P* 

in   a   violent  and  boisterous  manner,  328. 

using  towards  her  violent,  abusive,  and  Generality.  —  An  allegation  that  the 

threatening   language,  greatly  fright-  plaintiff  had  been  compelled  to  incur 

ening,   terrifying,   and  shocking  her,  liability  for  large  sums  of  money  to 

whereby  she  sustained  a  severe  and  procure  the  services  of  physicians  and 

permanent  shock  to  her  neivous  system  for  medicines  in  the  treatment  of  her 

and   mind,  and  great  and   permanent  injury  and   would   in  future   have  to 

bodily  harm  and  injury,  and  became  incur  expense  to  her  damage  two  thou- 

'  and  was  sick,  sore,  and  disordered,  and  sand  dollars  is  too  general  to  furnish 

so  remained  thence  hitherto,  during  all  proper  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the 

which  time  she  suffered  and  still  does  facts  intended  to  be  established  there^ 

and  will  ever  suffer  great  pain,  is  in-  under.     The  Oriental   v,   Barclay,   16. 

sufficient    to    justify    a    recovery    for  Tex.  Civ.  App.  193. 

chorea  or  St.  Vitus  s  dance  produced  Speoifieatioii  of   Anurant.  —  The    sum 

by  reason  of  the  excitement  and  fright,  expended  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  cured 

Braun  v.  Craven,  175  111.  401,  affirminj^  of  his  injury    need  not   be  definitely 

73  111.  App.  T89.  alleged.     Toledo  Electric  St.  R.  Co.  v. 

I.  See    Texas    Mexican    R.   Co.    v.  Tucker,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  169. 

Douglass,  69  Tex.  694.  73  Tex.  325.  Koneyi  Paid  to  Sahstltnte.  —  Under  a 

Soffering  Aggravated  l^  Suffering  of  special  allegation  of  expense  necessa- 
Another.  —  In  Sampson  v.  Henry,  11  rily  incurred  in  procuring  competent 
Pick.  (Mass.)  379,  it  appeared  that  the  help  to  perform  work  in  the  plaintiff's 
plaintiff  lived  in  the  same  house  with  his  business  which  would  have  been  per- 
son and  his  son's  wife,  that  the  defend-  formed  by  the  plaintiff  had  he  not  been 
ant  broke  open  the  house  and  beat  the  disabled,  he   may   prove   the   employ- 
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eonoral  Allogatioa  of  Szponio.  —  Proof  of  expenditures  made  neces- 
sary because  of  the  injury  is  admissible  under  general  allega- 
tions of "  expense,"  **  great  expense,"  or  the  like.* 

BocoYory  for  Kodioal  Attondaaoo  nndor  Oonoral  AUogatioai.  —  It  has  been 
held  that  where  serious  bodily  injuries  have  been  inflicted  medi- 
cal attendance  is  so  essentially  necessary  that  there  may  be  a 
recovery  therefor  as  a  part  of  the  general  damages  directly  result- 
ing from  the  injuries,  although  not  specially  asked.*  To  author- 
ize a  recovery,  however,  there  should  be  specific  proof  of  the 
amount;'  but  where  the  amount  expended  or  debt  incurred  is 

ment  of  a  superintendent  during  the  Ohio,  —  Toledo  Electric  St.  R.  Co.  v, 

time  of  the  disability,   and   the  cost  Tucker,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  i6g. 

thereof.     North  Chicago  St.  R,  Co.  v.  Texas, — Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Cor- 

Zeiger,  78  111.  App.  463.  nelius,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  125. 

But  in  the  absence  of  a  special  alle-  Vermont,  —  Folsom  v.  Underbill,  36 

gation  of  expense  incurred  in  hiring  a  Vt.  580. 

substitute  to  work  in  the  plaintifif's  place  IVashington.  —  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co. 

during  the  time  he  was  incapacitated,  v,  Hess,  a  Wash.  383,  48  Am.  &  Eng. 

the  reception  of  evidence  to  prove  that  R.  Cas.  91. 

fact  is  error.    Haszlacher  v.  Third  Ave.  Wisconsin,  —  Schmidt    v,    Pfiel,     34 

R.  Co.,  (City  Ct.)  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  380;  Wis.  452. 

Gumb  V,  Twenty-third  St.  R.  Co.,  114  EzpoasM  for  **  Kadieal  Attendaaet." — 

N.  Y.  411.     In  the  latter  case  the  com-  Under  a  petition  seeking  to  recover  for 

plaint  alleged  that  in  consequence  of  '*  medical  attendance  "evidence  is  per- 

the  injuries  sustained  the  plaintiff  was  missible  as  to  expenditures  for  medi- 

"  prevented  from  going  on  with   his  cines  used  by  the  physician  furnishing 

business,"  but  there  was  no  allegation  such  attendance,  as  well  as  the  outlays 

that  he    expended    money    in    hiring  for  travel,  etc.,  in  visiting  the  physi- 

others  to  work  in  his  place,  and  it  was  cians  who  treated  the  plaintiff.     Knapp 

held  that  it  was  error  to  permit  him  to  v,  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  71  Iowa  41. 

testify,  over  an  objection  that  the  evi-  "  Great  Bxpensa."  —  Under  an  allega- 

dence  was  not  within  the  issue,  that  tion  that  the  plaintiff  '*  suffered  great 

while  suffering  from  his  injury  he  em-  expense,"  evidence  is  admissible  that 

ployed  two  men  to  work  in  his  place  by  reason  of  frequent  applications  of 

and  paid  them  one  hundred  and  ttiirty-  carbolic  acid  to  the  plaintiff's  wounded 

five  dollars.  foot  a   mattress   and   quilt  and    bed- 

Offtrto  Bamit.  —  Error  in  refusing  to  springs  were  damaged  to  an  amount 

sustain   an   exception   to  the   petition  shown.     Fox  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

because  of  insufficient  averments  as  to  86  Iowa  368. 

the    ex  pen  d  i  t  u  res    for    ph  y  sical    and  H  aoetiity  to  Kove  to  Make  Koro  Boflnito 

medical  treatment  is  not  cured  by  an  and  CertalB.  —  Where  the  petition  fails 

offer  to  remit  the  amount  proven  to  to  allege  definitely  the  sums  expended 

hatre  been  paid,  where  there  is  evidence  in  the  cure  of  injuries,  and  no  motion 

of  treatment  by  other  physicians  than  is  made  to  make  the  complaint  more 

one  whose  bill,  of  the  amount  offered  definite  and  certain  in  that  respect,  the 

to  be  remitted,  was  proven,  as  well  as  amount  of  such  expenses  may  be  given 

the  use  of  medicines.     The   Oriental  in  evidence.     Toledo   Electric  St.    R. 

V.  Barclay,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  193.  Co.  v.  Tucker,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  169. 

1.  Indiana.  —  Evansville,  etc^,  R.  Co.  2.  Evansville,  etc.,   R.   Co.  v,    Hol- 

V,  Holcomb.  9  Ind.  App.  198.  comb,   9    Ind.    App.    198;    Folsom   v, 

Michigan,  —  Huizega  v.  Cutler,  etc..  Underbill,  36  Vt.  580. 

Lumber  Co.,  51  Mich.  272.  8.  Page    v,    Delaware,    etc.,    Canal 

Missouri,  —  Kupferschmid  v.  South-  Co.,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  618;  Lutcher, 

ern  Electric  R.  Co.,  70  Mo.  App.  445.  etc..  Lumber  Co.  v,  Dyson,  (Tex.  Civ. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Hopkins  t^.  Atlan-  App.  1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep.  61;  Houston, 

tic,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  N.  H.  9.  etc.,   R.  Co.   v,   Richards,   (Tex.   Civ. 

New  York,  —  McNaier  v.  Manhattan  App.  1899)  49  S.  W.  Rep.  687;  Ledyard 

R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  r.   West  St.,   etc..   Electric   R.  Co..  5 

310.  Wash.  64. 

891  Volume  XVI. 


Pleading  and  Proof.       PERSONAL  INJURIES.  SipoBditOM. 

specifically  stated,  the  admission  of  proof  of  greater  expense 
than  that  alleged  is  improper,^  as  is  also  the  admission  of  proof 
as  to  a  payment  of  a  different  character,  or  for  another  purpose.* 

Veoetiity  for  Expomo  — Valoo  of  Boryicof.  —  And  even  where  the  fact 
of  expenditure  is  alleged,  there  should  be  proof  not  only  of  a 
reasonable  necessity  for  the  expense,  but  also  of  the  value  of  the 
services  rendered.  • 

Payment  of  Izpenieo  Inonnod.  —  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that 
the  plaintiff  should  allege  actual  payment  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  or  that  payment  was  made  in  fact,  if  a  liability 
therefor  exists  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.* 

1.  Galveston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Wesch,  charge,  but  no  evidence  of  the  value 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  1893)  21  S.  W.  Rep.  or  of  payment,  while  in  the  case  in 
62;  Northern  Paa  R.  Co.  v,  Hess,  2  hand  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  physi- 
Wash.  383,  48  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  91.  cian's  bills,  the  court  saying:    **  If  a 

2.  Strict  Conformity  of  Proof  to  AUega-  bill  has  not  been  paid,  perhaps  it 
tioni.  —  Where  it  is  sought  to  recover  would  be  well  to  insist  on  some  proof 
for  the  expense  of  telegrams  sent  to  of  value  to  repel  the  suspicion  of  a 
certain  persons  for  necessary  purposes,  collusive  charge  of  a  speculative  fee. 
the  proof  must  conform  strictly  to  the  When  the  bill  has  actually  been  paid 
allegations.  Thus,  under  an  allega-  there  is  little  ground  for  such  a  sus- 
tion  that  in  consequence  of  the  injury  picion,  and  plaintiff  would  always  be 
the  plaintiff  necessarily  incurred  ex-  open  to  cross-examination  as  to  a  ficti- 
pense  "  for  telegrams  necessary  to  in-  tious  payment" 

form  his  family  and  business  associates  Tailnro   to    Oljoet.  —  Irregularity   in 

of  his  whereabouts,"  proof  of  the  cost  admitting  evidence  of  a  physician's  bill 

of  telegrams  sent  to  a  relative  who  was  the    reasonableness    of  which  is    not 

not  a  member  of  his  family  or  his  busi-  proved,  is  immaterial  where  no  ques- 

ness  associate  is    inadmissible.    Ala-  tion  as  to  its  admissibility  is  raised  at 

bama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v,  Tapia,  94  Ala.  the  time.    Chicago  v,  Edson,  43   III. 

226.  App.  417. 

8.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  z/.  Butler,  10  4.  Forbes    v.   Loftin,   50   Ala.    396; 

Ind.  App.  244;    Reed  ».  Chicago,  etc.,  Donnelly  v.  Hufschmidt,  79  Cal.  74; 

R.  Co.,  57  Iowa  23;  Williams  v.  Petos-  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Harrington,  77 

key,  108  Mich.  260;  Friend  v.  Ingersoll,  III.  App.  499;    Friend  v.  Ingersoll,  39 

30  Neb.  717;    Hewitt  v,  Eisenbart,  36  Neb.  717;    Omaha  St.  R.  Co.  r.  £m> 

>feb.   794.;    Page    v,    Delaware,    etc.,  minger,  (Neb.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  675; 

Canal  Co.,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  618:  Gries    v.    Zeck,     24    Ohio    St.     329; 

HouAon,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  rereira,  (Tex.  Lutcher,  etc..   Lumber  Co.  v.  Dyson, 

Civ.   App.    1898)  45  S.  W.  Rep.  767;  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  30  S.  W.   Rep. 

Wheeler  v.  Tyler  Southeastern  R.  Co.,  61;   Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cornelius, 

91  Tex.  356.  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  125;  Houston,  etc.. 

Proof  of  Paymont  or  Valno  of  Sorrioas.  R.  Co.  v,  Stuart,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898) 
—  It  is  error  to  admit  in  evidence  a  48  S.  W.  Rep.  799. 
physician's  bill,  which  the  plaintiff  tes-  Contra.  —  Under  an  allegation  that  a 
tifies  was  sent  to  him,  where  there  is  specified  sum  was  expended  in  "  doc- 
no  proof  that  the  bill  had  been  paid,  or  tor's  bills,"  evidence  that  plaintiff  in- 
proof  of  the  value  of  the  services,  curred  a  liability  to  pav  a  specified 
Schmitt  V.  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  (City  sum  is  inadmissible.  McLaughlin  z/. 
Ct.)  3  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  257;  Gumb  v,  San  Francisco,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  113  Cal.  590. 
Twenty-third  St.  R.  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  411.  Undor  an  AUogation  of  Pajmont  of  a 
But  see  contra^  Morseman  v,  Manhat-  physician's  bill,  proof  is  inadmissible 
tan  R.  Co.,  16  Daly  (N.  Y.)  249,  Jittift^  that  it  has  been  incurred.  Donnelly 
guishing  Gumb  v.  Twenty-third  St.  R-  v.  Hufschmidt,  79  Cal.  74,  per  McFar- 
Co.,  114  N  Y.  411.  In  this  case  the  land,  }.  [citing  Ward  v.  Haws,  5  Minn, 
reason  given  for  the  distinction  was  440;  Pritchet  v,  Boevey,  i  Cromp.  & 
that  in  the  Gumb  case  the  plaintiff  M.  775;  and  Jones  r.  Lewis,  9  Dowl.  P. 
gave    evidence    of     the    physician's  C.  143]. 
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9.  Impairmmt  of  Earning  Capaoity.  —  To  authorize  the  intro- 
duction of  testimony  as  to  the  loss  of  earnings  in  an  ordinary  or 
usual  occupation  or  employment,  the  complaint  or  declaration 

should  show  that  time  was  lost  by  the  person  injured  in  conse- 
quence of  the  injury  sustained.* 

eoaonl  ATormoAti  of  tho  Plaintlifs  Inability  to  Work  at  his  ordinary  and 

usual  employment  and  business  because  of  injuries  sustained,  or 
of  the  impairment  of  his  earning  capacity,  will  authorize  testi- 
mony as  to  the  diminution  of  earning  power,*  of  the  amount  of 

Proof  nndor  Allogation  of  Ei^enditnro.  it  was  held  that  there  could  be  no  re- 

—  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  covery  for  the  time  lost  and  expenses 

compelled  to  expend  a  certain  sum  for  incurred  and  the  resulting  damages  be* 

medical  treatment  and  nursing  is  suffi*  cause  of    the    failure  to  plead    them 

cient  to  permit  evidence  of  the  amount  specifically. 

incurred  for  such  treatment  and  nurs-  In  Xliooiiri  averments  of  permanent 

log.     Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Hess,  3  disability  because  of  the  injuries  sus- 

Wash.  383,  48   Am.  &   Eng.  R.  Cas.  tained  are  of  themselves  insufficient  to 

91.  authorize  evidence  of  loss  of  earnings 

PiartPftymiat. —  Where  it  was  alleged  in  consequence    thereof.    Thus    such 

that  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  to  great  evidence    was    held    inadmissible    in 

expense  in    procuring    medicine    and  Slaughter  v.  Metropolitan  St.   R.  Co., 

medical    attendance,   and    there    was  iz6  Mo.  269,  58  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  Cas. 

proof  that  he  had  paid  twenty-five  dol-  604,  in  which  case  it  was  alleged  that 

lars    for    medicines    and    owed    two  the   plaintiff's   right  arm,   wrist,   and 

hundred  and  seventv-five  dollars  for  hand  were  broken,  bruised,  and  frac- 

medical    attention,    it  was  held   that  tured,  and  that  the  bruises  and  frac- 

be  was  entitled  to  recover  the  latter  tures  constituted  permanent   injuries 

amount  whether  he  had  paid  it  or  not.  which  would  render  him  a  cripple  for 

Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Click,  (Tex.  life;    in   Mcllor  v,   Missouri    rac.    R. 

Civ.  App.  1895)  33  S.  W.  Rep.  226,  ciU  Co.,  105  Mo.  455,  47  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 

tiijf  San  Antonio  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Muth,  7  Cas.  450,  wherein  it  was  averred  that 

Tex.   Civ.    App.    443,   and    Klein    t/.  the  plaintiff  '*  was  permanently  crip- 

Thompson,  19  Ohio  St.  571.  pled,  disfigured,  and  disabled;"    and 

1.  Gardner  v,   Burlington,  etc.,   R.  in  Coontz  r.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  115 

Co.,  68  Iowa  592;  Jesse  r.  Shuck,  (Ky.  Mo.  669,  in  which  case  the  admission 

1889)  12  S.  W.  Rep.  304;  Blair  v.  Chi-  of  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  plain- 

cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  Mo.  383;   Mellor  tiff's    monthly    earnings,     under   an 

r,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  (Mo.  1890)  14  allegation  of  permanent  disability  to 

S.  W.  Rep.  758,  reafirmtd  in  banc^  105  labor,  was  held  to  be  reversible  error. 

1^0.  455,  47  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  450;  IndofinltonoM.  —  An     allegation     of 

Coontz  V,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  115  severe  and  permanent  injury  necessi- 

Mo.  669;  Slaughter  v.  Metropolitan  St.  tating  confinement  in  bed  and  about 

R.  Co.,  116  Mo.  269,  58  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  the  house  for  a  long  time  and  incapac- 

Cas.  604;  Pinney  v.  Berry,  61  Mo.  366;  itv  for  work  ever  since,  though  indefi- 

Uransky  v.  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  118  nite,  is  sufficient  notice  of  a  claim  for 

N.  Y.  304:  Staal  v.  Grand  St.,  etc..  R.  damages  for  loss  of  time  as  one  of  the 

Co.,  107  N.  Y.  625;    Bloom  v.  Manhat-  consequences  of  the  injury.     Britton  v. 

tan  El.  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  17  N.  Y.  St.  Louis,  120  Mo.  437. 

Snpp.  812;    Mellwitz  v,  Manhattan  R.  2.  Alabama,  —  Helton     v.    Alabama 

Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  112;  Midland  R.  Co.,  97  Ala.  275. 

Filer  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  49  N.  Georgia ,  —  Atlanta,  etc.,   R.   Co.   r. 

Y.  42;    Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Davf^  Johnson,  66  Ga.  259. 

son,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  19;  Galveston,  IdaAo.  —  Giffen  v,  Lewlston,  (Idaho 

etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Smith,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  55  Pac.  Rep.  545. 

1894)  28  S.  W.  Rep.  no;    Texas,  etc.,  Illinoii, — Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.   v, 

R.  Co.  V,  Buckalew,  (Tex.  Civ.  App  Meech,  163  111.  305;  North  Chicago  St. 

1896)  34  S.  W.  Rep.  165.  R.  Co.  V,  Brown,  178  111.  187,  affirming 

nOlvo  toPktdBpodflMUj.  —  In  Jesse  76  III.  App.  654;  North  Chicago  St.  R. 

V,  Shuck,  (Ky.  1889)  12  S.  W.  Rep.  304,  Co.  v.  Barber,  77  111.  App.  257. 
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Kansas,  —  See  Hiawatha  v.  Warren,  this  subject  the  allegations  were  held 

(Kan.  1898)  55  Pac.  Rep.  484.  sufficiently  specific  to  admit  proof  of 

Michigan,  —  Huizega  v.  Cutler,  etc.,  the  matters  specified: 

Lumber  Co.,  51  Mich.  373;  McKormick  Damage  through   Lost    Time^    where 

V.  West  Bay  City,  no  Mich.  365.  the  plaintiff  alleged  that ''  he  has  been 

Missouri  — Gurley  v.  Missouri  Pac.  unable  from  the  time  of  his  injuries 

R.  Co.,  133  Mo.  141;  Gerdes  v.  Chris-  until  the  trial  hereof  to  follow  his  oc- 

topher,  etc..  Architectural   Iron,   etc..  cupation  or  perform  other  labor,   so 

Co.,  134  Mo.  347.  that  said  time  has  been  wholly  lost  to 

New  York,  —  Hubert  v.  Bedell,  (Su-  him."     Campbell  v.  Wing,  5  Tex.  Cir. 

preme  Ct.)  3i  N.  Y.  Supp.  305.  App.  431. 

Texas,  —  Galveston,  etc,   R.  Co.  v.  Age  and  Capacity  to  Labor ^  where  it 

Smith,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894)  38  S.  W.  was  alleged  that  the  plaintiff's  fingers 

Rep.  no;    Knittel  v.  Schmidt,  16  Tex.  and    a   portion  of  his  hand   were  so 

Civ.  App.  7;  Christie  t/.  Galveston  City  mashed  as  to  necessitate  amputation, 

R.  Co.,  (Tex   Civ.  App.  1897)  39  S.  W.  and  that  his  capacity  to  labor  and  earn 

Rep.  638.  money   was  thereby   permanently  di- 

Vermont.  —  Nones  v,  Northhouse,  46  minished  one-half.     Atlanta,  etc.,    R. 

Vt.  587.  Co.  V,  Johnson,  66  Ga.  359. 

And  see  cases  cited  in  the  preceding  Reduction  of  Earning  Fower^  under 

note.  allegations   that  the  plaintiff's    thigh 

DittlBOtion  Botwoon  Artisan  and  Porsoii  and  leg  were  crushed  and  *'  that  by 

PoBsassing  Special  Skill.  —  In  Conner  v,  reason  of  said  injuries   plaintiff  had 

Pioneer  Fire-Proof  Constr.  Co.,  39  Fed.  suffered  great  bodily  and  mental  an- 

Rep.  639,  wherein  the  petition  alleged  guish,  has  been  unable  to  follow  his 

no  special  damages,   it   was    insisted  business  or  perform  any  kind  of  labor.*' 

that  no  testimony  should   have  been  Gurley  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  133 

allowed  as  to  the  wages  the  plaintiff  Mo.  141. 

was  earning  and  those  he  was  enabled  Extent  of  Reduction^  under  a  petition 

to  earn  thereafter,  and  in  denying  the  alleging  the  infliction  of  internal  and 

defendant's    motion    for  a  new    trial  external  injuries,  disability  of  the  right 

Brewer,  J.,  said:    *'  This  plaintiff  was  arm  for  life,  continuous  impairment  of 

an  ordinary  mechanic,  and  the  testi-  health  since  the  injury,  disability,  and 

mony  presented  was  to  show  the  na-  unfitness    to    perform    manual     labor 

ture  of  his  injuries  rather  than  to  lay  and  to  follow  a  previous  occupation, 

the  foundation  for  any  special  compen-  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bigham,  (Tex. 

sation.     I  doubt  not  that  if  the  plaintiff  Civ.  App.  1896)  36  S.  W.  Rep.  iiii. 

had  been  one  gifted  with  some  peculiar  Obrlous  Twpainnimt  of  Kanifiig  Oapae- 

skill  in  the  hands,  or  otherwise,  as,  for  ity.  —  The  plaintiff  need  not  specially 

instance,  a  painter,  who  by  his  skill  in  allege  damages  by  reason  of  impair- 

the   use  of  the  brush  is  able  to  earn  ment  of  her  earning  capacity  when  it 

enormous  sums  of  money,  and  there-  appears  that  she  was  injured  to  such 

after,  when  that  ability  to  earn  is  taken  an  extent  as  to  cause  her  great  pain  and 

away  by  physical  injury,  he  seeks  re-  suffering  in  and  about  her  womb  and 

lief  to  the  extent  of  such  loss,  there  back,  and  it  is  evident  that,  until  her 

should  be  a  special  allegation  in  the  recovery  at  least,  she  will  suffer  impair- 

pleading,  so  as  to  call  the  attention  of  ment  of  her  general  capacity  to  earn 

the  defendant  particularly  to  the  claim,  money.     Hamilton  v.  Great  Falls  St. 

But  when  the  case  is  that  of  an  ordi-  R.  Co.,  17  Mont.  334. 

nary    mechanic    (a    mason),    and    the  Inability  to  Walk  Without  Crutches,  — 

question  presented  is  simply  as  to  the  Allegation  of  a  definite  personal  injury 

extent  of  the  injuries  suffered,  I  think  which    incapacitated    the   plaintiff    to 

the  defendant  is  not  prejudiced  if,  even  walk   without    crutches  embraces   by 

without  an  allegation  of  special  dam-  necessary  implication  the  impairment 

ages,  the  plaintiff  is  permitted  to  intro-  of  her  capacity  to  labor.     Atlanta  St. 

duce  testimony  as  to  what  he  was  able  R.  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  88  Ga.  647. 

to  earn  before  and  after  the  accident.  Pirovention    from    Performing    Lawftil 

It  is  not  one  of  those  matters  which  I  Bnsineis.  —  An    allegation    that    "the 

think,  in  the  strictest  and  more  techni-  plaintiff  became  sick,  sore,  and  lame, 

cal   sense,  can   be   said   to  be   special  and  so  continued  for  a  long  time,  and 

damages."  is  not  yet  fully  recovered  therefrom, 

ninitrationi.  —  In  the  following  cases,  during  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  thereby 

illustrating  the  views  of  the  courts  on  suffered  great  pain  and   was   thereby 
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time  lost,^  and  of  the  value  of  such  time,  or  of  facts  upon  which 

an  estimate  of  such  value  can  be  founded.' 

WlMn  LoM  of  Tin*  If  JMnetlj  or  XnftrontlaUy  Allogod  or  relied  on  as  a 
ground  of  recovery,  testimony  is  admissible  as  to  the  nature  or 
character  of  the  plaintiff's  ordinary  occupation  and  pursuits,'  and 
his  customary  earnings  therefrom,^  by  proof  of  the  amount  of 

prevented  from  performing  his  lawful  Co.,  51  Mich.  272;  Gerdes  v,  Christo- 

bnsiness,"  is  a  sufficient  allegation  to  pher,  etc.«  Architectural  Iron,  etc.,  Co., 

sustain  an  allowance  of  damages  for  124  Mo.  347;  Wood  v,  Watertown,  58 

loss  of    time.     Meier  v.  Shrank,   79  Hun  (N.  Y.)  298;  Staal  v.  Grand  St., 

Iowa  17.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  107  N.  Y.  625;  Knittel  r. 

BopriTEtloiL  of  Moans  of  Support.  —  An  Schmidt,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7;  Texas 
allegation  that  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Burnett,  So  Tex.  536. 
of  the  injuries  sustained,  has  been  de-  See  also  Georgia  Southern  R.  Co.  v, 
prived  of  her  means  of  support  will  Neel,  68  Ga.  609;  Slaughter  v,  Metro- 
authorize  evidence  as  to  her  earnings  politan  St.  R.  Co.,  1x6  Mo.  269,  58  Am. 
in  the  usual  course  of  business.  Smith  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  604;  Ward  v,  Vander- 
tf.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  113  Nfo.  70.  bilt,   4  Abb.   App.  Dec.   (N.  Y.)  521; 

Pomuuient   DisahOlty.  —  Allegations  Leeds  v.  Metropolitan  Gas-light  Co.,  90 

that  **  prior  to  the  accident  the  plaintiff  N.  Y.  26. 

was  healthy,  active,  and  able-bodied;  BpooJal  Count  on  Loop  of  Earnings.  —  In 
that  by  reason  of  the  injuries  she  was,  a  petition  which  counts  specially  on 
and  still  is,  subjected  to  great  pain  and  loss  of  earnings  as  an  element  of  dam- 
suffering,  and  has  been  totally  inca-  age,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  the 
paciraied  from  doing  any  work,  or  exer-  quantum  of  such  damages.  Gerdes  v, 
cising  in  any  manner;  and  that  said  Christopher,  etc  ,  Architectural  Iron, 
plaintiff  has  become  permanently  dis-  etc.,  Co.,  124  Mo.  347. 
abled,  and  is  not,  and  will  not  again  An  Avorment  that  tho  Plaintiif  Was  In- 
be,  able  to  work  or  exercise,  and  will  Jnrod  about  the  head  and  body  and  that 
always  be  crippled,  and  dependent  Internal  injurv  was  caused,  also  great 
upon  others  for  her  support  and  main-  pain  and  suffering,  to  the  plaintiff's 
tenance,"  are  sufficient  to  admit  proof  damage  in  a  sum  stated,  is  sufficient  to 
of  her  inability  to  perform  ordinary  allow  proof  of  the  value  of  the  plain- 
work,  and  of  what  she  could  have  tiff's  daily  labor.  Cabot  v,  McKane, 
earned  by  ordinary  labor.  McKormick  (Supreme  Ct.)  i  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  495. 
f>.  West  Bay  City,  no  Mich.  265.  See  Inability  to  Work.  —  An  allegation 
also  Galveston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  that  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from 
<Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894)  28  S.  W.  Rep.  the  transaction  of  his  necessary  busi- 
iio.  ness,  that  his  earning  capacity  was  re- 

1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Meech,  duced,  and  that  such  reduced  capacity 

163  111.  305,  7  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  N.  would   remain  for    welve  months,  is 

S.  667;  Howell  V.  Hopkins,  8  Ky.  L.  sufficient  to  authorize  proof  of  the  value 

Rep.    S27;    Huizega    v.    Cutler,    etc.,  of  the  time  lost,  where  the  petition  also 

Lumber  Co.,  51  Nlich.  272;  Doherty  v.  alleges  generally  damages  by  reason  of 

Lord,  8  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  227;  tbe  injuries  in  a  sum  stated.     Knittel 

Wallace  v.  Western  North  Carolina  R.  v.  Schmidt,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7. 

Co.,  104  N.  Car.  442;  Pullman  Palace  S.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Meech,  163 

Car  Co.  V,  Smith,  79  Tex.  468;  Spicer  III.  305;  Flanagans'.  Baltimore, etc.,  R. 

7.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  29  Wis.  580.  Co.,  83  Iowa 639;  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

Conffntmont  to  Bod.  —  Under  an  alle-  v.  Turner,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  606;  Reardon 

gation  that  on  account  of  injuries  sus-  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  114  Mo.  384; 

tained  the  plaintiff  was  confined  to  his  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Davidson,  76 

bed  for  about  three  months,  and  that  Fed.  Rep.  522;  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 

by  reason  thereof  he  has  been  disabled  O'Brien,  i  Wash.  599.     See  also  Texas, 

and  prevented  from  pursuing  hisoccu-  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Volk,  151  U.  S.  73;  Pull- 

pation,  evidence  is  admissible  showing  man  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Smith,  79  Tex. 

the  length  of  time  he  was  out  of  em-  468. 

ployment.     Ft.  Worth,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  4.  Popp  v.  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,  R. 

Thompson,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  170.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  26  N.  Y.  St.  Rep. 

S.  Huizega  v.  Cutler,   etc..  Lumber  639;    Flanagan  v,  Baltimore,  etc.,  R. 
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wages  earned  or  compensation  received  at  the  time  of  or  prior  to 
the  infliction  of  the  injuries  complained  of,  and  the  amount 
earned  or  received  or  which  the  plaintiff  was  capable  of  earning 
thereafter.* 

Whore  Ui«  Future  Ability  to  Bam  depends  upon  so  many  contingen- 
cies that  the  prospective  loss  of  earnings  is  not  susceptible  of 
direct  and  conclusive  proof,  to  admit  testimony  relative  thereto 
it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  specifically  alleged.' 

Fartieolar  Bniinon  or  Sngagenie&t.  —  There  are  decisions  to  the  effect 
that  to  authorize  evidence  of  the  plaintifT's  particular  engage- 
ment or  business,  and  the  consequent  loss  and  damage  because 
of  inability  to  attend  thereto,  as  a  consequence  of  the  injuries 
inflicted,  it  is  onl}^  necessary  to  aver  such  inability  generally,  and 
that  it  was  the  result  of  the  injuries  in  question.' 

Co.,  83  Iowa  639,  citing  Wade  v,  Lerov,  ceived  by  him  and  the  length  of  time 

20  How.  (U.  S.)  34;  Tread  well  v,  Whit-  so  lost.     Pullman   Palace  Car  Co.  7. 

tier,  80  Cal.  574.  Smith,  79  Tex.  468. 

The  Admisiioii  in  Bohattal  of  testimony  S.  ATermoBt  of  Fntare  Ineapaolty  to 

concerning  earnings  is  within  the  dis-  Bam  liylng.  —  A  minor  who  has  sus- 

cretion  of  the  trial  court.     Illinois  Cent,  tained  a  permanent  injury  may  recover 

R.  Co.  V,  Davidson,  76  Fed.  Rep.  517.  for    the    impairment    of    his    earning 

1.  Atlanta,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t/.  Johnson,  capacity  after  he  has  attained  his  ma- 

66  Ga.  259;  Kline  v.  Kansas  Qty,  etc.,  jority,  though  there  is  no  specific  aver- 

R.  Co.,  50  Iowa  656;  O'Brien  v.  Look,  ment  as  to  his  inability  to  earn  a  liveli> 

171  Mass.  36;  McKormick  v.  West  Bay  hood,  or  as  to  the  extent  to  which  his 

City,  1x0  Mich.  265;  Gardners.  Detroit  earning   capacity    will    be    impaired. 

St.  R.  Co.,  99  Mich.   182;    Gurley  v,  Schmitz  v,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  119 

Missouri   Pac.    R.   Co.,    122   Mo.  141;  Mo.  256. 

Beisiegel  r.  New  York   Cent;  R.  Co.,  Svidenoo  Tondliig  to  Show  PermaaoBt 

40  N.  Y.  10;  Cleveland  r.  New  Jersey  Disability  Siifioioat.  —  Under  a  general 

Steam  Boat  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  7  N.  Y.  allegation  of  permanent  disability  to 

Supp.  28,  reversed  on  another  ground,  labor,  by  reason  of  injuries  received  by 

125  N.  Y.  299;  Miller  v,  Manhattan  R.  a  minor,  it  is  unnecessary  to  introduce 

Co.,    73   Hun  (N.   Y.)  512;    Grant  v,  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  of 

Brooklyn,  41  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  381;  Chris-  damages    for  loss  of  future  earning 

tie  V.  (Galveston  City  R.  Co.,  (Tex.  Civ.  capacity,  but  evidence  tending  to  show 

App.  1897)  39  S.  W.  Rep.  638;  Northern  a  permanent  disability  is  suflSdent,  and 

Pac.  R.  Co.  V,  O'Brien,  i  Wash.  599.  the  jury  may  properly  be  instructed  to 

See  also  Fisher  v,  Jansen,  128  111.  549;  allow  therefor.     Hartley  v,  Trorlicht, 

Gainesville,   etc.,    R.   Co.  r.  Lacy,  86  49  Mo.  App.  214. 

Tex.  244.  AUegatioiis  Authoriiiiig  Froof  of  Bz- 

Svideaoo  that  the  PlainttiT  Loot  a  Fod*  peotanoy  of  Life.  —  Under  an  allegation 

tion  held   prior  to  the  injury,  of  the  of    permanency    of    the    injuries    the 

time  when  she  first  went  to  work  after  plaintiff  mav  show  his  reasonable  ex- 

the  accident,  and  of  the  wages  earned  pectancy   of    life  in  connection   with 

by  her  before  and  afterwards,  is  ad-  proof  founded  upon  averments  in  the 

missible  under  allegations  that  from  petition  showing  the  extent  of  his  di- 

the  injuries  received  the  plaintiff  was  minished  earning    capacity.      Texas* 

incapacitated    from    performing    her  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bigham,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

work  and  would  continue  to  be  so  in-  1896)  36  S.  W.  Rep.  iiii,  ^^^g  Galves* 

capacitated.     Belcher  r.  Manhatun  R.  ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Cooper,  2  Tex.  Civ. 

Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  i  N.  Y.  Supp.  349.  App.  42. 

LoesofTioie  in  Attending  Injured  Wife.  S.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Meech, 
—  In  an  action  for  injury  to  the  plain-  163  111.  305;  Grant  r.  Brooklyn,  41 
tiff's  wife,  under  an  allegation  of  time  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  381.  See  also  Washing- 
lost  in  necessary  attendance  upon  her,  ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Patterson,  9  App. 
the  plaintiff  may  prove  the  salary  re-  Cas.  (D.  C.)424;  Treadwell  v.  Whittier» 
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Special  Allegatiom.  —  But  the  general  rule  (airly  deducible  from 
the  authorities  is  that,  in  the  absence  of  appropriate  averments 
as  to  a  pecuniary  loss  by  one  engaged  in  business  generally,  or  in 
enterprises  requiring  his  personal  presence,  skill,  superintendence, 
or  management,  no  testimony  is  admissible  as  to  the  loss  of  pos- 
sible gains  or  profits  by  reason  of  his  inability  or  impaired  ability, 
because  of  the  personal  injuries  sustained  by  him,  to  attend  to  his 
business  or  affairs.^ 

LoM  of  Proiitt  Dtpondont  on  Spoolal  Xagagoiaont.  —  Likewise,  when  it  is 
sought  to  recover  for  loss  of  profits  or  earnings  that  depend  upon 

80  Cal.   574;    Britton  v,  Sx.  Louis,  120  how  much  he  was  earning  per  month 

Mo.  437.  in  a  particular  business.     Tomlinson 

Ii^ary  to  ManvfiMtiirar.  —  In  Ballou  v,  Derby,  43  Conn.  563.  See  also  Tay- 
V,  Famum,  11  Allen  (Mass.)  73,  an  lor  </.  Monroe,  43  Conn.  36. 
averment  that  the  plaintiff,  a  manu-  ATorage  Eaniiiigs  of  Contraotor.  —  Un- 
facturer,  was  able  to  earn  large  sums  der  a  declaration  alleging  that  the 
of  money  before  the  accident,  but  by  plaintiff's  injuries  had  destroyed  his 
the  injury  was  rendered  unable  to  con-  ability  to  work  and  pursue  his  accus- 
duct  his  business,  was  regarded  as  a  tomed  vocation;  that  he  was  a  granite 
sufficient  statement  that  the  injury  had  and  stone  contractor;  that  his  business 
produced  a  diminution  of  capacity,  required  him  to  be  on  his  feet  and  to 
either  mental  or  physical  or  both,  no  exert  all  his  physical  powers  in  super- 
objection  being  taken  to  the  form  of  intending,  directing,  helping,  etc.;  and 
the  allegation.  that  his  average    earnings   were  one 

la  Wiseowsin,  under  a  statute  respect-  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  month, 

ing  injuries  by  defective  highways,  it  all    of    which   were    lost    for    all   the 

was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  show  future,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  error 

the  nature  and  value  of  his  business,  to  admit  testimony  as  to  what  work  he 

and  the  extent  to  which  it  was  neces-  did  individually  before  the  injury,  and 

sarily    interrupted    by    his    injuries,  that  its  value  was  five  dollars  per  day, 

Ripon  V.  Bittel,  30  Wis.  614.  the  evidence  showing  that  the  work  he 

Ptoof  of  Oeeapatioa  in  Absonoo  of  AUo-  did  individually  was  done  in  pursuing 
gatiOB  BolatiTO  Thoroto.  —  In  Wade  v.  his  calling  as  a  granite  and  stone  con- 
Leroy.  20  How.  (U.  S.)  34,  it  was  held  tractor.  Atlantic  Consol.  St.  R.  Co.  v, 
that  the  plaintiff  might  introduce  Beauchamp,  93  Ga.  6. 
evidence  that  he  was  engaged  in  a  Fkrmor.  —  Under  averments  that  by 
particular  business,  and  had  been  inca-  reason  of  such  injuries,  suffering,  ex- 
pacitated  from  attending  to  it,  for  the  penditure,  loss  of  time,  etc.,  the  plain- 
purpose  of  showing  the  extent  of  the  tiff  sustained  damage,  etc.,  there  is  no 
injury,  and  that  it  had  occasioned  ex^  right  to  a  recovery  for  injuries  to  the 
pense,  suffering,  and  loss  of  time  which  business  of  conducting  a  farm.  Ho- 
had  value  to  him,  although  the  nature  man  v,  Franklin  County,  90  Iowa  185. 
of  his  occupation  was  not  set  forth  in  But  see  Arkansas  Midland  R.  Co.  v. 
the  declaration.  Griffith,  63  Ark.  491. 

1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.   v,  Meech,  LoM  of  Profits  in  Condaeting  a  Basinots 

163    111.    305;     Homan     v.     Franklin  in  which  the  plaintiff  hired  other  per- 

Couaty,  90  Iowa  185;   Saffer  v,  Dry>>  sons  to  work  is  not  a  necessary  conse- 

Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  5  N.  quence  of  the  injury.     The  extent  of 

Y.  Supp.    700,  53   Hun  (N.   Y.)  629:  his  recovery  on  such  ground  is  what 

Liacoln  v.  Saratoga,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  23  his  services  were  worth  in  conducting 

Wend.    (N.    Y.)    425;     Illinois    Cent,  the  business.    Silsby  v,  Michigan  Car 

R.    Co.   V,    Davidson,   76    Fed.   Rep.  Co.,   95   Mich.  204.     In  this  case  the 

522.  declaration  did  not  count  specially  upon 

AUifodlBaMlity  to  Attand  to ''Ordinary  a  loss  of  profits,  and  it  was  held  error 

BnsiBOSo.'*  —  Under   an  averment  that  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he 

by  reason  of  the  injury  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  close  his  place  df 

was  **  prevented  from  attending  to  his  business  and  to  show  the  past  profits 

ordinary  business  "   he  cannot  show  of  such  business. 
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the  performance  of  a  special  contract  or  engagement,  such  special 
and  particular  damages,  and  the  facts  upon  which  they  are  based^ 
should  be  set  out  in  the  pleading.^ 

Wbara  th«  Ptrton  Ii^und  Ii  Sngagtd  in  Um  PraetlM  of  a  FroiiMiimi,  or  any 
pursuit  which  requires  the  exercise  of  special  knowledge  or 
ability,  as  distinguished  from  ordinary  mercantile  business,  and 
the  complaint  or  corresponding  pleading  contains  proper  aver* 
ments  thereof,  and  of  the  plaintiff's  inability,  or  the  impairment 
of  his  ability,  to  follow  his  profession  or  pursue  his  occupation^ 
and  the  consequent  pecuniary  loss,  proof  may  be  introduced  of 
those  facts,  as  well  as  of  the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  practice  or 
vocation,  since  such  allegations  are  sufficient  to  advise  the  defend* 
ant  of  the  character  of  the  proof  he  may  be  expected  to  meet, 
and  thus  afford  him  an  opportunity  to  make  suitable  preparation 
for  trial.* 

1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Meech,  ing  Bloomington  v.  Chamberlain,  104 

163  111.  305;  North  Chicago  St.  R.  Co.  111.  26B. 

V.  Barber,  77  lU.  App.  257,  wherein  the  A  petition  setting  out  that  on  the  daj 
plainti£F  was  permitted  to  testify  as  to  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff  **  was  em- 
loss  under  an  engagement  to  give  harp  ployed  and  engaged  in  the  bnsinesa 
recitals  and  to  sell  the  instruments  of  traveling  salesman  for  a  business 
during  the  World's  Fair  at  Chicago;  house,  and  earned  and  received,  and 
Citizens'  St.  R.  Co.  v,  Burke,  98  Tenn.  his  services  in  said  business  employ- 
650.  ment  were  reasonably  worth,  the  sum 

Inability  to  Till  BniiaMS  Sngagamants  of  three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars 
and  consequent  loss  of  gains  cannot  be  per  annum,  besides  his  traveling  ez- 
shown  unless  the  special  damages  and  penses,"  is  sufficient  without  alleging 
the  facts  upon  which  they  are  based  by  whom  he  was  employed  at  the  time 
are  set  out  in  the  declaration.  Chi-  of  the  injury  or  specifying  the  charac- 
cago  f.  O'Brennan,  65  111.  160,  wherein  ter  of  the  business  in  which  he  was  en- 
expenditures  in  effecting  a  cure  were  gaged.  Campbell  v.  Fisher,  (Tex.  Civ. 
the  only  si)ecial  damages  alleged  and  App.  1893)  24  S.  W.  Rep.  661.  It  was 
it  was  held  error  to  permit  evidence  as  also  held  in  this  case  that  even  if  the 
to  a  particular  engagement  to  lecture  allegation  was  insufficient,  there  was 
and  the  probable  gains  therefrom.  no  error  in  refusing  to  strike  it  out. 

School     Teacher,  —  In     Baldwin     v,  where  the  plaintiff  in  opening  his  case 

Western  R.  Corp.,  4  Gray  (Mass.)  333,  did  not  give  evidence  of  it,  but  the  evl- 

it  was  held  that  under  a  general  alle-  dence  adduced  was  drawn  out  by  the 

gation  of  injury  it  was  error  to  permit  defendant  on  cross-examination, 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  she  was  by        Inability  to  Btmain  in  Psrtnmliip.  — 

occupation  a  school  teacher  and  pos-  In  International,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Irvine, 

sessed  the  necessary  education  to  pur-  64  Tex.  529,  the  petition  stated  that  the 

sue  that  calling.  plaintiff  was  a  partner  in  a  mercantile 

Traveling  Salesmen,  —  Under    aver-  firm,  and  that  m  consequence  of  the 

ments  that  the  plaintiff  became  sick,  injuries  received  his  usefulness,  both 

lame,   etc.,   suffered  great  pain,   and  mentally  and  physically,  was  impaired 

was  prevented  from  attending  to  his  to  such  an  extent  that  the  partnership 

business  and  thereby  lost  profits,  etc.,  was  dissolved  as  to  him.     It  was  held 

it  was  held  error  to  permit  proof  that  that  the  allegation  was  good  for  the 

at  the  time  of  the  injury  he  was  receiv-  purpose  of  showing  how  far  the  injury 

ing  a  stated  sum  as  a  traveling  sales-  disabled  him  from  pursuing  his  ordi- 

man,  for  the  reason  that  the  evidence  nary  occupation, 
went  to  the  extent  of  showing  the  loss        S.  Monthly  Earnings.  —  In  Collins  v. 

of  profits  of  a  particular  engagement.  Dodge,   37   Minn.  503,    the  complaint 

Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Friedman,  alleged  that  by  reason  of  the  injuries 

146     111.     583,    approving    Chicago    v,  sustained  the  plaintiff    was    incapaci- 

O'Brennan,  65  111.  160,  and  disHngmsh*  tated  from  attending  to  his  business  and 
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TettfiBMiy  AdiiiiMibl«.  —  The  sufficiency  of  the  allegations  to 
authorize  the  introduction  of  any  particular  proof,  or  class  of 
proof,  cannot  be  positively  stated.     The  allegations  should  be  as 

broad  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will  permit,  and  should 
fully  acquaint  the  adverse  party  as  to  the  particular  loss  for 
which  a  recovery  is  sought.     Allegations  of  hindrance  and  preven- 

professional  dudes,  from  which  he  had  a^es.     Woodbury  v.  District  of  Colum- 

theretofore  been  able  to  earn  a  '*  com-  bia,  5  Mackey  (D.  C.)  127,  afftrmtd  136 

fortable  living/'  and  proof  was  intro-  U.  S.  450. 

duced  as  to  his  profession,  and  it  was  Amount  of  Sickness  in  Communiiy,  — 

held  clearly  competent  to  show  what  Under  a  declaration  stating  that  at  the 

his  earnings   professionally  were  per  lime  of  the  injury  the  plaintiff  was  a 

month.  physician,   and,   after  describing    the 

Lawyor.  —  In  Joslin  v.  Grand  Rapids  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury,  alleg- 
Ice,  etc.,  Co.,  53  Mich.  322,  thedeclara*  ing  that  by  reason  thereof  he  was  pre- 
tioQ  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  vented  from  transacting  his  ordinary 
lawyer,  and  claimed  damages  specially  business  as  a  physician,  evidence  may 
sustained  by  him  in  his  professional  be  given  that  at  such  time  the  plaintiff 
character.  The  court  said:  '*  The  was  engaged  in  an  extensive  practice 
plaintiff,  in  making  proof  of  his  dam-  and  that  it  was  a  period  of  great  sick- 
ages,  offered  testimony  to  the  effect  ness  in  the  community.  Nebraska  City 
that  he  was  an  attorney  at  law  of  v.  Campbell,  2  Black  (U.  S.)  590. 
ability  and  in  good  standing,  and  the  Ministar. —  In  Parshall  v,  Minneap- 
extent  and  value  of  his  practice,  and  olis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  649,  it 
that,  in  substance,  the  injury  had  ren-  was  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
dered  him  incapable  of  pursuing  his  minister  and  was  also  engaged  in  other 
profession.  This  was  objected  to  as  avocations  at  different  times,  and  that 
irrelevant,  immaterial,  and  incompe-  by  reason  of  the  injury  he  was  pre- 
tent.  We  think  this  was  competent,  vented  from  the  proper  prosecution  of 
It  was  within  the  declaration  that  his  his  avocations.  It  was  held  that  there 
standing  in  his  profession  was  such  as  was  no  error  in  permitting  testimony 
to  command  respect,  and  was  proper  to  and  in  calling  the  attention  of  the  jury 
be  shown;  and  his  ability  to  earn,  and  to  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  min- 
the  extent  of  his  practice,  were  a  por-  ister  and  had  been  receiving  from  one 
tion  of  the  loss  he  had  sustained  by  the  thousand  to  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
injury  complained  of.  There  was  no  dred  dollars  per  annum  for  his  services, 
error  in  permitting  this  proof,  and  we  Arohitaet. —  In  an  action  to  recover 
further  think  it  was  competent,  upon  damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained 
the  question  of  damages  under  the  evi-  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
dence  in  this  case,  for  the  plaintiff  to  whereby  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an 
show,  by  Judge  Hoyt,  as  was  done,  architect,  was  incapacitated  from  pur- 
that  an  interruption  in  his  legal  busi-  suing  his  business,  evidence  of  the 
ness  and  practice  for  eight  months  was  nature  and  extent  of  his  business  is 
a  damage  to  him.  It  seems  to  have  competent  to  go  to  the  jury,  not  as  fur- 
been  a  part  of  the  legitimate  conse-  nishing  a  measure  of  damages,  but  to 
quences  of  the  plaintiff's  injury."  guide  the  jurors  in  the  exercise  of  that 

Loss  of  Annual  Income,  —  In  Walker  discretion  as  to  the  amount  of  damages 
V,  Erie  R.  Co.,  63  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  260,  it  which,  to  a  certain  extent,  is  vested  in 
was  held  that  proof  of  the  amount  of  a  jury  in  such  cases;  and  for  this  pur- 
income  derived  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  pose  it  is  competent  to  inquire  of  the 
jear  preceding  the  injury,  from  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  average  annual  in- 
practice  of  his  profession  as  lawyer,  come  he  has  realized  from  his  business. 
was  competent.  *New  Jersey  Express  Co.  v,  Nichols,  33 

FhjiloiaB.  —  Where,  in  consequence  N.  J.  L.  434. 
of  the  injury,  the  plaintiff,  a  physician,  MuiioiaB.  —  For  the  purpose  of  show- 
was  compelled  to  give  up  the  practice  ing  the  extent  and  character  of  an  in- 
of  his  profession,  evidence  of  his  in-  jury,  it  was  held  competent  for  the 
come  therefrom  and  of  his  eminence  in  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  was  a  musician 
his  profession  was  held  admissible  and  prior  to  the  accident,  and  that  by  reason 
pertinent  upon  the  question  of  dam-  of  the  injuries  inflicted   upon  him  he 
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tion  from  the  transaction  of  business,  inability  to  prosecute  busi- 
nessy  loss  of  gains  and  profits,  and  others  of  like  nature  have  been 
held  sufficient  to  allow  testimony  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  business  and  the  damages  suffered  by  reason  of  the  plaintifTs 
inability  to  attend  thereto  as  formerly.  ^ 

Inability  to  Attond  to  Bniinoti  m  Proof  of  Sztoat  of  Iignry.  —  And  even 
though  the  declaration  or  like  pleading  may  be  insufficient  to 
authorize  evidence  of  inability  to  attend  to  or  carry  on  a  particu- 
lar business  or  occupation,  yet  it  may  be  admissible  as  tending  to 
show  the  extent  of  incapacitation,  or,  at  least,  its  admission  will 
not  be  deemed  erroneous,  where  no  claim  is  made  or  allowed  for 
damages  for  pecuniary  loss  in  the  business  or  enterprise,  always 
provided,  however,  that  no  prejudice  has  resulted  to  the  adverse 
party.* 

was  afterwards  unable  to  blow  the  wind  reason  of  his   inability   to  pursue  it. 

instrument  he  had  been  in  the  habit  Luck  v.  Ripon,  53  Wis.  196:  Ballou  r. 

theretofore  of  using,  notwithstanding  Farnum,  11  Allen  fMass.)  73;  GaWes- 

there  was  no  allegation  in  the  petition  ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  C^ooper,  2  Tex.  Cif. 

respecting  the  fact  that  he  was  a  musi-  App.  42. 

cian  and  that  his  injuries  had  deprived  BopriTation   of  Moans   of  Support  — 

him  of  the  powers  of  pursuing  that  oc-  Under  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 

cupation.     Consolidated   Kansas    City  *'  has  been  deprived  of  the  means  of 

Smelting,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Tinchert,  5  Kan.  her  support  *'  she  may  give  in  evidence 

App.  130.  her  earnings  in  the  usual  course  of  her 

1.  Bierbach  f/.  Goodyear  Rubber  Co.,  business.     Smith  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 

54   Wis.   208;    Kinney  v,   Crocker,    18  Co.,  119  Mo.  246. 

Wis.  80.    See  also  International,  etc.,  Proof  of  Loot  of  Crop. — Where   the 

R.  Co.  V,  Irvine,  64  Tex.  529;  Camp-  declaration    averred    that  because  of 

bell  V,  Fisher,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1893)  24  wounds,  bruises,  and  injuries  inflicted, 

S.  W.  Rep.  663.  the  plaintiff  '*  was  greatly  hindered  and 

Hindranoo  fifom  Traniaoting  Bniinosi. —  prevented  from  doing  and  performing 

Under  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  his   woric  and   business    and    looking 

"  was  hindered  from   transacting   her  after  and  attending  his  necessary  affairs 

business  affairs,"  etc.,  whereby  she  is  and  avocations   for  a    long  space  of 

injured  and  has  sustained  damages  to  time,"  etc.,  there  was  held  to  be  error 

the   amount,   etc.,   the    plaintiff    may  in   permitting  him   to  testify  that  his 

show  what  her  business  was,  what  she  farm  was  a  grass  farm,  that  at  the  time 

was  earning,   or  what  her  labor  was  of  the  injury  he  was  about  half  through 

worth.     Chatsworth  v.  Rowe,  z66  111.  cutting  his  hay,  that  he  could  not  get 

114,  distinguishing  Wabash  Western  R.  sufficient  help,  and  that  because  of  the 

Co.  V,  Friedman,*  146  111.  593.  injury   the  cutting  was  delayed  and 

Inability  to  Attond  to  BnsinoM.  —  Un-  that  in  conse<juence  his  crop  was  dam- 

der  an  allegation  that  plaintiff  has  be-  aged,  etc.  Heisert^.  Lcomis,47Mich.  16. 

come  disabled  for  life  to  such  an  extent  S.  Oonoral  AUlity,  Hot  Loos  of  Pkoflt, 

as  seriously  to  interfere  with  the  active  fllhown.  —  Under  averments  that  plain- 

prosecution  of  his  business,   business  tiff,  a    school    teacher,   was  hindered 

losses  resulting  from  the  injuries  may  from  transacting  her  business  affairs 

be    shown.     Frobisher  v.   Fifth  Ave.  and  deprived  of  large  gains  and  profits 

Transp.  Co.,  81  Hun(N.  Y.)  544.  which     she     otherwise     would    have 

Kataro  of  BnsinoM.  —  Where  the  com-  earned,  and  that  the  injuries  received 

plaint  states   facts  showing  that    the  had  a  permanent  effect  upon  her  ability 

injury  has  been  such  as  to  render  it  to   make  a  living,    the    plaintiff   was 

impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  pursue  allowed  to  testify  that  she  taught  school 

his  business  and  damages  are  claimed  at  a  specified  sum  per  month.    The  court 

for  the  loss  of  time  in  such  business,  said:    *'  We  think  it  was  admissible, 

the   plaintiff  should   be    permitted   to  under  these  averments  in  the  dedara- 

show  on  the  trial  what  his  business  is  tion,  to  show  what  was  the  business  of 

and  what  damages  he  has  suffered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  she  had  been  dis- 
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10,  Permftliant  SflEbott  —  VeoMsity  to  All«gt  Ftrmutney  ia  T«mi.  —  To 

authorize  the  introduction  of  testimony  as  to  the  permanent 
effects  of  injuries  sustained,  or  the  reasonable  probability  of  such 
effects,  the  declaration  or  complaint  need  not  allege  in  terms  the 
fact  or  probability  of  such  permanency,  if  it  appears  from  the 
pleading  that  the  injuries  are  of  such  a  character  that  permanency 

will  naturally  and  necessarily  ensue  or  that  such  results  are 
reasonably  certain/  but  where  the  description  of  the  injuries  or 

abled  from  pursuing  it  by  reason  of  her  permiuing  testimony  that  the  plaintiff 

injuries.     The  tesumony  objected  to  was  a  minister  and  had  been  receiving 

tended  to  no  more  than  this,  and  to  from  one  thousand   to  one  thousand 

give  the  jury  some  idea  of  the  wages  eight  hundred  dollars  per  annum  for 

of  school  teaching.*'     Bloomington  v,  his  services. 

Chamberlain,  104  111.  368.     See  also  CsMation  of  Businsis  ~  Past  Profits. — 

McKormicic    v.   West  Bay    City,    no  In    Silsby  v,   Michigan  Car   Co.,    95 

Mich.  265.  Mich.  204,  it  was  held  that  in  the  ab- 

InaUlity  to  Conduot  Boarding  Hooio. —  sence  of  a  special  averment  of  loss  of 

Where  a   boarding-house  Iceeper  was  profits,  the  plaintiff  could  not  show  that 

injured  it  was  held  proper  to  permit  in  consequence  of  the  injury  he  was 

her  to  show  that  she  had  been  deprived  compelled  to  close  his  shop  or  what 

of  carrying  on  her  business  of  iceeping  a  his  profits  in  conducting  such  shop  had 

boarding  house.    Such   evidence  was  been  in  the  past. 

not  an  effort  to  show  loss  of  profits,  but  1.  California,  —Tread  well  v,  Whit- 
loss  of  earning  power  In  her  business  tier,  80  Cal.  574. 

or  occupation.    Malone  v.  Pittsburgh,  Illinois,  —  Ava  v,  Grenawalt,  73  111. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  152  Pa.  St.  390.  App.  633;  West  Chicago  St.  R.  Co.  v. 

Earnings  nndor  Contrast  with  Corpora-  McCalium,  i6q  III.  240. 

tion    and    Its    SuoooMor.  —  In    Illinois  Kansas,  —  Edgerton  v.  0*Neil,4Kan. 

Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Davidson,  76  Fed.  Rep.  App.  73. 

517,  it  was  urged  that  the  testimony  in  Kentucky,  —  Howell    v,   Hopkins,   8 

respect  to  the  earnings  by  the  plaintiff  Ky.  L.  Rep.  527. 

from  one  corporation  was  incompetent,  ilfbfW.  —  Bradbury    v,    Benton,    69 

because  not  embraced  in  an  averment  Me.  199. 

to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  had  lost  Michigan,  —  Goodale  t/.  Portaee  Lake 

and  been  deprived  of  his  commissions  Bridge  Co.,  55  Mich.  413. 

and  earnings  as  general  agent  of  an-  Missouri,  -^  Lewis  v.  Independence, 

other  corporation.    The  objection  was  54  Mo.   App.   183;    Cook  v.  Missouri 

held  untenable,  the  proof  showing  that  Pac.  R.  Co.,  19  Nlo.  App.  329. 

the  latter  employer  was  successor  to  Nebrcuka,  —  Harvard    v.    Stiles,    54 

the  former,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  con-  Neb.  26. 

tract  with  the  former  was  in  substance  New  Hampshire,  —  Perkins  v.  Con- 
continued  with  the  latter.  The  court  cord  R.  Co.,  44  N.  H.  223. 
said:  *' As  a  matter  of  pleading  it  was  New  Ker/^.  —  Doherty  v.  Lord,  8 
necessary  to  allege  the  loss  of  business  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PL)  227;  Tuomey 
under  the  existing  contract  and  employ-  v,  O'Reilly,  3  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.) 
ment,  but,  to  aid  the  jury  in  determin-  302;  Roosevelt  v,  Manhattan  R.  Co., 
ing  the  extent  of  that  loss,  evidence  59  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  107;  Tyler  ».  Third 
of  the  earnings  under  the  previous  Ave.  R.  Co.,  18  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 
agency  and  contract  was  clearly  Supreme  Ct.)  165. 
proper."  Ohio,  —  Stevenson  v,  Morris,  37  Ohio 

Of  MInlstor  Pnrsning  Othor  Avooations.  St.  10. 
—  In   Parshall  v,  Minneapolis,  etc.,  R.  Wisconsin,  —  Weisenberg  v.   Apple- 
Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  649,  it  was  alleged  ton,  26  Wis.  56. 

that  the  plaintiff  was  a  minister  and  Lost  of  Porfeet  Powor. —  It  may  be 

was  also  engaged  in  other  avocations  shown   that  the   plaintiff  has  lost  the 

at  different  times,  and  that  by  reason  of  perfect  power  of  a  member,  although 

the  injury  he  was  prevented  from  the  permanent  disability   is  not    allesred. 

proper  prosecution  of  his    avocation.  Duggan  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  8  Misc« 

It  was  held  that  there  was  no  error  in  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  89. 
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their  eflfects  does  not  make  it  apparent  or  fairly  to  be  inferred  that 
permanency  will  naturally  and  necessarily  result,  and  there  is  no 
appropriate  allegation  of  permanency,  evidence  to  establish  that 
fact  is  inadmissible.^ 

LamenaM.  —  Though    the    complaint  Lom  of  a  Hand  may  be  shown  under  a 

fails  to  allege  that  any  permanent  in-  petition  alleging  the  loss  of  the  '*  use  " 

jury   was  suffered,   the   plaintiff  may  of  that  member.     Harvard  v.  Stiles,  54 

testify  that  he  had  felt  lameness  from  Neb.  26. 

the  injuries,  and  such  evidence  is  not  Iigvzy  to  tko  Bade  and  Spino  may  be 

inadmissible    because    the  damage   is  shown  under  an  allegation  of  "  serious 

too  remote  or  of  that  special  or  peculiar  damage"   to  the   person.      Lynch   z,*. 

kind   which    must   be  specifically  set  Third  Ave.  R.  Co..  59  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 

forth  in  the  complaint  by  way  of  aggra-  71,  affirmed  without  opinion  128  N.  Y. 

vation,  in  order  that  the  defendant  may  681. 

have  due  notice  of  the  claim.     Schmidt  Also  where  it  was  alleged  that  the 

V.  Pfeil,  24  Wis.  452.  plaintiff  suffered  great  bodily  injury, 

1.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  If.  Warlick,  (In-  that  he  became  and  still  continued  to 

dian   Ter.    1S96)  35   S.   W.   Rep.   235;  be  sick,  sore,  and  disabled,  and  that  he 

Lynch  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  59  N.  Y.  was  prevented  for  a  long  time  from  at^ 

Super.  Ct.  71,  affirmed  without  opinion  tending  to  his  business  and  was  other- 

128  N.   Y.  681.      See  also  Savage   v,  wise  greatly  injured.     Ehrgott  v.  New 

Third  Ave,   R.  Co..  25  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  York,  96  N.  Y.  265. 

Y.  City  Ct.)  426.  Impairment  of  Eyesight  may  be  shown 

Evidenee  ol  the  Permanent  Charaeter  of  under  allegations  that  the  injuries  de- 

Ifljnries  has  been  held  admissible  under  tailed  permanently  impaired  the  plain- 

averments  of  fracture  of  the  patella  or  titf*s  capacity  for  labor  and  seriously 

kneepan.     Chicago  &.  Crooker,   2  111.  injured  his  eyesight,  and  that  each  and 

App.  279.  all  of  such  injuries  were  permanent  in 

Evidenee  of  Inenrable  Injury  may  be  their  character.     Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

shown  under  allegations  that  the  plain-  v.   Huff,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  32  S. 

tiff  was  "  prevented  from  attending  to  W.  Rep.  551. 

her   necessary  household  and   lawful  Difference  in  eyesight,  and  inability 

affairs,  duties,  and  business  during  all  to  see  out  of  one  eye,  after  a  relapse, 

of  this  time  performed,   and  thereby  may  be  proven    under  allegations  of 

was  deprived  of  and  wholly  lost  all  the  permanent  injury,  disorder,  crippling 

advantages  and  profits  to  be  derived  for  life,  and  inability  to  follow  a  usual 

therefrom    and    thereby;  *'    and    that  pursuit  or  vocation.     Croco  v,  Oregon 

"  the  injury  so  received  being  perma-  Short-Line  R.  Co.,  (Utah  1898)  54  Pac. 

nent  and  incurable,  she  is  an  invalid  Rep.  985. 

for  life;  and  plaintiff  avers  that  prior  ^palment  of  Memory  may  be  shown 

thereto  she  had  been  and  was  a  strong,  under  allegations  that  the  plaintiff  be- 

healtby  and  able-bodied  woman,   but  came  greatly  and  permanently  injured, 

that  she  is  now  injured  permanently,  cut  and  disfigured  in  and  on  his  back, 

and   must  remain   in   such  lame  and  head,  and  arms,  and  that  he  received 

crippled  condition  the  balance  of  her  injuries  in  other  parts  of  his  body,  and 

life."     Moore  t/.  Kalamazoo,  109  Mich,  was  internally  injured  in  the  region  of 

176.  his  back  and  abdomen,  and  that,  by 

Lameness  may  be  shown   under  an  reason  of  such  injuries  he  received,  the 

allegation  of  a  sprain  and  "  permanent  plaintiff   became   sick,  sore,   and   dis> 

injury  which  will  lame  him  for  life  and  ordered,   and   crippled   for  life,    from 

always  impede  his  successful  prosecu-  which  injuries  he  suffered  great  mental 

tion  of  his  business.*'     Ohio,  etc.,  R.  distress,  and  was  unable  to  follow  his 

Co.   V.  Hecht,  115  Ind.  443,  34  Am.  &  usual    avocation.      Croco    v,    Oregon 

Eng.  R.  Cas.  447.     Or  under  a  petition  Short-Line  R.  Co.,  (Utah  1898),  54  Pac. 

alleging  that  since  injuries  to  the  foot  Rep.  985. 

and  limb  the  plaintiff  has  been  hardly  Paralyiit.  —  Where  the  probable  per- 

able  to  walk  about  the  house,  that  she  manency  of  the  injuries  is  charged,  evi- 

was  greatly  injured,  and  that  "  said  dence  that  on  the  morning  after  the 

injuries  so  received  and  sustained  by  accident  the   plaintiff's    leg  appeared 

her  as  aforesaid  are  permanent."     Ed-  stiff    and   that   there   was  a    stiffness 

ivard  V,  Three  Rivers,  102  Mich.  153.  about  her  back  is  admissible  to  show 
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ThA  TnOTfltoian^  of  the  Pleading  in  This  Beipeet  will  preclude  the  intro- 
duction of  evidence  in  reference  thereof  from  which  it  follows  that 

the  conditioQ  of  the  person  injured  and  Xibet  of  Allegation  under  Videlicet.  — 
the  probable  e£fect  of  the  injuries  as  In  Washington,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Patter- 
elicited  by  the  testimony  of  physicians  son,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  423,  the  decla- 
as  to  the  symptoms  of  paralysis,  with  ration,  after  alleging  that  the  plaintiff 
which  they  supposed  she  might  be  was  permanently  impaired  and  injured, 
suffering.  Fordyce  v,  Moore,  (Tex.  stated  that  she  so  remained  and  cou' 
Civ.  App.  1893)  22  S.  W.  Rep.  235.  tinned  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit, 

Intenial    Injuries.  —  A   declaration  from  the  date  of  the  injury  *'  to  the 

charging  fractures,  grievous  internal  time  of  bringing  this  suit,"  etc.    It  was 

wounds,   sickness  and  disorder,   and  held  that  the  allegation  following  the 

great  fear  that  the  injuries  are  of  such  videlicet  was   nugatory   because  con- 

a  grievous  natute  that  the  plaintiff  may  trary  to  and  inconsistent  with   what 

not  recover  therefrom  for  a  long  time,  preceded  it;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 

and  possibly  not  through  her  term  of  not  restricted  to  damages  to  the  time 

life,  is  sufficiently  broad  to  warrant  the  of  bringing  suit,  but  might  recover  as 

admission  of  evidence  of  injuries  to  the  for  a  permanent  injury, 

internal  reproductive  organs  and  con-  Initmotion  as  to  Consideration  to  Be 

sequent  permanent    sterility  or  inca-  Given  Evidenoe.  —  Where  it  was  alleged 

pacity  to  perform   the  sexual  duties  that  all  of  the  plaintiff's  injuries  would 

incidental  to  the  married  state.     Lake  continue  and  be  permanent,  that  she 

Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Ward,  135  111.  would  not  be  able  for  a  very  long  time 

511.  to  discharge  her  domestic  duties,  and 

Temponry  and  Permanent  Injuries.  —  that  her  capacity  to  earn  had  been  per-* 
Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  injuries  to  manently  decreased  one-half,  it  was 
his  chest  and  lungs,  and  that  by  the  held  that  there  was  no  error  in  permit^ 
dangerous  injuries  inflicted  on  him,  ting  testimony  that  if  the  plaintiff's  con.* 
and  the  wounds  inflicted,  both  tem-  dition  continued  for  ten  years  she 
porary  and  permanent,  he  had  been  would  be  a  confirmed  invalid;  the  jury 
damaged  one  thousand  dollars,  and  by  being  instructed  that  they  could  not 
reason  of  all  the  injuries  charged  to  be  consider  any  permanent  damage  ex- 
temporary, and  including  all  except  cept  that  alleged,  and  that  evidence  as 
said  rupture,  he  had  been  damaged,  etc.,  to  the  duration  of  other  injuries  could 
five  hundred  dollars,  and  that  by  rea-  be  considered  only  as  showing  that  the 
s.ott  of  said  rupture  he  had  been  dam-  injuries  would  extend  for  some  time  in 
aged  five  thousand  dollars,  it  was  held  the  future.  Metropolitan  St.  R.  Co.  v, 
that  the  allegations  did  not  negative  Johnson,  go  Ga.  500. 
the  idea  that  the  injury  to  the  chest  and  1.  Intafficient  Complaint.  —  Where  the 
lungs  was  permanent,  but  rather  indi-  complaint  contains  no  allegation  of  per- 
cated  that  for  such  injuries  as  were  manency,  or  that  there  will  be  less 
temporary  the  plainti£f  claimed  five  ability  in  the  future  by  reason  of  the 
hundred  dollars,  except  for  the  tempo-  injuries,  or  that  any  special  disease  or 
rary  injury  which  consisted  in  a  partial  unusual  condition  ensued  from  the  in- 
rupture,  for  which  he  claimed  five  thou-  juries,  it  is  error  to  permit  evidence  of 
sand  dollars.  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  prospective  loss  of  services.  Uertr 
Brock,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  30  S.  W.  r.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  35  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
Rep.  274.  116. 

Belief  in  Fntnre  Ineapaeity.  —  Under  That   Plaintiff   Became    Sore,    Sick, 

an   allegation   that   the   plaintiff '*  be-  Lame ,  etc.  —  An  allegation  that  by  rea* 

lieves  **  that  she  will  be  incapacitated  son  of  the   injury,   the   plaintiff  was 

from  performing  manual  labor  for  life,  "  greatly    and    permanently    injured, 

evidence  of  future  disability  is   per-  suffered   great    physical    and    mental 

missible.     McFarland  v,  Muscatine,  98  pain,  and  became  sore,  sick,  lame,  and 

Iowa  199.     In  this  case  the  fact  of  per-  languishing,*'  is  not  sufficiently  specific 

manency  was  expressly  put  in  issue,  to  admit  testimony  of  permanent  in- 

and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  jury.     Kalembach  v.  Michigan  Cent, 

having  treated  such  *'  belief  **  as  prop-  R.   Co.,   87  Mich.   509.    See  also,   to 

erly  pleading  the  permanency,  could  much  the  same  effect,  Shadock  v.  Al' 

not  thereafter  be  heard  to  deny  that  pine  Plank-road  Co.,  79  Mich.  7;  Kuhn 

such  was  the  effect.  v,  Freund,  87  Mich.  545. 
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evidence  as  to  future  effects  for  which  no  claim  is  made,  or  testi- 
mony as  to  the  possibility  of  such  effects,  is  inadmissible/  and 
that  the  admission  in  this  connection  of  proof  for  which  no 
foundation  is  laid  in  the  plaintiff's  pleading  is  reversible  error.' 

11.  Habits  —  Condition  in  Lifo  — Family  Belationi.  —  Evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  has  a  family,  and  as  to  the  number  of  members 
thereof  who  are  dependent  upon  him  for  support,  his  or  their 
condition  in  life,  his  habits  of  industry,  economy,  or  the  like,  is 
generally  held  to  be  inadmissible  in  the  absence  of  express  aver- 
ments in  relation  thereto.' 

12.  Life  Expectancy  —  Whon  TUj  Bo  shown.  —  Where  death  has 
resulted,  or  where  the  capacity  of  the  person  injured  is  entirely 
destroyed,  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  probable  duration 
of  the  life  of  the  injured  party  had  no  injury  been  inflicted,  and 
the  value  of  an  annuity  on  the  life  of  such  person,  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  his  earning  a  designated  sum  during  stated  periods ; 
but  unless  the  capacity  of  the  person  to  earn  money  was  entirely 
destroyed  by  the  injury,  such  evidence  is  inadmissible."* 

Kogllgonoo  of  FhyilelAn  Hot  Allogod. —  S.  French   r.    WilkinsoQ,   93    Mich. 

Evidehce  that  permanent  stricture  of  323. 

the  bowels  resulted  from  the  negligent  8.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  r.  Carroll, 
administration  of  an  enema  by  the  de-  84  Fed.  Rep.  772;  Laing  v.  Colder,  8 
fendant's  physician  is  not  admissible  Pa.  St.  479;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
where  the  only  injury  alleged  is  the  Books,  57  Pa.  St.  339.  See  also  Win- 
crushing  and  mangling  of  the  plain-  ters  v,  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  39  Mo. 
tiff's  foot.  Galveston,  etc.,  R,  Co.  v,  468;  Pittsburg,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Powers, 
Scott,  (Tex.  Civ.  App,  1898)  44  S.  W.  74  111.  341;  Laing  v.  Colder,  8  Pa.  St. 
Kep.  589.  479;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Roy,  102  U. 

1.  Whore  Ko  Pormanent  Iignry  or  Dii-  S.  451. 
flguroment  li  Alleged,  and  no  damages  Gonoral  Denial  and  Ploa  of  Contrilm- 
are  claimed  in  the  declaration  beyond  tory  Kegligonoo.  —  Evidence  that  the 
a  specific  time,  it  is  error  to  permit  plaintift  was  a  habitoal  drinker,  con- 
evidence  of  the  permanency  of  the  in-  tinued  to  drink  after  the  injury,  be- 
jury.  French  v,  Wilkinson,  93  Mich,  came  slightly  intoxicated  once  or  twice 
322.  thereafter,  and  that  such  drinking  in- 

Hydrophobia.  —  It  is  error  to  admit  terfered  with  his  restoration  to  health, 

evidence  as  to  the  possible  future  effect  is  admissible  under  a  general  denial 

of  a  dog  bite  to  cause  hydrophobia,  and  a  plea  of  contributory  negligence, 

when  the  declaration  claims  no  con-  Boggess  v.  Metropolitan   St.   R.   Co., 

tin  uance  of  the  result  of  the  bite  bevond  118  Mo.  335. 

the  time  therein  stated,  and  which  has  4.  Alabama,  —  Birmingham  Mineral 
elapsed,  and  where  the  plaintiff  has  not  R.  Co.  v,  Wilmer,  97  Ala.  165;  Rich- 
been  afflicted  with  hydrophobia,  and  mond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Hissong,  97  Ala. 
has  not  attempted  to  show  that  he  187;  Louisville,  etc.,  R  Co.  r.  Hurt, 
suffered  during  the  period  named  from  loi  Ala.  34. 

any  apprehension  thereof.     French  v,  Arkansas,  —  Arkansas    Midland    R. 

Wilkinson,  93  Mich.  322.  Co.  v,  Griffith,  63  Ark.  491. 

Proof  of  Iqjnry  to  Timo  of  Trial.  —  Al-  California,  —  Townsend    v,    Briggs, 

though  the  allegations  of  a  complaint  (Cal.  1893)  32  Pac.  Rep.  307:  Gallagher 

may  be  insufficient  to  justify  damages  v.  Market  St.  R.  Co.,  67  Cal.  16. 

for  permanent  injuries,  yet  the  plain-  Georgia,  —  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 

tiff  may  prove  such  injuries  as  he  has  Garner,  91  Ga.  27;  Central  R.  Co.  v, 

sustained  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial.  Richards,  62  Ga.  306;  Atlanta  Consol. 

Carples  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  16  St.   R.   Co.   v,  Beauchamp,  93  Ga.  6: 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  158.     See|also  Edger-  Macon,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Moore,  99  Ga. 

ton  V,  O'Neil,  4  Kan.  App.  73.  229. 
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18.  Deiinitaneii  and  Certainty.  —  Where  the  complaint  or  declara- 
tion sets  out  a  cause  of  action,  and  more  specinc  information  is 
desired  as  to  any  of  the  facts  which  are  pleaded  generally,  the 
defendant  should  move  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and 
certain,^  or  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  bill  of  particulars, 

Indiana,  —  Loaisville,  etc..  R.  Co.  r.  Ave.  Transp.  Co.«   151  N.  Y.  431,  an 

Miller,  141  Ind.  533.  objection  was  made  to  the   in  trod  uc- 

Iowa.  —  Simonson  r.  Chicago,  etc.,  tion  of  evidence  as  to  the  plaintiff's  in- 

R.  Co.,  49  Iowa  87;  McDonald  v.  Chi-  come  from  his  business  before  and  after 

cago,  etc,  R.  Co.,  26  Iowa  124;  Knapp  the  injury,  on  the  ground  that  special 

V,  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  71  Iowa  41,  damages  were  not  pleaded  in  the  com- 

disapproving  Nelson  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  plaint,  but  no  objection  was  made  upon 

Co.,  38  Iowa  564;  Keyes  v.  Cedar  Falls,  the  ground  of  the  competency  of  the 

(Iowa  1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  227;  Chase  evidence,  or  that  they  were  remote  or 

V,  Burlington,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  76  Iowa  675;  speculative.     The  complaint,  however, 

Allen   V,    Ames  College   R.   Co.,    106  alleged  interference  with  the  prosecu- 

lowa  602.  tion  of    the    plaintiff's    business   and 

^^iv/fff^.  — Greer  V.Louisville,  etc.,  consequent  damage.     It  was  held  that 

R.  Co.,  94  Ky.  169.  while  the  allegation  was  quite  general 

Nebraska,  —  Lincoln    v.    Smith,    28  for  the  foundation  of    an   award    of 

Neb.  762;  Friend  v.  IngersoU,  39  Neb.  special  damages,  yet  as  the  defendant 

717.  could  have   had  the  allegation   made 

Pennsylvania,  —  Kraut  r.  Frankford,  more  specific  upon  motion,  had  he  de- 

etc.,    Pass.   R.  Co.,    160  Pa.  St.  329;  sired,  and  the  objection  being  confined 

Campbell  V.  York«  172  Pa.  St.  205;  Mc-  to  the    pleading,    the   question  as  to 

Cue  f .  Knoxville,  146  Pa*  St.  580.  whether   damages   of    that    character 

Tennessee,  —  Mississippi,  etc.,  R.  Co.  could  be  awarded  in  any  event  was  not 

V.  Ayres,  16  Lea  (Tenn.)  725.  raised  for  the  consideration  of  the  ap- 

Texas,  —  Texas  Mexican  R.  Co.  v,  pellate  court. 

Douglass,  69  Tex.  694.  SkiU  and  AUlity  to  Bam  Wages.  — 

Wisconsin*  —  Crouse  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  Where  the  petition  contained  no  allega- 

R.  Co.,   (Wis.    1899)  78    N.   W.   Rep.  tion   as  to  the  slcill  or  ability  of  the 

446.  plaintiff  to  earn  wages,  and  the  plain- 

1.  Schmidt    v,    Pfeil,   24  Wis.  452;  tiff  was  permitted  to  prove  his  skill  and 

Ehrgott  V.  New  York,  q6  N.  Y.  265:  occupation  and  the  wages  received  by 

Toledo  Electric  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Tucker,  7  him,   it  was  held   that  the  objection 

Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  169.     And  see  generally  could  not  be  raised  for  the  first  time  at 

article  Dbfiniteness  and  Certainty  in  the  trial,  where  there  had  been  ample 

PLRAntNGS,  vol.  6,  p.  246.  opportunity  to  object  in  time  to  permit 

Sssiilt  of  L^nrlos.  —  Where  a  more  correction  of  the  pleading  before  the 

specific  statement  as  to  the  result  of  trial,  if  the  defendant  deemed  it  insufii- 

alleged  injuries  is  desired,  a  motion  cient  to  disclose  the  facts  upon  which 

therefor  should  be   made.      Meier  v,  the  plaintiff  based  his  claim.     Flana- 

Sbrunk,  79  Iowa  17;  Ehrgott  v.  New  gan  v,  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  83  Iowa 

York,  96  Jf.  Y.  265.  639. 

Vatm  of  BviiiiOM.  —  An    allegation  Szponditiiros.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the 

that  as  the  result  of  the  injury  plaintiff  defendant,  if  he  desires  more  specific 

"  is  deprived  of  the  ability  to  follow  information  as  to  moneys  necessarily 

his  business  or  work,  or  provide  for  paid  out  in  endeavoring'  to  be  cured, 

his  family,"  is  sufficient  to  apprise  the  to  move  to  have  the  complaint  made 

defendant  that  the  plaintiff  intended  more  definite  and  certain.    Schmidt  v, 

some  particular  kind  of  work  or  busi-  Pfeil,  24  Wis.  452. 

ness,  and  if  defendant  is  dissatisfied  Failurs  to  Boquest  Spoolflo  BtatomoBt. — 

with  the  notice  thus  given,  he  should  Where  defendant  has  failed  to  call  for 

move    to    have  the    complaint    made  any  more    specific  statement    of    the 

more  definite  and  certain.     Columbia,  plsdntiff*s  injuries  than  those  set  out  in 

etc.,   R.  Co.  V,  Hawthorne,  3  Wash,  his  complaint  in   general   terms,   the 

Ter.  353.     See  also  Luck  v,  Ripon,  52  plaintiff  may  prove  all  such  personal 

Wis.  196.  injuries  as  in  fact  resulted.     Delie  v. 

Loss  of  Profits.  —  In  Frobi^her  v.  Fifth  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51  Wis.  400. 
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or  the  like.^ 

Allogatloni  Hot  Bodundaat  —  Allegations  which,  though  not  essen- 
tial to  sustain  the  action,  may  be  material  on  the  question  of 
damages,  and  therefore  the  subject  of  proof,  should  not  be  stricken 
out  for  redundancy  or  irrelevancy.' 

Soiult  of  Hot  Objeoting  to  IndefinitonoM  and  Vnoertalntj.  —  Consequently, 
if  the  defendant  does  not  desire  to  have  the  plaintiff  make  his 
allegations  as  to  the  nature  of  his  injuries  more  definite  and  cer- 
tain, and  does  not  ask  to  have  it  done  by  a  proper  motion  for 
that  purpose,  he  must  come  prepared  to  meet  any  proof  which 
the  plaintiff  may  offer  showing  or  tending  to  show  the  real  nature 
of  the  injuries  directly  resulting  from  the  accident,  or  such  other 
matters  as  to  which  he  has  failed  to  take  advantage  in  the  modes 
indicated,  by  proper  plea,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  may  have 
been  available  to  him.' 

14.  Amendments.  —  In  actions  for  personal  injuries  the  general 
doctrines  as  to  amending  the  declaration  or  complaint  are  appli- 
cable.* 

Oomplaint  DefbotiTO  in  Part  —  Motion  to  waived.    Maynard  v.  Locomotive  Engi- 

Striko  Oat,  ote.  —  In  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  neers'   Mut.  L.,  etc.,   Ins.   Assoc.,  z6 

Co.  V,  Tapia,  94  Ala.  228.  the  grounds  Uuh  145. 

of  demurrer  were  addressed  to  the  Waivor  of  l^ooial  ATermemt.  —  In 
supposed  insufficiency  of  the  complaint  Brzezinski  v.  Tierney,  60  Conn.  55,  the 
in  respect  of  some  one  item  or  specifi-  question  was  raised  whether  a  particu- 
cation  of  damage  and  no  one  of  them  lar  injury  should  have  been  specially 
went  to  the  denial  of  the  whole  cause  averred  as  an  element  of  damage,  and 
of  action  relied  on  by  plaintiff,  and  the  this  was  held  to  be  immaterial,  the  de- 
court  said:  "  When  the  cause  of  action  fendant  having  failed  to  raise  the  ques- 
is  sufficiently  stated  to  authorize  a  re-  tion  at  the  trial,  or  to  request  an  in- 
covery  *  *  *  of  any  damages,  a  struction  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
partial  defense,  going  to  a  denial  of  recover  if  the  injury  was  not  the  ordi- 
the  right  to  recover  a  part  of  the  dani-  nary,  natural  result  of  the  wrongful  act. 
ages  claimed,  must  be  availed  of  and  4,  Stevens  v,  Rodger,  25  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
effectuated  by  motion  to  strike  out  the  54.  See  article  Ambndmknts,  vol.  i,  p. 
objectionable  averments,  or  by  objec-  458. 

tions  to  the  evidence,  and  through  in-  Ponnanoneyof  Iignzy.  —  Where  proof 

structions  to  the  iury.'*  of  the  permanency  of  an  injury  is  ob- 

1.  See  Infra^  VI.  Bill  of  Particulars,  jected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  petition 

S.  Root  V,  Foster,  9  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  does    not    contain    an    allegation     in 

Supreme  Ct.)  37,  holding  that  it  is  not  reference  thereto,  the  trial  court  may 

proper  to  strike  out  in  an  action  for  allow  an  amendment  by  the  insertion 

^assault  and  battery  allegations  as  to  of  the  necessary  allegation.     Edwards 

the  plaintiff's  business  and  his  being  v.  Three  Rivers,  102  Mich.  153. 

ridiculed  by  bystanders.  Additional  Oonsoqnonoas  of  Ii^nzy.  — 

S.  Delie  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51  Where,  five  days  prior  to  the  trial,  the 
Wis.  400:  Mellor  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  plaintiff  filed  an  amended  petition  set- 
Co.,  T05  Mo.  4S5.  And  see  Hawes  v.  ting  forth  additional  consequences  of 
O'Reilly,  126  Pa.  St.  440;  James  v,  the  injury,  there  was  held  to  be  no 
Atlanta  St.  R.  Co.,  90  Ga.  695;  Flana-  error  in  refusing  an  application  on  the 
gan  V.  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  83  Iowa  part  of  the  defendant  for  a  continuance, 
.639.  it  appearing  that  nearly  four  months 

Partionlar  Ii^nry.  —  If  a  declaration  previous  to  the  trial  depositions  on  the 

Is  merely  indefinite  or  uncertain  in  not  part  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  filed  and 

-stating  the  particular  injury  inflicted,  opened  wherein  such  additional  inju- 

advantage  of  the  defect  must  be  taken  ries  had  been  testified  to.    Gulf,  etc, 

1[>y  proper  plea,  or  it  will  be' deemed  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  16 Tex.  Civ.  App.  93. 
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15.  Waiver  and  Cure  of  Variance  —  Sridonoe  Admittod  Without  Olyee- 
tlon.  —  Where  evidence  respecting  elements  of  damage  or  other 
matters  as  to  which  no  sufficient  foundation  is  laid  in  the  com* 
plaint,  or  like  pleading,  is  admitted  without  the  interposition  of 
a  timely  and  proper  objection,  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  in 
that  particular  will  be  deemed  waived.^ 

Introdnetion  of  Vow  GaoM  of  Aetion.  —  ment  of  damages,  and  for  which  such 
The  ameadment  of  a  complaint  charg-  evidence  is  admitted,  as  a  basis  of  re- 
ing  two  railroad  corporations  with  the  covery,  will  be  deemed  waived.  Mel- 
responsibility  for  injuries  sufifered,  by  lor  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  105  Mo. 
striking  out  one  of  such  corporations  455. 

as  a  party  and  alleging  the  infliction  of  Insufficient  Objection  to  Evidence,  —  In 

the  injuries  by  the  other,  is  not  the  in-  Mellor  v.   Missouri    Pac.   R.  Co.,   105 

troduction  of  a  new  cause  of  action.  Mo.  455,   there   was  no  allegation  of 

Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Laird,  164  U.  loss  of  earnings,  or  that  the  piaintiflf, 

S.  393.  by  reason  of  the  injury,  was  unable  to 

^tato  of  Uiiiitatioiit.  —  An  amended  attend  to  business,  was  prevented  from 

petition  which  differs  from  the  original  attending  to  business,  or  had  lost  or 

only  in  stating  more  fully  the  result  of  would  lose  a  particular  salary.     With- 

injuries  caused  by  the  defendant  does  out  objection  evidence  was  introduced 

not  set  up  a  new  cause  of  action  so  as  tending  to  show  the  amount  of  salary 

to  let  the  statute  of  limitations  run  be-  earned   by   the   plaintiff    as    a    postal 

tween  the  filing  of  the  two  petitions,  clerk,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  injury 

International,  etc.,   R.  Co.   v,  Irvine,  he  had  been  unable  to  attend,  and  did 

64  Tex.  529,  23  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  Cas.  not  attend,  to  his  duties  as  such  clerk, 

518.    See  also  Texas  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  or  to  any  other  work,  from  the  time  of 

Davidson,  68  Tex.  370.  the  injury  until  the  trial,  with  the  ex- 

In  The  Oriental  r.  Barclay,  16  Tex.  ception  of  about  six  weeks.  The  court 
Civ.  App.  193,  an  allegation  of  a  instructed  the  jurors  as  to  the  elements 
specific  injury  was  made  for  the  first  of  damage  they  were  at  liberty  to  con- 
time  in  a  pleading  amended  after  the  sider,  and,  among  other  things,  author- 
expiration  of  time  which  would  have  ized  them  to  allow  the  plaintiff  damages 
barred  a  suit  on  the  original  claim,  for  loss  of  earnings.  The  defendant 
and  it  was  held  that  the  enlargement  objected  to  the  instruction  as  too  gen- 
of  the  allegations  as  to  the  specific,  eral,  but  did  not  ask  that  the  evidence 
injuries  originally  pleaded  was  not  as  to  the  plaintiff's  loss  of  time,  and 
affected  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  the  amount  of  his  salary,  be  excluded 

Subsequent  Results s%\XKi^  9,%  ^iXmxiA  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury.     On 

saffering,  naturally  following  from  per-  motion   for  a  new  trial  there  was  no 

sonal  injuries  received  do  not  extend  complaint  in  regard  to  the  evidence, 

the  time  for  bringing  an  action.     Tay-  the  only  objection   to    its    admission 

lor  V,  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  53  Hun  (N.  being  '*  because  the  court  admitted  in- 

Y.)  305.  competent  and  illegal  testimony  offered 

1.  Joliet  f.  Johnson,  (III   1898)  52  N.  by  plaintiff  against  the  objection  of  the 

E.  Rep.  498;    Hartley  v,  Trorlicht,  49  defendant,'*  and  it  was  held  that  the 

Mo.  App.  214.  error  in  admitting  the  evidence  in  ques- 

Addition of  Vow  Elomoat  of  Damago. —  tion  was  waived  by  the  failure  of  the 

Where  evidence  which  is  not  objected  defendant   to  object  and  except  to  it 

to  simply  adds  anotherelement  of  dam-  during  the  trial. 

age  to  those  for  which  it  is  conceded  Varfiuoo  as  to  Pormaaonoy  of  Injury.  — 
that  a  recovery  can  be  had,  and  if  the  A  variance  between  the  evidence  and 
damage  occurred  from  the  injury  com-  the  pleadings  as  to  the  permanent  in- 
plained  of,  and  not  from  a  different  jury  or  loss  of  time  is  immaterial, 
one,  there  is  no  error  which  necessitates  where  evidence  relative  thereto  was 
a  reversal.  Mellor  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  not  objected  to  on  that  ground  at  the 
Co..  105  Mo  455.  time  when  it  was  offered.     Golden  v. 

Wlioro  Syidonoo  of  tho  Haintiir*8  Earn-  Clinton,  54  Mo.  App.  zoo;  Loe  v.  Chi- 

ingt  at  the  time  of  the  accident  has  been  cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  57  Mo.  App.  350. 

admitted  without  objection,  an  allega-  Oldootion  First  BaLiod  on  Appoal.  —  It 

tion  as  to  the  loss  of  time  as  an  ele-  is  too  late  on  appeal  to  make  objections 
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Evidonoa  Admittod  and  0abMqii«ntl7  Straek  Out.  —  So  where  evidence  as 
to  matters  which  are  not  sufficiently  averred  to  authorize  its  intro- 
duction, or  as  to  which  there  is  a  total  want  of  averment,  is  erro- 
neously admitted,  the  error  will  be  deemed  cured  by  striking  it 
out,  and  thus  withdrawing  it  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,* 
or  by  a  sufficient  instruction  to  the  jury  to  disregard  it,*  provided, 
however,  that  in  view  of  all  the  attending  circumstances,  and  of 
the  evidence  as  a  whole,  no  prejudice  will  result  to  the  complain- 
ing party.' 

71.  Bill  of  Pasticulabs.  —  In  those  states  wherein  bills  of 
particulars  are  recognized,  the  defendant  has,  in  addition  to  his 
right  to  move  for  definiteness  and  certainty  in  the  complaint,  the 
right  to  apply  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  or  for  a  statement  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  alleged  injuries  upon  which  the  plaintiff 

for  the  first  time  to  a  variance  between  duration  of  other  injuries  can  be  con< 

the  allegations  and  the  proof.     Shen-  sidered  only  as  showing  that  the  inju* 

andoah  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Moose,  83  Va.  ries  will  extend  for  some  time  in  the 

827.  future.      Metropolitan  St.  R.   Co.   v. 

1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Meech,  Johnson,  90  Ga.  500. 

163   111.   305;    Waterman   v.   Chicago,  AggraTation  of  I^jvzy.  —  The  adrois- 

etc,   R.  Co.,  82  Wis.  6x3,  52  Am.  &  sion  of   proof   that  the  injuries  were 

Eng.  R.  Cas.  592.  aggravated   by  illness    some    months 

S.  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Elliott,  after  the  infliction  is  not  a  ground  for 

149  U.  S.  266.  reversal    where    the    jurors  were   in- 

Initraetlon  to  Diirogard  ETidonoo.  —  structed  that  the  defendant  was  liable 

Where    the    plaintiff    i^as    permitted,  for  nothing  beyond  the  injuries  caused 

against  objection,  to  prove  the  appear-  by  his  acts.     Bagley  v.  Mason,  69  Vt. 

ance  of  a  hernia  nine  months  after  the  175. 

accident,  and  the  court,  after  hearing  Effeet    of    Diielaiiiitr.  —  Where     the 

all   the  evidence  introduced  on   both  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiif*s 

sides,  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  plain-  limbs,   arms,   shoulders,   chest,    side, 

tiff  had   failed  to  connect  that  injury  and   back   were    greatly   bruised  and 

with  the  accident,  and  so  informed  the  wounded,  and  that  she  was  greatly  and 

jury,  the  fact  that  the  evidence  was  ad-  permanently    injured    in     her    spine, 

mitted  in  the  first  instance  was  held  stomach,  and  internally,  evidence  to 

not  to  constitute  error.     Delie  </.  Chi-  show  urinary  difficulty  as  the  result  of 

cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51  Wis.  400.  the  injuiies  was  held  competent  where 

Futiiro  Phyiloal  ConditioB.  —  Under  a  the  plaintiff  disclaimed  any  right  to  re- 
declaration alleging  that  the  plaintiff's  cover  for  the  difficulty  as  an  independ- 
injuries  will  continue  for  a  long  time  ent  element  of  damage,  but  claimed 
and  prevent  her  from  having  free  use  that  there  was  evidence  of  injury  to  the 
of  her  person:  that  the  injuries  to  her  spine,  and  the  jury  was  instructed  not 
side  and  arm  are  permanent;  that  she  to  allow  damages  for  that  trouble  ex- 
will  not  be  able  for  a  very  long  time,  cept  as  it  might  be  a  direct  result  of  an 
by  reason  of  said  injuries,  to  discharge  injury  to  the  spine,  and  also  that  it 
her  domestic  duties,  and  that  her  was  permissible  to  be  introduced  as 
capacity  to  earn  money  has  been  de-  one  of  the  evidences  of  spinal  injury 
stroyed  for  a  long  period  of  time  and  and  for  that  purpose  only.  Finn  r. 
permanently  decreased  one-  half,  there  Adrian,  93  Mich.  504. 
IS  no  error  in  permitting  a  witness  to  8.  Waterman  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 
testify  that  the  condition  of  the  plain-  Co.,  82  Wis.  613,  52  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
tiff    ten   years  hence,   if    it    continue  Cas.  592. 

ffoing  on,  will  be  that  of  a  confirmed  PlaiBtilPs  Earnings.  —  The  erroneous 
invalid,  where  the  court  instructs  the  admission  of  testimony  as  to  the 
jurors  that  they  cannot  consider  any  amount  of  salary  earned  by  the  plain- 
permanent  injuries  except  to  the  arm  tiff  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  where  no 
and  side,  and  that  evidence  as  to  the  foundation  for  such  testimony  is  laid 
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bases  his  right  to  recover.  *  But  where  it  is  apparent  from  the 
plaintiff's  pleading  that  the  defendant  is  sufficiently  apprised  of 
the  claim  in  that  respect,  a  bill  of  particulars  or  the  like  is 
unnecessary.* 

TIL  PUA  OB  AirsWBS.  —  Where  a  defendant  seeks  to  defeat  a. 
recovery,  he  must  interpose  a  sufficient  plea  or  answer  and  by 
appropriate   averments  deny  the  negligence  or  wrongful  acts 

in  the  declaration,  is  not  cured  by  an  R.  Co.,  24  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.) 

instruction  that  the  testimony  was  ad-  409. 

mitted  for  the  sole  purpose  of  showing  Bill  of  Ptrtteolaii  BoforsOrdtringPhys-*. 

the    plaintiff's    capacity    for   earning  ioal  Examination.  —  Though  the  court 

money  and  must  not  be  considered  as  may  direct  the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a 

a  measure  of  damage.     Wabash  West-  physical  examination,  ordinarily  it  wiU 

ern    R.    Co.    v.    Friedman,    146     111.  first  require  a  bill  of  particulars  for  the 

583.  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  necessity 

PMtponomeat  of  Xanriago. — The  im-  for  such  an  examination.     Lawrence 

proper  admission  of  evidence  as  to  the  v,  Keim,  19  Pbila.  (Pa.)  351,  45  Leg. 

postponement  of  a  marriage,  without  Int.  (Pa.)  434. 

laying  a  sufficient  foundation  therefor  8.  Whoro  tho  Statomont  Doolaros    far 

in  the  complaint,  is  not  cured  by  an  Oonoral  Damages  only,  the  plaintiff  need 

instruction  that  such  circumstance  is  not  furnish  particulars  of  the  damagea 

not  an  independent  element  of  damage,  claimed  bv  him.     Benz  v.  South  Beth^ 

but  that   it  may   be  considered   only  lehem,  5   Northam.  L.  Rep.  (Pa.)  381, 

as  bearing    upon  the   mental   strain.  Description  of  Iignries.  —  A  complaint 

anxiety,  and  suspense  which  (he  plain-  describing  the  injuries  as  a  fracture  of 

tiff  was  under  at  the  time  of  the  injury  one  leg  and  bruises  about  the  legs  and 

and  afterwards.      Beath  v.   Rapid  R.  body,    and    alleging    in    consequence 

(^.,  (Mich.  1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  537.  thereof  the  confinement  of  the  plaintiff 

1.  Ehrgott  r.  New  York,   96  N.  Y.  to  his  bed  for  about  six  weeks,  inability 

265;  Hanson  v,  Anderson,  90  Wis.  195.  to  work,  lameness,  and  suffering,  suffix 

See  also   Columbia,   etc.,    R.    Co.    v.  ciently  sets  out  the  injuries  received, 

Hawthorne,  3  Wash.  Ter.  353;  and  see  and  no  bill  of  particulars  is  necessary, 

generally    article  Bills    of  Particu-  Redmond  v,  Buckley,  (Supreme  Ct.)  2a 

LARS,  vol.  3,  p.  517.  N.  Y.  Supp.  969. 

BatnroaiidBztontofli^nTioi.  —  Where  In    Shadock    v,   Alpine  Plank-road 

a  complaint  fails  to  state  upon  what  Co.,  79  Mich.  7,  a  declaration  averring 

part  of  the  body  the  injuries  were  re-  that  the  "  plaintiff  was  hurt,  bruised, 

ceived,  it  is  proper  to  direct  a  bill  of  and  wounded,"  but  giving  no  descrip^ 

particulars  "  describing  more  particu-  tion  of  the  place  or  extent  of  the  inju- 

larly  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  in-  ries,  was  held  sufficient  without  a  bill 

juries."    Schweitr.  Metropolitan  St.  R.  of  particulars. 

Co.,  24  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y.   City  Ct.)  l^nries  Whieh  Cannot  Bo  Itomisod.  -^ 

409.  In  Gilbert  v,  Hoffman,  66  Iowa  305, 

An  Inilnnity  of  Bpoodh  caused  by  an  the  petition  sought  to  recover  damages 

accident    is    an  element  of    ordinary  for  pain,  suffering,  and  disfigurement, 

damages  which  need  not  be  specially  caused  by  smallpox  contracted  in  the 

alleg^,  but  is  an  incident  or  detail  of  defendant*s  hotel,  and  it  was  held  that 

the  injury  which  may  call  for  a  bill  of  a  motion  for  a  more  specific  statement 

particulars.      Garbaczewski   v.  Third  was  properly  overruled  for  the  reason 

Ave.  R.  Co.,  5  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  186.  that  the  injuries  were  of  such  a  charac- 

Boviow    of  Older   for   Bill.  —  Where  ter  that  they  could  not  be  itemized, 

there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  Wksro  tho  Baal  Oljoot  of  a  Motion  Is 

that  the  plaintiff  would  be  prejudiced  to  Have  a  Complaint  Made  More  Deflnito 

by  furnishing  a  bill  of  particulars  of  and  Oortain,  but  a  bill  of  particulars  is 

the   items    of   "  disbursements  made  also  asked  for,  if  the  complaint  is  suffi- 

necessary,"  etc.,   the  appellate  court  ciently  definite  and   certain  an  order 

will  not  interfere  if  the  order  for  the  denying  the  motion  without  prejudice 

bill  requires  too  much,  the  remedy  in  to  the  right  to  ask  for  a  bill  of  particu-. 

sach  case  being  proceedings  to  resettle  lars  is  proper.    Barney  v.  Hartford,  7 jt 

the  order.    Schweit  v.  Metropolitan  St.  Wis.  95. 
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charged,  or  the  fact  of  the  injury,  or  its  extent,  as  well  as  the 
various  other  matters  upon  which  he  rests  to  avoid  liability.* 

viLL  IirsTBiircTlovs  —  1.  Suggesting  Mode  of  Computing  DamagML 
—  While  the  jurors  should  be  informed  among  other  things  of  all 
matters  which  may  properly  be  considered  by  them  in  arriving 
at  their  determination  as  to  the  damages  to  be  awarded,  yet  in 
submitting  the  cause  the  court  should  not  instruct  as  to  the 
mode  of  computation  or  suggest  methods  to  be  adopted  by  the 
jurors  in  arriving  at  their  verdict,  though  where  it  is  manifest 
that  no  prejudice  has  resulted  because  of  such  an  instruction  or 
suggestion  it  may  be  regarded  as  harmless  error.* 

1.  A  Plea  of  Bon  Assault  Bemssne  does  No  person  would  voluntarily  endure 

not  admit  the  infliction  of  any  particu-  such  pain  and  suffering  as  it  is  proven 

lar  wound,  and  under  the  plea  the  de-  Mrs.   B.  endured   for  any  amount  of 

fendant  may   show   that  a   particular  money.     But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury, 

wound  was  made  in  some  way  other  if  they  find  for  the  plaintiff,  to  fix  some 

than  by  his  act.     Watson  v.  Hastings,  sum  which  would  be  a  compensation 

(Del.  1897)  39  Atl.  Rep.  587.  for  this  pain  and  suffering."     It  was 

Denial  of  Injury.  —  An  answer  which  held  that  such  instruction  was  errone- 

in  effect  is  no  more  than  a  denial  that  ous,  as  its  effect  was  to  suggest  a  price 

any  injury  was  inflicted  through  the  in  money  suflScient  to  induce  a  person 

carelessness  or  negligence  of  the  de-  to  undergo  voluntarily  the   pain   and 

fendant  is  not  a  denial  of  an  allegation  suffering  complained  of,  as  a  measure 

of  personal  injury,  the  amputation  of  of  the  compensation  for  having  been 

a  member  of  the  body  made  necessary  subjected  to  it. 

thereby,  or  of  the  resulting  damage.  A  Ghargo  Snggoitiag  OapltalliatioA  of 

South  Covington,  etc.,   St.  R.  Co.  v.  the  PlaintUTs  sarniiigs  and  that  a  sum 

Herrklotz,  (Ky.  1898)47  S.  W.  Rep.  265.  be    given    which    will    support    him 

Frivolous  Answer.  —  An  answer  alleg-  from   year  to  year    is  erroneous,   al- 

ing  *'  upon    *    *    *    information  and  though  the  suggestion  is  only  by  way 

belief "    that    the    plaintiff    was    not  of  illustration.    Gregory  v.  New  York, 

bruised  or  injured  as  alleged,  and  de-  etc..  R.  Co.,  55  Hun  <N.  Y.)  303. 

nying  generally  the  several  allegations  FnUuro  FromotiOB.  —  In  an  action  by 

of  the  complaint,  and  that  the  plaintiff  a  father  to  recover  for  personal  injuries 

has  sustained  damages,  is   frivolous,  to  his  minor  son,  where  there  was  evi- 

and  judgment  may  be  given  thereon,  dence  that  the  boy  received  a  certain 

Powers  V,  Rome,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  3  Hun  amount  per  week  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 

(N.  Y.)  285,  5  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  449.  cident,  but  no  evidence  whatever  as  to 

Self-aggravation    of     Damages.  —  Al-  what  he  would  be  likely  to  receive  in 

though    not   pleaded,   neglect  on   the  the  future,  it  was  held   error  for  the 

part  of  the  person  injured  to  care  prop-  court  to  suggest  to  the  jury  that  the 

erly  for  the  injuries,  in  consequence  of  boy  might  get  more  "  by  way  of  pro- 

which  they  became  aggravated,  may  motion.*'     Reese  v.  Hershey,  163  Pa. 

be  proved  in  mitigation  of  damages.  St.  253. 

Waxahachie  v.  Connor,  (Tex.  Civ.  Calenlations  of  Damages.  —  Where  the 
App  1896)  35  S.  W.  Rep  692.  evidence  shows  the  age  of  the  plaintiff, 
8.  Soggestlon  of  Methods.  —  The  court  his  expectancy  of  life  according  to  the 
should  not  suggest  to  the  jurors  any  mortality  tables,  the  rate  of  his  earn- 
methods  by  which  they  must  estimate  ings  before  he  suffered  the  injury  sued 
the  damages  in  reaching  their  conclu-  for,  his  subsequent  disability  to  labor, 
sions.  Sabine,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Brous-  and  his  pain  and  suffering,  the  calcula- 
sard,  69  Tex.  617,  34  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  tion  of  damages  is  to  be  made  by  the 
Cas.  199.  jury,  and  not  by  the  court  in  its  in- 
Suggesting  Amonnt  of  Booovery.  —  In  structions.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Baker  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  142  Pa.  St.  Davis,  09  Ala.  593. 
503,  an  instruction  was  given  as  fol-  Sodneing  Damages  to  Present  Worth. — 
lows:  "  It  is  of  course  difficult  to  give  It  is  not  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
a  money  value  to  pain  and  suffering,  prospective  damages  are  like  payments 
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2.  Assumption  of  Facts.  —  Ordinarily  an  instruction  which 
assumes  the  existence  of  facts  as  to  which  no  testimony  has 
been  introduced  or  which,  being  pleaded,  are  controverted 
either  specifically  or  inferentially,  is  erroneous,  if  such  assump- 
tion has  the  efifect  of  conveying  a  wrong  impression  to  the 
jurors  and  probably  influences  them  in  arriving  at  their  verdict. 
This  is  true  whether  or  not  the  assumption  is  in  respect  to  the 
cause  or  to  the  fact  of  the  injury  *  or  relates  to  the  results  of 

in  advance,  and  that  in  fixing  the  sum  which  he  was  riding,  by  reason  of 
that  fact  may  properly  be  talcen  into  which  said  car  collided  with  another 
consideration,  and  the  amount  reduced  car,  and  plaintiff  was  thrown  to  the 
to  its  then  present  worth,  inasmuch  as  ground,  and  permanently  injured." 
the  effect  of  the  suggestion  is  to  lessen  San  Antonio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Keller,  ii 
the  damages,  if  it  has  any  effect,  and  Tex.  Civ.  App.  569. 
consequently  the  defendant  cannot  An  instruction  which  in  one  para- 
complain.  Fulsome  v.  Concord,  46  Vt.  graph  states  that  the  plaintiff  sues  for 
135.  alleged  injuries  inflicted  upon  him  by 

MultiplTiiig  Sarnfaigt  by  Life  Xzpeet-  derailment,    etc.,  occasioned    by    the 

maoy. —  In  St.   Louis,  etc.,   R.  Co.   v,  negligence  of  the  defendant  is  not  erro- 

Farr,  56  Fed.  Rep.  994,  the  plaintiff's  neous  because  assuming  as  a  fact  that 

attorney'  stated   to  the  jury  that  the  the  injuries  were  occasioned   by   the 

plaintiff    would    probably    live    forty  negligence  of  the  defendant.     Interna- 

years,  and  that  a  proper  method  of  esti-  tional,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Simcock,  81  Tex. 

mating  the  damages  was  to  ascertain  503. 

his  annual  earnings  and  multiply  the  An  instruction  authorizing  the  jury 

amount  by  forty.    The  defendant  ob-  to  assess  such  damages  as  the  evidence 

jected,   but  the  objection    was    over-  showed   the   plaintiff   was  entitled   to 

ruled,  the  court  remarking,  "  That  is  a  under  the  circumstances,  and  which 

fair  argument.*'     The  remark  was  held  thereafter  specified  the  circumstances 

error  which  was  not  cured  by  a  subse-  to  be  considered,  is  not  open  to  the  ob- 

quent  instruction  to  allow  such  sum  to  jection  that  by  the  first  part  thereof  the 

the  plaintiff  as  would  compensate  him  jury  was  permitted  to  take  into  consid- 

for   the  pecuniary  loss  sustained    by  eration  the  character  of  the  negligence 

him,  or  that  he  would  thereafter  sus-  by  which  the  injury  was  caused,  and 

tain,  by  reason  of  such  disabilities,  and  to  allow  exemplary  damages.     Rice  v, 

that  the  jury  should  not  assume  that  Des  Moines,  40  Iowa  638. 

the  plaintiff  was  entirely  incapacitated  WroagfU  Aot  —  An  instruction  that 

because  he  could  no  longer  work  at  his  damages  may  be  recovered  for  perma- 

ttsual  calling,  but  should  consider  his  nent  injury,  if  the  jury  believe  from 

power  to  earn  money  in  other  stations  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  has  sus- 

of  life.  tained  such  permanent  injury  from  the 

1.  Caose  of  Injury.  —  On  the  trial  of  wrongful  acts  complained  of,  is  not 

an  action  for  excessive  violence  in  ex-  erroneous  because  assuming  that  the 

polling  the  plaintiff  from  a  car,  if  there  defendant  was  guilty  of  the  wrongful 

is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  blows  acts  complained  of.      St.  Louis,  etc., 

were  struck  within  the  car  and  that  the  R.  Co.  v,  Daley,  53  111.  App.  614. 

plaintiff   was  thrown   from    the    plat-  Injury.  —  An  instruction  authorizing 

form,  there  is  no  ground  of  exception  the  jury  to  award  such  damages  as 

to  the  refusal  of  a  ruling  which  as-  will  reasonably  compensate  the  plain- 

sumes  that  the  evidence  related  only  to  tiff  for  the  injuries  shown  by  the  evi- 

the  blows.      Coleman   it.   New  York,  dence  to  have  been  received  by  him  is 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  106  Mass.  160.  not  objectionable  because  warranting 

Vegligenos.  —  There  is  no  assumption  an  assumption  on  the  part  of  the  jury 

of   fact   in   an   instruction    that  **  the  that    it    could    award    such    damages 

plaintiff    *    *    *    brings     this      suit  whether  or  not  the  evidence  showed 

against  the  defendant  to  recover  dam-  some  injury.     La  Salle  v,  Porterfield, 

ages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  138  111.  114.     And  see  Joliet  v.  Johnson, 

received  by  the  negligence  of  the  de-  (III.  1898)  $2  N.  E.  Rep.  498. 

f endant  in  the  operation  of  a  car  on  PreTiom  Injury.  —  Where  the  plaintiff 
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the  injury  or  to  the  right  to  a  recovery.^ 

3.  Arg^entative  Inftmctioni.  —  It  is  proper  to  refuse  to  give 
argumentative  instructions,  or  those  which  have  that  character 

received  injuries  in  the  hip  and  knee,  because  making  mental  suffering  an 
and  the  jurors  were  instructed  that  if  element  of  damage,  and  practically 
he  had  been  previously  injured  and  at  assuming  the  plaintiff's  right  to  dam- 
the  time  his  knee  was  so  far  recovered  ages.  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
that  with  ordinary  care  it  would  have  tin,  iii  111.  220,  ajfirminx  '^  I^^-  ^PP> 
gotten  well,  or  that  it  was  well,  and  386.  And  see  Rice  v,  Des  Moines,  40 
that  without  the  plaintiff's  fault  it  was  Iowa  638. 

hurt  by  the  negligence  of  the  defend-  It  is  proper  to  instruct  the  jurors  that 
ant,  so  as  to  render  it  stiff,  the  defend-  if  they  find  the  fact  of  the  injury  by  the 
ant  would  be  liable,  the  instruction,  wrong  of  the  defendant  they  may  as- 
taken  in  conjunction  with  another  sess  the  damages.  Aurora  r.  Hillman^ 
instruction  to  the  effect  that  if  the  90  111.  61,  distinguishing  Chicago,  etc., 
plaintiff's  injuries  were  received  prior  K.  Co.  v,  Chisholm,  79  111.  584,  wherein 
to  his  becoming  a  passenger  they  must  the  jurors  were  told  that  if  they  found 
find  for  the  detencfant,  was  held  not  to  the  defendant  guilty  of  the  trespass 
have  been  erroneous  because  assuming  they  should  assess  damages,  without 
as  a  fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  previ-  requiring  them  first  to  determine  that 
ously  been  injured  only  at  the  knee,  the  plaintiff  had  been  injured  or  dam- 
East  Line,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Rushing,  69  aged. 
Tex.  306,  34  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  367.  Impairmmit  of   HealtlL  —  Where   the 

1.  Invadiiig  ProTinoeof  Jury.  —  An  in-  jurors  were  instructed  that  they  might 

struction  that  the  jury  might  consider  take  into  consideration  not  only   the 

the     pain     which     the    plaintiff    had  bodily  disability  occasioned  by  the  ac- 

■suffered   or  was  likely  to  suffer,  the  cident,  but"  also  an  impairment  of  the 

value  of  time  lost  or  which  was  likely  plaintiff's    general     health    which    is 

to   be   lost  by   reason   of  the  injury,  shown  by  the  evidence,  and  which  the 

whether  such  injury  was  likely  to  be  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  will 

permanent  or  not,  whether  the  plaintiff  affect  or  impair  his  future  ability  to 

was  likely  to  remain  an  invalid  or  get  attend   to  his  ordinary  business,  the 

better  or  worse,  and,  upon  a  considera-  same  as  if  the  injury  complained  of 

tion  of  all  the  facts  proved,  might  as-  had  not  occurred,"  and  that  in  estimat- 

certain   the  extent  of  the  injury  and  ing  his  damages,  present  and  prospec- 

award  such  damages  as  in  the  judg-  tive.  they  should  give  only  such  dam- 

ment  of  the  jury  would  compensate,  so  ages  as  were  shown  by  the  evidence, 

far  as  money  could,  for  such  injury,  was  and  by  other  instructions  requested  by 

not  an  invasion  of  the  province  of  the  defendant  the  jury  was  informed  thai 

jury  because  assuming  the  existence  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  must 

of   facts  in   dispute,   and  authorizing  be  shown  by  a  preponderance  of  evi- 

an  implication  that  the  plaintiff  could  dence,  it  was  held  that,  taking  the  in- 

not  be  fully  compensated  in  damages,  structions  as  a  whole,  the^  were  not 

Cleveland,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Newell,  104  misleading  because  assuming  that  the 

Ind.  264.  plaintiff's  general  health  was  impaired 

Aiimning  Bight  to  BoooYor.  —An  in-  by  the  injury.     Lake  Erie,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

struction     that     in    determining    the  v.  Wills,  140  111.  614,  affirming  39  III. 

amount  of  damages  that  the  plaintiff  App.  649. 

was  entitled  to  recover  the  jury  had  Szponso  —  Lost  Time  —  Pain.  —  In 
the  right  to  and  should  take  into  consid-  Klutts  v,  Sl  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  75 
eration  ail  the  facts  and  circumstances  Mo.  642,  the  jurors  were  instructed 
in  evidence,  the  nature  and  extent  of  that  if  they  found  for  the  plaintiff  they 
the  plaintiff's  physical  injuries,  if  any,  should  allow  *'  first,  the  expenses  in- 
testified  about  by  the  witnesses,  his  curred  by  plaintiff  in  attempting  to 
suffering  in  body  and  mind,  if  any,  re-  cure  himself  of  his  injuries;  second, 
suiting  from  such  injuries,  and  also  his  loss  of  time  occasioned  b^  this; 
such  prospective  suffering  and  loss  of  third,  his  bodily  pain  and  suffenngand 
health,  if  any,  as  the  jurors  might  be-  mental  anguish,"  etc.  It  was  held 
lieve,  from  all  the  evidence  before  that  the  instruction,  while  not  definite 
them,  he  had  sustained  or  would  sus-  and  precise,  did  not  assume  that  the 
tain,  was  held  not  to  be  objectionable  plaintiff    had    incurred  expense,    lost 
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or  which  may  have  a  tendency  to  influence  the  jurors  unduly 
in  their  determination.^ 

4.  Authdriiiiig  Coigeetiire  or  Speculatioit  —  It  is  proper  to 
require  the  jurors  to  confine  themselves  to  such  elements  of 
damage  as  have  been  properly  pleaded  and  proven,  or  which  from 
the  facts  and  circumstances  shown  may  reasonabl}'  be  inferred, 
and  the  presiding  judge  should  neither  by  positive  statement 
nor  by  statements  from  which  inferences  can  be  drawn  permit 
them  to  indulge  in  conjecture  or  speculation.' 

time,  and  endured  bodily  pain,  etc.,  SuufM  VotCbdmad.  —  Where  there 

and  the  judgment  should  not  be  re-  is  no  claim  for  exemplary  damages  be- 

▼ersed  for  the  mere  want  of  precision,  cause  of  the  injury,  it  is  proper  to  re- 

especially  as  the  plaintiff's  evidence  as  fuse  a  charge  that  the  jury  can  find 

to  these  matters  was  not  contradicted,  only  for  the  amount  of  actual  damages 

Plain  and  Mteiog . —  It  is  error  to  as*  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of 
same  in  an  instruction  that  pain  and  the  particular  injury  in  question,  and 
anguish  were  suffered,  when  that  fact  cannot  find  for  any  exemplary  dam- 
is  in  issue.  Plummer  v,  Milan,  70  Mo.  ages,  nor  for  any  damages  proximately 
App.  598.  resulting  from  a  previous  injury  or  de- 

But  an  instruction  is  not  erroneous  feet  in   the  injured   limb.     Driess    v, 

for  assuming  matters  not  proven  when  Frederich,  73  Tex.  460. 

it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  a  Absenoe  of  Proof.  —  A  requested  in- 

serious    injury    and    the    jurors    are  struction   that  "  there  is  no  proof  of 

merely   informed  that  they  may  con-  permanent  pecuniary  loss  to  the  piain- 

sider  what  effect,  if  any,  the  injuries  tiff  in  this  case  "  is  properly  refused  be- 

may  have  in  the  future,  with  respect  cause  argumentative.    Richmond,  etc., 

to  pain  and  suffering.     West  Chicago  R.  Co.  v,  Weems,  97  Ala.  270. 

St.  R.  Co.  i\  Lups,  74  111.  App.  420.  8.  Fry  v.  Dubuque,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  45 

Nor  is  there  error  in  assuming  that  Iowa  416;  East  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
the  plaintiff  suffered  some  pain  and  v,  Lee,  90  Tenn.  570;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
suffering  where  there  is  evidence  as  to  v,  Wilson,  79  Tex.  37. 
injuries  from  which  such  conditions  Liberal  Ceastraetloii  of  Instmetioiis.  — 
would  naturally  result,  and  none  to  Instructions  should  be  judged  of  by 
deny  the  suffering,  and  the  trial  pro-  their  general  scope  and  spirit.  Hyper- 
ceeded  upon  the  theory  that  although  critical  niceties  should  be  disregarded, 
the  plaintiff  suffered  she  contributed  Therefore  when  in  an  action  for  an  as- 
hy her  own  act  to  the  suffering;  that  sault  the  jurors  are  told  to  imagine 
she  did  not  suffer  permanently  and  themselves  placed  in  a  situation  simi- 
wasnot  permanently  injured.  Hamil-  lar  to  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  give 
ton  V,  Great  Falls  St.  R.  Co.,  17  Mont,  him  such  sum  as  they  would  be  willing 
334.  to  take  as  compensation  for  the  injury, 

WlitrePlaiatifrWafOripplod.  —  An  in-  the  language  is  not  to  be  understood 

struction  assuming  physical  and  men-  literally,  but  is  to  be  considered  as  ad- 

tal  suffering  is  not  prejudicial  where  it  monitory   to  the  jury   to   regard    not 

appears  that  by  reason  of  the  injury  merely   the   wrong  sustained    by   the 

the  plaintiff,  a  minor,  was  crippled  for  plaintiff,  but  the  provocation  he   had 

life.    Schmitz  v,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  given,  the  effect  produced  on  him,  and 

119  Mo.  256.  the  ability  of  the  defendant  to  make 

1.  Compematimi.  —  On  the  trial  of  an  compensation,    and    to    estimate    the 

action  to  recover  damages  for  personal  damages  from  a  view  of  all  the  circum- 

in juries,  it  is  improper  for  the  court  to  stances.       Paschall     v.    Williams,    4 

say  that  "  no  sane  man  would  lose  a  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  292. 

leg  for  any  compensation,  but  you  are  Failnro  to  State  Elomoate of  Dtmage.  — 

not  to  be  guided  by  such  a  considera-  An  instruction  which,  without  desig- 

tion  as  that  in  arriving  at  the  amount  nating  the  proper  elements  of  damages, 

of  damages,"   since  the  tendency  of  merely  tells  the  members  of  the  jury 

soch  a  statement  is  unduly  to  Inflame  that  in  the  event  of  a  verdict  for  the 

damages.     Dooner  v,  Delaware,  etc.,  plaintiff  they  will  find  in  such  sum  as 

Canal  Co.,  164  Pa.  St.  17.  will  compensate  him  for  his  injuries, 
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5.  Verbal  Inaocuraeiea.  —  In  instructing  the  jury  accuracy  of 
statement  and  clearness  of  expression  are  of  course  desirable, 
but  mere  verbal  inaccuracies  or  involved  phraseology  will  not  of 

themselves  require  interference  with  the  verdict,  where  it  is 
apparent  that  the  jury  was  not  misled  and  that  no  prejudice 
resulted  to  the  unsuccessful  party  because  of  the  use  of  language 
possibly  inappropriate.^ 

is  erroneous,     llawes  v.  Kansas  City  Future    EfliMts. —  An     instruction 

Stock-Yards    Co.,   103  Mo.   60,  disHn'  which  authorizes   the  jury   to    assess 

finishing   Waldhier  v.  Hannibal,   etc.,  damages  for  the  suffering  and    pain 

R.  Co.,  87  Mo.  37.  which  the  plaintiff  **  may  endure  here- 

Error  in  instructing  the  jurors  that  if  after  "  and  for  the  loss  of  such  time 

they  find  for  the  plaintiff  they  may  fix  '*  as  the  evidence  convinces  you  she 

the  damages  at  such  sum  as  they  be-  will  be  likely  to  suffer  hereafter  "  is 

lieve  she  suffered,  not  exceeding  the  too  broad,  because  it  allows  the  jury  to 

amount  claimed,  is  not  cured  by  a  fur-  go  into  the  field  of  probability  instead 

ther  instruction  which,  while  requiring  of  confining  it  to  the  field  of  reasonable 

the  jurors  to  consider  certain  specified  certainty.     Hardy  r.  Milwaukee  St.  R. 

elements  of  damage,  does  not  preclude  Co  ,  S9  Wis.   183.     And  see  White  v. 

them  from  considering  others  that,  in  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co.,  61  Wis.  536; 

their  opinion,  ought  to  be  included.  Block  v.  Milwaukee  Si.  R.  Co.,  89  Wis. 

and  which  leaves  them  "  fancy  free'*  371;    Groundwater  v,   Washington,  92 

to  take  into  consideration  any  element  Wis.  56. 

or  ingredient  they  may  choose  in  esti-  1.  Central  R.,  etc.,  Co.    v.   Dotten. 

mating     the     damages.      Jacquin     v.  heim,  92  Ga.  425;    Taylor  v.  Scherpe, 

Grand  Ave.  Cable  Co.,  57  Mo.  App.  etc..  Architectural  Iron  Co.,   133  Mo. 

320.  349;    Curtis  V.  Rochester,  etc.,  R.  Co.« 

Pain  and  Mteiog.,— An  instruction  18  N.  Y.  534;    Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

authorizing  the  jury  to  assess  damages  v.    Frantz,    127   Pa.   St.   297;     Illinois 

at  such  sum  as  the  members  thereof  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Davidson,  76  Fed.  Rep. 

believe  from  the  evidence  will  com  pen-  517. 

sate  for  the  bodily  pain  and  mental  an-  Injury  "  Bsmote  "  Caose  of  MckiiflM.  — 
guish  suffered,  together  with  such  sum  An  instruction  in  an  action  for  per- 
as  will  compensate  the  plaintiff  for  any  sonal  injuries  that  if  the  injury  was 
permanent  injury  sustained  by  reason  "  the  remote  "  cause  of  the  injured 
of  the  injury  in  question,  and  for  the  person's  sickness  a  recovery  might  be 
pain  and  anguish  which  will  be  had  for  the  pain  suffered  in  that  sick- 
suffered  in  the  future,  is  not  open  to  ness  is  not  error,  where  it  appears  from 
the  objection  that  it  authorizes  the  jury  the  context  that  ''remote"  was  not 
to  go  into  the  field  of  conjecture,  used  in  its  legal  sense,  and  that  the 
Bigelow  V,  Metropolitan  St.  R.  Co.,  48  jury  could  not  have  been  misled  by  it. 
Mo.  App.  367.  Baker  v,  Pennsylvania  Co.,  142  Pa.  St. 

Yalue  of   Timo   Lost.  —  In  Leeds  r.  503. 

Metropolitan  Gas-light  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  Immodarato  or  ImpnidentlTM  of  Injured 

26,  it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  Mombor.  —  In  Russell  v,  Columbia,  74 

engaged  in  business  at  the  time  of  the  Mo.  480,  the  jury  was  informed  by  one 

injury,  but  had  not  been  able  to  attend  instruction  that  the  immoderate  use  by 

to  it  since.     It  was  not  shown  what  his  the  plaintiff  of  her  injured  foot  should 

business  was  or  the  value  of  his  time,  be  considered  in  mitigation  of  damages, 

and  no  facts  as  to  his  occupation  were  but  not  to  defeat  the  action.     It  was  ob- 

given  from  which  the  value  could  be  jectrd  that  the  language  **  imprudence 

estimated.     It  was  held  that  a  charge  and  improper  use  of   her  said   fool,*' 

that  the  plaintiff,  if  entitled  to  a  verdict,  contained   in   an  instruction   refused, 

was  entitled  to  recover  compensation  was  more  proper  than   the  language 

for  the  time  lost  was  erroneous,  as  the  "  immoderate  use  of  her  foot.'*    The 

jury   was  left  to   guess  or  speculate  court  said:    '*  It  might  be  conceded, 

upon  the  value  of  the  lost  time,  with-  however,   that    the    language  of    the 

out  any  basis  in  that  respect  for  the  refused  instruction  was  the  more  ap- 

judgment  to  rest  upon.  propriate;  yet  if  the  jury  understood 
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6.  Minlftading  and  Obioiire  Instmetions  —  a.  Generally.  —  As 
stated,  clearness  and  accuracy  of  expression  are  very  important. 
Statements  calculated  to  mislead  or  confuse  the  jury  should  be 
avoided,   as   should   be   the   use   of    unsatisfactory   or  obscure 

language.  However,  the  mere  fact  that  erroneous  statements 
were  made  or  inappropriate  language  was  used  will  not  require 
reversal  unless  it  is  probable  that  the  jury  was  thereby  influenced 
in  making  up  its  verdict.^ 

from  the  instructioa  given     *     *    *  son  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49  Mich, 

tliat  for  any  additional  injury  or  pain  184. 

occasioned  by  her  imprudence  or  the  Meatore  «f  Dimaget.  —  Though  an  in- 

malpractice  of  physicians  they  could  strucdon  may  be  open  to  criticism  be- 

allow  her  no  damages,  the  judgment  cause   verbally    inaccurate   respecting 

cannot  be  reversed  because  the  propo-  the  measure  of  damage,  yei  the  verdict 

sition  was  not  declared  in  more  elegant  will  not  be  disturbed  if  the  measure  of 

or  appropriate  language."  damages  is  stated  with  substantial  ac- 

Sirvloet  of  Fbjmaas  and  Vunai. —  curacy.     Henry  v.  Klopfer,  147  Pa.  St. 

An  instruction  as  to  expenditures  for  178. 

"  professional  services,  physicians,  and  "  Fully  "  Compsmate.  —  In  Harrington 

nurses  **  comprehends  the  claim  of  the  r.  Eureka  Hill  Min.  Co.,  (Utah  1898)  53 

petition  for  "  professional  services  of  Pac.  Rep.  737,  it  was  held  that  an  in- 

physicians  and  nurses."     Duke  v.  Mis-  struction  that  such  damages  might  be 

souri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  99  Mo.  347.  assessed  as  would  '*  fully     compensate 

Farmaamey  —  BiprsMiom  ITiad   Inad*  the  plaintiff  for  such  injuries  as  he 

wtsnfly.  —  An  instruction,  "  I  charge  had  proved  was  not  erroneous  because 

you  again  that  these  injuries  are  per-  of  the  unnecessary   use  of  the   word 

manent,   and   that  she  [the  plaintiff]  "  fully." 

will  have  to  suffer  the  remainder  of  her  Saqviring  Jury  to  B«  "  Satisilsd."  —  It 

life,"  is  objectionable  though  it  appears  is  proper  to  refuse  to  give  an  instruc- 

from  the  whole  charge  that  the  state-  tion   which    requires    the  jury  to  be 

ment  was  a  lapsus  lingucty  and  that  the  '*  satisfied  "  that  certain  apprehended 

court  intended  to  say,  '*  I  charge  you  results   will   flow  from    the    injuries, 

again  that  if  these  injuries  are  perma-  since  such  a  charge  would  exact  too 

nent."  etc.    Chattanooga,  etc.,  R.  Co.  high   a  degree  of  proof.      Fordyce  v. 

V.  Liddell,  85  Ga.  482.  Chancey,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  24. 

Where  the  jurors  were  charged  that  1.  lUinois.  —  Brownback  v,  Frailey, 

they  might  award  '*  a  reasonable  sum  78  111.  App.  262;  Chats  worth  v,  Rowe, 

for  the  certainty  of  the  duration  "  of  53  111.  App.  387. 

the  injuries  if  they  should  find  upon  ICentucky,  —  Louisville,  etc.,   R.  Co. 

the  evidence  that  such  injuries  were  v,  Kingman,  (Ky.  1896)  35  S.  W.  Rep. 

"  likely  with  reasonable  certainty  to  be  264. 

permanent."  the  court  said:    "What  A/i«ff^.  —  Black  man      v,     Gardiner, 
the  learned  judge  meant,  and  what  the  etc..  Bridge,  75  Me.  214. 
jury   must    have    understood   him    to  Michigan,  —  Shtppy  v,  Au  Sable,  65 
mean,  is  apparent.     The  whole  charge  Mich.  49;;.     See  Grattan  v.  Williams- 
indicates  that    what  he   really  dwelt  ton,  (Mich.  1898)  74  N.  W.  Rep.  668. 
upon    was  '  reasonable  certainty,'  and  New     York,  —  Rost      v,     Brooklyn 
the   word  '  likely  '   was  one  of  those  Heights  R.  Co.,  10  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  477. 
petty  slips  of  the  tongue  which  is  apt  Oregon,  —  Nutt  v.  Southern  Pac.  R. 
to   creep    into    almost    all    colloquial  Co.,  25  Oregon  291. 
speech."      Weiler    v,    Manhattan    R.  Pennsylvania, — Collins    v,    Leafey, 
Co.,  53  Hun  (N.  V.)  372.  124  Pa.  St.  203. 

IHiliBailing  Initnietion  as  to  MortfUoa-  Texas,  —  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
tion  Endured.  —  Where  the  plaintiff  is  Jones,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894)  29  S.  W. 
entitled  to  no  more  damages  than  such  Rep.  499;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Box,  81 
as  will  strictly  compensate  him  for  the  Tex.  670;  Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 
injury,  an  instruction  that  the  jury  Hannig,  91  Tex.  347,  reversing  Mis- 
may  consider"  mortification  "endured  souri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hannig,  (Tex. 
by  the  plaintiff  is  misleading.     Batter-  Civ.  App.  1897)  41  S.  W.  Rep.  196. 
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b.  Reference  to  Pleadings  to  Determine  Issue.  —  It  is 

the  duty  of  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  specifically  as  to  what 
issues  are  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  not  to  refer  the  jurors  to 

Virginia.  —  Shenandoah  Valley  R.  medical  attendance  and  services  con- 
Co.  V,  Moose,  83  Va.  827.  sequent  upon  tLe  injuries,  a  further 

West  Virginia,  —  Beck  v.  Thompson,  instr action  that   the  jury  may  award 

31  W.  Va.  459.  compensation  "  for  any  other  injury, 

Wisconsin,  —  Block     v,     Milwaukee  if  any,  not  hereinbefore  enumerated 

St.  R.  Co.,  89  Wis.  372.  and  classed  in  plaintiff's  petition,  as 

United  States,  —  Kansas  City,   etc.,  temporary,''  is  erroneous  because  mis- 

R.  Co.  V,  Stoner,  49  Fed.  Rep.  209,4  leading.    Texas  Cent.  R.  Co  v.  Brock, 

U.  S.  App.  109.  88  Tex.  310,  reversing  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

MisliwuHwg  Inttrnetion.  —  Where  the  1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep.  274. 

instruction  fails  to  present  adequately  InattCBtlon    to   Injury. — Where    the 

or  state  clearly  the  questions  involved,  jurors  were  instructed  that  although 

so  that  its  effect  upon  the  jurors  is  to  the  plaintiff  might  not  have  employed 

tnislead  them  to  the  prejudice  of  the  a  skilful  surgeon  to  attend  him,  yet  if 

defendant,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  they  believed  that  "  plaintiff  exercised 

plaintiff  must  be   reversed.     Lietz  v,  such  care  and  attention  in  regard  to  his 

Philadelphia  Traction  Co.,  169  Pa.  St.  case  as  a  prudent  man  would  under  his 

516.  particular  circumstances  and  situation 

Laek  «f  Prsoision  —  HannlMs  Xmir. —  have  done,"  they  should  find  in  his 
In  Klutts  V,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  75  favor,  and  in  detail  were  also  told 
Mo.  642,  II  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  639,  what  would  constitute  such  contribu- 
the  jurors  were  told  that  they  might  tory  negligence  as  would  defeat  a  re- 
allow  '*  first,  the  expenses  incurred  by  covery.  it  was  held  that  the  first 
plaintiff  in  attempting  to  cure  himself  instruction  stated,  though  general,  was 
of  his  injuries;  second,  his  loss  of  time  not  misleading,  and  that  the  instrnc- 
occasioned  by  this;  third,  his  bodily  tions  taken  together  fairly  presented  to 
pain  and  suffering  and  mental  an-  the  jury  the  question  of  negligence, 
guish."  It  was  held  that  nrhile  the  Klutts  v,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  75 
instructions  were  not  as  definite  and  Mo.  642. 

precise  as  they  should  have  been,  the  Lois  of  AUUtj  to  flnpport  DspondsBtB. 

judgment  would  not  be  reversed  for  —  In  Howes  v,  Ashfield,  99  Mass.  540. 

that  reason,  the  plaintiff's  evidence  as  an    instruction    was    given    that    the 

to  the  matters  in  question  being  un-  plaintiff  could  recover  for  the  diminu- 

contradicted.  tion  of  his  ability  to  labor  for  his  own 

Enumeratfa^p  Elements  of  Dama^.  —  support  and  the  support  of  others  de- 

An  instruction  that  if  the  verdict  is  for  pending  upon  him.    There  was  held  to 

the  plaintiff  the  jury  should  "  assess  be  no  reason  for  sustaining  an  excep- 

his  damages  at  such  a  sum  as  they  tion   to  the  instruction,  it  appearing 

may  believe  from  the  evidence  will  be  that  the  addition  of  the  words  **  for  his 

a  fair  compensation  to  him,  first,  for  own  support  and  the  support  of  those 

any  pain  of  body  or  mind;  second,  for  dependent  upon  him  "  did  not  enlarge 

any   loss  of  earnings   after    he   shall  the  ground  of  damages,  nor  imply  that 

have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  the  jury  was  authorized  to  consider,  as 

years:  third,  for  any  physical  disfigure-  a  special  ground  of  damage,  the  loss  of 

me  nt  or  deformity;  fourth,  for  any  per-  such  support  by  those  who  might  be 

manent  injury  to  his  body  other  than  dependent  upon  the  plaintiff,  but  was 

disfigurement   and    deformity,   which  a   redundancy    of    expression,   which 

the    plaintiff    has    sustained,   or    will  might    furnish   a    reason    for   setting 

hereafter  sustain,  by  reason  of  said  In-  aside  the  verdict,  if  it  should  appear 

juries  and  directly  caused  thereby,"  is  that  the  language  was  likely  to  mis- 

not  objectionable  because  "  inconsist-  lead  the  jiir^;  but  from  the  statement 

ent  and  ambiguous  in  its  language  "  of  the  trial  judge  which  accompanied 

or  because  "  misleading  and  confus-  the  exceptions,  it  was  manifest  that  it 

ing."     Rosenkranz  v,  Lindell  R.  Co.,  could  have  no  such  tendency,  and  no 

108  Mo.  Q.  increased  damages  were  claimed  on  ac- 

"  Injury  Hot  Snumoratod."  —  After  in-  count  of  others  dependent  upon  the 

structing  the  jury  to  allow  compensa-  plaintiff, 

tion  for    lost  time,    mental    distress,  OharaottriiiBg  Disease.  —  There  is  no 
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the  pleadings  to  ascertain  the  issues  for  themselves.  It  is  there- 
fore not  only  bad  practice,  but  it  is  highly  improper,  to  make 
such  a  reference  for  the  purpose  stated.* 

c.  Comments  on  Evidence.  —  The  instructions  should  be  in 
such  form  that  the  jury  may  have  presented  to  it  all  evidence 
properly  applicable  to  the  issue,  and  when  the  evidence  is  com- 
mented on  it  should  be  referred  to  as  a  whole,  and  no  portion 
thereof  given  undue  prominence,  nor  any  portion  omitted.* 

impropriety  in  charging  that  it  makes  to  the  petition,  but  to  the  acts  thereto- 

no  difference  with  what  particular  dis-  fore    mentioned    in     the    instruction. 

ease  the  plaintiff  was  afflicted  after  the  Taylor  v,  Scherpe,  etc.,  Architectural 

assauU,  and  "  it  makes  no  difference  Iron  Co.,  133  Mo.  349. 

whether  it  was  meningitis  cerebral  or  DireotlBg  Yerdiot  for  Plaiatiir  If  Els 

spinal,  or  any  other  disease  which  has  AUsgations  Are  Proved.  —  There  is  no 

a  Latin  or  Greek  name.     The  question  impropriety  in  instructing  that  if  the 

is,  what  was  his  condition  at  that  time  jurors  believe  from  the  evidence  "  that 

as  a  res'ilt  of  the  assault.*'     Spear,  c.  the  defendant  assaulted   the    *    *    * 

Sweeney,  88  Wis.  545.  plaintiff  in  the  manner  and  form,  in 

Xoftual  to  lostmot.  —  Where,  in  an  substance,  as  alleged  in  the  petition," 

action   for    injuries   received    by    the  they    should    find     for    the    plaintiff, 

plaintiff  at  a  railroad  crossing,  an  in-  Ragsdale  v,  Ezell,  (Ky.  1899)  49  S.  W. 

stniction  asked  for  the  defendant  was  Rep.  775. 

that  **  if  the  plaintiff,  by  the  exercise  Soading  Fleadingt.  —  It  is  bad  prac- 

of  her  senses,  could  have  heard  the  ap-  tice   for  the   trial  judge   to  read    the 

proaching  engine  and  failed  to  do  so,  plaintiff's  pleading  to  the  jury,  as  it 

and  her  injury  was  caused  thereby,  it  tends  to  get  figures  and  amounts  into 

was  negligence  on  her  part,  and  the  the  minds  of  the  jurors  without  evi- 

answer  to  the  second   prayer  [as  to  dence.     Reese  v.  Hershey,  163  Pa.  St. 

contributory    negligence]    should    be  253. 

•  Yes,'  **  it    was    held     that     while    it  Harmless  Error,  —  In  an  action  for 

would  have  been  proper  to  give  the  the  loss  of  services  of  a  minor  child, 

conclusion    **  the    answer    should    be  the  petition  alleged  that  the  child  was 

'  Yes,'  "  yet  the  refusal  to  give  it  was  six  years  old,  while  the  evidence  was 

not  error,  since  the  failure  to  do  so  that  he  was  ten  years  old.     In  charg- 

could  not  have  misled  the  jury  or  preju-  ing  the  jury,  the  court  virtually  quoted 

diced    the    defendant.     Alexander    v,  from  the  petition,  and  the  defendant 

Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  112  N.  Car.  claimed  that  the  jurv  were  misled,  in 

720.  that  they  computed  the  damages  on  the 

1.  Britton  r.  St.  Louis,  i3o  Mo.  437.  assumption  that  the  child  was  but  six 

Instraotion  to  Booort  to  Plaadingi.  —  It  years  old.  It  was  held  that  as  the 
Is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  to  resort  to  jurors  were  in  effect  instructed  that 
the  pleadings  to  ascertain  the  wrongs  they  must  be  governed  by  the  evi- 
and  injuries  for  which  recovery  is  dence,  and  as  the  instruction  was  un- 
sought and  resisted,  and  that  such  likely  to  produce  an  impression  on 
pleadings  form  the  issue  which  the  jury  them  that  the  allegations  of  the  petition 
is  to  try.  East  Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.  were  to  be  regarded  as  proof,  no  reason 
V,  Lee,  90  Tenn.  570.  for  interfering  with  the  judgment  was 

Where  the  plaintiff  disclaims  puni-  shown.     Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Johnson, 

tive  damages  and  evidence  thereof  is  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   1897)  43  S.   W.  Rep. 

excluded,  an  instruction  that  the  jury  583. 

may  include  in  the  damages  such  per-  S.  Omiasion  of  Faets  Provod.  —  In  Gra- 
sonal  injuries  as  its  members  "  may  ham  t/.  Burlington,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  30 
believe  from  the  evidence  will  result  to  Minn.  81,  the  jurors  were  instructed 
her  in  the  future  in  direct  consequence  that  *'  before  he  [plaintiff]  can  re- 
of  the  acts  herein  complained  of"  is  cover,  he  must  satisfy  ^ou  that  his 
not  erroneous  because  requiring  a  sickness  and  alleged  disabilities  re- 
reference  to  the  petition  to  find  the  suited  from  defendant's  negligence  and 
issues  to  be  determined;  the  latter  not  from  any  other  source;  and  if  he 
portion  of  the  instruction  referring  not  has  failed  to  show  that  his  injuries  and 
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d.  Measure  of  Damages. — with  Baq^aot  to  tht  Ammuit  of  cea- 

peniatioii  or  Suuifoi  which  the  jurors  may  be  authorized  to  award, 
care  should  be  taken  properly  to  instruct  them  as  to  their  prov- 
ince, and  while  they  should  be  informed  that  they  may  com- 
pensate  for  all   the  wrongs  suffered,    they    should    also  be  so 

sickness   resulted  from   the   collision,  express  terms,  confine  the  compensa- 

and  not  from  any  other  source,  he  can-  tion  to  such  matters,  but  may  fairly  be 

not  recover;  "  and  *'  if  you  believe  that  so    interpreted    and    hardly    can    be 

he  contracted  a  cold,  or  suffered  expos-  understood  in   any  other  way,  and  it 

ure,   which   resulted  in    his    sickness  may  be  inferred  from  the  evidence  that 

after  he  returned  home,  and  caused  the  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  earn  a  liveli- 

present  injuries,  if  any,  of  which  he  hood  at  least,  the  instruction  will  not 

now  complains,  he  cannot  recover  in  be   condemned   where  by  an  offer  to 

this  action,  and  your  verdict  will  be  remit  part  of  a  possibly  excessive  ver- 

for  the  defendant,*'   leaving  entirely  diet  the  amount   of   compensation   is 

out  of  account  testimony  introduced  as  warranted   by   the   facts  of  the  case. 

to  the  plaintiff's  having  been  knocked  Waldhier  v.  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  Co..  87 

down,  and  his  head  and  hips  injured  Mo.  37. 

in  the  accident.    The  instructions  were        Wmnlatod  I^juriot  —  Oontrilmtory  Vof^ 

held  erroneous  because  the  jury  must  ligonoe. —  In  Youngstown  Bridge  Co.  v, 

have  understood  that  the  plaintiff  could  Barnes,  98  Tenn.  401,   the  jury   was 

not  recover  unless  he  had  proved  that  told:  *'  If  you  believe  that  the  injuries 

the  sickness    coming   upon    him   two  of  the  plaintiff  were  not  genuine,  but 

or  three  days  after  the  accident  was  simulated  or  pretended,    and  if    you 

caused  by  it.  should  believe  her  own  negligence  was 

Pointin|f  Out  Evldonoo.  —  In  Gulf,  the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident,  or 
etc.,  R.  (To.  V.  McMannewitz,  70  Tex.  directly  contributed  thereto  or  its 
73,  34  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  428,  the  proximate  cause,  you  can  allow  her  no 
jurors  were  instructed  that  the  burden  damages."  It  was  held  that  conceding 
of  ptoof  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  instruction  to  be  erroneous,  because 
the  extent  of  the  injuries  sustained  by  misleading  in  connecting  two  things  as 
the  casualty;  that  if  they  believed  from  if  the  concurrence  of  both  were  neces- 
the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  sary  to  defeat  the  plaintiff,  yet  the 
diseased  condition  at  that  time  he  error  was  immaterial,  no  claim  being 
would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  dam-  made  by  the  defendant  that  the  plain- 
ages  therefor,  but  would  be  confined  to  tiff*s  injuries  were  pretended  or  simu- 
damages  for  injuries  caused  by  the  ac-  lated. 

cident  in  question;  that  if  the^  believed  Promliimtos  to  Amouit  Clalmod,  —  In 
that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Stuart,  i  Tex. 
trial,  suffering  from  any  disease,  un-  Civ.  App.  643,  the  jurors  were  in- 
less  they  believed  that  such  disease  structed  as  follows:  *'  If  you  find  for 
was  caused  by  the  accident  there  could  the  plaintiff  the  form  of  your  verdict 
be  no  recovery,  etc.  These  instruc-  will  be:  *  We,  the  jury,  find  for  the 
tions  were  held  to  be  proper,  and  not  plaintiff  and  assess  her  damages,  first, 
misleading  or  calculated  to  lead  the  for  the  injuries  to  her  head,  and  con- 
jury   to  believe  that   if    the    plaintiff  sequent  suffering    therefrom,    in    the 

showed  by  the  evidence  of  his  own  wit-  sum  of dollars  (filling  up  the  black 

nesses  that  his  condition  was  the  result  with  the  amount  assessed,  which  must 
of  injuries  received  in  the  railroad  ac-  in  no  event  exceed  three  thousand  dol- 
cident  they  should  find  accordingly,  lars):  second,  for  the  injuries  to  plain- 
without  taking  into  consideration  evi-  tiff's  back,  and  consequent  suffering, 
dence  of  the  defendant  and  weighing  we  assess  the  damages  in  the  sum  of 
all  the  testimony  together.  dollars  (filling  up  the  blank  with 

Limiting   Ck>]npeiintion.  —  Where    an  the  amount  found,  which  must  in  no 

instruction  fails  to  inform  the  jurors  event  exceed  seven  thousand  dollars).' 

that  in  estimating  the  damages  they  If  you  find  for  defendant,   you    will 

should  take  into  consideration  the  na-  simply  so  say."     It  was  held  that  the 

ture  and  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  in-  amount  claimed  in  the  petition  was  not 

juries,    and    the    pain    and    suffering  given  such  prominence  as  to  operate 

occasioned  thereby,  and  does  not,  in  prejudicially  to  the  defendant. 
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instructed  as  to  preclude  the  idea  that  they  may  award  damages 
in  excess  of  those  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.^ 

e.  Authorizing     Double  Recovery.  —  The    giving    of 

1.  Chatsworth  v.  Rowe,  53  111.  App.  why  such  compensation  should  not  be 

387.    See  also  Henry  v,   Klopfer,  147  awarded,   is  properly  refused  as  ab- 

Pa.  St.  178.  stract;  and  if  its  purpose  is  to  raise  the 

Ooieral  Instmetioii  and  Intorroi^tory  question  of  the  plaintiff's  minority  at 
M  to  Anurant  of  Damages.  —  In  Central  the  time  of  the  injury  it  is  misleading 
Pass.  R.  Co.  V.  Kuhn,  86  Ky.  578,  for  the  reason  that  the  principle  of  law 
wherein  damages  were  claimed  for  intended  to  be  invoked  is  not  dis- 
pain  and  suffering,  expenditures,  loss  closed.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 
of  time,  and  permanent  effects,  there  Davis,  99  Ala.  593. 
was  held  to  be  no  impropriety  in  in-  '  Instraotion  TondiBg  to  Prodnoo  Szotw- 
structing  that  if  the  verdict  was  for  the  ive  Yordiet.  —  Where  a  charge  as  a 
plaintiff  the  jury  should  assess  such  whole  conveyed  to  the  jury  a  wrong  im- 
damages,  within  the  amount  claimed,  pression  as  to  the  extent  of  what  would 
as  would  reasonably  compensate  him  be  adequate  compensation,  and  may 
for  his  loss  of  time,  necessary  expend!-  have  led  the  jury  to  a  verdict  seem- 
tures,  and  for  permanent  injury  or  dis-  ingly  excessive  in  vienr  of  the  evi- 
ability,  if  any,  and  for  the  injury  dence,  and  consequently  the  verdict 
sustained  by  him  in  his  bodily  and  may  have  proceeded  from  other  con- 
mental  suffering,  if  there  was  any,  re-  siderations  than  those  presented  by  the 
suiting  directly  from  said  injuries;  and  testimony,  there  should  be  a  new  trial, 
in  also  propounding  a  special  inter-  Rost  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.,  10 
rogatory  as  to  "  what  sum  in  damages  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  477. 
will  reasonably  compensate  the  plain-  "  Ck>]npeiisato  80  Far  as  Money  Can."  — 
tiff  for  the  injuries  sustained  by  him.**  An  instruction  that  in  estimating  dam- 

Vailaro  to  lostmet  as  to  Dainages. —  ages  the  jury  may  consider  past  and 

An  instruction  which  entirely  omits  the  future  suffenng,  the  value  of  time  lost, 

subject    of   damages  and    makes    no  or  likely  to  be  lost,  whether  the  injury 

allusion   to  it  is  virtually  no  charge  is  likely  to  be  permanent  or  not,  and 

upon  which  a  verdict  and  judgment  its    probable    effect   upon    the    future 

can  be  based.     Citizens'  St.  R.  Co.  v,  health  of  the  party,  and  upon  all  the 

Burke,  98  Tenn.  650.  facts  ascertain  the  extent  of  the  injury 

Deolaratioii  that  Thoro  Is  Vo  Balo  for  and  award  such   damages  as  in  the 

Xeasiulng   Damagei.  —  Where    an    in-  judgment  of  the  jurors  will '' compen- 

struction  properly  informs  the  jury  as  sate,  so  far  as  money  can,'*  for  such 

to  the  elements  of  damages,  but  erro-  injury,  is  not  erroneous  as  invading 

neously  states  that  **  there  is  no  rule  the  province  of  the  jury.     Cleveland, 

of  law  by  which  the  damages  for  per-  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Newell,  104  Ind.  264,  23 

sonal  injuries  are  to  be' measured,"  it  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  492,  54  Am.  Rep. 

will   be  deemed  harmless,  where  it  is  312;    Qhio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cosby,   107 

unlikely  that  any   prejudice  resulted.  Ind.  32,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  339. 

Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Styron,  66  Tex.  Adequate   BeoompenM   in    Money   for 

421.  Pain. —  In  an  action  for  personal  in- 

Xopotition.  —  There  is  no  error,  after  juries  the  expression  that  "  monev  is 

instructing  the  jury,  in  substance,  that  an  inadequate  recompense  for  pain     is 

the  only  damages  which  are  incapable  not  appropriate  in  the  charge  to  the 

of  being  estimated  in  money  are  such  jury,    but  it    is  not    reversible    error 

as   are    left   to  the   enlightened  con-  where  the  jurors  are  further  instructed 

sciences  of  impartial  jurors,  in  repeat-  that  pain  is  an  element  of  damages, 

ing  a  similar  instruction    as    to    the  and  that  if  they  find  for  the  plaintiff 

measure  of  damages  while  charging  her  recovery  must  be  confined  to  com- 

npon  the  law  as  to  vindictive  or  puni-  pensatory  damages,  or  such  a  sum  as 

tory  damages.     Georgia  R.,  etc.,  Co.  would    compensate    for    the    injuries 

V,  Jett,  95  Ga.  236.  suffered,  which  must  be  determined  by 

Abftraet  and  Misleading  Proposition.  —  the  judgment  and  sound  discretion  of 

An  instruction  that  the  plaintiff  should  the  jurors,  and  must  be  in  such  meas- 

not  be  allowed  compensation  for  loss  ure    as    they    should    dispassionately 

of  time  while  confined  to  his  bed  after  allow.     Morgan  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 

the  injury,  but  which  assigns  no  reason  95  Cal.  501. 
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instructions  couched  in  such  language  as  to  authorize  a  double 
recovery  is  necessarily  error  of  such  a  character  as  will  require 
reversal.* 

An  Imtnietioii  m  to  tha  Itomi  of  Damage  which  may  be  considered  by 
the  jury  will  not  be  regarded  as  an  authorization  of  a  double 
recovery,  where  in  general  terms  the  jurors  are  told  to  find  dam- 
ages for  all  the  injuries,  and  there  is  no  probability  that  they 
were  misled.' 

7.  Separate  Items  of  Damage.  —  While  it  has  been  held  that  the 
jury  should  not  be  required  to  itemize  and  assess  a  separate 
amount  for  each  element  entering  into  and  making  up  the  gross 
sum  awarded,  or  to  single  out  one  element  of  damage  and  state 
the  amount  allowed  therefor,*  yet  where  such  a  right  is  recog- 

1.  Imtaneet.  —  An  instruction  that  reason.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r. 
the  jury  must  consider  the  plaintiff's  Hundt,  140  111.  525,  affirming  41  III. 
'*  personal  injury/'  his  '*  pain  and  App.  220.  See  also  Georgia  R.,  etc., 
suffering  '*  in  consequence  of  his  in-  Co.  e^.  Jett,  95  Ga.  236. 

juries,   and  **  the    permanent    injury        One  ustrnetioii  Cured  by  Another.  —  An 

sustained  by  him,*'   is   erroneous   be-  instruction  that  in  estimating  damages 

cause  calculated  to  confuse  the  jurors  the  jury  may  consider  *'  loss  of  time  " 

and   to  induce   them   to  give    double  and  **  diminished  capacity  for  labor  *' 

damages.     Missouri,   etc.,   R.   Co.    v.  is    not    objectionable    as    allowing    a 

Hannig,  91    Tex.  347,  reversing   Mis-  double  recovery  for  the  same  injury, 

souri,  etc.,  R.  Co.   v.  Hannig,   (Tex.  where  it  is  immediately  preceded  by  an 

Civ.  App.  1897)  41  S.  W.  Rep.  196.  instruction  to  allow  such  damages  as 

Singling  Out  One  Element  of  Damage,  **  seem     ♦    ♦    ♦    right    and    proper," 

—  An   instruction   which   informs  the  and  no  further  instruction  is  requested, 

jurors  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  com-  Knittel  v.  Schmidt,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7. 
pensated  for  time  lost  by  reason  of  all        Incapadty  to  Work.  —  In   Haden   v. 

the  injuries,  and  thereafter  authorizes  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  92  Iowa  226, 

them   to  compensate  for  time  lost  by  the  jurors  were   instructed  that  they 

reason    of    a  particular    injury,   thus  might  allow  the  plaintiff  **  for  all  that 

singling  it  out,  is  confusing  and  mis-  time  which  he  could  not  .work  at  all, 

leading,  as  authorizing  an  increase  of  the  reasonable  value  of  such  time,  by 

recovery  beyond    that    to  which    the  which  is  meant  the  amount  of  money 

plaintifif  is  entitled.     Texas  Cent.  R.  he  could  have  earned  during  that  lime 

Co.   V.   Brock,  88  Tex.  310,  reversing  if  he  had  not  been  injured.     You  will 

(Tex.  Civ.  App.   1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep.  next    allow    him    for    any    decreased 

274.     See  also  Texas  Brewing  Co.  v.  capacity  to  earn  money  in  the  past,  by 

Dickey,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1899)  49  S.  W.  which   is    meant    such   an    additional 

Rep.  935.  amount  as.  added  to  what  he  can  earn 

2.  Atlanta  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Jacobs.  88  in  his  present  condition,  will  make  that 
Ga.  647;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  amount  of  money  which  he  could  have 
16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  93;  Texas  Cent.  R.  earned  had  he  not  been  injured." 
Co.  V,  Stuart,  i  Tex.  Civ.  App.  642.  This  instruction  was  held  not  errone- 
See  also  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hart-  ous  as  authorizing  double  damages, 
nelt,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  48  S.  W.  where  the  evidence  showed  total  inca- 
Rep.  773.  pacity  to  work  for  a  time  and  that  the 

Eepetitiont.  —  An  instruction  that  the  plaintiff  was  then  able  to    do    some 

jury  might  consider  the  injury,  pain,  work,  but  that  his  capacity   to  earn 

and  suffering,  and  permanent  injury,  if  money  was  lessened, 

shown   by  the  evidence,   "and    such  8.  Itemising    Bamagee.  —  It     is    im- 

damages,  if  any,  present  or  future,"  proper  to  require  the  jury  to  itemize 

which  the  jury  may  believe  from   the  damages  allowed  by  stating  how  much 

evidence,  etc.,  does   not  authorize  an  it  allows  for  humiliation  and  mortifica- 

award  of  double  damages  nor  render  tion,  how  much  for  mental  suffering, 

the  instruction  objectionable  for  that  how  much  for  physical  suffering,  and 
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nized,  on  a  proper  request,  the  jury  should  be  so  instructed;  but 
the  failure  so  to  instruct  is  harmless  error  where  it  is  apparent 
that  no  prejudice  has  resulted.* 

Whtfe  Kore  than  One  Injury  It  Altogad,  and  separate  damages  are 
claimed  for  each,  proper  instructions  should  be  given  as  to  the 
propriety  of  awarding  damages  for  any  of  the  injuries  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  others.* 

8.  Leaving  Matters  Diioretionary  with  Jury  —  improper  SzerolM  of 
AathoriMd  DiBerotion.  —  The  elements  of  damage  which  are  proven 
and  which  are  recognized  by  law  as  forming  the  basis  of  recovery 
should  be  detailed  to  the  jury,  and  the  members  thereof  should 
be  confined  in  their  consideration  of  the  case  to  these  elements 
by  proper  instructions;  consequently,  instructions  which  leave 
the  compensation  to  be  awarded  to  the  discretion  of  the  jurors, 
by  the  use  of  language  which  conveys  to  them  the  impression 
that  they  are  at  liberty  to  exercise  a  discretion  independent  of 
the  evidence,  are  improper,  and  the  verdict  will  not  be  allowed 
to  stand  when  from  the  circumstances  it  is  apparent  or  probable 
that  an  unjust  or  excessive  award  has  been  made  because  of  the 
action  of  the  trial  judge  in  this  regard.' 

so  on.     Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Judy,  120  another  sum  stated,  the  refusal  of  the 

Ind.  397.     See  also  Goodhart  v.  Penn-  court  to  give  a  special  instruction  to 

sylvania  R.  Co.,  177  Pa.  St.  i.  assess  separately  the  amounts  allowed 

Montal  SnlFering.  —  There  is  no  error  for  each  item  furnishes  no  ground  of 

in  refusing  to  require  the  jurors  to  find  complaint     where     the     entire     sum 

the  amount  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  for  awarded  is  less  than  a  smaller  amount 

mental  suffering,  when  they  have  been  claimed  as  one  of  the  items.     Bonner 

instructed  that  they  cannot  allow  the  v.  Green,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  96. 

plaintiff  anything  for  mental  suffering,  8.  Injury  Vot  Oansed  lij  Accident. — 

except  such  as  grows  directly  from,  Where  the  alleged  injuries  were  speci- 

and  is  the  result  of,  the  physical  pain  fied,  and  the  jurors  were  instructed  that 

and     suffering     endured.       Atchison,  if  they  found  that  one  specified  injury 

etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Dickerson,  4  Kan.  App.  was  not  caused  by  the  accident  they 

345.  should  find  for  the  defendant,  the  in- 

1.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dicker-  struction  was  held  erroneous,  although 

son,  4  Kan.  App.  345.  in   other  instructions   they  were  told 

Aetaal  and  Pnoitory  Damages.  —  Upon  that  if  they  found  for  the  plaintiff  they 

an  instruction  given  by  the  trial  court  should    award   damages  sufficient    to 

to  the  jurors  that,  in  addition  to  com-  compensate  him  for  all  the  injuries  re- 

pensation   for    actual    damages,   they  ceived.     Moore  v.  Des  Moines,  etc.,  R. 

may,  if  they  see  proper,  also  assess  an  Co.,  69  Iowa  491,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 

amount    for    punitive    or    exemplary  Cas.  315. 

damages,  it  is  error  in  the  trial  court  to  Hamlees  Error.  —  Where  the  plaintiff 
reject  special  interrogatories  requested  alleges  two  injuries  and  claims  separate 
by  the  defendant  from  the  jurors,  re-  damages  therefor,  the  court  should  in- 
quiring them  to  state  what  amounts  struct  the  jurors  that  they  may  find  for 
they  find  as  actual  damages,  and  what  one  of  the  injuries  without  also  finding 
amount  they  assess  as  punitive  dam-  for  the  other;  but,  construing  as  a 
ages.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cham-  whole  a  charge  which  omits  to  do  this, 
berlain,  4  Okla.  542.  it  will  not  be  deemed  erroneous  if  it  is 

IHiabilitj  —  Pahi  and  Suffering.  —  improbable  that  the  jury  awarded  dam- 
Where  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  by  ages  for  both  injuries  and  the  evidence 
reason  of  his  diminished  ability  to  showed  but  one.  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co. 
labor  he  was  injured  in  a  stated  sum,  v.  Stuart,  i  Tex.  Civ.  App.  642. 
and  that  by  reason  of  his  physical  and  8.  Seaboard  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Woodson,  98 
mental  suffering  he  was  damaged  in  Ala.  378;  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Findley, 
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Jury  Hot  iQiflrnidtd.  —  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  is  evident  that  the 
instructions  have  not  misguided  the  jury,  and  where  from  neces- 
sity the  jurors  must  exercise  a  sound  discretion,  if  it  is  palpable 
that  no  prejudice  has  resulted,  the  appellate  court  will  decline  to 
interfere.*     This  is  especially  so  where  possible  error  in  this 

76  Ga.  311:  Brownback  v.  Frailey,  78  damages,    said:    "These,   we    think. 

111.  App.  262;  Rogan  t/.  Montana  Cent,  would   be   fair  rules  to  ascertain  the 

R.  Co.,  20  Mont.  503;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  measure  of  damages;    ♦    •    *    but  if 

V.  Killebrew,  (Tex.  1S92)  20  S.  W.  Rep.  you  can  find  any  better  ones  than  those 

182.  suggested  you  are  at  liberty  to  adopt 

Instmotions  CrondsmiMd.  —  The  follow-  them,  as  the  measure  and  amount  of 

ing  instructions  have  been  held  bad:  damages  are  entirely  for  you  to  ascer- 

That  the  jury  should  be  "  satisfied  *'  tain,  under  all  the  evidence  and  cir- 

that  certain  apprehended  results  would  cumstances  in  the  case.*'     It  was  held 

follow  the  injuries;  because  exacting  that  this  was  error,  because  in  effect  it 

loo  high  a  degree  of  proof.     Fordyce  left  the  measure  of  damages  entirely  to 

V,  Chancey,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  24.  the  discretion  of  the  jury.     Pennsyl- 

That  if  the  jurors  found  for  the  plain-  vania    R.   Co.   v.   Books,   57    Pa.   St. 

tiff  they  should  place  her  damages  at  339. 

such  sum  as  they  believed  from  the  1.  IMseretioii  Properly  Y«ftad  in  Jury, 

evidence  she  had  suffered,  not  exceed-  — There  is  no  error  in  an  instruction 

ing  the  amount  claimed;   because   it  authorizing  the  jurors,   among  other 

failed  to  confine  the  jury  to  recognized  things,  to  allow  compensation  for  im- 

elements  of  damage.    Jacquin  v.  Grand  pairment  of  power  to  earn  money  in  the 

Ave.  Cable  Co.,  57  Mo.  App.  320.  future,   and   such   reasonable  sum  as 

That   the  jurors   might   find  actual  they  may  award  for  pain  and  anguish 

damages  in  any  amount  they  thought  suffered  by  reason  of  the  injury,  and  in 

proper,  leaving  them  at  liberty  to  award  leaving  such  matters  from  necessity  to 

the  full  amount  of  damages  claimed,  thesounddiscretionof  the  jury,  where, 

without  an  instruction  as  to  the  proper  although  there  was  considerable  evi- 

rule  by  which  they  should  be  governed,  dence  as  to  the  character  of  the  injury. 

Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Head,  4 Tex.  App.  the  pain  suffered,  and  the  probability 

Civ.  Cas.,  §  209.  of  future  suffering,   there   was    none 

That  "  in  estimating  damages  you  upon  which  a   computation  could  be 

are  to  consider,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  based,  and  therefore  of  necessity  the 

only  the  pain  and  suffering  of  the  child  matter  was   for  the  jury.     Morris  v. 

in  consequence  of  the  injury.     There  is  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  4.5  Iowa  29. 

no  rule  of  law  to  assist  you  in  arriving  An  instruction  that  the  jury  should 

at  a  conclusion.    That  is  a  matter  en-  award  such  damages,  within  the  limits 

tirely  for  yourselves.     He  [plaintiff]  is  of  the  sum  claimed  in  the  declaration, 

also  entitled  to  compensation  for,  first  as  will  fairly  and  reasonably  compen- 

of  all,  the  deformity  which,  the  doctor  sate  the  plaintiff  for  the  injuries  suffered 

has  said,  resulted  from  this  accident,  is  not  erroneous  as  suggestive  of  ex- 

That  is  a  matter,  gentlemen,  left  en-  cessive  damages,  especially  where  the 

tirely  to  your  own  discretion  and  judg-  record  shows  that  the  verdict  was  for 

ment.     If  there  is  a  permanent  injury  less  than  one-half  the  amount  claimed, 

and  deformity  arising  from  the  acci-  Washington,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hickey,  5 

dent,   then   the  principal  question  for  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  436. 

you  to  determine  is  how  far  it  has  in-  An  instruction  that  "  you  are  allowed 

jured  his  earning  capacity."     This  in-  to  give  such  damages  for  bodily  pain 

struction    was     condemned     because  and  mental  anxiety  as  you  believe  the 

laying  down  an  improper  rule  for  the  plaintiff  is  justly  entitled  to  recover,'* 

assessment  of  damages,  and  also  be-  in  connection  with  an  instruction  that 

cause  too  vague,  indefinite,  and  mis-  "  the  damages  should   be  no  greater 

leading.     Collins  v,  Leafey,  124  Pa.  St.  and  no    less  than  you   really  believe 

203.  from  the  testimony  the  plaintiff  is  en- 

Anthoriiiikg   Adoption  of  Boles.  —  In  titled  to  receive,"  is  proper  as  authoriz- 

Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Books.  57  Pa.  ing  an  assessment  of  damages  solely 

St.   339,    the   trial   court,    after  laying  upon  the  testimony.      Boltz  v.  Sulli- 

down  certain  rules  as  to  the  measure  of  van,  (Wis.  1899)  77  ^-  ^*  ^^P-  S70- 
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respect   has   been  remedied  by  a  subsequent   qualification   or 
explanation.' 

i^tdftl  XaftruBtloa  m  to  BliniMiti  of  Pain  and  BoibriBg.  —  In  Lake  Shore, 

Damage  Hot  Aikod.  —  In  the  absence  of  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Frantz,  127  Pa.  St.  397, 

a  request  for  a  special  instruction  as  to  it  was  complained  that  the  jury  was 

the  elements  of  damage,  an  instruction  instructed   to    consider  the   pain   and 

that  if  the  jurors  find  for  the  plainti£F  suffering  the  plaintiff  **  has  undergone 

they  should  award  such  sum  as,   in  and  may  undergo  in  the  future.*'    The 

their  judgment,  under  the  evidence  the  court  said  in  substance  tliat  the  expres- 

plaintiff  is  entiUed  to  is  not  erroneous,  sion  was  not  felicitous,  but  that  the 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Freed-  idea     of     compensation     was     fairly 

man,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  46  S.  W.  brought  out  in  the  enumeration  of  the 

Rep.  loi.    See  also  Springfield  Consol.  elements  of  damage  for  which  the  jury 

R.  Co.  V,  Hoeffner,  175  111.  634.  could  make  an  award,  and  in  view  of 

Dimagei  Oeaflnod  to  Injury  Alleged,  —  an  express  limitation  of  a  recovery  for 

In  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  inju-  pain  and  suffering  to  that  **  already  ex- 

ries  complained  of  resulted  otherwise  perienced  and  likely  to  be  yet  experi- 

than  from  the  negligent  act  alleged,  an  enced,'*  the  instruction  was  not  erro- 

instruction  that  the  jury  should  de-  neous  because  it  gave  the  jury  *'  an 

termine  the  question  of  damages'*  from  unbridled  license  in  the  ascertainment 

the  nature  and  character  of  the  injuries  of  the  damages,  or  left  them  without 

received,  if  any,"  is  not  open  to  the  db-  any  guide  at  all,"  as  in  Philadelphia, 

jection   that  it  does  not    confine    the  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  89  Pa.  St.  31, 

assessment  of  damages  to  the  injuries  and  Collins  v,  Leafey,  124  Pa.  St.  203. 

received  at  the  time  of  the  casualty.  SfliMt  of  Injury.  —  In  Gulf,  etc.,  R. 

La  Salle  r.  Porterfield,  138  III.  114.  Co.  v.  Pierce,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  597,  the 

Tiimttittg  Eooofory.  —  An  instruction  jurors  were    instructed  that  **  if  you 

informing  the  jurors  as  to  the  proper  find,  under  the  foregoing  instructions, 

elements  of  damage,  and  authorizing  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover, 

a  recovery  '*  provided  the  jury  believe  you  will  find  for  him  such  actual  dam- 

from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  has  ages  as  the  evidence  shows  he  has  sus- 

been  damaged  in  the  regards  afore-  tained  through  the  injuries  and  hurts 

said,"  also  that  if  they  find  the  defend-  received  by  him;    that  is,  a  fair  com- 

ant  guilty,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re-  pensation  for  the  physical  and  mental 

cover,  not  the  amount  of  damages  laid  suffering  which  he  has  undergone  by 

in  the  declaration,  but  "  all  damages  reason  of  said  injuries,  the  probable 

alleged  in  the  declaration  which  they  effect,  if  any,  of  such  injuries  upon  his 

may  believe,  from  the  evidence,  he  has  future    health,    and    his    diminished 

sustained  by  reason  of  said  injury,"  is  capacity,  if  any,  for  future  labor,  and 

not  open  to  the  objection  that  it  fails  to  to  acquire  gain  therefrom."      It  was 

restrict  the  jury  to  the  consideration  of  held  that  there  was  no  error  in  refusing 

the  damages   proven,  or  that  it  inti-  to  give  a  special   instruction  on   the 

mates   that  they   may  award  the  full  subject  of  the  effect  of  the  injury  upon 

amount  claimed.     La  Salle  v.  Porter-  the    plaintiff,    the     instruction    given 

field.  138  III.  114.  being  sufficient  in  that  respect. 

Ixaet    limitation.  —  An    instruction  Charge  upon  Faeti.  —  An  instruction 

that  the  jury  "  should  take  into  con-  that  if  the  jurors  find  for  the  plaintiff 

sideration,  not  only  the  plaintiff's  age,  they  are  to  consider  the  physical  and 

the  physical  injury  inflicted,  and  the  mental  suffering  endured,  loss  of  time 

bodily  pain  and  mental   anguish  en-  and  wages,  impairment  of  his  ability  to 

dured,  but  also  any  and  all  such  per-  work  and  earn  as  theretofore,  and  the 

manent  personal  injury  as  you  may  permanentinjury  received,  if  it  be  per- 

believe  from  the  evidence  will  result  manent,  is  not  erroneous  as  a  charge 

to  her  in  the  future  in  direct  conse-  upon  the  facts,  where  the  fact  of  in- 

quence  of  the  acts  herein  complained  jury  is  not  denied,  and  the  jurors  are 

of,"  while  not  happily   worded,  and  also  informed  that  the  facts  in  the  case 

probably  subject  to  slight  verbal  criti-  are  exclusively  for  their  determination 

dsm,   is  not  erroneous,   because  not  from  the  evidence,  and  that  they  are  to 

restricting  the  jurors  in  direct  words  to  apply  to  the  facts  the  law  given  by  the 

the    exact    limit    within    which    they  court.     Bussey  v,  Charleston,  etc.,  R. 

should  act.     Taylor  v,  Scherpe.  etc.,  Co.,  52  S.  Car.  438. 

Architectural  Iron  Co.,  133  Mo.  349.  1.  Instanooi  —  Extant  of  Ii^iiry.  —  An 

498  Volume  XVI. 


Initraotiou.  PERSONAL  INJURIES.      Dumge  Vot  ftotdsd. 

9.  Limit  of  Saeorery.  —  Instructions  which  in  effect  inform  the 
jury  that  the  limit  of  recovery  is  the  amount  claimed  are  objec- 
tionable because  of  their  tendency  to  lead  the  jurors  to  infer  that 
they  may  find  the  full  amount;  however,  the  giving  of  such 
instructions  will  not  be  deemed  reversible  error  if  the  verdict  is 
not  excessive.^ 

10.  Elements  of  Damage  Kot  Pleaded  or  Proven.  —  It  is  improper 
to  instruct  the  jurors  as  to  injuries  or  the  results  thereof,  or  as  to 
their  duty  to  award  damages  therefor,  unless  the  same  are 
specially  pleaded  and  proven,  or  unless  the  injuries  are  of  a  kind 
for  which   a   recovery   can   be   had  under  general  allegations.* 

objection  to  one  part  of  an  instruction  Michigan,  —  Hyatt    v,    Adams,     i6 

on  the  ground  that  the  jurors  are  made  Mich.  i8o;  Wilkinson  v,  Detroit  Steel, 

the  exclusive  judges  of  the  extent  of  etc..  Works,  73  Mich.  405:    Fuller  v. 

the  injury  and  the  amount  of  damages  Jackson,  92  Mich.   197;  Shippy  2/.  Au 

is  remedied  by  a  subsequent  charge  Sable,  65  Mich.  495. 

which  specifies  the  elements  of  damage  Missouri,  —  Mammerberg  v,  Metro- 

to  be  considered,  and  indicates  that  the  politan  St.   R.  Co.,  62  Mo.  A  pp.  563; 

jury  shall   award  only  compensatory  Culverson  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  50 

damages.     Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Row-  Mo.  App.  556;    Rhodes  v,  Nevada,  47 

land,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  158.  Mo.  App.  499;  O'Brien  v.  Loomis,  43 

"AU  That  Ton  Believe  Will  CJompen-  Mo.  App.  39;  Slaughter  c^.  Metropolitan 

late."  —  An  instruction  to  **  give  this  St.  R.  Co.,  116  Mo.  269;  Smith  v,  Chi> 

man,  if  he  is  entitled  to  compensation,  cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  108  Mo.  251;  Duke 

all  that  you  believe  will  compensate  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  99  Mo.  347. 

him  for  the  injury,  if  he  is  entitled  to  Nebraska,  —  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 

recover,"   will    not    require    reversal.  Archer,  46  Neb.  907. 

where  it  is  qualified  and  explained  by  New    York,  —  Leeds  v.  Metropolitan 

a  subsequent  statement  which  correctly  Gaslight  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  26;  Gilbertsoa 

informs  the  jury  of  the  elements  of  v.  Forty-second  St.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  14  N. 

damage  for  which  the  plaintiff  is  en-  Y.  App.  Div.  294;  Baker  v,  Manhattaa 

tilled  to  recover.     Owens  v.  People's  R.    Co.,    54    hf.    Y.    Super.    Ct.   394^ 

Pass.  R.  Co..  155  Pa.  St.  334.     See  also  affirmed  118  N.  Y.  533.  29  N.  Y.  St, 

Omaha  St.  R.  Co.  v,  Emminger,  (Neb.  Rep.  936;  Ward  v.  Vanderbilt,  4  Abb. 

1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  675.  App.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  521. 

1.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Killebrew,  North  Carolina, — Sec  Wallace  v, 
(Tex.  1892)  20  S.  W.  Rep.  182;  Texas,  Western  North  Carolina  R.  Co.,  104  N. 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Wills,  2  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Car.  442. 

Cas.,  ^  795.  North  Dakota,  —  Comaskey  v,  North- 

Limitatieii  of  Deohuratioii.  -  Where  the  ern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  3  N.  Dak.  276. 

plaintiff  alleged  that  he   was   perma-  Texas,  —  Campbell  v,  Alston,  (Tex. 

nently  disordered  and  what  had  been  Civ.   App.    1893)  23  S.    W.   Rep.   33; 

the  effect  of  the  injury  upon  him  in  the  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Click,  5  Tex. 

past  and  what  was  then  apparent  to  Civ.  App.  224:    Houston   City   St.   R. 

him,  there  was  held  to  be  no  error  in  Co.  v,  Richart,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894) 

refusing  to  charge  the  jury  that  the  27  S.   W.    Rep.   920;   Western   Union 

plaintiff  was  limited  in  his  declaration  Tel.   Co.   v.    Drake,  (Tex.   Civ.   App. 

to  recovery  for  loss  of  business  for  one  1895)  29  S.  W.  Rep.  919:  Houston,  etc., 

year.     Geveke  v.  Grand  Rapids,  etc.,  R.   Co.  v.   Richards,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

R-  Co.,  57  Mich.  589.  1899)  49  S.  W.  Rep.  687;  Missouri  Pac. 

2.  Connecticut,  —  Havens  v,  Hartford,  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex,  77. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  28  Conn.  69.  See  also  Mellor  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R. 

Georgia, — Western,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Co.,  105  Mo.  455,  47  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
Young,  81  Ga.  397,  83  Ga.  512.  Cas.  450;    Wallace  v.   Western  North 

Illinois,  —  Chats  worth   v.  Rowe,   53    Carolina  R.  Co.,  104  N.  Car.  442. 
111.  App.  387.  Where  Ho  Actionable  Ii^nry  Is  Alleged, 

Indiana.  —  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  it  is  reversible  error  to  submit  the  cause 
Butler,  10  Ind.  App.  244.  as  one  in  which  a  recovery  may  be  had 
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Among  the  elements  of  damages  which  fall  within  the  latter  class 
and  may,  under  general  allegations,  be  considered  are  mental 

for  personal  hurts  shown  to  have  been  BtftristUm  to  BrldiBM.  —  An  instruc- 

receiYed,  and  for  the  future  suffering  tion   authorizing  the  jury   to  include 

therefrom.     Monroe  v.  Rose,  38  Mich,  permanent  injuries  in  estimating  the 

347.  damages  is  not  objectionable  because 

Bptdfielqjiuriis.  —  Where  the  petition  of  the  absence  of  evidence  as  to  the 
did  not  specifically  catalogue  the  inju-  permanency  of  the  injuries,  where  the 
ries,  but  did  allege  that  the  plaintiff  court  adds  to  its  instruction  the  expres- 
was  "  injured  in  his  spine,  chest,  head,  sion  "  as  you  may  believe  from  the  evi- 
and  limbs,"  it  was  held  proper  tore-  dence."  Taylor  v.  Scherpe,  etc.,  Agri- 
fuse  to  charge  that  "  it  not  being  cultural  Iron  Co.,  133  Mo.  349.  See 
alleged  in  the  petition  that  the  heart  also  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Johnson,  (Tex. 
disease,  if  any,  or  the  aneurism  of  the  Civ.  App.  1897)  43  S.  W.  Rep.  583. 
heart  or  of  the  aorta,  if  any,  were  Bepngnanoy.  —  Where  a  declaration  is 
caused  by  the  railroad  accident,  you  framed  on  the  theory  that  a  particu- 
cannot  regard  the  same,  and  shall  allow  lar  ailment  was  produced  by  the  act 
plaintiff  no  damages  on  account  of  the  alleged,  and  was  its  direct  result,  and 
same.'*  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  McMan-  proof  upon  that  theory  is  adduced, 
nevitz.  70  Tex.  73.  which  proof  is  repugnant  to  the  theory 

Mantal  Impidmisnt.  —  Where  there  is  of  an  aggravation  of  an  existing  infirm- 
no  claim  in  the  complaint  nor  any  evi-  ity,  the  plaintiff  should  be  confined  in 
dence  that  the  plaintiff's  mental  powers  his  recovery  to  the  scope  of  his  allega- 
were  in  any  manner  impaired,  the  jury  tion  and  proof.  Wilkinson  v,  Detroit 
should  not  be  authorized  to  take  into  Steel,  etc..  Works,  73  Mich.  405. 
account  the  effect  of  the  injury  upon  Evidenoa  Szeludsd.  —  It  is  error  to  in- 
his  mental  powers.  Comaskey  v,  struct  as  to  loss  of  time,  evidence  re- 
Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  3  N.  Dak.  276.  specting    which    has    been    excluded 

Prtvioos  Infirmity.  —  Where    it    was  because  of  the  absence  of  necessary 

shown  that  a  passenger  afflicted  with  averments.     Slaughter  v.  Metropolitan 

rheumatism  was  injured  by  a  collision  St.  R.  Co.,  It6  Mo.  269,  58  Am.  &  Eng. 

and  his  thigh  bone  broken,  a  requested  R.  Cas.  604. 

instruction  that  though  the  jurors  be-  HarmlMs  Error.  —  An  instruction  not 
lieved  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured  as  based  on  evidence  will  be  rejected  as 
complained  of,  yet  he  could  not  recover  harmless  error  when  it  is  apparent  that 
if  they  believed  that  he  was  in  such  an  no  prejudice  resulted.  Bailey  v.  Cen- 
infinn  state  as  should  have  prevented  terville,  (Iowa  1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  831. 
a  prudent  man  from  taking  the  risk  of  Infsrsnee  from  Yerdiet.  —  But  it  can- 
travel,  and  but  for  which  state  he  not  be  inferred  from  the  reasonable- 
would  not  have  received  the  injury,  ness  of  the  verdict  that  no  prejudice 
was  held  to  have  been  properly  refused,  resulted  from  a  charge  submitting  an 
because  inconsistent  with  the  evidence  element  of  damages  as  to  which  there 
and  the  law.  Shenandoah  Valley  R.  was  no  evidence.  International,  etc., 
Co.  V.  Moose,  83  Va.  827.  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895) 

Lost  Time.  —  Allegations  of  sickness  33  S.  W.  Rep.  888. 

and  inability  to  perform  labor  from  the  Aider  by  Yardiet.  —  If  the  declaration 

time  of  the  accident  for  a  long  period  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  "  was  thrown 

of  time  are  broad  enough  to  justify  an  from  his  wagon  with  great  force  and 

instruction  that  the  plaintiff  may  re-  violence,  and     *     •     *     greatly   in- 

cover  for  the  loss  of  time  resulting  from  jured  and  damaged  thereby,"  it  will 

the   injuries.     Hiawatha    v,    Warren,  be  taken  after  the  verdict  as  a  sufficient 

(Kan.  1898)  5S  Pac.  Rep.  484.  averment  that  the  plaintiff  received  a 

Szpandltarei. — It  is  error  to  authorize  bodily  injury.     Corey  v.  Bath,  35  N. 

a  recovery  for  medical  attention  and  H.  530. 

nursing  when  there  are  no  allegations  Where,  in  a  Suit  for  Oarrying  a  Passen- 

authorizing    such    recovery,    and    no  gar  Past  a  Station,  it  is  neither  averred 

prayer  therefor.     Houston  City  St.  R.  nor    proved    that    the  defendant  had 

Oi,  V.  Richart,  (Tez.  Civ.  App.  1894)  37  knowledge  of  the  illness  of  the  plain- 

S.  W.   Rep.  910.    See  also  Houston,  tiff's  child  or  that  the  plaintiff  was  to 

etc..  R.  Co.  V,  Rowell,  (Tez.  1898)  46  S.  be  met  at  a  station  on  a  connecting 

W.  Rep.  630.  line  from  which  the  child  was  to  be 
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suffering  which  is  incident  to  the  physical  pain  alleged,'  loss  of 
time  and  consequent  loss  of  earnings  from  that  cause  or  from  the 
impairment  of  earning  power,'  and  all  results  or  conditions 
which  are  naturally  and  necessarily  the  consequence  of  the  negli- 
gence or  wrongful  act  charged,' 

taken    for     treatment,    and    that     by  instructed  to  consider  humiliation  and 

reason  of  inability  to  make  the  connec-  loss  of  reputation  and  social  position 

tion    the    plaintiff     suffered     mental  resulting    from   the  offense,   notwith- 

anguish,  etc.,  the  jury  cannot  consider  standing  the  declaration  contains  no 

the  suffering  as  an  element  of  damage,  allegation  relative  thereto,  and  no  evi. 

Chicago,   etc.,    R.   Co.   v,   Boyles,    ii  dence  as  to  the  amount  of  damage^  is 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  522.  introduced.     Kelley  v.  Kelley,  8  Ind. 

Eabiti,    eto.,  of  Child.  — Where    the  App.  606. 

damages  awarded  are  extreme  if  not  8.  Eztnt  of  Inq^aimMBt.  —  In  Fisher 

excessive,   the  judgment  will  be   re-  cr.  Jansen,  128  111.  549,  the  question  was 

versed  because  of  an  instruction  as  to  as  to  the  right  of  the  jury  to  assess 

the  habits,  avocation,  money  made  by  damages    on    account    of  diminished 

labor,  prospect  of  increased  earnings,  capacity  to  labor,  without  evidence  as 

prospects  of  obtaining  steady  and  re-  to  the  value  of  such  labor  performed 

munerative  employment,  etc.,  of  the  before  and  after  the  injury.    The  court 

plaintiff,  a  mere  child  with  no  occupa^  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  have 

tion  and  no  formed  habits,  and  as  to  the  testimony  of  witnesses  as  to  the 

which  there  was  no  proof.     Western,  value  of  such  services,  because  they 

etc..  R.  Co.  V.  Young,  83  Ga.  512.  were  as  well  known  to  the  jury  as  to 

1.  Fhyrioal    and    Ksntal  Soffning.  —  any  witness  that  might  be  called.    And 

When  the  basis  for  damages  alleged  in  see  Gainesville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Lacy,  86 

a  petition  as  a  result  of  the  defendant's  Tex.  244;    Golden  v.  Clinton,  54  Mo. 

negligence  is  "  great  suffering,  per  ma-  App.  100. 

nent  ill  health,  and  physical  weak-  Prospeot  of  Ineroiiod  Earaiagi. — 
ness  "  of  the  plaintiff,  a  charge  which  Although  a  declaration  contains  no 
includes  *'  physical  and  mental  dis-  allegation  as  to  an^  "  prospect  of  in- 
ability or  weakness  occasioned  by  in*  creased  earnings,'*  if  jusdned  by  the 
juries  "  as  matters  on  which  a  verdict  facts  there  is  no  error  in  a  general  in- 
for  damages  may  be  based  is  not  error,  struction  that  such  prospects  may  be 
Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Silliphant,  70  Tex.  considered,  if  at  the  same  time  and  in 
623.  the   same  connection   the   jurors    are 

Mental  Suffering  Incident  to  Physical  properly  instructed  that  they  may  also 

Pain.  —  It  is  not  error  to  instruct  that  consider  his  '*  diminution  of  capacity 

the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  fair  and  to  earn  money  as  the  result  of  growing 

reasonable  compensation  for  the  pain  years  and  infirmities  of  age."     Atlanta 

and  suffering,  both  mental  and  physi-  Consol.  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Owings,  97  Ga. 

cal,   which    he    had  endured,   though  663. 

there  is  no  allegation  of  mental  pain,  8.  Dorolopmont  of  Tits.  —  "Where,  sub- 
as  a  recovery  for  mental  suffering  may  sequent  to  the  injury,  the  plaintiff  be- 
be  had  as  an  incident  to  physical  pain,  came  subject  to  fits  as  a  result  thereof, 
Caldwell  v.  Central  Park,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  it  was  held  that  he  might  recover  there- 
7  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  67.  for,  as  well  as  for  pain  and  suffering. 

Insufficient  Allegations^  —  But  where  without  specially  alleging  such  result, 

the  only  allegation  respecting  pain  and  Tyson  v.  Booth,  100  Mass.  258. 

suffering  was  "  that  in  consequence  of  bitomal    I^jiixios.  —  Where    a    com- 

said  injuries  he  [the  plaintiff]  was  con-  plaint  alleged  wounding  and  bruising 

fined   to  his  bed   under  treatment  of  in  the  pit  of  the  stomach  and  in  the 

physicians  five  or  six  weeks;  that  he  back,  causing  great  pain  and  suffering 

suffered  painfully  from  his  wounds,"  and  "  serious  internal  and  permanent 

it  was  held  that  there  oould  be  no  re-  injuries,"  and  no  exception  was  taken 

covery    for    mental   suffering.     Inter-  thereto,  or  10  evidence  of  displacement 

national,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Irvine,  (Tex.  and  prolapsus  of  one  of  the  ovaries  as 

1884)  18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  294.  the  result  of  such  a  condition,  it  was 

Humiliation  —  LossofBopatation.  —  In  held  that  there  was  no  error  in  ref us- 

an  action  for  assault  the  jury  may  be  ing  special  instructions  that  the  con- 
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Xairiafe  ProfpeeU.  —  As  to  the  propriety  of  instructing  the  jury  as 
to  the  right  of  a  single  woman  to  recover  for  impairment  of  her 
prospects  of  marriage,  it  is  held  on  the  one  hand  that  such 
impairment  is  not  a  necessary  result  of  the  injury,  and  cannot  be 
considered  by  the  jury  where  damages  in  that  respect  are  not 
specially  alleged  or  any  evidence  introduced  that  she  was  or  had 
been  engaged  or  had  ever  contemplated  marriage,^  and  on  the 
other  hand  that  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  young  girl  who  has 
been  disfigured  by  the  injury.* 

11.  Snfioiencyof  Bvidenoe  to  Warrant  Initmetion  —  een«na  Bnit 
auted.  —  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  jury  instructed 
as  to  a  matter  alleged  by  him,  or  insisted  upon  on  the  trial, 
unless  there  is  some  evidence  in  support  of  his  contention,  the 
propriety  of  an  instruction  being  largely  dependent  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case.' 

If  There  Jm  Any  STidenee  tending  to  prove  facts  properly  alleged  by 
the  plaintiff,  whether  much  or  little,  it  is  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  have  the  jurors  instructed  that  if  they  find  the  facts 
entitling  him  to  a  recovery  to  be  proven  they  should  take  them 
into  consideration  in  arriving  at  their  verdict ;  ^  and  in  like  man- 

ditions  indicated  were  not  a  necessary  has  no  application  to  the  case  of  a 
consequence  of  the  injury  and  should  young  girl  whose  injury  and  disfigure- 
not  be  considered  in  the  absence  of  ment  are  such  as  seriously  to  impair 
special  allegations.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  her  prospects  of  marriage  on  her  arrival 
7.  Pendery,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  60.  at  a  marriageable  age,  and  a  special 

Szpenie     ef    Kedieal    AUendaaoe. —  allegation  in  reference  thereto  is  not 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  necessary.    See  also  The  Oriflamme,  3 

has  been  seriously  and  dangerously  in-  Sawy.  (17.  S.)  397. 

jured  and  his  hips  crushed  and  ribs  8.  Among  the  personal-injury  cases 

brolcen,  the  jury  may  be  instructed  to  in  which  the  rule  stated  in  the  text  has 

consider  as  an  element  of  damages  the  been  applied  are  the  following:  Chi- 

ezpense  of  medical  attendance,  though  cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t^.  Warner,  108  111. 

there  is  no  special  allegation  relative  538;    Quackenbush    v.   Chicago,   etc., 

thereto.     Evansville,   etc.,   R.   Co.    v.  R.  Co.,  73  Iowa  458,  34  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 

Holcomb,  9  Ind.  App.  198.  Cas.  545;    Winter  v.  Central  Iowa  R. 

1.  Hunter  V.  Stewart,  47  Me.  419.  Co.,   80    Iowa   443:     Baltimore,    etc., 

PoetpoBemeatef  Karriage.  —  Though  a  Turnpike  Co.  v,  Cassell,  66  Md.  433; 
complaint  alleges  serious  bodily  inju-  Searles  v.  Ladd,  123  Mass.  580;  Cele- 
ries, "great  mental  anxiety,  and  nerv-  man  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  106 
ous  prostration,**  it  is  error  to  instruct  Mass.  160;  Shippy  v.  Au  Sable,  65 
the  jurors  that  they  may  consider  the  Mich.  495;  Pollock  v.  Brooklyn,  etc., 
plaintiff's  marriage  engagement  and  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  39  N.  Y.  St.  Rep. 
the  postponement  thereof  as  elements  568,  133  N.  Y.  624. 
of  damage,  as  bearing  upon  her  mental  4.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t^.  Warner, 
strain  and  anxiety.  Beath  v.  Rapid  R.  108  111.  538.  See  also  Boltz  v,  Sullivan, 
Co.,  (Mich.  1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  537.  (Wis.  1899)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  871. 

8.  In  Smith  v,  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Degree  ckT  Proof.  —  It  is  sufficient  to 
Co.,  90  Fed.  Rep.  783,  distinguishing  charge  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  must 
Hunter  v,  Stewart,  47  Me.  419,  it  was  prove  his  case  as  alleged  in  his  declara- 
said  in  substance  that  while  the  loss  to  tion,  but  this  does  not  mean  that  he 
a  woman  of  a  particular  prospect  of  must  make  out  his  proof  in  the  mi- 
marriage  is  within  the  rule  that  dam-  nutest  detail  to  correspond  with  the 
ages  not  following  directly  as  a  result  statements  in  his  declaration,  and 
of  the  act  or  negligence  complained  of  therefore  an  instruction  that  he  must 
must  be   specially  pleaded,  that  rule  so  prove  it  is  properly  refused.     Louis- 
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ner  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  instructions  on  all  matters  of 
evidence  which  may  tend  to  defeat  the  recovery.* 

12.  Matters  Teitifled  to  Without  Objection.  —  Where  improper 
testimony,  or  testimony  possibly  improper,  has  been  admitted 

without  objection,  complaint  of  an  instruction  which  is  based  on 
the  evidence  so  received  is  unavailable.' 

ville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Ray,  (Tcnn.  1898)  »    •    ♦    presume  the  lower  conn,  as 

46  S.  W.  Rep.  5S4.  was  its  duty,   purposely    omitted    to 

Limiting  SaooTory.  —  A  charge  which  meatioa  in   the  instruction  either  of 

tends  to  limit  the  recovery  by  taking  those  two  elements  of  damages,  and 

from  the  jury  consideration  of  elements  that  the  jury,  having  heard  the  dis- 

of  damage  which  are  pleaded  and  as  to  claimer,  did  not,  in  the  absence  of  an 

which  evidence  has  been  introduced  is  instruction    to  that  effect,   take  them 

erroneous.     Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v»  into    consideration    in    assessing    the 

Boehm,  57  Tex.  152.  amount.    As  the  jury  had  the  right, 

Oiigixial  Iignry. —  In  Graham  v.  Bur-  and  it  was  their  duty,  to  consider  the 
lington,  etc.,  R.  Qo.,  39  Minn.  81,  the  mental  and  physical  suffering  of  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  and  the  plaintiff  caused  by  the  injury,  the  fail- 
evidence  in  support  thereof  were  suffi-  ure  of  the  court  to  instruct  them  to 
cient  to  justify  a  recovery  for  injuries  do  so  was  certainly  not  prejudicial  to 
which  were  apparent  immediately  upon  the  defendant.  We  do  not  think  the 
the  happening  of  the  casualty  and  in-  jury  could  have  regarded  themselves 
juries  not  then  apparent,  but  which  authorized  by  the  instruction  to  find 
were  subsequently  disclosed,  and  there  punitive  damages."  Kentucky  Cenu 
was  held  to  have  been  reversible  error  R.  Co.  v.  Ackley,  87  Ky.  278. 
in  instructing  the  jury  relative  to  the  1.  Injury  tTneonnected with  Aeddent. — 
injuries  claimed  to  have  been  subse-  A  charge  on  the  subject  of  permanent 
quently  developed  and  leaving  entirely  injury  which  authorizes  the  jury  to 
out  of  account  the  evidence  as  to  the  consider  any  diminution  in  the  plain- 
original  injuries.  In  this  case  the  in-  tiff's  capacity  to  earn  money,  caused  by 
structions  complained  of  were  as  fol-  the  injury  alleged,  as  if  f  uch  dimina- 
lows:  **  Before  he  [the  plaintiff]  can  tion  would  continue  from  that  cause 
recover,  he  must  satisfy  you  that  his  alone  during  the  entire  period  of  his 
sickness  and  alleged  disabilities  re-  expectancy  and  up  to  the  lime  of  his 
suited  from  defendant's  negligence,  death,  and  which  fails  to  instruct  the 
and  not  from  any  other  source;  and  if  jury  to  take  into  consideration  such 
he  has  failed  to  show  that  his  injuries  diminution  as  might  be  caused  by  de- 
and  sickness  resulted  from  the  colli-  dining  years  or  by  receiving  another 
sion,  and  not  from  any  other  source,  he  serious  injury  of  which  there  was  posi- 
cannot  recover;"  and  "  if  you  believe  tive  proof  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  is 
that  he  contracted  a  cold,  or  suffered  erroneous.  Central  R.,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
exposure,  which  resulted  in  his  sick-  Dottenheim,  92  Ga.  426. 
ness  after  he  returned  home,  and  8.  Ratterlee  v.  Chapman,  79  Ga.  574; 
caused  the  present  injuries,  if  any,  of  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pendery,  14  Tex. 
which  he  now  complains,  he  cannot  re-  Civ.  App.  60;  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 
cover  in  this  action,  and  your  verdict  Rowell.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  45  S.  W. 
will  be  for  the  defendant."  Rep.  763:  International,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 

Bisolaimar.  —  An  instruction  that  the  Beasley,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  569. 

jury   may  find   for  the   plaintiff  such  Instanoes  —  Lost  Time.  —  A  judgment 

damages  as  he  has  sustained  is  not  ob-  will  not  be  reversed  because  an  instrtic- 

jectionable  because  authorizing  com-  tion  on  the  measure  of  recovery  men- 

pensatory  damages,  the  jurors  being  tions  "  loss  of  earnings  "  as  an  element 

informed  of  the  criteria  by  which  they  of  damage,  where  evidence  of  such  loss 

were    to    be  governed    in   fixing    the  has  been  admitted  without  objection, 

amount    of    and    awarding  damages,  Mellor  v.  Missouri  Pac.   R.  Co.,  (Mo. 

where  in  the  course  of  the   trial   the  1890)   14  S.   W.    Rep.    758.    See  also 

plaintiff's    attorney  conceded  that  he  Howell  v.  Independence,  67  Mo.  App. 

made  no  claim  for  expense  on  account  317;    Loe  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  57 

of  medical  expenses  or  loss  of  time.  Mo.  App.  350;  Britton  v,  St.  Louis,  120 

In  this  case  the  court  ftaid:  "  We  must  Mo.  437. 

438  Volume  XVI. 


iMtTMtims.  PERSONAL  INJURIES.       Impftirtd  0«iiditi<m. 

IS.  Aggrayation  of  Formtr  Impaired  Condition  —  lutniatioiii  in 
Ickalf  «f  DiteidAAt.  —  Any  evidence  as  to  the  existence  of  disease 
or  of  infirmities  prior  to  the  action,  adduced  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  plaintiff's  condition  was  not  caused  solely  by 
the  negligent  or  wrongful  act  complained  of,  is  the  proper  sub- 
ject of  an  instruction  J  Therefore,  where  it  is  charged  that  the 
plaintiff's  physical  condition  is  due  in  part  to  an  impaired  or 
diseased  physical  condition  which  existed  previous  to  the  act  of 
which  complaint  is  made,  and  that  charge  is  supported  by  proof, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  proper  instruction  respecting  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  recovery,' 

iBitraotloiu  i&  BthAlf  of  th«  PlaintiC  —  To  authorize  an  instruction 
that  there  may  be  a  recovery  for  the  aggravation  of  a  previous 
diseased  condition,  or  of  a  former  injury  or  infirmity,  there  must 
be  an  averment  of  that  fact  and  a  claim  of  recovery  therefor,  as 
well  as  competent  proof  of  the  matters  so  averred.  Therefore, 
where  there  is  no  claim  made  or  theory  advanced  that  the  exist- 
ing  conditions  are  the  result  of  the  aggravation  of  a  pre-existing 
impaired  physical  condition,  the  instructions  should  not  contain 
a  reference  to  such  aggravation  from  which  the  jurors  might 
regard  themselves  at  liberty  to  take  that  fact  into  consideration 
as  affecting  the  question  of  damages.*  On  the  other  hand,  when 
a  pre-existing  disability  appears,  or  there  is  testimony  tending 

Existence  and  Nature  of  Ailment.  —  It  8.  Stewart  v.    Ripon,   38    Wis.    584. 

is  not  erior  to  refuse  to  charge  that  See  also  Gulf,  etc.,  K.  Co.  v.  Brown,  16 

there  is  no  evidence  of  the  existence  of  Tex.  Civ.  App.  93;    Schwin^chlegl  t/. 

an  ailment  and  that  the  jury  may  not  Monroe,   113    Mich.    6S3;    Louisville, 

consider  it  because  not  pleaded,  where  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Kingman,  (Ky.  1896)  35 

a  physician  has  been  permitted  to  tes-  S.  W.  Rep.  264. 

tify  as  to  the  existence  of  such  con-  8.  AbMnoo  of  PlaAding  and  Proot  — 

dition    and     to    explain    its    nature.  While  aggravation  of  an  existing  dis- 

Hunter  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  20  Misc.  ease  or  ailment  may  be  shown  in  evi- 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  432.  dence,  and  damages  recovered  therefor 

BaConl  of  Inf1arii0kion  to  Bimffard  StI-  in  cases  where  the  declaration  is  so 
ddioe. —  Where  a  physician  has  testi-  framed  as  to  admit  of  such  proof,  vet 
fied,  without  objection,  that  the  plaintiff  if  the  plaintiff  frames  his  declaration 
assured  him  that  be  had  never  suffered  on.  the  theory  that  the  particular  ail- 
with  sore  eyes  or  been  injured  in  his  ment  complained  of  was  produced  by 
eyes,  a  request  by  the  defendant  to  the  act  alleged,  and  was  the  direct  re- 
direct the  jury  not  to  consider  the  evi-  suit  of  it,  and  the  plaintiff's  proofs  are 
dence  of  symptoms  of  injury  stated  by  based  upon  that  theory,  and  are  repug- 
tbe  plaintiff  to  his  physician  is  prop-  nant  to  the  theory  of  an  aggravation  of 
erly  refused  as  coming  too  late.  Mis-  an  existing  infirmity,  the  defendant  is 
soi^ri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  entitled  to  have  the  plaintiff  confined 
77,  41  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Ca*.  224.  in  his  recovery  to  the  scope  of  his  alle- 

1.  McNamara  v.  Qintonville,  62  Wis.  gation  and  proof.    Thurstin  v.  Luce, 

207.    See  also  East  Line,  etc.,  R.  Co.  61  Mich.  292.    See  also  Wilkinson  v. 

V.  Rushing,  69  Tex.  306.  Detroit  Steel,   etc..   Works,   73  Mich. 

Agggavattwt  of  Prior  DlaoMO>  —  There  405;    Fuller  v.  Jackson,  92  Mich.  197; 

is  no  error  in  an  instruction  as  to  the  Hall  v.  Cadillac,  114  Mich.  99. 

aggravation  of  disease  existing  pre vi*  Xiiloadlag  InstnwtiOBS.  —  Where  no 

ous  to  the  alleged  injury,  where  there  aggravation  of  an  existing  disease  was 

is  evidence  of  such  a  previous  diseased  averred,  an  instruction  that  if  the  acci- 

condition.  although  the  plaintiff  testi*  dent  caused  rheumatism  **  to  central- 

fies  as  to  its  nonexistence.    Gulf,  etc.,  ize,  and   become  located  in   the  hip, 

R.  Co.  V,  Brown,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  93.  and  thereby  resulted  in  precipitating 
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to  show  such  disability,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  jury 
informed  as  to  his  right  to  recover  for  the  aggravation  of  his 
previous  unhealthful  condition.' 

14.  Self-aggravatioii  —  Want  of  IhM  Ou«  or  Xtdioal  AtttatiMi.  —  Where 
an  injury  is  aggravated  by  failure  to  care  for  it  properly  or  to 
procure  proper  medical  attention,  or  by  the  wrongful  conduct  of 
the  person  injured,  the  right  to  recover  for  the  original  injuiy 
and  tor  the  results  flowing  therefrom  is  not  lost,  but  only  the 
extent  of  the  recovery  is  affected.  Hence  in  a  case  wherein  such 
conditions  have  been  testified  to  the  jury  must  be  informed  as 
to  the  liability  of  the  defendant  for  those  injuries  which  were 
caused  by  the  act  complained  of  and  which  are  separable  from 
the  conditions  resulting  from  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  take  proper 
care  of  himself.' 

and  brin^inii^  about  such  infirmities  and  Eng.  R.  Cas.  534.    And  see  Brown  v. 

disabilities  as  the  plaintiff  claims,  you  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.   Co.,  66  Mo.  58S; 

may  then  consider  such  infirmities  and  Gulf,  etc.,    R.  Co.  v,   Reagan,  (Tex. 

disabilities  as  a  direct  result  of  the  ac-  Civ.  App.  1896)  34  S.  W.  Rep.  796. 

cident,  and  Ulce  them  into  account/'  AstumptiOB  of  Eztnt  of  Prior  Inflxnitj. 

etc.,  is  not  misleading  because  justify-  —  In    Shenandoah   Valley   R.   Co.   v. 

ing  a  recovery  for  an  aggravation  of  Moose,  83  Va.  827,  the  evidence  was 

an  existing  disease,  where   the  jury  is  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 

further  instructed  that  no  such  recov-  suffering    for    several    months    with 

ery  could  be  had,  and  the  existence  of  chronic  rheumatism  of  the  hip  and  of 

the  rheumatism  prior  to  the  injury  is  the  muscles  and  tissues  therewith  con- 

denied   by  the   plaintiff.  -    Grattan   v.  nected,  but  it  also  showed  that  at  the 

Williamston,   (Mich.    1898)  74   N.   W.  time  of  the  accident  he   was  nearly 

Rep.  668.  well;  that  for  some  time  prior  thereto 

Kodifloatioii  of  Instmetions.  —  Where  he  had  been  going  about,  and  that  the 
the  plaintiff  charged  that  her  injuries  day  before  he  had  been  engaged  in  set- 
were  caused  —  not  aggravated  —  by  ting  out  and  pruning  fruit  trees  in  his 
the  act  of  the  defendant,  and  the  latter  orchard;  that  he  used  one  crutch  in 
denied  any  injury  of  the  plaintiff  what-  walking  (generally  as  a  staff);  and  that 
ever,  and  it  was  not  the  theory  of  he  was  rapidly  getting  well  when  the 
either  party  that  the  plaintiff  was  physi-  accident  occurred.  The  court  was  re- 
cally  weak  and  infirm  at  the  time  of  quested  to  instruct  the  jurors  that,  al- 
the  injury  and  that  her  condition  was  though  they  believed  from  the  evidence 
aggravated  by  it,  a  requested  charge  that  the  injury  was  inflicted  by  the  de- 
that  *'  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  fendant  in  the  manner  alleged,  yet  the 
that  the  troubles  described  in  plaintiff's  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  if 
declaration  existed  before,  or  are  the  they  further  believed  from  the  evidence 
direct  results  of  physical  conditions  that  he  was  in  a  feeble  and  infirm  state 
existing  before,  the  time  of  the  alleged  of  health,  such  as  would  have  pre- 
accident,  then,  under  the  declaration  vented  a  prudent  man  from  running 
and  evidence  in  this  case,  plaintiff  can-  the  risk  of  travel,  and  that  but  for  his 
not  recover  for  such  injuries,  or  for  any  diseased  and  helpless  condition  the 
aggravation  of  the  same  produced  by  plaintiff  would  not  have  suffered  the 
the  alleged  accident,  and  your  verdict  injury  so  inflicted  by  the  defendant, 
must  be  for  the  defendant,* Ms  properly  It  was  held  that  the  instruction  was 
modified  by  the  rejection  of  that  portion  properly  refused,  because  it  was  mis- 
of  the  charge  as  requested  following  leading  and  assumed  that  the  plaintiff 
the  word  "  injuries  "  and  commencing  was  helplessly  infirm,  and  that  such 
with  "  or."  Phippent'.  Bay  Cities  Con-  infirmity  was  such  contributory  negli- 
sol.  R.  Co.,  no  Mich.  351.  gence  on  his  part  as  would  bar  a  re- 

1.  Bray  7^  Latham,  81  Ga.  640;  Bal-  covery. 

timore,  etc..  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Cassell,  8.  Chicago,   etc.,  R.  Co.   v,  Meech, 

66  Md.  419;    Owens  v.  Kansas   City,  163  111.  305. 

etc.,   R.  Co.,  95  Mo.  169,  33  Am.  &  Initmetioii  m   to   Vogleet   to   Obtaia 
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Hfttnre  «f  HtgUgmiM  BeUidlag  Baoofttry.  —  To  authorize  the  court  to 
limit  the  plaintiff's  recovery  because  of  his  misconduct,  negli- 
gence^  or  the  like,  the  testimony  must  tend  to  show  that  it  was 
wilful,  or  at  least  that  there  was  such  a  disregard  of  the  duty  of 
properly  caring  for  and  endeavoring  to  be  cured  of  the  hurts  or 
injuries  as  amounted  to  negligence  which  contributed  to  the 
effects  by  retarding  or  preventing  a  recovery.^ 

KtdkalAttantioii.  —  An  instruction  that  found  that  the  injury   was  .  increased 

the  jury,  in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  as  through  lack  of  medical  attention  and 

to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

any  damages,  should  take  into  consid-  Cameron  v,  Vandergriff,  53  Ark.  381. 

eration  any  evidence  tending  to  prove  Death  of  Minor  Pending  Action.  —  In 

thai   he  would   have  recovered    in    a  Bradford  v.  Downs,   136  Pa.  St.  622, 

short  time  if  he  had  received  the  atten-  the  action  was  originally  brought  by  a 

tion  of  a  physician  immediately  after  parent  for  the  loss  of  the  services  of 

the  injury  is  properly  refused  for  the  his  minor  son,  and  pending  the  action 

reason   that  the  plaintiff's  neglect  to  the  minor  died,  and  an  amended  dec* 

attend  to  his  injuries  bore  only  on  the  laration  was  filed,  averring  the  death, 

extent  of  his  recovery,  and  not  on  his  and  claiming  for  loss  of  services  by 

right  to  recover.     Taylor  z^.  Springfield,  reason  thereof,  as  a  result  of  the  in- 

61  Mo.  App.  263.  jury.     It  was  held  that  the  trial  court 

tae  Instrnetloii  Betexlng  to  Othars. —  properly  refused  to  instruct  the-  jury 
Where  other  instructions  given  fairly  that  **  if  the  jury  believe  the  child 
and  fully  set  out  the  facts  which  it  is  alleged  to  have  been  injured  did  not 
necessary  should  have  existed  to  con-  have  such  care,  attention,  and  medical 
stitute  the  cause  of  action,  a  further  treatment  as  a  prudent  person  would 
instruction  that  if  "  the  plaintiff,  bestow  upon  a  child  so  injured,  then 
under  the  instructions  herein,  became  the  plaintiff  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and 
vested  with  a  cause  of  action  "  at  the  your  verdict  must  be  for  the  def end- 
time  of  the  alleged  accident,  '*  no  ant,"  because  a  lack  of  proper  treat- 
*  *  *  subsequent  aggravation,  if  ment  would  have  been  no  answer  to 
any,  of  her  said  injuries  can  take  away  the  claim  for  the  original  injury, 
pUuntiff's  cause  of  action  or  authorize  though  it  might  have  been  as  to  the 
a  verdict  against  plaintiff,"  is  not  open  claim  for  the  death. 
to  the  objection  that  it  submits  to  the  1.  Rock  Island  v,  Cuinely,  126  111. 
jary  the  legal  question  as  to  whether  408,  affirming  26  III.  App.  173. 
she  had  a  cause  of  action.  Davenport  Degree  of  Care  Inoumbent  on  PlaintiiF. 
V.  Hannibal,  108  Mo.  471.  — An  instruction  that  the  plaintiff  is 

Xieiiidlag  Proper  Elements  of  Damage,  unqualifiedly  bound  to  engage  medical 
—  An  instruction  that  if  after  the  in-  aid  and  attention  for  such  length  of 
jary  the  "  plaintiff  refused  or  failed  to  time  as  his  injuries  make  necessary  is 
take  proper  care  of  said  limb  by  in-  erroneous,  because  it  requires  the 
attention  or  ignorance  or  for  want  of  plaintiff  to  exercise  greater  care  in 
proper  medical  attention,  and  that,  in  mitigating  the  consequences  of  the  in- 
conse'^uence  of  said  negligence,  in-  jury  already  inflicted  than  the  law  re- 
attention,  or  want  of  proper  care,  said  quires  in  the  first  instance  to  avoid  the 
limb  has  become  greatly  injured,  but  injury.  Vallo  v,  U.  S.  Express  Co., 
which  under  proper  care  could  have  147  Pa.  St.  404. 

been,  or  can  now  be,  saved  and  ren-  Test  as  to  Degree  of  Care  Bequlred.  ~ 

dered  as  strong  and  useful  as  before  Where  the  defendant  introduced  evi- 

the  breaking    of    said   leg,   then    the  dence  that,  the  plaintiff  went  out  too 

measure  of  damages  in  this  case  would  soon   after  being  injured,   on  a  cold 

be  the  loss  of  time  from  his  business  stormy  day,  and  thereby  aggravated 

or  employment,  during  plaintiff's  ill-  her  trouble,   an   instruction   chat    the 

ness,  and  expenses  incurred  for  medi-  question  of  her  negligence  in  going  out 

cal  services,"  is  erroneous  because  it  so  soon  depended  upon  whether  she 

excludes  the  element  of  impaired  phys-  felt  that  she  was  fairly  urged  to  go  out 

ical   ability  or  of   pain  and  suffering  in  pursuit  of  business,  and  felt  that  in 

unavoidably  incurred,  if  it  should  be  so  doing  she  was  not  guilty  of  any 
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STiitAM  DttBudiag  lastrnetioB  in  B«hftU  «f  Btliniduit.  —  Where  the  evi- 
dence shows  or  tends  to  show  that  existing  conditions  might 
have  resulted  from  the  imprudence  or  negligent  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  an  instruction  which  will 
fairly  present  the  question  thus  raised,  and  the  failure  of  the  court 
to  give  such  an  instruction  in  a  proper  case  is  erroneous.^ 


want  of  care  and    caution,   correctly  master  any  damages  on  account  of  the 

submitted  the  true  test  as  the  degree  aggravation  of  his  injuries  caused  by 

of  care  which  the  plaintiff  should  have  his  own  failure  to  exercise  reasonable 

exercised.     Hope  v.  Troy,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  care."      Throckmorton    v.    Missouri, 

40  Hun  (N.  Y.)  438,  affirmed  without  etc.,  R.  Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ.  A  pp.  222. 

opinion  no  N.  Y.  643.  iMiie  Vot  Balsed  \fj  PlMMUnn.  •—  It  is 

InaecassiMUty   to    Surgeon.  —  Where  proper  to  refuse  an  instruction  to  the 

the  testimony  indicates  reasonable  care  effect  that  '*  it   was  the  duty  of  the 

on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  securing  plaintiff  to  use  ordinary  care  and  pm- 

proper  treatment,  and  that  a  dangerous  dence  in  following  the  directions  of  his 

operation  would  probably  have  resulted  physicians,  and  that  he  could  recover 

in  a  radical  cure  of  the  injury,  but  that  no  damages  for  any  injury  so  far  as  the 

a  person  competent  to  perform  such  same   has  been    aggravated  or  made 

operation  was  inaccessible  to  the  plain-  permanent  by  his  failure  to  obey  the 

tiff,  it  is  proper  to  refuse  to  submit  to  reasonable    directions    of    his    physi- 

the  jury  whether  after  receiving  the  cians,*'  where  no  issue  respecting  the 

injuries  the  plaintiff  used  reasonable  question  was  raised  by  the  pleadings 

care  in   procuring   proper    treatment.  Central   Pass.    R.   Co.   v.   Rose,   (Ky. 

Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hannig,  (Tex.  1893)  23  S.  W.  Rep.  745,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep. 

Civ.  A  pp.  1897)41  S.  W.  Rep.  19(5,  re^  209. 

versed  nn  other  grounds,  91  Tex.  347.  QuMtion    Whether    Plaintiff    I^vrod 

If egligonce  of  Attendants.  —  In  Pollock  Himiell.  —  Where  there  was  evidence 

V.  Brooklyn,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  injured 

39  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  568,  aJjUrmed  without  by  the  explosion  of  a  car  heater,  as- 

opinion  133  N.  Y.  624,  it  appeared  that  sisted  in  lifting  a  wheel,  and  in  remov> 

at  the  time  of  the  casualty  the  plaintiff  ing  another  wounded  passenger  to  a 

was  pregnant,  that  there  was  a  prema-  carriage,  and  helped  him  after  he  had 

turebirth,  that  the  plaintiff  was  attacked  arrived  at  his  destination,  it  was  held 

with  puerperal  peritonitis  and  was  criti-  error  to  refuse  to  include  in  the  instnic- 

cally  ill  for  several  weeks,  and   that  tion  a  charge  that  the  plaintiff  could 

such  illness  as  followed  the  miscarriage  not  recover  for  injuries   possibly  in- 

roight  have  been  caused  by  other  agen-  flicted    upon    himself    in    lifting    the 

cies;   but  there  was  nothing  to  show  wounded   passenger  from  a  carriage 

that  any  such  agency  existed.     It  was  and  from  the  carriage  upstairs  to  the 

held  that  the  court  properly  refused  to  hotel  to  which  he  was  taken,  the  court 

give  an  instruction  that  if  the  peri  to-  saying:    "  We  do   not  say   that    evi- 

nitis  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  dence  failed  to  show  that  plaintiff  was 

the  physicians  or  nurse  or  as  a  con-  injured  by  the  explosion,  which  may 

sequence  of   the   plaintiff's  own   poor  account  for  all  his  symptoms  of  nerv- 

health,  she  could  not  recover  for  any  ous  disease,   neurosis,  and  his  conse- 

injury  caused  thereby.  quent  debility  and  bad  health;  but  we 

1.  Where  the  Svidonce  Clearly  FMionts  do  say  that  the  court,  having  under- 

an  Iisno  as  to  whether  or  not  the  sick-  taken  to  particularize  the  other  causes 

ness  from  which  the  plaintiff  suffered  which  may  have  produced  that  condi- 

after  the  injury  was  the  result  of  the  tion,    should    have    included    all    the 

injury  itself  or  was  caused  by  his  own  causes    included    by    the    testimony, 

imprudence,   it  is    proper  to  instruct  The  omission  of  the   lifting  of   Huff 

that  '*  if,  after  the  servant  has  received  after  the  explosion,  and  his  exertions 

such  injury,  he  fails  to  exercise  reason-  to  assist  the  wounded  man,  was,  under 

able  caie  for  himself,  and  b^  reason  the   circumstances,  equivalent  to  ex- 

thereof  aggravates  his  own  injury,  and  eluding  that  cause  from  the  considera* 

causes  the  same  to  be  more  serious  in  tion  of  the  jury  (restricting  them  to  the 

its  results,  he  cannot  recover  of  the  consideration   of  the  causes  enumer- 
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•lit0Ci«B*  timx  umrwmum  Aii  M*  OiMnl. — Wbere  the  juiy  has 
been  fairl7  instructed  upon  the  question  of  the  aggravation  of 
the  injuries  bjr  the  plaintiff  and  as  to  the  consequent  limitation 
of  the  rig^t  of  recovery,  so  that  the  instructions  as  a  whole 
correctly  present  the  issue  and  inform  the  jurors  of  their  duty, 
complaints  of  the  general  character  of  the  instructions  are  unavail- 
able,^ and  the  refusal  to  give  specific  instructions  on  the  subject 
may  be  disregarded.' 

15.  Ij^joj  Vnconneoted  with  Aooid«it  —  Where  questions  arise 
as  to  whether  or  not  particular  injuries  were  caused  by  a  speci- 
fied occurrence,  or  resulted  therefrom,  or  it  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  the  injuries  or  conditions  for  which  a  recovery  is 
sought  might  have  been  caused  in  some  other  manner  or  might 
have  resulted  from  some  other  agency  than  that  claimed,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  in  instructing  the  jurors  to  exclude  from 
their  consideration  evidence  as  to  injuries  not  shown  to  have 
been  caused  by  the  act  of  the  defendant,  and  to  inform  them  that 

ated  in  the  charge),  about  which  there  given  was  the  law  of  the  case;  that  it 

was  some  testimony  that  may  have  in-  limited   the  inquiry  of   the  appellate 

fluenccd  the  jury.    We  do  not  intend  court  to  the  subject  as  presented,  and 

to  intimate  that  it,  with  all  the  exer-  prevented  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  the 

tions  of  plaintiff  after  the  explosion,  plaintiff  was  negligent  in  the  use  of  the 

would  have  been  sufficient  to  induce  limb  after  the  Injury.    Troxel  v,  Vin- 

the  conclusion  of  the  jury  that  they  ton,  77  Iowa  90. 

caused  plaintiff's  injuries,  or  any  part  1.  Osaarality.  —  In     Klutts     v.     St. 

of  them,  but  that  phase  of  the  case  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  75  Mo.  642,  11  Am. 

should   have   been  fully  presented   to  &  Eng.   R.  Cas.  639,  the  jurors  were 

the    jury   without    the    omission    no-  instructed  that  although  the  plaintiff 

ticed."     Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Sim-  might  not  have  employed  a  skilful  sur- 

mons,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  500.  geon  to  attend  him,  still,  if  they  be- 

Vse  of  Intozioants.  —  Where  the  plain-  lieved  that  he  *' exercised  such  care 
tiff  testified  that  he  was  a  habitual  and  attention  in  regard  to  his  case  as  a 
drinker  of  intoxicating  liquors,  that  he  prudent  man  would  under  his  particu- 
continued  the  practice  after  the  injury,  lar  circumstances  and  situation  have 
and  once  or  twice  since  the  injury  was  done,"  they  should  find  for  him.  In 
slightly  intoxicated,  and  there  was  other  instructions  the  jurors  were  told 
medical  testimony  pro  and  con  as  to  in  detail  what  facts  within  the  range  of 
the  effect  of  such  drinking  on  restora-  the  evidence,  if  found,  would  consti- 
tion  to  health,  there  was  no  error  in  tute  contributory  negligence  and  pre- 
instructing  the  jury  that  if  the  plaintiff  vent  the  plaintiff's  recovery.  It  was 
conducted  himself  imprudently,  by  im-  held  that  the  instruction  quoted, 
prudently  drinking,  thereby  increasing  though  general,  was  not  misleading, 
the  trouble  and  difficulty  of  being  and  that,  taking  the  instructions  to- 
cured,  he  must  take  the  consequences,  gether,  the  question  of  negligence  was 
and  could  not  charge  the  defendant  fairly  presented  to  the  jury, 
therewith.  Boggess  v.  Metropolitan  Ezoluslon  by  Implication.  —  An  in- 
St.  R.  Co.,  118  Mo.  335.  struction  which  impliedly  excludes  a 

Failure  to  Ezoept.  —  Where  an  instruc-  recovery   for  damages  caused   by  the 

tion  called  the  attention  of  the  jurv  to  negligence  or  imprudence  of  the  plain- 

the  injuries  resulting  from  a  fall  sub-  tiff  after  the  injury  is  sufficient.     If  a 

sequent  to  the  accident,  but  not  to  in-  more  specific  instruction  is  desired  it 

juries  resulting  from  an  improper  use  should   be  requested.     Weisenberg  v. 

of  the  injured  limb  after  the  accident,  Appleton,  26  Wis.  56. 

and  the  instruction  was  not  excepted  8.  Oliver  v.   La  Valle,  36  Wis.  592; 

to,  and  no  other  was  asked  on  the  sub-  Alexander  v,  Richmond,  etc.,   R.  Co., 

ject,  it  was  held  that  the  instruction  112  N.  Car.  720. 
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in  determining  the  liability  of  the  defendant  they  shall  consider 
only  such  injuries  or  physical  conditions  as  are  traceable  to  such 
act ;  ^  that  is,  such  conditions  as  are  the  actual  and  direct  result 

of  the  injury,  or  the  natural  and  necessary  consequence  thereof.* 

1.  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Stuart,  i  was  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  re- 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  642;  Hamilton  v.  Great  suited  from  the  injury)  was  not  the  im- 

Falls  St.  R.  Co.,  17  MoQt.  334.  mediate  result  of  the  injury,  it  mig:ht 

SzdiisiOBof  Tflttiiiioiij.  —  There  is  no  nevertheless  be  regarded  by  the  jury 

error  in  refusing  to  exclude  from  the  as  part  of  the  injury  itself,  where  no 

jury  expert  testimony  as  to  the  physi-  improper  treatment  was  charged,  and 

cal  condition  of  the  plaintiff  a  short  it  was  conceded  that  such  conditions, 

time  before  the  trial,  and  the  opinion  if  not  the  necessary  and  usual  result, 

of  the  witness  as  to  whether  or  not  her  frequently  developed    in    cases    of    a 

condition    was    due    to  the  accident,  similar  nature.     Diclcson  v.  HoUister, 

where  the  testimony  was  to  the  effect  123  Pa.  St.  421. 

that  a  surgical  operation   subsequent        CSauM  of  Xiseaxrlago.  —  In  Botkin  v. 

to  the   injury  had  had   no  effect  on  Cassady,  106  Iowa  334,  an  action  to  re- 

her  condition.     O'Brien    v.  Brooklyn  cover  for  an   impaiired   physical    and 

Heights  R.  Co.,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  217,  36  mental    condition,    resulting    among 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  636.  other  things  in  a  miscarriage,  as  the 

Seftisal  of  Furthor  Instmetioiis.  —  In  consequence  of  threats  made  by  the 

Texas  Trunk   R.   Co.  v.  Johnson,  75  defendant,  there  was  evidence  that  in 

Tex.  158,  the  evidence  tended  to  show  addition  to  the  cause  assigned  the  mis- 

that  the  injuries  complained  of  might  carriage    might    have    resulted    from 

have  been  received  by  a  subsequent  uremia  or  some  other  cause,  or  that  a 

fall  from  a  wagon,  and  the  charge  of  former  miscarriage  might  predispose 

the  court  clearly  instructed  the  jurors  to  or  cause  it.     It  was  held  error  to 

that  they  should  take  into  considera-  refuse  to  instruct  that  *' if  you  find  that 

tion  only  such  injuries  as  were  caused  the  plaintiff  was  suffering  from  uremia 

by  the  act  of  the  defendant.     There  at  the  time  of  her  miscarriage,    •    «    * 

was  held  lo  be  no  ground  of  complaint  and  you  further  find  that  such  uremia 

on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  fur-  brought  on,  occasioned,  and  was  the 

ther  instructions  on   that   point  were  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  miscarriage  or 

refused.  other  injuries  complained  of,  and  that 

8.  Aotnal    and   IMreet   Sasiilt.  —  The  such   miscarriage  and  other    injuries 

character  and  the  extent  of  the  injury  complained  of  would  have  happened 

are  fixed  by  its  results;  hence  there  is  had  plaintiff  not  had  the  interview  [at 

no  error  in  charging  that  *'  should  an  which  the  alleged  threats  were  made], 

injury  proximately  result  to  a  passen-  •    *    *    then  you  should  find  for  the 

ger  from  the  negligence  of  a  railway  defendant,"    and    to  fail  to  give   an 

company,    its    agents    or    employees,  equivalent  instruction, 
then  such  company  is  responsible  in        Luabago. —  Where     the     testimony 

damages  for  the  actual  and  direct  re-  tends  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was 

suits  of  such  injury,"  instead   of  in-  suffering  from  lumbago  of  long  stand- 

struciing  that  the  defendant  is  respon-  ing,  and  that  this  disease  was  the  cause 

sible  for  injuries  sustained  which  were  of  his  ill  health,  and  not  the  injury 

the  direct  and  natural  results  of  the  alleged  to  have  been  suffered  on  the 

negligence  complained  of.     Texas  Pac.  defendant's  train,  it  is  error  for  the 

R.  Co.  V,  Davidson,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  court  to  refrain  entirely  from  alluding 

542.  to  such  testimony  in  its  charge.     Her- 

irtoriiie    Troublsi.  —  In     Holmes    v.  stine  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.,  151  Pa. 

Fond  du    Lac,  42  Wis.   282,   wherein  St.  244. 

there   was  evidence  of  womb  trouble        Injury  to  Xysi.  —  Where  a  physician 

existing  after  the  accident,  it  was  held  testifies  that  by  reason  of  a  rupture 

proper  to    charge    the  jury   that    the  produced  by  the  injury  the  plaintiff  be- 

trouble  must  have  followed  as  a  natu-  came   unable   to  labor    and    take  his 

ral  and  legitimate  effect  of  the  injury,  usual  bodily  exercise,  and  for  that  rea- 

otherwise  there  could  be  no  recovery,  son  his  system  depreciated  and  his  eyes 

Sryiipolai.  —  It  is  proper  to  instruct  suffered  for  want  of  proper  nutrition, 

the  jury  that  even  if  erysipelas  (which  and  the  plaintiff  himself  testifies  that 
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Omditioiii  EiiitlBg  Mor  to  Aoddflnt  —  Where  existing  conditions  are 
alleged  to  have  been  produced  by  or  to  have  resulted  from  a 
designated  accident  or  occurrence,  and  it  is  claimed,  and  the 
proof  shows  or  tends  to  show,  that  such  conditions  existed  prior 
to  the  time  so  designated,  the  jurors  should  be  instructed  that  if 
they  so  find  there  can  be  no  recovery.^ 

16.  Exemplary  Damagei.  —  Where  the  circumstances  are  such 
as  to  have  the  effect  of  aggravating  the  damages,  and  the  ques- 
tion arises  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  exemplary  damages, 
the  jurors  should  not  be  left  to  determine  them  for  themselves, 
but  the  aggravating  circumstances  should  be  pointed  out  by 
proper  instructions.* 

he  suffered  from  his  eyes  from  the  day  questions  was  whether  or  not  the  plain- 

of  the  injury,  and  that  the  trouble  was  tiff   was  put  off  the  train   in  a  rude 

caused   by  the  accident  in  question,  or  insolent  manner.     The  complaint 

there  is  no  impropriety  in  submitting  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  '*  forced  '' 

the  injury  to  the  eyes  as  an  element  of  off  the  train,  that  he  was  *'  put  off,*' 

damage,  and  in  refusing  to  charge  that  and  that  he  was  "  ejected,"  while  the 

such  injury  and  damage  were  too  re-  answer    averred    that    the    conductor 

mote.     Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Han-  committed    no    violence    toward     the 

nig,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   1899)  49  S.  W.  plaintiff,  and  that  he    left    the  train 

Rep.  117.  "  without  being  ejected,"   and   there 

1.  Pazilyiii  and  Epilepsy. —  In  Wil-  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
kinson  v.  Detroit  Steel,  etc.,  Works,  73  tiff,  which  was  contradicted  by  the  de- 
Mich.  405,  the  declaration  alleged  that  fendant,  that  the  plaintiff  was  rudely 
fits  and  paralysis  resulted  from  the  in-  pushed  by  the  conductor  when  getting 
jury.  Evidence  was  introduced  by  the  off  the  train.  An  instruction  allowing 
defendant  that  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  the  jury  to  assess  punitive  damages 
from  fits  since  his  infancy,  that  he  was  held  unobjectionable,  the  court 
walked  lame,  and  dragged  his  left  foot  saying:  "  When,  therefore,  we  have 
noticeably,  that  his  left  side  appeared  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  com- 
to  be  weaker  than  the  other,  and  that  plaint  stated  a  cause  of  action  upon 
he  carried  his  left  hand  in  a  peculiar  which  the  plaintiff  could  recover  actual 
manner,  the  theory  of  the  defendant  damages,  if  there  was  some  doubt  or 
being  that  the  fits  and  paralysis  were  room  for  discussion  as  to  the  true 
not  the  result  of  the  accident,  nor  meaning  of  the  complaint  considered 
caused  thereby.  It  was  held  tbat  it  alone,  but  the  denial  was  so  expressed 
was  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  in  the  answer  as  to  prove  that  the  alle- 
if  the  jury  believed  that  the  plaintiff's  gations  of  the  complaint  were  con- 
condition  as  to  paralysis  and  epilepsy  strued  by  the  defendant  to  imply  a 
existed  before  the  injury  he  could  not  charge  of  rudeness,  and  therefore  de- 
recover  for  them,  nor  for  any  aggrava-  nied,  the  doctrine  of  aider  would 
tion  of  them  produced  by  the  acci-  apply,  and  the  right  to  recover  puni- 
dent.  tive    damages    for    the    rudeness,    if 

BniBoimny  of  InstmetioB.  —  An  in-  proven,  would  be  established." 
struction  which  fairly  tells  the  jury  An  instruction  that  "  if  the  jury  be- 
that  if  a  certain  physical  condition  ex-  lieve  from  the  evidence  that  the  as- 
isted  prior  to  the  injury  the  plaintiff  sault  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
could  not  recover  as  much  as  if  it  was  committed  by  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
occasioned  at  the  time  of  the  injury  is  tiff  is  only  entitled  to  compensation  for 
sufficient.  Hamilton  v.  Great  Falls  St.  such  injuries  as  he  may  have  shown 
R.  Co.,  17  Mont.  334.  from  the  evidence  were  caused  by  the 

8.  Parsons  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  said  assault;  they  will  not  award  puni- 

94  Mo.   286.      See  also    Ragsdale    v,  tive,   vindictive,   or   exemplary  dam- 

Ezell,  (Ky.  1899)  49  S.  ^-  ^^P-  775*  <lRcs,"  was  properly  refused,  because 

lastnietloB  Authoriiiiig  PimitiTO  Dam-  it  did  not  propound  the  law  correctly, 

agw.  —  In  Knowles  v.  Norfolk  South-  and  was  misleading.     Beck  v.  Thomp- 

em  R.  Co.,  102  N.  Car.  59,  one  of  the  son,  31  W.  Va.  459. 
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17.  Paim  aad  Suflbriiif  Xndiuvd.  —  Where  the  complaint  or  cor- 
responding pleading  alleges  pain  and  suffering  as  one  of  the  ele- 
ments of  damages,  or  sets  out  facts  from  which  it  may  be  deduced 
that  pain  and  suffering  necessarily  followed  the  injury,  and  there 
is  evidence  tending  to  support  the  complaint,  the  court  is  justi- 
fied in  chaining  the  jurors  that  th^y  have  a  right  to  regard  those 
elements  in  determining  the  amount  of  compensation  to  which 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled.^ 

XiflmpUry  Bftautgw  Hot  Warraatad.  ^  the  jur^  may  take  into  coosideration 

The  jurors  should  not  be  instructed  to  the  plamtifif' s    suffering  in   body  and 

consider,  in  estimating  the  damages,  mind,  resulting  from  his  injuries,  does 

the    aggravating    circumstances  they  not  authorize  a  recovery  for  injury  to 

may  find  in  the  case,  where  the  case  is  mind,  but  only   for  mental  suffering 

not  one  warranting  vindictive  or  ex-  caused  by  and  inseparable  from  physi- 

emplary     damages.      Stoher     v.     St.  cal  pain,  for  which  no  special  damages 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  91  Mo.  509, 31  Am.  need    be  alleged.      Western  Brewery 

&  Eng.  R.  Cas.  22^.  Co.  v.  Meredith,  166  111.  306.    See  also 

1.  Illinois.  —  Chicago,  etc.,    R.    Co.  Comaskey  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  3 

V,  Warner,  108  111.  538;  Western  Brew-  N.  Dak.  276. 

ery  Co.  v.  Meredith,  166  111.  306:  West        An  lastmotion  Ignoring  Kantal  BofliBr^ 

Chicago  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Lups,  74  III.  App.  Ing  as  an  element  of  damage  is  prop- 

420;  Hannibal,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Martin,  erly  refused.     Louisville,  etc.,   R.  Co. 

Ill  111.  219;   Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  v.  Hunter,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  871. 
Warner,  108  111.  538.  Failure  to  Allogo  Kontal  BoAring. — 

Iowa.  —  Morris  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  It  is  not  erroneous  to  instruct  the  jury 

Co.,  45  Iowa  29.  that    the    plaintiff     may    recover    for 

Maifu.  —  Mason  v,  Ellsworth,  32  Me.  mental  and  physical  suffering   which 

271;  Verrill  v.  Minot,  31  Me.  299.  he  endured,  or  might  endure,  from  the 

Maryland,  —  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  injury,  though  the  complaint  is  silent 

V.  Kean,  65  Md.  394.  as  to  mental  suffering,  but  alleges  that 

Montana.  —  Hamilton  v.  Great  Falls  the  injury  complained  of  resulted  in  a 

St.  R.  Co.,  17  Mont.  334.  deformity    which   must    of    necessity 

Nebraska.  —  American  Water- Works  have  produced  both  physical  pain  and 

Co.  V,  Dougherty,  37  Neb.  373.  mental  anguish.     Central  R.,  etc.,  Co. 

Texas.  —  Baldridge,  etc.,  Bridge  Co.  v.  Lanier,  83  Ga.  587.     See  also  Schmiu 

V.  Cartrett,  75  Tex.  628.  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  119  Mo.  256; 

Utah.  —  Giblin  v.  Mclntyre,  2  Utah  Caldwell  v.  Central  Park,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

384.  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  67:  Wright 

Wisconsin.  —  Reinke  v.  Bentley,  90  v.  Compton,  53  Ind.  337. 
Wis.  457;    Stewart  v.   Ripon,  38  Wis.         Use  of  Crutches. — It  is  proper  to  ad- 

584.  mit  proof  of  and  to  authorize  the  jury 

United  States.  —  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  to  consider  the  shame  and  mortihcation 

131  U.  S.  22;  Robertson  v.  Cornelson,  suffered    by  the  plaintiff    from  being 

34  Fed.  Rep.  716.  compelled  to  use  crutches  or  a  crutch 

See  also  Wilson  v.  Wheeling,  19  W.  and  cane,  though  no  special  allegation 

Va.  325;  Riley  v.  West  Virginia  Cent.,  relative  thereto  is  contained  in  the  com- 

etc,  R.  Co.,  27  W.  Va.   145;  Seger  z^.  plaint.     Beath  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.,  (Mich. 

Barkhamsted,  22  Conn.  298;    Masters  1899)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  537. 
V.  Warren,  27  Conn.  293;  Fairchild  v.        SoAoienoy    of  Petition. — A  petition 

California  Stage  Co.,  13  Cal.  599.  alleging   that  the    injuries  "  induced 

Disregarding  Evidenco.  —  An  instruc-  great  suffering,  permanent  ill  health, 

tion  permitting  the  assessment  of  such  and  physical  weakness  '*  is  sufficient 

damages  as  will  compensate  for  the  in-  to  justify  a  charge  as  to  the  right  of  the 

jury,  pain,  and  suffering  is  not  open  to  plaintiff  to    recover  for  physical   and 

the  objection  that  it  allows  the  jury  to  mental    inability    or    weakness    occa- 

award  damages  without  regard  to  the  sioned  by  the  injuries.     Gulf,  etc.,  R. 

evidence.     Springfield  Consol.  R.  Co.  Co.  v.  Silliphant,  70  Tex.  623. 
V.  Hoeffner.  175  III.  634.  Absonoo  of  Eridenoo  —  Fhyrieal  BnlEBr- 

Iignry  to  Mind.  —  An  instruction  that  ing.  —  Where  a  petition  for  damages  on 
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■offtitiaf  rriM.  —  It  has  been  .decided,  however,  that  instruc- 
tions which  suggest  the  idea  of  price  to  be  paid  as  an  approxi- 
mation to  the  money  value  of  suffering  are  improper.* 

Pnll,  THght,  and  OOmt  lUntal  Bflbets.  —  Sut  in  connection  with  ele- 
ments of  damage  as  to  which  there  is  an  undoubted  right  of 
recovery,  as  a  rule  there  is  no  impropriety  in  allowing  the  jury  to 
take  into  consideration  peril,  fright,  apprehension,  and  like  men- 
tal effects,  where  it  is  apparent  that  the  jurors  could  not  have 
concluded  from  the  charge  given  that  they  were  authorized  to 
award  damages  for  such  matters  as  separate  elements  of  damage.* 

account  of  negligent  delay  in  deliver-  extent  an  object  of  curiosity,  and  to 

ing  a  telegraphic  message  claims  for  the  thoughtless  and  unfeeling  an  object 

both  mental  and  physical  suffering,  it  of    ridicule."      See    also     Wilson    v. 

is  error  to  instruct  that  the  jury  may  Young,  31  Wis.  574;    Craker  v,   Chi- 

assess  damages  for  physical  suffering  cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  Wis.  677;  Power 

where  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  such  v.    Harlow,    57   Mich.    107;    The   Ori- 

suffering.     Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v,  ffamme,  3  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  397;  Western, 

Drake,  (Tex,  Civ.  App.  1895)  29  S.  W.  etc.,  R.  Co.  i/.  Young,  81  Ga.  397. 

Rep.  919.  1.  CJompensatioii  for  Pain  and  Snffiwing. 

Broken  Bonao.  —  Proof  that  the  plain-  —  In  Baker  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  142 

tiff*5  leg  was  broken  and  that  he  con-  Pa.  St.  503,  the  jury  was  first  told  that 

tinned  to  suffer  from  pains  in  his  head  "it    is  of  course    difficult  to  give   a 

will  warrant  an  instruction  that  he  is  money  value  to  pain   and   suffering, 

entitled  to  recover  for  pain  and  suffer-  No  person  would   voluntarily  endure 

ing.     VTilson  v,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  such  pain  and  suffering  as  it  is  proven 

132  Pa.  St.  27.      See  also  Baldridge,  Mrs.  Baker  endured,  for  any  amount  of 

etc..  Bridge  Co.  v,  Cartrett,  75  Tex.  money.*'     It  was  held  erroneous  to  in- 

628.  struct  further  that  if  the  jurors  found 

Eridanoe  of  Injury  to  the  PlainttfTi  for  the  plaintiff,  they  should '*  fix  some 

Spina,    nervous    system,   and    general  sum  which  would  be  a  compensation 

health  will  authorize  an  instruction  that  for  this  pain  and  suffering." 

the  jury  may  consider  mental  suffering  ildeqnaoy  of  Baoomponto  in  Konoy.  —  In 

as  an  element  of  damage.     Galveston,  Morgan  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  95  Cal. 

etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Thornsberry,  (Tex.  1891)  501.  the  jury  was  instructed  as  follows: 

17  S.  W.  Rep.  521.     See  also  Reinke  v,  "  Money  is  an  inadequate  recompense 

Bentley.  90 Wis. 457;  Stewarts/.  Ripon,  for  pain;  but  as  the  law  can  afford  no 

38  Wis.  584.  other  redress,  it  aids  the  sufferer  to  ob- 

"  ][ord[floation  and  Angniihof  Kind."  tain  this  in  such  measure  as  a  jury, 

—  In  Heddles  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  dispassionately  considering  all  the  cir- 

77    Wis.    228,    an    instruction    which  cumstances    of    the  case,    will  allow; 

authorized  among  other  things  recov-  and  whether  the  injury  is  the  result  of 

ery  "  for  the  mortification  and  anguish  negligence  or  direct  personal  violence, 

of  mind  which  he  [the  plaintifij  has  the   resulting  pain   is  an   element  of 

suffered  and  will  in  the  future  suffer,  damage  to  be  compensated.     In  other 

by  reason  of  the  mutilation  of  his  body  words,  it  is  an  element  of  compensa- 

and  the  fact  that  he  may  become  an  tory  damage.*'     It  was  held  that  the 

object  of  curiosity  or  ridicule  among  use  of  the  words  ''  money  is  an  inade- 

his  fellows,"  was  excepted  to  on  the  quate  recompense  for  pain,"  while  im- 

ground  that  the  words  conveyed  to  the  proper,  would  not  require  reversal,  it 

jury  an  idea  different  from  that  con-  being  improbable  from  the  whole  in- 

veyed  by  the  words  *'  mental  pain  and  struction  that  any  prejudice  resulted, 

suffering  **  which  resulted  from  the  in-  8.  Paril  in  Addition  to  Snifaring.  —  An 

jury,  but  there  was  held  to  have  been  instruction  that  in  assessing  damages 

no  error,  the  court  saying:  *' There  can  the  jury  should  take  into  account  the 

be  no  doubt  that  the  loss  of  the  plain-  peril,  if  any  there  was,  to  the  plaintiff's 

tiff's    limbs     would     naturally    cause  life,   and   the  suffering  of  body  and 

mortification  and  anguish  on  the  part  mind,  if  any  there  was,  etc.,  is  not  open 

of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  also  quite  cer-  to  the  objection  that  it  authorized  the 

tain  that  he  would  be  to  a  considerable  jury  to  consider  and  allow  the  plaintiff 
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lEtatal  BniSning  Vaatttndad  by  Phjiioal  Ii^nry.  —  It  is  the  general  doc- 
trine that  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  mental  anguish,  suffering, 
or  anxiety  unaccompanied  by  personal  injury  as  distinguished 
from  suffering  associated  therewith.  Therefore,  unless  in  the 
exceptional  cases  referred  to,  instructions  which  authorize  an 
allowance  of  damages  for  sufjferine  of  that  nature  as  a  separate 
element  of  damages  are  erroneous.  * 

for  the  peril  to  his  life  and  in  addition  take  into  consideration  pain,  suffering, 

to  allow  for  suffering    in    body  and  and  loss  of  earning  power,  it  is  error 

mind,  where  it  also  contained  a  clear  farther  to  instruct  them  that  they  may 

and  concise  statement  that  there  could  also  consider  the  **  apprehension  '*  of 

be  compensation  only  for  the  injuries,  the  plaintiff,   in  the  absence  of    any 

Terre  Haute,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Brunker,  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  suffered  in 

128  Ind.  543;    Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  the  slightest  degree  from  "  apprehen- 

V,  Williams.  20  Ind.  App.  576.  sion."     Gilbertson  v.  Forty-second  St., 

Peril  or  Fright.  ^  Where  the  items  of  etc.,  R.  Co..  14  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  294. 

damage  alleged  are  **  loss  of  labor  and  1.  Joch  v,   Dankwardt,   85  111.  331; 

time,  physical  pain  and  suffering,  loss  Indianapolis,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Stables, 

of  blood,  mental  agony,  and  nervous  62  111.  320;  Chicago  v,  McLean,  133  111. 

shock,"  an  instruction  is  not  erroneous  148;    Braun   v.   Craven,  175  III.  401; 

which  in  presenting  the  elements  of  Canning    v,    Williamstown,   i   Cash, 

damage  to  the  jury  includes  *'  physical  (Mass.)  452;  Goodhart  v.  Pennsylvania 

pain  and  suffering,  mental  agony,  peril,  R.    Co.,    177    Pa.   St.   i;    Johnson   v, 

fright,  and  nervous  shock,"  where  the  Wells,  6  Nev.  224,  wherein  an  instruc- 

petition  does  not  claim  any  separate  tion  authorizing  consideration  of  *' pain 

damages  for  peril  or  f  right,  because  the  of  mind  "  as  distinct  from  bodily  suffer- 

term  *'  mental  agony  "  is  broad  enough  ing  was  condemned,  the  court  saying: 

to  include  peril  and  fright.     San  An-  '*  It  is  safe  to  say  that  no  well-consid- 

tonio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Corley,  (Tex.  Civ.  ered  case  can  be  found  to  support  the 

App,  1894)  26  S.  W.  Rep.  903.  instruction." 

Peril  and  Danger.  —  It  is  not  error  to  Improper   lastmetion.  —  Where    alle- 

instruct  the  jurors  that  in  assessing  gations    as    to    mental     anguish    are 

damages  they  mav  consider  the  peril  coupled  with  allegations  as  to  physical 

and  danger  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  injury,  it  is  error  to  instruct  that  if  by 

exposed  by   the  accident    which   pro-  reason  of  the  alleged  wrong  the  plain- 

duced  the  injury  complained  of.    Seger  tiff  was  caused  to  suffer  mental  anguish 

V.  Barkhamsted,  22  Conn.  290.  "  then  you  will  find  for  the  plaintiff 

Distinot  Elenjent  of  Damage.  —  An  in-  though  she  suffered  no  physical  injury 

struction  which  will  warrant  the  jury  and   though  you  do  not  find  said  mis- 

in  allowing  damages  for  mental  pain  carriage  (the   petition  alleged  a  mis- 

and    suffering   which    would    include  carriage  as  one  of  the  results  of  the 

peril,  and  also  for  peril  as  a  distinct,  injury],  if  any  she  had,  was  the  result 

independent,  and  additional  element  of  of  said  threats,  if   any  were  made.*' 

damage,  is  erroneous.     Hall  v.  Man-  Botkin  v.  Cassady,  to6  Iowa  334. 

son,  90  Iowa  585.  Damagw  for  Mental  Anguish  Irrespeo- 

Kontal  Agony.  —  Where  the  evidence  tivo  of  Physical  Iqjnry.  —  Where  the  in- 

showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  hurt  by  a  juries  are  alleged  to  have  been  caused 

railroad  wreck,  was  in  imminent  dan-  by  jumping  from  a  railroad  train  in  fear 

ger  of  being  crushed,  and  in  his  agony  of  threats  or  violence  on  the  part  of  the 

called  to  a  bystander  to  kill  him,  there  conductor  and  others  on  the  train,  an 

was  held  to  be  no  error  in  instructing  instruction  that  damages  can  be  recov- 

the  jurors  that  they  might  take  into  ered    for  the    threats    irrespective  of 

consideration  the  plaintiff's  **  situation  whether  or  not  injury  resulted,   and 

at  that  time,  how  painful,  how  trying  also  that  there  can  be  a  recovery  for 

it   was.'*    Quinn   v.   Long  Island   R.  mental  anguish  though  no  bodily  in- 

Co.,   34   Hun  (N.   Y.)  331.     See  also  jury  resulted,  is  error  which  requires 

Masters  v.  Warren,  27  Conn.  293.  reversal.    Spohn  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R. 

Appreheniion     Hot      Proven.  —  After  Co.,  116  Mo.  617. 

charging  the  jurors  that  they  should  The  refusal  to  instruct  that  there  can 
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TiM  taA«l«n«j  of  tli«  InftnMtioa  in  this  connection  in  any  given  case 
must  be  judged  of  by  the  principles  which  have  been  heretofore 
stated.  Numerous  instructions  whose  sufficiency  has  been  tested 
by  the  application  of  these  principles  are  collected  in  the  notes.^ 

be    no  recovety    for  fright,   pain,  or  wilfulness  or  by  negligence,  produces 

sa£Fering,  or  for  nervbus  shock  uncon-  mental  as  well  as  bodily  sufiFering  in- 

necied  with  the  *'  bodily  injuries  '*  de-  dependently  of  the  cause,  it  is  impos- 

scribed  in  the  complaint,  is  immaterial  sible  to  exclude  the  mental  suffering 

where  the  jury  was  instructed  as  fol-  in  estimating  the  extent  of  the  personal 

lows:  "  The  pfaintlff  can  only  recover,  injury  for  which  compensation  is  to  be 

if  at  all,  for  the  injuries  described  in  awarded.     Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  131  U. 

the  complaint,  and  cannot  recover  for  S.  22. 

other  or  dififerent  injuries;  nor  can  he  An  instruction  that  the  plaintifiF  is 

recover  for  fright  or  mental  suffering  entitled  to  recover  **  for  pain  and  suffer- 

or    nervous  shock,  unless  they  grow  ing  undergone  by  her  and  occasioned 

out  of,  and  were  the  result  of,  the  per-  by  the  injury  "  is  not  open  to  the  ob- 

sonal  injuries  received,  if  you  find  he  jection  that  it  authorizes  the  jury  to 

received  any."    Terre  Haute  Electric  enter  into  an  investigation  of  **  that 

R.  Co.  V.  Lauer,  (Tnd.  App.  1899)  52  N.  metaphysical  element  of  damages  de- 

E.  Rep.  703.  nominated  '  mental  pain,'  "  but  is  a 

An   instruction  permitting  the  jury  mere  reference  to  physical  pain  and 

to  allow  a  fair  compensation  for  "  the  suffering.     Fleming  v,  Shenandoah,  71 

physical  and  mental  suffering  caused  "  Iowa  456. 

does    not  authorize    consideration    of  Physioal  Ineapadty.  —  It  is  not  error 

mental  suffering  as  a  distinct  and  in-  to  describe  as  pain  and  suffering  a  loss 

dependent  item  in  computing  the  dam-  of  capacity  to  labor  occasioned  by  a 

ages.     The  meaning  is  that  the  jury  physical  injury.     Atlanta  St.  R.  Co.  v, 

may    consider     the     suffering,     both  Jacobs,  88  Ga.  647. 

mental  and  physical,  together.     Giblin  Obsonrlty.  —  An    instruction    that  if 

ir.  Mclntyre,  2  Utah  384.  the  jurors  find  that  the  plaintiff  suffered 

Soibringfiir  Another.  —  An  instruction  physical   injury   they   may    take   into 

authorizing    damages   for  mental  an-  consideration  and  account  his  bodily 

g^nish  and  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  affec-  and  mental  pain,  if  they  believe  from 

tions    occasioned    by  the  injury  and  the  evidence   that  such    is    the   fact, 

suffering  of  his    child    is    erroneous,  while  not  entirely  clear,  must  be  con- 

Corington   St.    R.   Co.    v.    Packer,    9  strued  as  limiting  the  jury  to  the  allow- 

Bush  (Ky.)  455,  15  Am.  Rep.  725.     See  ance  of  damages  for  such  pain  as  he 

also    San    Antonio,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v,  actually  suffered.      Fullerton   v.    For- 

Gwynn,  4  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §  219.  dyce,  144  Mo.  519. 

Ohsenrity. —  In  an  action  by  a  hus-  Suflinring  of  Others.  —  An  instruction 
band  for  personal  injuries  to  his  wife,  that  if  the  wrongful  act  caused  sick- 
wherein  the  petition  contains  no  alle-  ness  in  the  plaintiff's  family  he  can 
ffation  of  the  plaintiff's  mental  suffer-  recover  whatever  the  evidence  shows 
Ing,  there  was  held  to  t>e  no  error  in  him  entitled  to  is  not  open  to  the  ob- 
instructing  that  the  jury  might  find  jection  that  it  permits  a  recovery  for 
"  for  the  injury  to  his  wife,  the  pain  the  physical  and  mental  suffering  en- 
and  suffering,  including  mental  an-  dured  by  the  members  of  the  plaintiff's 
guish,  and  expenses  occasioned  by  family.  San  Antonio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
said  injury,"  since  the  jury  could  not  Gwynn.  4  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas..  §  2ig. 
be  misled,  the  proof  of  the  mental  Itemising  Damages. —  An  instruction 
anguish  being  confined  to  the  wife,  which  begins  oy  advising  the  jurors 
Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Box,  81  Tex.  670.  that  **  in  endeavoring  to  arrive  at  the 

1.  Mental  Pain.  —  An  instruction  that  amount     of     compensation,     if    any, 

the  jury  may  take  into  consideration  *    *    *    they  will  take  into  considera- 

the  plaintiff's  **  bodily  and  mental  pain  tion  all  testimony  as  to  the  nature  of 

and  suffering,  both  taken  together,"  the  injuries,  if  any,"  etc.,  and  that  they 

(but  not  his  mental  pain  alone),  and  such  may  consider  all  the  various  complaints 

as  "  inevitably  and  necessarily  resulted  of  the  plaintiff,  such  as  headaches,  loss 

from  the  original  injury,"  is  proper,  of  flesh  and  spirits,  if  any,  that  she  re- 

Since  the  injury,  whether  caused  by  ceived,  and  after  consideration  of  it 
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18.  Loii  of  laningt  or  VroftU. —  Loss  of  time  and  the  incidental 
pecuniary  loss  sustained  because  of  incapacity  or  partial  incapacity 
to  earn  money  are  matters  upon  which  it  is  proper  to  instruct 
the  jury ;  but  to  authorize  an  instruction  as  to  such  elements  of 
damage  a  claim  must  be  made  therefor  by  proper  averment,  and 
such  averment  must  be  supported  by  competent  proof.  ^ 

all,  "  having;  in  view  the  previous  con-  such  lame  and  crippled  condition  the 

sequence  to  her  from  the  time  of  the  balance  of  her  life/'  and  proof  supports 

injuries  down  to  the  present  time,  as  in^  that  alle^atioo.  are  sufficient    to- 

well    as    such    consequences    as    are  authorize  an  instruction  that  the  jury 

reasonably    likely    to    ensue    in    the  might  take  into  account  the  plaintiff's 

future,  the  jury  will  award  to  her  such  past  earnings  and  her  deprivation  of 

sum  or  sums  as  In  their  opinion  will  those  earnings  during  the  time  while 

fairly  compensate  her  for  all  of  these  she  was  injured.    Moore  z/.  Kalamazoo* 

items  of  damage,  not  exceeding,"  etc.,  109  Mich.   T76.     See  also  Hiawatha  v. 

is  not  objectionable  because  directing  Warren,  (Kan.  1898)  55  Pac  Rep.  484. 

the  jury  to  find  damages  for  all  of  the  Total  BUahmij.  —  A  petition  alleging 

items  of  damage  enumerated.     Hamil-  that  before  the  injury  the  plaintiff  was 

ton  V,  Great  Falls  St.  R.  Co.,  17  Mont,  strong  and  able-bodied,  capable  of  earn- 

348.  ing  and  actually  earning  a  certain  sum 

Doable  X«oovery.  —  An  instruction  per  months  that  the  injuries  rendered 
which  calls  attention  to  pain  and  suffer-  him  a  helpless  cripple,  wholly  destroy- 
ing separately  after  an  instruction  ing  his  capacity  for  making  a  living, 
touching  other  pain  and  suffering  is  and  testimony  in  support  thereof  given 
not  open  to  the  objection  that  it  three  years  after  the  injury,  will  justify^ 
authorizes  a  double  recovery.  Atlanta  an  instruction  that  loss  of  time  may  be 
St.  R.  Co.  t/.  Jacobs,  88  Ga.-647.  considered  as  an  element  of  damage*. 

Sorrow  from  Kisoarriago.  —  It  would  though  no  loss  of  time  is  specifically 

be  better  to  omit  any  instruction  to  the  averred.     Houston,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v.. 

jury  touching  sorrow  resulting  from  a  Ray,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   1894)  28  S.  W. 

miscarriage  as  an  element  of  damage.  Rep.  256. 

**  pain  and  suffering  "  being  sufficiently  Limitation  to  Longth  of  Time  ClaimadL 

comprehensive.     Augusta,  etc.,  R.  Co.  —  Where  the  plaintiff  claimed  in  his 

V.  Randall,  85  Ga.  29;^.  petition  that  his  reduced  capacity  for 

1.  Gardner  v.  Burlington,  etc.,  R.  earning  a  living  would  continue  for 
Co.,  68  Iowa  592;  Jesse  v.  Shuck,  (Ky.  twelve  months,  failure  to  instruct  that 
1889)  12  S.  W.  Rep.  304;  Blair  v.  Chi-  he  was  limited  in  his  recovery  to  his 
cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  Mo.  383;  O'Brien  loss  within  the  time  stated  is  not  re^ 
V,  Loomis,  43  Mo.  App.  29;  Missouri,  versible  error  where  it  appears  that  the 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Dawson,  10  Tex.  Civ.  trial  took  place  within  four  dayi  after 
App.  19;  Riley  v.  West  Virginia  Cent.,  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  from 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  27  W.  Va.  145:  Wilson  v.  the  filing  of  the  petition,  that  the  plain- 
Wheeling,  19  W.  Va.  325;  Totten  v.  tiff  was  restricted  to  proof  of  damage 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  564.  which  occurred  within  twelve  months. 
See  also  Clare  z/.  Sacramento  Electric  that  the  charge  was  limited  to  past 
Power,  etc.,  Co.,  122  Cal.  504.  damage,    that  the  damages  awarded 

Earnings  Lost  flince  Injury. — Adeclara-  were  moderate,   and  that    there    was 

tion    averring    that  the  plaintiff  was  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  jury  was 

"  prevented    from    attending    to    her  misled.     Knittel  v,  Schmidt,   16  Tex. 

necessary  household  and  lawful  affairs,  Civ.  App.  7. 

duties,  and  business,  *  *  *  and  Imperfeet  Avoxment  —  Gonsidoration  of 
thereby  was  deprived  of  and  wholly  Bamages  Shown  by  ETideaoo. —  Where  it 
lost  all  the  advantages  and  profits  to  be  was  averred  that  the  plaintiff's  thigh 
derived  therefrom  and  thereby,*'  and  was  dislocated  and  fractured  and  that 
that  the  injury  so  received  was  perma-  he  was  otherwise  injured,  but  the  dec- 
nent  and  incurable,  that  she  would  be  laration  failed  to  state  the  length  of 
an  invalid,  and  that  prior  thereto  she  time  during  which  the  plaintiff  was  inca- 
had  been  a  strong,  healthy,  and  able-  pacitaied  from  doing  business,  an  in- 
bodied  woman,  that  she  was  "  now  in-  struction  that  in  assessing  the  damages 
jured  permanently,  and  miist  remain  in  the  jury  might  consider  his  loss  of  time 
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fntf  M  to  Wttfii  tr  Mtfy.  —  This  evidence,  whether  of  the  fact 
of  the  loss  itself,  or  of  the  value  of  the  time  so  lost,  must  be 

sufficient  to  warrant  the  court  in  instructing  the  jury  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  awarded  therefor,  and  the  jury  in 
considering  and  determining  such  amount.  Where  the  plaintiff's 
occupation  is  one  from  which  he  derived  fixed  sums  at  stated 
periods,  the  time  lost  and  amounts  ordinarily  received  as  wages 

so  far  as  it  was  shown  by  the  eridence  OapMilj  ts  Work  and  lani  Monsjr.  — 

was  held  to  have  been  justified.    Chi-  In    Fordyce  v.  Withers,   i  Tex.  Civ. 

cago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Hastings,  136  111.  App.  540,  the  evidence  showed  a  di- 

351.  mifiisbed  capacity  to  discharge    cus- 

Wlim  ths  Plaintiff  Sss  lateoAiMsd  lomary  duties,  bat  there  was  no- 
TMtiiBony  Without  OljootioB  as  to  the  evidence  as  to  the  plaiotiff*s  earnings 
loss  of  earnings,  it  is  not  error  to  in-  either  before  or  after  the  injuries.  It 
struct  that  the  jury  may  award  dam-  was  held  that  the  charge  should  have 
ages  for  such  loss,  aithough  there  is  no  submitted  her  diminisned  capacity  to- 
special  averment  thereof  in  the  peti-  do  her  customary  work,  rather  than 
tion.  Mellor  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  her  diminished  capacity  to  earn  moneys 
105  Mo.  455,  47  Am.  Sl  Eog.  R.  Cas.  as  to  which  there  was  no  evidence. 
450.  See  also  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bird,. 

Vo  ATOmientB  or  Broof  m  to  Vafaio  of  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  48  S.  W.  Rep. 

Tioio  Loot.  —  In  San  Antonio,  etc.,  R.  756. 

Co.  V,  Robinson,  73  Tex.  277,  the  plain-  flartlal  Pnof  ao  to  Valno  of  Loot  Time* 
tiff  abandoned  and  struck  out  of  his  —  In  Ledyard  v.  West  St.,  etc.,  Elec- 
petition  allegations  that  he  was  a  prac-  trie  R.  Co.,  5  Wash.  64,  the  plaintiff 
ticing  physician,  and  that  prior  to  the  testified  that  his  wages  were  a  certain 
injury  he  realized  a  stated  sum  from  sum  per  month,  house  rent,  and  the 
such  practice,  all  of  which  had  been  board  of  himself  and  family.  It  was 
lost  by  reason  of  the  disability  caused  held  that  an  instruction  that  *'  the 
by  the  injuries,  and  was  allowed  to  in-  plaintiff  has  given  no  evidence  of  the 
troduce  evidence  that  he  was  a  physi-  money  value  of  the  house  rent  and 
cian,  and  that  he  was  disabled  from  board  which  he  was  getting  from  his 
following  his  profession  because  of  employer  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  and 
such  injuries,  but  was  not  allowed  to  the  jury  cannot  take  into  consideration 
prove  the  value  of  the  time  lost  to  him.  those  things  in  determining  the  dam- 
It  was  held  that  an  instruction  that  ages,  if  any,  for  his  loss  of  time,  but 
proof  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  only  the  cash  wages  which  he  was  then 
sustained  was  unnecessary,  but  t£at  earning,"  was  faulty  because  it 
the  jurors  might  estimate  the  damages  assumed  that  a  certain  element  of  dam- 
from  the  facts  and  circumstances  age  had  not  been  proven.  The  court 
proven,  and  consider  them  in  connec-  said  that  the  proper  instruction  would 
tion  with  their  own  knowledge,  ob-  have  been  that  unless  the  jurors  found 
servation,  and  experience  in  the  from  the  evidence  the  value  of  the 
business  affairs  of  lite,  was  erroneous,  board  and  rent,  they  should  not  con- 
and  that  the  error  was  not  cured  by  a  sider  them  in  connection  with  the  plain- 
subsequent  instruction  given  at  the  re-  tiff's  loss  of  time, 
quest  of  the  defendant,  to  the  effect  Vt^ue  and  Lidofinito  Tootimony. — 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  Notwithstanding  evidence  showings 
actual  pecuniary  loss,  and  that  the  loss  of  time  in  a  vague  and  indefinite 
jurors  should  exclude  from  their  con-  manner,  if  there  is  no  evidence  what- 
sideration  all  elements  of  actual  dam-  ever  of  the  value  of  the  time  lost,  or  of 
ages,  except  what  they  found  to  be  a  any  amount  whatever  of  damages  inci- 
fair  compensation  for  the  physical  and  dent  thereto,  it  is  error  to  instruct  that 
mental  suffering  shown  by  the  evidence  in  estimating  the  damages  the  j  ury  may 
to  be  the  direct  and  proximate  result  consider  loss  of  time  up  to  the  time  of 
of  the  injury.  See  also  Slaughter  v.  the  commencement  of  the  action.  In- 
Metropolitan  St.  R.  Co.,  116  Mo.  269,  58  ternational,  etc.,  ^.  Co.  v,  Simcock,  8r 
Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  604.  Tex.  503. 
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t 
or  salary  should  be  proven,  and  if.  the  right  to  recover  therefor 

is  established,  computation  is  readily  made.^ 

UaotrtaiB  Xhmuim.  —  Where  the  plaintiff's  vocation  or  business  is 

one  from  which  he  derives  an  uncertain  income,  dependent  in 

part  or  entirely  upon  his  personal  attention    or  exertions,   a 

different  rule  prevails,  and  as  the  amount  of  dami^e  sustained 

is  of  necessity  not  susceptible  of  accurate  proof,  a  g^eat  deal 

must  be  left  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  jurors  who  should  be 

instructed  in  accordance  with  the  nature  and  degree  of  proof 

introduced.* 

1.  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Ray,  (Tex.  was  not  erroneous  in  the  absence  of 

Civ.  A  pp.  1894)  28  S.  W.  Rep.  256.  any  specific  request  for  an  instruction 

EsniiiigB  Before  and  Altsr  Injury.  —  that  the  recovery  should  be  limited  to 

What  the  plaintiff  was  earning  at  his  nominal  damages.    Seitz  v.  Dry  Dock, 

trade  at  the  time  of  and  immediately  etc.,  R.  Co.,  16  Daly  (N.  Y.)  264. 

preceding  the  injury  is  proper  for  the  IMsahUitj  Oonooded.  —  In  Warren  v. 

consideration  of  the  jury  in  determin-  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  163  Mass.  484,  the 

in^  the  value  of  his  time  lost  by  the  exceptions  did  not  set  out  all  the  evi- 

injury.     Beisiegel  v.  New  York  Cent,  dence  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 

R.  Co.,  40  N.  Y.  10.  plaintiff*s  injuries,  but  it  was  agreed 

An  bistmetlon  Assuming  the  InahlUtj  that "  there  was  evidence  in  the  case 

to  Setnm  to  Work  until  a  designated  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had 

date  is  harmless  error  where  there  was  received  a  severe  shock  to  his  nervous 

no  conflict  in   the  evidence  and   the  system  by  the  accident  complained  of, 

proof  showed  that  work  was  resumed  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  he  was 

at   the  date   in   question,   and   before  still  suffering  from  nervous  prostration 

there  had   been  a  complete  recovery,  brought  about  by  the  said  accident," 

Andrews  v.  Wardell,  54  Mo.  App.  611.  and  it  was  held  that  as  it  must  be  as- 

Failure  of  Proof.  —  Where  no  special  sumed  that  there  was  some  evidence 

damages  and  no  pecuniary  losses,  past  that  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  b^  his 

or  future,  were  alleged   in   the  com-  injuries  from  attending  to  his  business 

plaint,  and  there  was  no  proof  what-  in   the   usual   manner,   there   was  no 

ever  as  to  the  plaintiff's  circumstances  error  requiring  a  reversal  because  of 

in  life  except  that  before  the  injury  his  the  refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  charge 

"  general  health  was  very  good,"  nor  after    a    statement    of    the    plaintiff's 

proof  touching  his  age,  habits,  capac-  claim  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 

ity,  ability  to  work,  skill  in  his  trade,  loss  in  business,  diminution  of  income 

or  his  wages  or  his  earnings,  or  the  therefrom,   or   that  the   plaintiff    had 

compensation  he  was  able  to  earn  or  been  compelled  to  relinquish  or  aban- 

his  chances  of  getting  work,  or  that  he  don  the  business, 

had  earned  or  that  he  was  able  to  earn  S.  Leeds  v.   Metropolitan    Gas-light 

a  livelihood,  it  is  error  to  charge  that  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  26. 

the  jury  can  take  into  account  as  a  Yalue  of  Lost  Time  Hot  Suioaptible  of 

distinct  item  of  damages  the  plaintiff's  Proot  —  In  Rogan  v.  Montana  Cent.  R. 

pecuniary  loss  on  account  of  the  injury  Co.,  20  Mont.  503,  it  appeared  that  the 

caused  by  the  diminution  of  his  ability  plaintiff  was  a  ranchman,  employing 

to  earn  a  livelihood  and  a  chance  of  two  men,  that  his  earnings  depended 

what  money  he  would  have  made  but  largely  upon  his  individual  abilities, 

for  the  injury.     Staal   v.   Grand    St.,  and  that  it  was  impracticable  to  meas- 

etc,  R.  Co.,  107  N.  Y.  625.  ure  accurately  the  value  of  his  serv- 

Absonce  of  Proof —  Ptliuro  to  Sequost  ices,  though  his  own  estimate  of  their 

limiting  Instmotion.  —  Where  the  evi-  value    was    one    hundred    dollars    a 

dence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  month,    which   estimate  was  not  ob- 

been  prevented  for  several  weeks  from  jected  to.     There  was  held  to  be  no 

pursuing  his  ordinary  occupation,  but  error  in  instructing  that  the  jury  might 

no  evidence  of  the  value  of  his  earn-  compensate  the  plaintiff  in  their  sound 

ings  was  introduced,  it  was  held  that  discretion  for  his  loss  of  time  which 

an  instruction  that  the  jury  might  take  was  not  susceptible  of  accurate  proof, 

into  consideration  his  loss  of  earnings  PhjiiolaB    Wlttamit     Diptona.  —  Any 
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Bnfieienoy  of  lostnetioni.  —  The  instructions  respecting  the  pecu- 
niary loss  of  the  person  injured,  because  of  inability  to  engage 
in  his  usual  employment  or  to  attend  to  any  special  engage- 
ment, business,  or  occupation,  should  be  given  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  principles  and  rules,  and  the  evidence 
should  be  so  presented  to  the  jurors  by  the  trial  judge  that  they 
may  understand  that  they  cannot  allow  for  losses  not  proven,  or 
as  to  which  the  proof  is  inadequate.  The  sufficiency  of  the 
instruction  in  this  respect,  as  in  others,  is  of  course  to  be  judged 
of  by  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  presented.^ 

loss  sustained  through  inability  to  con-        1.  Earnings  Before  and  After  Iignrj. 

tinue  a  lucrative  profession  or  practice  —  Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the 

may  be  considered  in  estimating  the  plaintiff  earned  nothing  after  he  was 

damages  for  a  personal  injury;    and  hurt  and  that  the  only  effect  of  his  in- 

consequently  there  was  no  error  in  re-  jury  was  a  stiffening  of  the  thumb,  it 

fusing  to  instruct  that  under  the  statute  was  held  error  to  give  an  instruction 

the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  *'  for  any  which  instituted  a  comparison  between 

loss  of   service'*  which   he  had  sus-  what  he  earned  before  he  was  hurt  and 

tained  as  a  practicing  physician  during  what    he    earned    afterwards.      Gulf, 

a  period  of  time  when  he  possessed  no  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Abbott,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

diploma.    McNamara  v,  Clintonville,  1893)  24  S.  W.  Rep.  299. 
6a  Wis.  007.  Inability  to  Perform  Maanal  Labor.  — 

Absanoe  of  Proof  of  Impairment  of  AUl-  An  instruction  that  the  plaintiff  should 
itj.  —  An  instruction  authorizing  the  be  compensated  for  inability  to  per- 
jury to  take  into  consideration  all  dam-  form  manual  labor  should  be  supple- 
ages  for  loss  of  time  or  inability  to  at-  mented  by  an  instruction  that  the  jury 
tend  to  business,  resulting  from  the  should  also  consider  his  capacity  to 
injury,  "  if  you  find  there  was  such,"  earn  money  otherwise  than  by  manual 
is  erroneous,  where  it  appears  that  the  labor.  Laird  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
plaintiff  is  a  physician,  and  that  on  the  100  Iowa  336. 

day  after  the    injury    he  went  to  a  .  Total,  PoUowed  by  Partial,  Incapadty. 

neighboring  town,  and  was  examined  — An  instruction   that  the  jury  may 

with  reference  to  his  condition  by  an-  allow  the  plaintiff  "  for  all  that  time 

other  physician,  but  there  was  no  evi-  which  he  could  not  work  at  all,  the 

dence    of    impairment    of    ability    to  reasonable    value    of    such    time,    by 

attend  to  business  or  that  he  lost  any  w^hich  is  meant  the  amount  of  money 

time   in  consequence   of    the    injury;  he  could  have  earned  during  that  time 

since  the  jury  might  have  inferred  that  if  he  had  not  been  injured,"  also  **  for 

the  ability  to  attend  to  business  was  any  decreased  capacity  to  earn  money 

impaired    by    the    injury.     White    v.  in  the  past,  by  which  is  meant  such  an 

Spangler,  68  Iowa  222.  additional  amount  as,  added  to  what 

Paot  of  Lost  Time,  Without  Beferenoe  he  can  earn  in  his  present  condition, 

to  Yalne. — Where  it  was  shown  that,  will  make  that  amount  of  money  which 

because  of  the  injuries,  the  plaintiff,  a  he  could  have  earned,  had  he  not  been 

practicing  lawyer,   was  seriously    in-  injured,"  is  not  erroneous  as  authoriz- 

jured  and  bruised  and  confined  to  his  ing  double  damages,  where   the  evi- 

house  for  several  days,  that  at  the  time  dence  showed  total  incapacity  to  work 

of  the  trial  he  could  write  but  a  few  lor  a  time  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 

minutes  at  a  time,  and  that  the  disabil-  then  able  to  do  some  work,  but  that  his 

ity  interfered  with  the  practice  of  his  capacity  to  earn  money  was  lessened. 

profession,   there  was  held  to  be  no  Haden  v,  Sioux  City,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  92 

error  in  instructing  that  the  jury  might  Iowa  226.     See  also  Knittel  v,  Schmidt, 

take   into  consideration  the  question  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7;  Houston,  etc.,  R. 

whether  loss  of  time  was  occasioned  by  Co.  v.  Hartnett,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  i8q8) 

the  injury,  where  the  jurors  were  not  48  S.  W.  Rep.  773. 
instructed  that  they  could  allow  any-        Anthoriiing  Beoorery  for  "  Loss  of  Time 

thing  for  the  value  of  such  lost  time,  and  Wii^."  —  An  instruction  inform- 

Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Butler,  10  Ind.  ing  the  jurors  that  in  estimating  dam- 

App.  244.  ages  they  can  take  into  consideration 
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19.  Bxptaditniti.  —  In  the  absence  of  sufficient  averments  as  to 
the  expenditure  of  money  in  the  cure  of  an  injury  or  as  to  other 

expenditures  made  necessary  by  the  negligence  or  wrongful  act 
charged,  or  of  any  evidence  upon  which  an  estimate  of  the 
amount  of  money  paid,  or  of  the  indebtedness  incurreo,  for  the 
services  of  physicians  or  surgeons,  the  attendance  of  nurses,  or 
for  medicines,  surgical  appliances,  or  the  like,  can  be  based,  the 

"  loss  of  time  and  wages  '*  is  nut  open  specific  loss  of  business  or  of  time,  and 

to  the  objection  that  from  it  the  jurors  no  evidence  of  any  expense  or  liability 

might  have  understood  that  they  were  in  dollars  and  cents  incurred  for  mcdi- 

authorized  to  award  damages  for  loss  cal  expenses,  and  that  nothing  could 

of  time  as  well  as  the  wages  that  the  be  allowed  specifically  for  any  of  those 

plaintiff  could  have  earned  during  the  items.     It  is  true  that  the  word  *  nomi- 

time  when  by  reason  of  his  injuries  he  nal  *  was  not  used,  and  the  word  '  spe- 

was  unable  to   labor.     Gulf,  etc.,   R.  cifically '  was  used,  but  we  think  the 

Co.  V.  Wilson,  79  Tex.  371.  jury  correctly  understood  the  court  and 

Beosvsry  m  Authttriitd  bgr   tha   Evi-  was    not  misled   by  the   use  of  that 

dense.  —  In    Baker    v,    Manhattan   R.  word." 

Co..  1x8  N.  Y.  533,  8Q  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  RelaNnae  to  Vartievlar  Iqjvzy  hfb&r 
936,  a  firming  54  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  394,  Geaoral  IiftnuitioB.  —  An  instruction 
it  appeared  that  the  plaintifif  taught  in  that  compensation  may  be  given  for 
a  public  school,  and  was  also  a  private  time  lost  because  of  all  the  injuries, 
teacher  of  music;  that  by  reason  of  her  and  that  the  jury  may  award  damages- 
inability  to  attend  the  school  she  lost  for  time  lost  by  reason  of  a  panicular 
her  salary  for  the  lime  during  which  injury,  is  erroneous  because  it  author- 
she  was  absent;  that  the  injury  sus-  izes  the  jurors  to  believe  that  they  may 
tained  (to  her  finger)  prevented  her  allow  damages  beyond  those  to  which 
from  playing  the  piano,  which  was  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  Texas  Cent, 
necessary  when  giving  music  lessons;  R.  Co.  v.  Brock,  88  Tex.  310,  reversing- 
but  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  30  S.  W.  Rep. 
amount    of    her   salary    as    a    public  274. 

school  teacher,  or  as  to  the  amount  of  AUlitj  to  lam  ttiioo  I^jwy.  —  An  in- 
her  income  as  a  private  teacher  of  struction  that  the  jury  may  take  into 
music.  The  jury  was  instructed  that  consideration  what  the  plainti£f  *'  has 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  been  able  to  earn  since  his  injury  *'  is 
among  other  things,  if  at  ail,  for  such  not  open  to  the  objection  that  the 
general  inability  to  attend  to  any  busi-  jurors  may  possibly  consider  that  it  re- 
ness  as  a  music  teacher,  as  the  evidence  quires  them  to  deduct  his  earnings, 
with  reasonable  certainty  showed  she  from  the  damages  sustained  by  him  ooi 
had  sustained,  and  that  *'  there  is  no  account  of  his  injuries.  Linton  CoaU 
evidence  of  any  specific  loss  of  busi-  etc.,  Co.  v.  Persons,  15  lod.  App.  69. 
ness  or  loss  of  time  in  her  business.  Injury  to  BustnoM.  —  Where  the  plain- 
and  no  evidence  of  any  expense  or  lia-  tiff  is  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  the 
bility  in  dollars  and  cents,  incurred  for  character  and  extent  of  his  business 
medical  expenses.  Hence  nothing  can  and  of  the  effect  of  his  inability  to- 
be  allowed  specifically  for  any  of  these  attend  to  it  by  reason  of  the  injury,  the 
items."  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  jurors  are  properly  instructed  that  if 
error  in  refusing  to  charge  that  there  they  find  for  the  plaintiff  he  will  be 
was  no  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  **  entitled  to  recover,  in  addition  to 
could  give  any  damages  for  loss  of  other  damages  sustained,  for  all  dam- 
time  as  a  music  teacher,  and  that  there  ages  to  his  legitimate  business,  but  not 
was  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  for  speculation  that  he  might  be  en- 
suffered  any  damages  from  being  ab-  gaged  in;  but  that  if  a  man  had  an 
sent  from  her  position  as  teacher  of  the  ordinary  business,  yielding  ordinary 
public  school,  and  that  the  jury  could  receipts,  he  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
not  give  any  damages  because  of  such  cover  the  diminution  of  those  receipts 
absence.  The  court  said:  "  The  at-  resulting  from  his  inability  to  attend 
tention  of  the  jury  was  called  to  the  to  his  business,  occasioned  by  the  in- 
fact  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  jury."     Kinney  v,  Crocker,  18  Wis.  74. 
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juiy  should  not  be  instructed  to  consider  sock  items  as  elements 
of  damage  or  to  allow  therefor.^ 

1.  IlHnais,  —  Chatsworth  ».  Rowe,  53  cure."    Ft.  Worth,    etc.     R.    Co.    r. 

III.  App.  387.  Measles,  81  Tex.  474. 

I0wa.  —  Reed  v.  Chicago,  etc.,   R.  XBdeflaiUAllifstlOBS.  —  The  jury  may 

Co.,  57  Iowa  23;  Stafford  t'.  Oskaloosa,  be  instructed  that  the  plaintiff  is  en* 

57  Iowa  748;   Gardner  v,  Burling^n,  titled  to  recover  the  sums  expended  in 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  68  Iowa  588;  Eckerd  v,  Chi-  the  cure  of  his  injuries,  as  established 

cago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  70  Iowa  353;  Nichols  by  the  evidence,  though  the  petition  is 

V.Dubuque,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  68  Iowa  733,  27  indefinite  as  to  the  amount.     Toledo 

Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  183.     See  also  Electric  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Tucker,  7  Ohio 

Knapp  V,  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  71  Cir.  Dec.  169. 

Iowa  42.  I^raof  of  iaaoont.  —  An  instruction  au- 

Michigan,  —  Cousins  v.  Lake  Shore,  thorizing  a  recovery  for  expenditures 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  96  Mich.  386:  Rogers  v.  is  not  justified  by  evidence  that  the 

Orion,   (Mich.    1898)    74  N.   W.   Rep.  plaintiff  paid  the  physician  everything 

463.  he  had,  and  still  owed  him,  without  a 

Missouri.  —  Barr  v.  Kansas  City,  X05  statement  of  the  amount  paid.     Little 

Mo.  550;    Madden  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Rock,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Barry,  58  Ark. 

Co.,  50  Mo.  App.  666;    Minstei  v,  Citi-  198.     Nor  by  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 

zens*  R.  Co.,  53  Mo.  App.  276;  Culber-  sent  for  one  physician,  who  examined 

son  V,  Chicago,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  50  Mo.  him  twice,  and  gave  him  some  treat- 

App.  556;    Smith  V.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  ment,  and  that  he  called  on  another 

Co.,  108  Mo.  243;  Norton  v,  St.  Louis,  physician,    who  also   examined    him, 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  40  Mo.  App.  643;    Madi-  without  showing  the  cost  of  such  serv- 

son  V.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  60  Mo.  ices  or  their  worth,  although  an  ex- 

^PP-  5Q9;    Duke  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  penditure  of  one  hundred  dollars  was 

Co.,  99  Mo.  347.  alleged.     Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  But- 

New  York,  —  Page  v,  Delaware,  etc.,  ler,   10  Ind.  App.  244.     Nor  by  testi- 

Canal  Co.,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  618.  mony  which,  though  showing  that  the 

Ohio.  —  Pittsburgh,   etc.,    R.  Co.  v.  plaintiff  was  attended  by  several  phy- 

Zepperlein,  13  Cine.  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  390,  sicians  and  surgeons,   did    not  show 

I  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  36,  i  Ohio  Cir.  what  he   paid   them,  or  was  to    pay 

Dec.  22.  them,   or    what    their   services    were 

Texas,  —  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  worth,  notwithstanding  that  the  peti- 
I'Jtle,  57  Tex.  505,  II  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  tion  charged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
Cas.  188;  Galveston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  compelled  to  spend  a  sum  stated  in  en. 
Thornsberry,  (Tex.  1891)  17  S.  W.  Rep.  deavoring  to  be  cured  of  his  injuries. 
521;  Campbell  v.  Alston,  (Tex.  Civ.  Hunter  v,  Mexico,  49  Mo.  App.  17. 
App.  1893)  23  S.  W.  Rep.  33;  Houston  Nor  where  there  is  evidence  of  medical 
City  St.  R.  Co.  V,  Richart,  (Tex.  Civ.  treatment  from  which  it  may  be  in- 
App.  1894)  27  S.  W.  Rep.  920;  Interna-  ferred  that  the  plaintiff  incurred  a  na- 
tional, etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Cook,  (Tex.  Civ.  bility  therefor,  if  no  evidence  is  intro- 
App.  1895)  33  S.  W.  Rep.  888;  Hous-  duced  as  to  the  amount  incurred, 
ion,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pereira,  (Tex.  Civ.  Galveston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Thornsberry, 
App.  1898)  45  S.  W.  Rep.  767;  Wheeler  (Tex.  1891)  17  S.  W.  Rep.  521. 
V.  Tyler  Southeastern  R.  Co.,  91  Tex.  Hospital  Treatment.  —  Where  it  was 
356;  Fordyce  v.  Beecher,  2  Tex.  Civ.  established  by  the  proof  that  the  plain- 
App.  29;  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  tiff  was  treated  in  a  hospital,  but  it  did 
Richards,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1899)  49  S.  not  appear  that  she  had  expended 
W.  Rep.  687;  Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  money  or  incurred  any  liability  for 
Dickey,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  48  S.  W.  treatment,  an  instruction  which  au- 
Rep.  626.  thorized    an    award    of    damages    for 

Expenses  Hot   Alleged.  —  Where    the  "large  sums  of  money  expended  for 

items  of  expense  are  specified  in  the  pe-  professional  services,   physicians,  and 

tition  and  are  limited  to  expenses  for  nurses,  and  also  for  drugs  and  medi- 

medical  services,  medicines,  nursing,  cines,"  was  held  to  require  a  reversal 

and  extra  food,  it  is  error  to  instruct  of   the  judgment.     Duke  v,  Missouri 

that  in  estimating  the  damages  the  jury  Pac.  R.  Co.,  99  Mo.  347. 

may  allow  for  medicines,  etc.,  and  for  Beferenoe  to  PlaintUPs  Claim.  —  An  in- 

'  all  necessary  expenses  in  effecting  a  struction  which  authorizes  compensa- 
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EeMonablAiiMS  of  Chtrg*  for  XedieiBOf  and  Attondaaoa.  —  Although  it  is 
shown  by  the  evidence  that  there  were  surgical  or  medical  treat- 
ment and  the  use  of  medicines  or  the  like,  it  is  improper  to 
authorize  the  jury  to  allow  a  recovery  for  the  amount  claimed 
or  proven  to  have  been  paid  or  incurred,  unless  it  further  appears 
by  direct  proof  or  may  be  fairly  inferred  that  such  services  or 
medicines  were  necessary  and  that  the  amounts  charged  therefor 
were  reasonable,  or  the  value  thereof  is  shown.^ 

tion  for  the  natural  and  proximate  plainti£f  is  entitled  to  on  account  of 
results  of  the  injuries,  and  which  in-  money  paid  for  medicine  and  the  senr- 
forms  the  jury  of  the  plainti£f*s  claim  ices  of  a  physician,"  if  the  evidence  in- 
of  the  necessity  of  taking  medicines  troduced  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  the 
and  using  remedies,  is  not  objection-  expenses  for  medicine  and  medical 
able  because  it  permits  an  allowance  attendance  is  uncontradicted.  Kansas 
for  *'  medicines,  lotions,  or  medical  City  v.  Bradbury,  45  Kan.  381. 
material  '*  as  to  which  no  proof  was  1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Butler,  10 
given.  West  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  56  Ind.  App.  244;  Reed  v.  Chicago,  etc, 
N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  590.  R.  Co.,  57  Iowa  23;  Hunter  v.  Mexico, 

BTldonoo  Vot  Olijaetod  To.  —  An  in-  49  Mo.  App.  17;  Page  v,  Delaware, 
struction  informing  the  jurors  that,  in  etc..  Canal  Co.,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
estimating  the  damages,  they  may  con-  618;  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Zipper- 
sider  the  evidence  showing  mental  and  lein,  13  Cine.  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  390,  i 
physical  suffering,  the  expenses  in-  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  36,  i  Ohio  Cir.  Dec 
curred  by  the  plaintiff,  if  any,  the  loss  22;  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Rowell, 
of  time  while  disabled  and  under  treat-  (Tex.  1898)  46  S.  W.  Rep.  630. 
ment,  and  permanent  diminution  of  Sauonable  and  Fair  Yaloo.  —  In  the 
ability  to  work  and  earn  money,  if  absence  of  proof  of  the  reasonable  and 
they  so  find  from  the  evidence,  is  not  fair  value  of  a  physician*s  services,  it 
open  to  the  objection  that  it  authorizes  is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  **  if 
the  jury  to  allow  for  expenses  incurred  you  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  find  from 
by  the  plaintiff  other  than  such  as  were  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
necessarily  consequent  upon  his  in-  injured,  and  that  it  has  been  necessary 
jury,  although  there  may  have  been  for  her  to  procure  the  services  of  phy- 
evidence  of  such  expenses  which  sicians  and  nurses,  you  should  allow 
should  have  been  excluded,  but  which  such  sum  as  would  be  a  reasonable 
was  not  objected  to.  Houston,  etc.,  and  fair  value  for  such  services  of  phy- 
R.  Co.  V.  Rowell,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  sicians  and  nurses  as  shown  from  the 
45  S.  W.  Rep.  763.  evidence  were  necessary  on  account  of 

Limitation  to  Amoimt  Proved.  —  In  theinjury,  not  exceeding  in  all  $3,500.*' 
Ava  V.  Grenawalt,  73  III.  App.  633,  Friend  ?-.  Ingersoll,  39  Neb.  717. 
there  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  Treatment  Sendorod  Without  Charge. — 
had  contracted  a  surgeon's  bill  of  An  instruction  authorizing  a  recovery 
twenty-five  dollars,  and  it  was  held  for  *'  any  expense  incurred  for  drugs  or 
that  an  instruction  that  the  jury  might  treatment  by  physicians  "  is  erroneous 
take  into  consideration  the  expenses  where  there  is  no  evidence  that  any 
incurred  by  him  in  being  cured,  and  charge  was  made  therefor,  nor  any  evi- 
not  merely  the  direct  expenses  but  dence  as  to  what  such  professional 
also  the  value  of  the  loss  of  time,  treatment  was  reasonably  worth,  and 
etc.,  though  defective  because  it  did  the  plaintiff  expressly  admits  that  he 
not  limit  the  expenses  incurred  to  such  never  paid  anything  on  account  of  such 
as  were. necessary  and  reasonable,  was  treatment.  Culberson  v.  Chicago,  etc., 
not  erroneous  because  it  did  limit  re-  R.  Co.,  50  Mo.  App.  556. 
covery  to  the  amount  shown  to  have  Payment  of  Portion  of  Szpeiiie.  —  In 
been  incurred.  Rhodes  v.  Nevada,  47  Mo.  App.  409, 

Sequiring  Speelflcation  of  Sum  Allowed,  the  petition  alleged  that'*  said  in  Junes 
—  Where  a  verdict  is  returned  for  the  caused  her  great  expense,  in  the  neces* 
plaintiff,  there  is  no  error  in  denying  sary  employment  of  a  physician,  and 
the  defendant's  request  to  require  the  having  herself  otherwise  cared  for,*' 
jury  to  find  **  what  sum    *    *    *    the    but  the  only  evidence  as  to  the  value 
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Madkai  AttesdanM,  etc.,  Hot  Paid  Per.  —  But  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
proof  fails  to  show  that  charges  for  services  rendered,  or  for 
medicines  necessarily  used,  have  not  been  paid.  It  will  be 
enough  to  show  that  an  indebtedness  therefor  was  incurred,  where 
no  question  is  raised  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  treatment  or  the 
reasonableness  of  the  charges.^ 

of  various  medical  services  and  medi-  services,  and  might  measure  the  same 

cines  was  that  the  plaintifif  paid  a  small  by  their  own  knowledge  and  experi- 

som  for  one  prescription.     It  was  held  ence.     Distinguishing  Duke  v.  Missouri 

error  to  instruct  that  the  jury  might  Pac.  R.  Co.,  99  Mo.  347. 

take  into  consideration,  among  other  ITmiJcewary  Charge.  —  It  is  proper  to 

things,    the    plaintiff's  *'  expense   for  refuse  a  defendant's  request  to  charge 

medical  treatment."  that  the  jury  cannot  include  in  its  esti- 

PlaTiiiaiit  M  Proof  of  Value. —  In  Col-  mate  of  actual  damages  attorney's  fees 

iwell  V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  57  Hun  (N.  or   the  expenses    of    attending    court 

Y.)  452,  the  plaintiff  testified  that  she  where  no  claim  therefor  is  contained 

had  paid  a  nurse  employed  to  care  for  in  the  pleadings  nor  any  evidence  rela* 

her  in  her  injured  condition  one  hun-  tive  thereto  sought  to  be  given.     Mis- 

dred  dollars  for  six  weeks' services,  and  souri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Mitchell,  75  Tex. 

it  was  held  that  the  court  might  in-  77,  41  Am.  &  Eng.  R   Cas.  224. 

struct  the  jury  to  compensate  the  plain-  Error  Cured  by  Bemlttitnr.  —  Error  in 

tiff  for  the  amount  paid  to  the  nurse  instructing  the  jurors  that  they  may 

and  refuse  to  instruct  that  she  could  allow  a  physician's  bill  as  to  which  no 

not  recover  the  nurse's  bill  because  of  evidence    is    introduced     beyond    its 

absence  of  proof  as  to  what  the  services  amount,  nothing  having  been  shown 

were  reasonably  worth.  as  to  the  value  of  the  services,  may  be 

ModJolnos.  —  It  is  reversible  error  to  cured  by  remitting  the  amount  claimed 

instruct  the  jurors  that  in  assessing  in  this  particular.     Houston,  etc.,  R. 

damages  they  can  allow  "  expenses  for  Co.  v,  Pereira,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  45 

medicines  "  where  thercr  is  no  evidence  S.  W.   Rep.   767,  following  Wheeler  v. 

as    to    the    value    of    the    medicines,  Tyler  Southeastern   R.    Co.,   91    Tex. 

though  there  is  considerable  evidence  356.    And   see   Hunter  v.  Mexico,  49 

relative   to  prescriptions,  lotions,  and  Mo.  App.  17. 

the  like  used  by  the  plaintiff.     Atchi-  1.  Omaha  St.   R.  Co.  v  Emminger, 

son,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Click,  5  Tex.  Civ.  (Neb.  1898)  77  K.  W.  Rep.  675;  Friend 

App.  224.     See  also  Madden   v.  Mis-  v,  Ingersoll,  39  Neb.  717;    Cincinnati 

so'iri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  50  Mo.  App.  665.  Omnibus  Co.    v,    Kuhnell,    11    Cine. 

Vominal  Bamaget. —Where  the  na-  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  189,  9  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
ture  and  extent  of  the  medical  services  print)  197.  See  also  Houston,  etc.,  R. 
have  been  proved  there  is  no  error  in  Co.  v,  Stuart,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  48 
authorizing  ihe  jury  to  compensate  for  S.  W.  Rep.  799:  Rogers  v,  Orion, 
*•  expenses  of  *  *  *  recovery  as  (Mich.  1898)  74  N.  W.  Rep.  463. 
regards  the  past  and  future,"  since  it  Initmotioiis  Warranted.  —  An  allega- 
is  proper  for  the  jury  to  consider  the  tion  that  medical  expenses  were  in- 
evidence  in  assessing  damages,  and  to  curred  and  a  general  prayer  for  dam- 
award  at  least  a  nominal  sum  for  pro-  ages  are  sufficient  to  allow  proof  of 
fsssional  treatment.  Feeney  v.  Long  such  expenditures  and  to  authorize  a 
Island  R.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  375.  charge  permitting  a  recovery  therefor. 

Ezperienoeof  Jnron.  —  In  Murray  v,  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Stuart,  (Tex. 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  loi  Mo.  236,  Civ.  App.  1898)  48  S,  W.  Rep.  799. 
there  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff.  Evidence  of  attendance  by  physi- 
who  had  been  confined  to  bed  for  a  cians  and  the  testimony  of  one  of  them 
long  period,  was  nursed  by  women  that  twenty-five  dollars  would  reason- 
about  the  house,  presumably  relatives,  ably  cover  expenses  for  medical  atten- 
and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  error  tion  and  medicine  during  his  attendance 
in  instructing  the  jury  that  they  might  on  the  plaintiff  are  sufficient  to  warrant 
allow  expenses  necessarily  incurred  by  submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  of 
the  plaintiff  for  nursing,  and  that  the  the  value  of  such  services.  Missouri, 
jurors  might  be  presumed  to  be  reason-  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Dickey,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
ably  familiar  with  the  value  of  such  1898)  48  S.  W.  Rep.  626. 
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XnftraetiMif  M«ft  It  Oter  uU  BipUdt*  —  The  instructions  in  this 
connection  should  be  clear  and  explicit  and  should  not  be 
couched  in  such  language  or  terms  as  will  permit  or  lead  the 
jurors  to  infer  that  in  addition  to  a  recoveiy  for  medical  services 
and  attendance,  etc.,  they  may  allow  for  other  services  or  assist- 
ance during  the  plaintiff's  disability  as  to  which  no  damages  are 
allowable  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case.^ 

In  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bird,  tion  which,  after  directing  the  jnrors 
<Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  48  S.  W.  Rep.  to  allow  for  damages  for  money  ex- 
756,  an  instruction  submitting  outlay  pended  in  attempting  to  be  cured,  as  to 
for  medical  attention  was  held  justified  which  expenditure  there  was  no  evi- 
by  testimony  of  the  attending  pbysi-  dence,  informs  them  that  it  was  not 
cians  that  he  quit  charging  bis  visits  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  spe- 
in  his  boolcs,  because  he  thought  the  cific  proof  of  the  amount  of  damages 
plaintifif  then  owed  more  than  she  arising  from  the  injury  is  erroneous, 
would  ever  be  able  to  pay,  and  that  his  because  misleading  and  calculated  to 
services  subsequent  to  the  injury  were  cause  the  jury  to  allow  for  the  expen- 
worth  at  least  one  hundred  and  fifty  dol-  diture  first  referred  to  and  not  proven, 
lars.  In  this  case  the  court /sV/tff^f#tV^r^  Chatsworth  v.  Rowe,  53  111.  App.  387. 
Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pereira,  (Tex.  **  Profimtonal  Bervieei,  Physieiuit," «te. 
Civ.  App.  1898)45  S.  W.  Rep.  767,  and  — An  instruction  that  if  it  became 
Wheeler  v,  Tyler  Southeastern  R.  Co.,  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  expend 
^i  Tex.  356,  wherein  the  instructions  '*  sums  of  money  for  professional  serv- 
were  held  erroneous  because  there  was  ices,  physicians,  and  nurses"  corn- 
no  evidence  that  the  services  were  pensation  should  be  allowed  therefor 
worth  what  had  been  charged.  In  is  not  erroneous  because  allowing  a  re- 
tbe  Pereira  case  the  only  evidence  on  covery  for  professional  services  other 
the  point  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  than  those  of  physicians  and  nurses, 
attention  of  a  surgeon  whose  bill  but  is  equivalent  to  the  language  of  the 
amounted  to  two  hundred  dollars.  claim  in  the  petition  for  "  professional 

Instmetioiis  in  Altanuttivo.  —  There  is  services   of   physicians  and    nurses.*' 

no  prejudice  because  of  an  instruction  Duke  v»  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  99  Mo. 

that  the  jury  should  allow  the  plaintiff  347. 

for  what  he  paid  out  or  incurred  for  AsiiitaaM  Abont  the  House.  —  An  in- 
medical  attendance,  for  the  reason  that  struction  that  the  plaintiff  "  was  en- 
no  evidence  was  adduced  that  he  paid  titled  to  recover  what  she  had  to  pay  in 
any  such  sum  for  such  attendance,  the  exercise  of  prudence  and  care  for 
since,  being  in  the  alternative,  it  would  nursing  and  assistance  "  is  erroneous, 
be  followed  by  allowing  for  the  medi-  since  the  reference  to  *'  nursing  and 
cal  expense  incurred,  and  the  jurors  assistance  **  might  have  conveyed  to 
could  not  have  understood  that  the;*  the  jury  an  idea  that  they  could  allow 
were  directed  to  find  for  expenses  paid  not  only  what  the  plaintiff  had  been 
in  the  absence  of  proof  thereof.  Flana-  obliged  to  pay  for  doctor's  bills  and 
gan  V,  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  83  Iowa  nursing,  but  in  addition  thereto  what 
639.  she  had   paid  for  assistance  about  the 

Bflfiiial  of  Sequested  Charge.  —  Where  house,  and  in  taking  care  of  her  family 
it  is  averred  that  expense  for  a  pbysi-  and  boarders  —  labor  which  she  hei- 
cian  has  been  incurred  and  the  court  self  would  have  been  able  to  supply 
has  charged  that  the  plaintiff  may  re-  were  it  not  for  the  injury.  Blackman 
cover  the  amount,  if  any,  expended  for  v.  Gardiner,  etc..  Bridge,  75  Me.  214. 
medicines  and  nurse  hire,  there  is  no  Souonable  8am  Paid.  —  An  instruc- 
error  in  refusing  to  instruct  further  tion  authorizing  the  jury  to  allow 
that  nothing  should  be  allowed  for  ex-  **  any  reasonable  sum  of  money  paid 
penses  incurred  for  nurse  hire,  medi-  by  him  [the  plaintiff],  *  *  f  if 
cines,  and  doctor's  bill,  the  evidence  any,  for  medical  attention  or  medicine 
showing  that  the  physician's  bill,  with  which  to  cure  himself,  not  exceed- 
though  incurred,  had  not  been  paid,  ing  five  hundred  dollars  "  (the  damages 
Donnelly  v.  Hufschmidt,  79  Cal.  74.  claimed),    will    not    require     reversal 

1.  Confused  Instmetion.  —  An  instruc-  though  the  evidence  justified  a  recovery 
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SO.  Tntnre  and  Permanent  SfEeots  —  a.  Generally.  —  To  justify 
a  recovery  for  the  future  or  permanent  effects  of  injuries  it  must 
appear  that  such  effects  are  reasonably  certain  to  result.  Conse- 
quently the  jurors  should  be  given  the  true  rule  for  their  guidance 
^that  is,  they  should  be  told  that  to  authorize  an  assess- 
ment of  damages  for  such  effects  they  must  first  find  that  they 
are  reasonably  certain  to  result  from  the  injury  complained  of.^ 

Haoewltj  of  ATormoito  uid  Proof.  —  To  justify  an  instruction  on  the 
subject  it  is  in  general  unnecessary  that  the  plaintiff's  pleading 
should  contain  an  averment  of  permanency  of  the  injury  or  as  to 
the  future  results  thereof,  in  so  many  words,  but  if  the  com- 
plaint or  like  pleading  describes  or  details  the  injuries  received, 
so  that  it  is  apparent  that  they  are  of  such  a  character  that  they 
will  necessarily  incapacitate  the  plaintiff  in  the  future,  and  the 
proof  shows  that  such  will  be  their  effect,  it  is  proper  to  instruct 
that  in  awarding  damages  the  jury  may  consider  the  elements  of 
damage  in  question.*    But  it  is  improper  to  allow  the  iury  to 

for  medical  attendance  and  medi-  ered  in  estimating  any  compensatory 
•cine  of  no  more  than  twenty-five  dol-  damages  to  which  the  plaintifiF  might  be 
tars,  if  the  verdict  indicates  no  preju-  found,  under  all  the  evidence,  to  be  en- 
dice  to  the  defendant  because  of  such  titled. 

instruction.     Missouri,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Montallqjiirj.  —  Although  there  is  no 

Dickey,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)48  S.  W.  proof  of  mental  injury,  proof  that  the 

Rep.  626.  plaintifif*s  ribs  were  brolcen,  his  head 

1.  Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cosby,  107  badly  hurt,  both  legs  injured,  nervous 

Ind.  32,  27  Am.  &  ^'^S*   ^-  Q2l%»  339;  system    shattered,  speech  broken,  di- 

While  V.  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co.,  61  gestive  organs  ruined,  etc.,  is  sufficient 

Wis.  536,  18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  213.  to  justify  a  charge  authorizing  a  re- 

Ssfiial  to  State  Buls.  —  It  is  error  to  covery  for  mental   injury.     Missouri, 

refuse  to  charge  that  damages  cannot  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,   Reynolds,  (Tex.  Civ. 

he  allowed  for  permanent  injuries  un-  App.  1894)  26  S.  W.  Rep.  879. 

less  it  is  reasonably  certain  that  per-  Fhysloal    Impairment.  —  If    the    com- 

manent   injuries   had    been    received,  plaint  details  the  injuries  received,  and 

Swift  V,  Raleigh,  54  111.  App.  44.  shows  that  they  are  of  a  permanent 

An  Xnitrnstioii  that  There  Is  Ho  Fixed  character,  so  that  the  court  can  see  that 
"Bnle  for  estimating  damages  for  in-  they  will  necessarily  render  the  plain- 
juries  claimed  to  be  permanent  is  not  tifif  less  capable  of  attending  to  his 
erroneous.  Georgia  Pac.  R.  Co.  r.  business,  an  instruction  to  the  effect 
Freeman.  83  Ga.  583,  reaffirmed  in  that  the  jury  may  take  into  considera- 
Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Allison,  86  tion  '*  the  permanent  loss  and  damage, 
"Ga.  145.  if  any  is  proved,  arising  from  any  dis- 

S.  Ratteree  v.  Chapman,  79  Ga.  574;  ability  resulting  to  the  plaintiff  from 

Chicago  V.  Sheehan,  113  111.  658;  Ava  the  injury  in  question  which  renders 

t/.  Grenawalt,  73  111.  App.  633;  Kalem-  him  less  capable  of  attending  to  his 

bach    V.   Michigan    Cent.    R.   Co.,   87  business  than  he  would  have  been  if 

Mich.  509;  Golden  v,  Clinton,  54  Mo.  the  injury  had  not  been  received,*'  is 

App.  100;   Lewis  V,  Independence,  54  proper.     T readwell  v.  Whittier,  80  Cal. 

Mo.  App.  183.  574. 

Impotenoy.  —  In  Denver,  etc.,  R.  Co.  Permanenoy  of  Iqjvry.  —  An  allegation 

■V.   Harris,   122   U.   S.    597,   the   proof  that  *'  by  reason  of  said  injuries  he 

showed  that  in  consequence  of  the  in-  [the  plaintiff]  has  become  permanently 

jury  sustained  the  plaintiff  had  lost  the  disabled  and  a  cripple  for  life  "  will 

power  of  procreation,  and  it  was  held  warrant  an  instruction   that  the  jury 

that  the  jury  was  properly  instructed  may  consider  the  nature,  extent,  and 

that  such  impotency,  if  caused  by  the  probable      duration     of     the     injury, 

defendant's  wrong,   might  be  consid-  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Curry,  64  Tex. 
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consider  such  permanent  or  future  eflfecfs  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence establishing  or  tending  to  establish  that  such  effects  will 
result  with  reasonable  certainty.*  Consequently,  before  the  jury 
can  make  an  award  of  damages  in  this  connection  the  evidence 
must  show  a  reasonable  certainty  of  such  results,  and  the  trial 
judge  is  then  justified  in  instructing  as  to  the  requirements  of 
the  testimony  in  this  respect,  by  calling  the  attention  of  the  jury 
to  the  proof  introduced,  and  stating  its  effect.* 

85.  See  also  Meier  v.  Shrunk,  79  Jury*!  Knowledge  and  EzporituM.  —  An 
Iowa  17.  instruction    authorizing  the  jurors  to 

Iigury  to  Xinor.  —  In  Hussey  v,  apply  their  general  knowledge  and  ex- 
Ryan,  64  Md.  426,  the  declaration  perience  and  to  allow  such  damages  as 
averred  that  the  plaintifif*s  child  was  seem  proper  under  the  circumstanres 
permanently  injured,  and  there  was  for  "  proi)able  future  injury  that  will 
held  to  be  no  error  in  instructing  the  result  *' is  erroneous,  because  aothoriz- 
jurors  that  they  might  consider  how  ing  the  jury  to  assess  damages  regard- 
far  the  injury  was  permanent  in  its  less  of  evidence  or  the  absence  of 
nature,  and  might  affect  the  ability  of  evidence.  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
the  child  to  render  service  to  her  father     Richards,   (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1899)  49  S. 

W.  Rep.  687. 

S.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Kennedy, 
2  Kan.  App.  693;  Louisville  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Minogue,9oKy.  369;  Kleiner 
V.  Third  Ave.   R.  Co.,  36  N.  Y.  App. 


to  the  time  of  her  majority. 

DefeotiTe  Pleading.  —  A  requested  in- 
struction that  testimony  as  10  perma- 
nency should  be  disregarded  because 
no  claim  was  made  for  permanent  in- 
jury is  properly   refused    where    the 


Div.   191;  Ay  res  v.  Delaware,  etc.,  K. 


petition   is   possibly  not  open  to  that    Co.,    158  N.  Y.  254,  ajfirming  4}^.  Y, 


criticism  and  it  would  be  improper 
under  the  circumstances  wholly  to  re- 
move the  testimony  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury.  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co. 
V.  Brock,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  30  S. 
W.  Rep.  274. 

Proof  Without  Objeotion.  —  Although 
permanency  is  not  charged  in  terms, 
yet  if  an  allegation  in  the  declaration 
may  be  so  construed,  and  proof  of  per- 


App.  Div.  511;  Crank  v.  Forty-second 
St.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  53  Hun  (N.  Y.)425; 
Propsom  V.  Leatham,  80  Wis.  608. 
And  see  Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Cosby, 
107  Ind.  32;  Fry  p,  Dubuque,  etc.,  R. 
Co..  45  Iowa  416;  Bigelow  v.  Metropol- 
itan St.  R.  Co.,  48  Mo.  App.  367: 
White  V.  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co.,  61 
Wis.  536. 
Degree  of  Proof.  —  The  failure  to  in- 


manency  has   been  admitted  without    struct  as   to  the  degree  of    proof   re- 
objeciion,  there  is  no  error  in  charging     quired  is  not  of  itself  reversible  error 


on  the  subject.  Ratteree  v.  Chapman, 
79  Ga.  574. 

1.  Where  a  Declaration  Ii  Insnfioiently 
Speoiflc  as  to  the  permanency  of  the  in- 
juries received,  there  can  be  no  recov- 
ery therefor  on  loose,  indefinite,  and 
unsatisfactory  testimony  as  to  the  prob- 
ability of  permanency.  Kalembach  v. 
Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.,  87  Mich.  509. 

In  the  Abtence  of  Evidence  that  a  sur- 


when  no  further  instruction  on  that 
subject  was  requested.  Chicago,  etc., 
R.  Co.  V.  Kennedy,  2  Kan.  App.  693. 

Instmotioni  Based  on  Expert  Testimony. 
—  Where  medical  experts  have  testified 
to  results  which  in  their  opinion  would 
follow  from  the  injuries,  and  with 
reference  to  other  results  which  they 
believe  may  follow,  the  jurors  may  be 
instructed  that  the  party  injured  is  en- 


gical  operation  injuriously  affected  the  titled  to  recover  for  such  injuries  as 

plaintilf,  or  where  the  injuries  do  not  they  believe  from  the  evidence  he  may 

of  themselves  warrant  an  inference  of  labor  under  in  the  future  as  the  result 

that    nature,   an  instruction    that   the  of  the  injuries.     Omaha  St.  R.  Co.  r. 

jury  may  take  into  consideration  the  Emminger,  (Neb.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep. 

probability  of  permanent  impairment  675. 

of  health  or  the  lessening  of  physical        Where  the  expert  medical  testimony 

ability  is  erroneous.     Western  Union  is  to  the  efifect  that  injuries  received 

Tel.   Co.   V.  Morris,  83  Fed.  Rep.  992.  are  probably  incurable,  it  is  proper  to 

See  also  Raben  v.  (Central  Iowa  R.  Co.,  instruct  the  jury  that  they  may  award 

74  Iowa  732,  31  Am.  &Eng.  R.  Cas.  45.  compensatory  damages  for  the  future 
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Fntnro  or  FBrmmaent  EiboU  Patent.  —  However,  where  from  the 
nature  of  the  injury  itself,  as  where  a  serious  injury  is  shown, 
the  loss  of  a  limb  is  proven  or  the  like,  so  that  the  fact  of  future 
or  permanent  effects  is  patent,  proof  as  to  reasonable  certainty  is 
unnecessary  to  warrant  the  giving  of  an  instruction  as  to  the 

eflfects  of  the  injury,  if  from  the  testi-  of    a    permanent   character.        Texas 

mony  they  find  there  is  a  reasonable  Trunk  R.  Co.  i/.  Ayres,  83  Tex.  26S. 

certainty  that  the  plaintifiF  may  sufiFer  In  Gronan  v.  Kukkuck,  59  Iowa  18, 

in  the  future  from  the  injuries.     Koet-  the  court  was  asked  to  instruct  the  jury 

ter  V.  Manhattan  El.  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 

Ct.)   36  N.  Y.  St.   Rep.  611,   affirmed  recover  for  permanent  injuries,  unless 

without  opinion  129  N.  Y.  668.  they  were  proved  by  a  preponderance 

Permanent  mury  Beenlting  firom  Frao-  of  evidence,  and  there  was  held  to  be 
tare.  —  In  Wilson  ?/.  Pennsylvania  R.  no  error  in  modifying  the  instruction 
Co.,  132  Pa.  St.  27,  it  was  proved  that  requested  by  adding  thereto  a  state- 
the  plaintiff's  leg  was  broken,  and  he  ment  that  if  the  jurors  found  the  plain- 
complained  that  he  suffered  pain  at  the  tiff  entitled  to  an  award  for  injuries 
time  of  the  trial.  There  was  held  to  from  which  he  had  not  recovered,  they 
have  been  no  error  in  instructing  the  should  consider  the  length  of  time,  as 
jury:  **  If  you  are  satisfied  that  it  [the  shown  by  the  evidence,  it  would  re- 
injury] is  of  a  permanent  nature,  of  quire  him  to  recover, 
course  that  is  also  to  be  considered  in  ITnoertainty  ae  to  Fermaneiiey.  —  In 
arriving  at  what  you  think  to  be  a  fair  Texas  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Davidson,  3  Tex. 
and  just  compensation.*'  Civ.   App.    542,   the  evidence  showed 

Want  of  Direct  Evidence.  —  In  Louis-  that  the    plaintiff  was  "  a  surveyor; 

ville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Williams,  20  Ind.  that  within  an  hour  after  the  accident 

App.  576,  there  was  no  direct  evidence  he  became  unable  to  walk;  that  at  the 

that  the  injury   was   permanent,   but  time  of  the  trial,  more  than  a   year 

there  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  after  the  accident,  he  was  still  unable 

could  have  concluded   that  it  was  of  to  walk  except  with  the  assistance  of 

a  permanent  character,  and  it  was  held  a  cane;  that  he  had  not,  since  the  acci- 

that  there  was  no  error  in  giving  an  in-  dent,  had  a  day  and  night's  rest  from 

struction  which  authorized  the  jurors  the  pain;  that  he  was  unable  to  do  anv 

to  find  that  the  injury  was  temporary  work,  and  was  threatened   very  seri- 

or  permanent,  and  allowing  them  to  ously  with  paralysis  in  his  left  side,  in« 

assess  damages  for  the  permanent  in-  eluding  his  leg  and   thigh,  left  arm, 

jury,  if  any  they  should  find.  and  neck;  that  he  had  been  unable  to 

IniJBrence  of  Permanency.  —  Where  the  perform  any  manual  labor  since  re- 
evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  hip  dis-  ceiving  the  injuries;  that  previous  to 
ease  resulted  from  the  injury  and  that  these  injuries  he  had  made  arrange- 
it  would  be  permanent,  there  was  held  ments  tending  to  some  engagements  as 
to  be  no  error  in  charging  that  *'  it  is  a  a  surveyor,  from  which  he  reasonably 
fair  inference  from  the  testimony  that  expected  to  realize  one  hundred  dollars 
from  the  contusion  resulted  a  very  per  month;  that  he  had  to  abandon 
severe  and  probably  incurable  hip  dis-  these  arrangements;  that  thereafter  he 
ease,  from  which  the  child  may,  and  had  been  offered  sixty  dollars  per 
probably  will,  suffer  to  the  day  of  its  month  to  oversee  hands  at  a  sawmill, 
death.'*  O'Neill  v.  Kinken,  (Supreme  but  that  his  health  would  not  permit 
Ct.)  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  554,  affirmed  125  N.  him  to  engage  even  in  this  business." 
Y.  733.  It  was  held  that  the  court  was  justified 

Preponderance  of  Evidence.  —  Where  in  instructing  that  the  jury  might  con- 
tbe  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  whether  sider  the  impaired  ability  to  perform 
or  not  the  probable  effect  of  the  injuries  customary  business,  there  being  expert 
would  be  to  impair  the  proper  or  nat-  testimony  of  a  physician  that  while  he 
ural  use  of  the  plaintiff's  neck  and  could  not  state  with  certainty  as  to  the 
shoulder  in  the  future,  there  is  no  error  permanency  of  the  injuries,  yet  it 
in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  that  would  be  a  long  time  before  the  plain- 
there  can  be  no  recovery  unless  it  is  tiff  recovered,  if  he  recovered  at  all, 
shown  by  a  fair  preponderance  of  evi-  and  further  that  in  his  opinion  the  in- 
dence  that  the  plaintiff's  injuries  were  juries  were  probably  permanent. 
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right  to  recover  therefor.  * 

Th«  SoAoitnoy  of  Initruetloni  as  to  the  right  of  recovery  for  perma- 
nent or  future  physical  effects  is  to  be  determined  by  the  fact 
whether  or  not  the  true  rule  as  to  the  right  of  recovery  has  been 
stated  with  substantial  accuracy.  Therefore,  when  it  is  apparent, 
or  it  may  be  fairly  inferred,  that  by  reason  of  an  improper  state- 
ment the  jury  has  been  misled,  a  judgment  based  on  its  verdict 
will  be  set  aside,  unless  its  award  in  this  particular  can  be  dis- 
tinguished, and  the  judgment  modified  in  that  respect.*  But  it 
is  otherwise  if  it  is  manifest  that  no  prejudice  has  resulted.' 

1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Warner,  MlrinadlTig  Initraotion.  —  A  charge 
io8  IN.  538;  Reinke  v.  Bentley,  90  Wis.  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover  for  such 
457.  future  consequences  as  are  reasonably 

LoM  of   Limb.  —  In    Schmitz    v,   St.  certain  to  ensue,  and  not  for '*  merely 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  119  Mo.  256,  there  possible,    or     even    probable,    future 

was   no  specific  allegations  as  to  the  e£fecis  not  now  apparent,"  is  mislead- 

plaintiff's  inability  to  earn  a  livelihood  ing.      Kansas    City,    etc.,    R.   Co.   v. 

or  to  what  extent  he  would  probably  be  Stoner,  49  Fed.  Rep.  209,  4  U.  S.  App. 

disabled  after  he  attained  his  majority,  109. 

nor  was  there  any  evidence  in  reference  "  If  Ton  Conildflr."  —  In    Meeter   v. 

thereto  further  than  that  the  plaintifiF  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  63  Hun  (N.  Y.)  533, 

had  lost  the  use  of  a  limb  and  would  the  court  instructed  the  jurors  that  if 

be  a  cripple  for  life.     There  was  held  they    considered   the   plaintiff   perma- 

to  be  no  error  in  authorizing  the  jury  nently  injured  they  might  award  com- 

to  consider  to  what  extent  the  plain-  pensation  for  that,  and  upon  an  excep- 

tiff's  capacity  for  earning  a  livelihood  tion  by  the  defendant  the  court  said: 

after  his  majority  would  be  impaired.  "  When  I  say  '  if  you  consider,*  I  mean 

Iqjories  UndJLipated.  —  Where  the  if  you  consider  from  the  evidence."  It 
character  of  the  injuries  is  undisputed  was  held  that  sufficient  weight  had  not 
and  the  court  has  instructed  the  jury  been  given  to  the  true  rule  that  should 
that  it  should  allow  for  suffering  be  applied  in  regard  to  giving  damages 
reasonably  certain  to  fellow  a  deform-  for  permanent  personal  injuries, 
ity  proven,  and  for  incapacity  to  earn  An  Exception  to  an  Instrnotion  that 
a  living  in  the  future,  there  is  no  error  among  other  thint^s  it  authorizes  a  re- 
in refusing  to  require  a  special  finding  covery  for  alleged  permanent  injuries 
as  to  the  permanency  of  the  injuries,  must  be  directed  specifically  to  that 
Kohler  z/.  West  Side  R.  Co.,99  Wis.  33.  portion  of  the  instruction  and  not  to 

2.  Probability  of  Iignry  Being  Perma-  the  whole  of  it.  Weisenberg  v.  Apple- 
nent.  —  An    instruction    that  the  jury  ton,  26  Wis.  56. 

has  a  right  to  take  into  consideration,  8.  An  Instrnotion  that  if  the  Jnry  |Ii 

if  there  is  any  evidence  to  support  it,  "  Batisfled  "  from  the  evidence  that  the 

the  probability  or  improbability  of  the  injury  was  permanent,  it  may  assess 

accident  resulting    in  any  permanent  damages  for  such  pain  and  suffering 

injury  to  the  plaintiff's  health  is  erru-  and  impairment  of  ability   to  earn  a 

neous,  because  authorizing  a  recovery  livelihood  as  the  plaintiff  may  suffer  in 

for  permanent  injury  without  a  reason-  the  future  is  not  open  to  the  objection 

able  certainty  that  the  injury  will  be  that  it  allows  the  jury  to  find  damages 

permanent.     McBride  v.  St.  Paul  City  upon  a  supposition  or  conjecture,  or 

R.  Co.,  (Minn.  1898)75  N.  W.  Rep.  231.  fails  to  tell  the  jurors  that  permanent 

In  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Mitchell,  disability  must  be  found  to  be  reason- 

75, Tex.   77,   wherein  there   was  testi-  ably  certain  before  such  damages  can 

mony  that  an  injury  to  the  spine  would  be   allowed.     Kenyon  v,  Mondovi,  98 

probably    become   aggravated    in    the  Wis.  50.     See  to  the  same  effect  Wilson 

future,  it  was  held  that  the  jury  was  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  132  Pa.  St.  27. 

properly  instructed,  that    **  to  entitle  "  Likely  with    Seaaonable   Gertaiaty." 

plaintiff  to  recover  for  future  damage  — An  instruction,  **  You  would  also  be 

there  must  be  a  reasonable  certainty  as  entitled  to  take  into  consideration  and 

to  such  future  damage;  a  mere  prob-  to  award  him  a  reasonable  sum  for  the 

ability  of  its  occurrence  is  not  enough."  certainty  of  the  duration  and  the  con, 
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b.  Pain  and  Suffering,  —  It  is  a  well  settled  rule  that  com- 
pensation can  be  given  for  such  future  pain  and  suffering  only  as 
are  reasonably  certain  to  result  from  the  injuries  sustained;  con- 
sequently the  jurors  must  be  informed  that  to  justify  a  recovery 
for  such  effects  they  must  believe  that  such  conditions  are 
reasonably  certain  to  result,  or  there  must  be  the  use  of  such 
equivalent  language  that  the  jurors  may  understand  that  they  are 
restricted  within  the  rules  stated.* 

tinaation  of  the  effects  of  this  injury,  Wis.   183,  and  in  other  cases,  to  the 

if,  upon  the  evidence,  you  find  that  the  effect  that  damages  for  future  disability 

injnries  are  likely,  with  reasonable  cer-  must  be  such  as  are  reasonably  certain 

taSnty,  to  be  permanent,"  will  not  re-  to  result,  not  such  as  may  result,  was 

quire  a  reversal,  where  it  is  evident  not  well  founded, 

that     the    word  **  likely  "   was   inad-  Baiiiltixig  Iqjiiries. —  It  is  not  error  to 

vertently  used,  that  the  attention  of  the  instruct   that   the  jury   may   consider 

court  was  not  specially  called  to  the  '*  any  and  all  such  damages  which  it 

inadvertence  by  exception,  and  objec-  appears  from  the  evidence  will  reason- 

tion  was  made  for  the  first  time  on  ap-  al>Iy  result  "  from  the  injuries,  where 

peal.     Weiler  v,  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  53  the  uncontroverted  evidence  shows  that 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  372.  the  plaintiff  will  certainly  suffer  in  the 

« Lability  to  Snibr."  —  Where  there  future,  but  the  evidence  affords  no  in- 
is  evidence  of  the  permanency  of  the  timation  as  to  the  probable  length  of 
injuries  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  time  of  such  suffering.  Ross  v,  Kan- 
become  sick  from  other  causes  the  re-  sas  City,  48  Mo.  A  pp.  440. 
suit  of  ^e  injury  would  always  com-  "Sauonably  Uable"  —  "Sauonable 
plicate  them,  there  is  no  error  in  charg-  Probability."  —  Where  certainty  of 
ing  that  the  jury  may  consider  upon  future  effects  is  impossible,  and  reason- 
the  subject  of  permanency  of  the  in-  able  probabilities  are  necessarily  the 
juries  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  to  basis  of  opinions  expressed  by  experts, 
suffer  more  from  other  ailments  than  there  is  no  error  in  charging  the  jury 
she  would  have  suffered  had  it  not  been  that  damages  can  be  awarded  for 
for  the  injnries.  Crank  v.  Forty-second  '*  such  consequences  as  are  reasonably 
Su,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  53  Hun  (M.  Y.)  425.  likely  to  ensue  in  the  future,*'  and  also 

1.  Curtis  r.  Rochester,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  that  the  **  plaintiff  may  recover  for  all 

20  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  282,  affirmed  18  N.  Y.  pain  and  suffering  which  she  has  sus- 

534;    Feeney  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  tained  or  in  any  reasonable  probability 

116  N.   Y.  382;  Koetter  v.  Manhattan  will  hereafter  sustain.*'     Hamilton  v. 

El.  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  36  N.  Y.  St.  Great  Falls  St.  R.  C©.,  17  Mont.  334. 

Rep.  611.  *<  Wm  Lo^oaUy  and  Clearly  Follow." 

FBrmaiMnoy.  —  An  instruction  that  if  —  If  there  is  any  evidence  that  the 

the  jurors  find  the  injury  to  be  of  a  per-  plaintiff  will  endure  future  pain  and 

manent  character  they  may  consider  suffering,  it  is  proper  to  instruct  that 

that  fact  in  enhancing  damages  is  not  the  jury  can  give  damages  for  such 

objectionable  because  it  authorizes  the  pain  and  suffering  as  will  logically  and 

jury  to  consider  and  allow  for  future  clearly  follow  from  the  injury  as  shown 

suffering.     Collins  v.  Council  Bluffs,  by  the  evidence  in  the  case.     Clarke  v. 

32  Iowa  324.  Westcott,  2  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  503. 

Boaionablo  Extent.  —  An  instruction  Damages  Which  Jnry  Are  *'  Batisfled  " 

that'*  in  order  to  assess  damages  for  Will  Seealt.  — An  instruction  authoriz- 

the  future,  you  must  be  satisfied  to  a  ing  the  jurors  to  assess  damages  for 

reasonable  extent  from   the  evidence  such  future  pain  and  suffering  as  they 

that  she  will  continue  to  suffer,"   is  are    "  satisfied "    will    result    in    the 

good,  "  reasonable  extent "  in  the  con-  future    is    not    erroneous    because  it 

nection  used  being  a  substantial  equiv-  allows  a  recovery  upon  supposition  or 

alent     for     "  reasonable     certainty."  conjecture,  or  fails  10  inform  the  jury 

Kliegel  tr.  Aitken,  94  Wis.  432,  wherein  that  such  result  must  be  reasonably 

it  was  said  that  a  criticism  that  the  certain.     Kenyon  v,  Mondovi,  98  Wis. 

charge  violated  the  rule  laid  down  in  50.     To  the  same  effect  see  Wilson  v. 

Hardy  v.   Milwaukee  St.    R.   Co.,   89  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  132  Pa.  St.  27. 
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On*  InttriMtioii  Cnrtd  by  Another.  —  Where  the  juFors  have  been 
improperly  instructed  in  one  part  of  the  instructions,  if  by  a  sub- 
sequent qualification  the  true  rule  is  substantially  stated,  and  it 

is  improbable  that  they  could  have  been  misled,  there  is  no 
ground  of  complaint.^  But  the  failure  substantially  so  to 
instruct,  especially  when  a  proper  request  is  made,  is  erroneous 
unless  it  is  clear  that  no  prejudice  has  resulted.' 

'*  Judge  of  tho  Eifeets   by  the  Teeti-  and  not  as  an  independent  ground  of 

mony."  —  In    Matteson   v.   New    York  damages. 

Cent.  R.  Co.,  62  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  364,  1.  Solbring  Whieh FlalatiffWiU  Likely 
affirming  35  N.  Y.  487,  the  jurors  were  Endure.  —  A  charge  that  the  plaintiff  is 
instructed  to  give  such  damages  as  entitled  to  recover  for  such  pain  and 
would  compensate  the  plaintiff  for  the  suffering  of  body,  if  any,  as  the  jury 
bodily  injury  and  mental  anguish  sus-  may  believe  she  had  endured  *'  and 
tained,  **  whether  the  injury  has  yet  will  be  likely  to  endure  "  is  not  preju- 
been  developed,  or  its  effects  shall  dicial,  when  immediately  qualined  by 
hereafterappear,*'and'*  to  judge  of  its  the  charge  that  the  jury  may  allow 
future  results  by  the  testimony  given,"  **  such  sum  as  would  compensate  her 
and  the  appellate  court  said:  **  While  for  the  impairment  of  her  health  for 
the  phraseology  of  the  last  clause  is  not  such  time  as  you  may  believe,  from  the 
as  happy  as  might  have  been  used  to  evidence,  it  has  been  and  will  be  im- 
express  the  idea,  yet  it  is  sufficient  to  paired  by  reason  of  her  injuries,  and 
apprise  the  jury  that  they  are  to  ascer-  m  such  sum  as  will  compensate  the 
tain  from  the  evidence  whether  injuries  plaintiff  for  such  physical  injury  re- 
will  be  hereafter  developed  and  mental  ceived  by  the  plaintiff,  and  iheurdinary 
pain  and  suffering  endured."  and  natural  result  as  a  consequence  of 

Inftroetioiis    Boftuod — Buplioatiea.  —  the  same."    Cameron  v.  Union  Trunk 

Where  the  court  has  charged  at  the  Line,  10  Wash.  507. 

defendant's  request    that  "  to  entitle  *^Will  Ssdare,"  eto.~Kdlvr»  to  Aik 

plaintiff  to  recover  for  future  damage,  Spooial     Instmetlon.  —  An     instruction 

there  must  be  reasonable  certainty  as  that  the    jury  may  allow  for  *'  such 

to  such  future  damage;  a  mere  prob-  bodily  pain  and  suffering  as  the  evi- 

abilityof  its  occurrence  is  not  enough,"  dence  shows   she   will  endure  in  the 

a  further  instruction  that'*  future  dam-  future,"  and  '*  if  you  find  that  the  evi- 

ages  can  only  be  awarded  when  it  is  dence  shows  that  there  will  be  physical 

rendered  reasonably  certain  from  the  impairment    in    the   future,"   etc.,   is 

evidence  that  such  damages  will  evi-  proper  where  no  other  nor  more  defi- 

dently  and  necessarily  result  from  the  nite  instruction  is  requested.     Nichols 

original  injury,"  is  properly  refused,  v.  Brabazon,  94  Wis.  549. 

Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,   Mitchell,  75  Sanagoo   Idr   lajuxioi    Whioh    **linil 

Tex.  77,  41  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  22 1»  Probably  Bo    Sustained."  —  An  instruc- 

Beferenoo   to    Impaired  Phydoal  fkat^  tion  that  **  if  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of 

dltion.  —  In  Stewart  v,  Ripon,  38  Wis.  said  accident,  suffered  bodily  pain  and 

584,  it  appeared  that  the  usefulness  of  mental    anguish  to  the  present,   and 

the  plaintiff's  arm  was  greatly  and  per>  will  so  suffer  in  the  future,  then  for 

manently  impaired,  and  the  jury  was  such  pain  and  anguish,  past,  present, 

instructed  that  if  his  condition  was  the  and  future,  you  should  allow  him  such 

natural  result  of  the  accident,  he  could  sum  as  you  think  proper  under  the  evi- 

recover  for  both  the  bodily  and  mental  dence,   without   proof  of  any  special 

suffering  which  he  had  endured,  and  sum,"  is  not  erroneous  where  the  jury 

for  the  pain  and  mental  anxiety  which  was  farther    instructed    that   "  with 

he  would  probably  endure  in  the  future,  reference    to     future     damages,    you 

'^  taking    into    consideration    the  im-  should  be  satisfied  from  the  evidence 

paired  usefulness  of  the  limb,  both  past  that  they  will  proably  be  sustained  by 

and  in  the  future."     It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff."     Kendall   v,   Albia,  73 

there  was  no  error  in  referring  to  the  Iowa   241,   distinguishing  Fry   v.    Dn- 

Impaired  usefulness  of  the  limb,  since  buque,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  45  Iowa  416. 

that  was  referred  to  merely  as  an  ele-  8.  ''LOt^to  flute."  —  In  Curtis  v. 

ment  of  bodily  and  mental  suffering,  Rochester,  etc.,  R.   Co.,  18  N.  Y.  534, 
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S^ideaoa  apon  Whkli  to  Bmo  LiftnietioiL  —  To  authorize  a  court  to 
empower  a  jury  to  find  a  verdict  which  includes  damac^es  for 
future  pain  and  suffering  there  must  be  evidence  of  that  fact,  or 
the  fact  that  the  person  injured  will  probably  endure  further  pain 
as  a  result  of  the  injury,  sufficient  to  justify  the  charge.^ 

the  jary  was  allowed  to  compensate  that  by  the  use  of  the  words  "  likely  ** 
not  only  for  future  suffering,  but  also  and  "  may  "  the  jury  was  not  restricted 
for  such  suffering  as  the  plaintiff  *'  was  to  the  consideration  of  such  pain  and 
likely  to  suffer."  The  appellate  court,  loss  of  time  as  were  reasonably  certain 
/^r  Selden,  J.,  said:  "  This  instruction,  to  occur  was  overruled,  the  court  say- 
in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  future  pain  and  ing:  **  Greater  accuracy  of  expression 
suffering,  is  clearly  erroneous;  and  if  is,  of  course,  always  desirable;  but  in 
it  had  not  been  subsequently  modified,  this  instance,  if  error  was  committed, 
the  error  would,  I  think,  have  been  and  was  possibly  harmful,  it  has  been 
necessarily  fatal  to  the  judgment.*'  more  than  cured  by  the  action  of  the 

Fatnrs  Sofforiiig.  —  An  instruction  court  in  giving  judgment  for  but  three- 
authorizing  an  allowance  for  pain  and  fifths  of  the  amount  of  the  verdict." 
suffering  which  the  plaintiff  '*  may  **  ProtpaetiTS  Soffinring  and  Lots  of 
endure  hereafter"  is  erroneous  be-  Hoalth." — In  Best  Brewing  Co.  v, 
cause  it  is  too  broad  and  allows  "  the  Dunlevy,  157  111.  141,  affirming  57  111. 
jury  to  go  into  a  field  of  mere  proba-  App.  ^,  the  declaration  alleged  a 
bility."  Hardy  v,  Milwaukee  St.  R.  severe  injury  continuing  in  its  effects 
Co.,  89  Wis.  183.  up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  that 

Pain  Whidh  **]Iay*'  Gontiniie,  —  An  pleading,  and  the  allegation  was  sup- 
instruction  permitting  the  considera-  ported  by  proof,  and  it  was  held  that 
tion  of  the  pain  for  such  time  as  it  even  if  an  instruction  was  obnoxious 
**  may"  continue  in  the  future,  as  because  authorizing  the  jury  to  allow 
shown  by  the  evidence,  is  erroneous,  damages  for  **  prospective  suffering 
Ford  V,  Des  Moines,  106  Iowa  94.  and  loss  of  health,"  the  jury  could  not 

Probable     SnfDndiig.  —  In      Root     v.  have  been  misled,  where  the  damages 

Monroeville,  4  Ohio  Cir.   Dec.  53,  re-  awarded  were  justified  by  evidence  of 

versed  on  another  ground  54  Ohio  St.  the  plaintiff's  injuries  up  to  the  time  of 

523,  it  was  held  that  a  request  to  in-  the  commencement  of  the  suit  without 

struct  the  jury  that  **  you  may  con-  reference  to  any  prospective  suffering 

sider  the    pain   suffered,    and    which  or  loss  of  health. 

naturally  and  probably  will  be  suffered,  1.  Feeney  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  116 

the  extent  of  the  injury  itself,  and  the  N.  Y.  375. 

effect  it  has  had  and  probably  will  have  Abstnoo  of  Syidonoo.  —  It  is  error  to 
on  his  bodily  comfort  and  his  ability  to  charge  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
labor,"  was  properly  refused,  the  court  be  fully  compensated  for  all  loss  he  had 
saying:  "  Instead  of  damages  for  sustained,  and  for  the  pain  he  has  en- 
probable  suffering,  for  the  probable  dured  and  is  likely  to  endure  in  the 
effect  of  the  injury,  in  the  future,  plain-  future,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
tiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  damages,  the  injury  is  permanent  or  that  the 
but  rather  for  those  effects  that  would,  plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  in  the  future, 
with  reasonable  certainty,  follow."  Mosher  v.  Russell,  44  Hun  (N.  Y.)  12. 

Snibring  Whioh  Has  Boon  or  May  Bo  Failiuro  to  Proro  Oontiniiaiioo  of  Ii\)u- 

Cansod.  —  In  Fry  e^.  Dubuque,  etc.,  R.  riot.  —  Under    an    allegation    that  by 

Co.,  45  Iowa  416,  an  instruction  that  reason  of  the  injury  the  **  plaintiff  be- 

the  jury  might  consider  such  *'  future  came  sick,  sore,  and  lame,  and  suffered 

physical  suffering  or  anguish  which  is,  great     bodily    and    mental   pain   and 

has  been,  or  may  be  caused  by  said  anguish,  and  continued  to  suffer  for  a 

injury,"  was  held  erroneous.  long  time  thereafter;  that  plaintiff  has 

In  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Davidson,  suffered  great  pain  and  loss  of  time,  and 

76  Fed.  Rep.  517,  wherein  the  jurors  was  put  to  great  expense,"  in  the  ab- 

were  instructed  that  they  might  con-  senceof  any  proof  as  to  the  continuance 

sider  *'  the  physical  pain  and  suffering  of  theinjuries,  it  is  error  to  instruct  that 

which  the  plaintiff    *    *    *    is  likely  the  jury  may  consider  future  pain  and 

under  the  evidence,  if  you  so  find,  to  anguish  in  assessing  damages.    Shultz 

endure    in  the  future,"  an  objection  v.  Griffith,  103  Iowa  150. 
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Tlie  Evidence  Heed  Het,  However,  Be  Direct  and  PeeitiTe,  but,  as  before 
stated  in  connection  with  other  elements  of  damage,  if  the  alle- 
gations of  the  complaint  charge  the  infliction  of  injuries  of  a  kind 
from  which  it  can  be  seen  that  by  the  operation  of  natural  laws 
future  pain  or  suffering  must  ensue  of  necessity,  and  the  proof  is 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  allegations,  or  tends  to  sustain  them, 
then  such  an  instruction  is  warranted.* 

Disabled  Foot.  —  In  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  defendant  had  the  plaintiff  examined 

R.  Co.   V.  Johnsen,  135  III.  641,  there  by  two  physicians,   neither  of  whom 

was  proof  tending  to  show  that  the  in-  was  called  as  a  witness,  there  was  held 

jury  was  inflicted  by  the  crushing  of  to  be  no  error  in  instructing  the  jurors 

the  plaintiff's  foot;  that  if  the  foot  was  that  in  estimating  the  damages  they 

not  amputated  the  injury  was  apt  to  should     consider    what    the     plaintiff 

grow  worse  at  any  time;  and  that  the  might  suffer    in    the    future    if  they 

foot  was  not  in  a  usable  condition,  but  should  find  that  there  was  reasonable 

that  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  move  certainty  of  such  suffering.      Koetter 

himself  otherwise  than  by  the  use  of  v,  Manhattan  R.  Co.,   59  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

the  injured  member.     There  was  held  623,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  458,  affirmed  with- 

to  be  no  error  in  instructing  that  the  out  opinion  129  N.  Y.  668. 
jury   might    take    into    consideration        Future     Pain     and    IneonTenienoe. — 

'*  prospective    suffering    and    loss    of  Where  there  is  evidence   tending   to* 

health."  prove  that  future  pain  and  suffering 

Proof  that  Bheumatifm  Beenlted  from  will  ensue,  there  is  no  error  in  includ- 

the  accident  is  sufficient  to  authorize  an  ing  in  the  instruction  a  statement  that 

instruction  that  the  jury  may  compen-  if  the  jurors  find  that  the  Injuries  \f> 

sate  for  future  pain.     Miller  v.  Ft.  Lee  the  plaintiff  are  permanent  they  should 

Park,  etc.,  Co.,  73  Hun  (M.  Y.)  150.  consider  such  inconvenience  of  getting 

1.  HeooMity  of  Evidenoe.  —  Where  the  about  and  pain  as  they  find  reasonably 

injury  is  shown  beyond  question  to  be  certain  to  result  therefrom  in  the  future, 

of  a  permanent  character,  an  instruc-  and  award  her  such  sum  as  damages  a& 

tion  that  there  may  be  a  recovery  for  would  reasonably  and  fairly  compen> 

bodily  and   mental  suffering,  if  any,  sate  her   therefor.     Raben  v.  Central 

which  the  plaintiff  has  undergone  or  Iowa  R.  Co.,  74  Iowa  732! 
which  may  reasonably  be  expected  to        Wliere  Xedlei^  Experts  Have  TeetlfleA 

result  in  the  future  is  not  erroneous  to  results  which  will,  in   their  opinion, 

in  so  far  as  it  authorizes  damages  for  follow  from  personal  injuries,  and  with 

future  pain  and  suffering  because  *' not  reference  to  other  results  which  they 

qualified  by  the  thought  that  damages  believe  may  follow,  it  is  not  erroneous 

for  future  suffering  should  be  based  to  instruct  that   the   party  injured  ia 

upon  the  evidence."     Miller  v.  Boone  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  such 

County,  95   Iowa  5,  distinguishing  Fry  injuries  as  the  jury  believe  from  the 

V.  Dubuque,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  45  Iowa  416,  evidence  he  may  labor  under  in  the- 

wherein  the  jurors  were  directed  that  future  as  the  result  of    the  injuries 

they  might  award  damages   for  "  all  complained  of.     Omaha  St.  R.  Co.  v\ 

past,  present,  or  future  physical  suffer-  Emminger,  (Neb.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep. 

ing  or  anguish  which  is,  has  been,  or  675. 

may  be  caused  by  said  injury,"  which        Wliere  It  Appears  that  the  Plaintiff  Was 

instruction  was  held  to  be  too  broad  Seriously  lajnred,  an  instruction  which 

because  it  authorized  the  jury  to  enter  merely  informs   the    jurors  that  they 

the  domain  of  conjecture.  may  consider  what  effect,  if  any,  the 

BnlEcienoyof  Evidenoe— Vnoontroyerted  injuries  may  have  in  the  future,  in  re- 

Proof  of  Permanenoy.  —  Where  the  plain-  spect  to  pain  and  suffering,  is  not  ob- 

tiff  testified  that  she  was  still  under  jectionable  because  assuming  that  the 

treatment,  and  had    done  nothing  in  evidence  showed  a  probability  of  future- 

the   way  of  work  since  the  accident,  pain  and  suffering.     West  Chicago  St. 

and  her  physician  testified  that  in  his  R.  Co.  v.  Lups,  74  111.  App.  420. 
opinion  the    injuries  received  by  the        Where  the  L^jnred  Party  Has  Hot  Fnll^ 

plaintiff  were    incurable,  which  testi-  BeooTored  at  the  date  of  the  trial,  the 

mony  was  not  contradicted,  though  the  jury   is   not   limited    to   the  damages 
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c.  Loss  OF  Earnings  or  Profits.  —  General  or  specific  alle- 
gations of  permanent  disability  by  reason  of  the  injuries  charged. 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  defendant,  whereby  the  capacity  of 
the  plaintiff  to  earn  money  has  been  impaired  or  lost,  make  such 
lods  of  earnings  or  profits  a  proper  subject  upon  which  to 
instruct  the  jury,  where  the  proof  shows  or  tends  to  show  or 
make  it  appear  that  there  will  be  a  loss  or  reduction  of  earning 
power  in  the  future  as  a  result  of  such  injuries.^ 

saffered  up  to  that  time,  but  may  also  1.  South  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Wal- 

allow    compensation    for    future    dis-  ters,  70  111.  App.  271 ;  Moore  t/.  Kalama- 

ability  and  suffering  resulting  from  the  zoo,  109  Mich.  176;  Hartley  v.  Trorlicht, 

same  cause.    Johnson  v.  Northern  Pac.  49  Mo.  App.  214;  Gerdes  v.  Christopher, 

R.  Co.,  47  Minn.  430.  etc.,  Arcliitectural  Iron,  etc.,  Co.,  124 

Dainagw  Whidh  Will  Beaionably  Setnlt.  Mo.  347 ;  O'Connor  v.  National  Ice  Co. , 

—  It  is  not  error  requiring  reversal  to  56  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  410;  Riley  v.  West 

direct  the  jury  in  determining  the  dam-  Virginia  Cent.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  27  W.  Va.. 

ages  to  take  in  view  **  any  and  all  such  145;    Wilson  v.  Wheeling,   19  W.  Va. 

damages   which  it  appears   from   the  325.      And    see  Clare  v.   Sacramento* 

evidence  will  reasonably  result  from  Electric    Power,   etc.,    Co.,    122    Cal. 

such  injuries,*'  where  it  appeared  that  504. 

the  plaintiff  was  still  a  helpless  cripple  Heoeisity  of  Avermonts  and   Proof — 

and  sufferer  after  the  expiration  of  two  Claim   Abandoned.  —  In    San    Antonio,. 

years  from  the  happening  of  the  in-  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.   Robinson,  73  Tex.  277^ 

jury.      Ross  v.   Kansas  City,  48  Mo.  the  plaintiff,  to  avoid  a  continuance, 

App.  440.     In  this  case  the  court  said:  abandoned  his  allegations  that  he  was. 

"It  would  have  been  far  better,  and  a  practicing  physician  and  as  to  his 

would  have  afforded  a  more  intelligent  disability  to  pursue  his  profession  be- 

and  reliable  guide  for  the  jury,  had  this  cause  of  his   injuries.    On   the  trial, 

evidence  been  supplemented  with  ex-  however,  he  was  allowed  t6  prove  that 

pert  testimony  showing  the  probable  he  was  a  physician,  as  well  as  his  dis- 

dnration  of  the  plaintiff's  future  suffer-  ability  to  practice.     An  instruction  that, 

ing.   whether  for  a  month,  a  year,  or  the  jury  might  take  into  consideration 

term  of  years,  or  during  the  remainder  the  probable  effect  of  the  injuries  in  the- 

of  her  life.     But  in  this  case  the  jury  future  upon  his  health  and  ability  to 

were   admonished    by   an    instruction  labor  and  attend  to  business,  and  gen- 

that  they  could  not  allow  plaintiff  dam-  erally  the  reduction  of  power  to  earn 

ages  for  loss  of  time  or  services,  so  money,   was  held  to  be  error,   which 

that,  with  these  admonitions,  I  cannot  was  not  cured  by  a  subsequent  instruc- 

think    that  the   plaintiff's   instruction  tion,  given  at  the  request  of 'the  defend- 

was  error,  or,  if  so,  it  was  but  harm-  ant,  to   the  effect   that  there  was   no> 

less  error."  evidence  of  any  actual  pecuniary  loss, 

SniEBring  at  Time  of  Trial.  —  Where  it  etc. 
appears  tnat  at  the  time  of  the  trial  the  Sni&eienoy  of  Averment  and  Proof — 
plaintiff  is  still  suffering  from  her  in-  Loss  of  Eyeiight.  —  An  instruction  which 
juries,  the  jury  may  be  instructed  that  submits  the  impaired  ability  to  earn  a. 
there  is  a  right  to  damages  "  for  any  livelihood  in  the  future  is  warranted 
further  physical  suffering  which  you  by  an  averment  that  the"  plaintiff  rep- 
may  find  from  the  evidence  is  reason-  resents  that  by  reason  of  said  injury  he 
ably  certain  to  result  from  the  injury  has  suffered,  and  still  suffers,  great 
complained  of."  Stutz  v.  Chicago,  mental  and  physical  pain;  that  he  is 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  73  Wis.  147.  disfigured  in  his  face  by  the  loss  of  his 

Inenrable  Biieaie.  —  Where  the  testi-  eye;  that  he  suffers,  and  during  his  life 

mony  is  clear  and  conclusive  that  the  must  continue  to  suffer,   the   loss  of 

injuries  resulted  in  an  incurable  dis-  sight  in  his  left  eye,"  and  evidence  to 

ease  of  the  spine,  it  is  proper  to  refuse  support  it.      Texas,   etc.,    R.    Co.    v» 

to  charge  that  there  is  no  evidence  Bowlin,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  32  S.  W. 

sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  award-  Rep.  918. 

ing    damages    for    any  future    pain.  BnAeienoy    of    Instmotion  —  Loss    in. 

VVeiler  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  53  Hun  Future  Eaniingi.  —  An  instruction  that 

(N.  Y.)  372.  the  jurors  may  include  in  their  award. 
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STidtnoe  uprni  Whieh  Inttrnotion  Hay  Be  BMtd.  —  To  justify  such  an 
instruction  the  evidence  must  be  sufficient  to  show  that  such 
impairment  or  loss  will  continue  after  the  trial,  and  will  be 
suffered   in  the  future.*     Though,   from  the  nature  of  things, 

proof  as  to  the  damage  which  probably  will  be  sustained    by 

"  ihe  loss  in  future  earnings  "  instead  be  entitled  to  the  salary  she  would 
of  "  loss  of  future  earning  power'*  is  have  earned  for  the  year  or  years  dar- 
not  objectionable  where  they  are  not  ing  which  she  was  debarred  from  pur- 
directed  to  estimate  or  conjecture  future  suing  her  occupation.  This  instructioa 
profits  as  the  basis  of  their  award,  was  held  to  be  open  to  the  criticism 
Pill  V.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.,  6  that  the  jurors  would  naturally  infer 
Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  267.  therefrom  that  they  must  compensate 

Loss  of  Limb  by  Minor.  —  Where  the  the   plaintiff   for  the    future    loss    by 

plaintiff,  a  minor,  had  lost  a  leg,  there  allowing  her  the  yearly  compensation 

was  held  to  be  no  error  in  instructing  she  had  earned  as  a  teacher,  for  the 

the  jurors   that   they   might  consider  length    of    time    during    which    they 

"  the    plaintiff's    diminished  capacity  deemed  the  disability  would  continue, 

for  performing  manual  labor  after  the  thus  assuming  that  if  the  accident  had 

age    of    twenty-one    years,    and    the  not  happened  she  would  certainly  have 

mental  and  physical  pain  and  suffering  continued  to  teach  at  that  rate  of  salary 

caused   by   such    injury,*'   instead  of  for  her  lifetime,   or  for  the  length  of 

instructing  them  to  take  into  considera-  time  during  which  the  jury  determined 

tion  the  plaintiff's  loss  of  future  earn-  that  her  injury  would  continue  to  affect 

ing     power,     without    distinguishing  her  ability  to  earn  money, 

between  manual  and  other  labor.     Ft.  BoooTory  by  Wils  fbr  IneiizmUe Inmiity 

Worth,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Robertson,  (Tex.  of  Husbwid.—  In  Clark  v.  Hill,  69  Mo. 

X891)  16  S.  W.  Rep.  1093.  A  pp.  541,  which  was  an  action  by  a 

Ignoring  Future  Protpoots.  —  In  Hous-  wife  for  damages  sustained  because  of 

ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Boehm,  57  Tex.  152,  insanity  of  her  husband  as  the  result  of 

wherein    the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  wrongful  conduct  of  the  defendant, 

recover  for  permanent  disability,  an  in-  and  for  consequent  loss  of  support,  etc., 

struction  limiting  the  recovery  to  *'  the  there  was  evidence  of  permanent  and 

difference  between  whac  the  plaintiff  incurable  injury,  and  it  was  held  that 

could  earn  before  and  what  he  can  earn  an  instruction  authorizing  a  recovery 

now,"  and  loss  of  time,  was  held  to  be  for  probable  earnings  of  the  husband 

erroneous,  because  it  took   from   the  was  proper. 

consideration  of  the  jury  the  plaintiff's  1.  Mammerberg  v.  Metropolitan  St. 
future  disability  resulting  from  the  in-  R.  Co.,  62  Mo.  A  pp.  563. 
juries  received,  although  from  such  Disability  Kxisting  at  Trial.  —  Where 
injuries,  under  the  evidence,  he  might  there  was  testimony  that  at  the  time 
become  unable  in  the  future  to  perform  of  the  trial  the  plaintiff  had  not  re- 
any  labor,  either  physical  or  mental;  gained  the  full  use  of  his  arm,  that  he 
and  also  because  it  ignored  the  power  could  not  use  it  without  pain,  and  that 
in  the  future  but  for  the  injuries  to  ac-  the  rotary  motion  of  the  arm  was  im- 
quire  a  capacity,  mental  or  physical,  to  paired,  it  was  proper  to  refuse  a  request 
do  more  profitable  labor  than  he  was  to  charge  that  no  damages  could  be 
able  to  do  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  awarded**  for  future  loss  that  plaintiff 
and  made  the  capacity  for  labor  at  the  may  sustain  in  consequence  of  his  in- 
time  of  the  injury  the  standard  by  jury  received  by  himself  at  the  time  he 
which  the  plaintiff's  labor  for  life  was  alighted  from  the  train  in  question.** 
to  be  estimated.  Eddy  v,  Wallace,  49  Fed.  Rep.  801. 

Ammption  of  Fatnro  Employmont.  —  Loos  of  Limb.  —  In  a  suit  to  recover 

In  Denver  v.  Sherret,  88  P'ed.  Rep.  226,  damages  for  the  loss  of  an  arm,  etc.. 

the  jury  was  instructed  that  the  plain-  no  proof  that  such  loss  will  impair  the 

tiff  was  entitled  to  the  compensation  party's  ability  to  pursue  his  ordinary 

she   would  have  earned  as  a  school  business  is  necessary  to  authorize  an 

teacher,  and  that  if  the  jury  found  that  instruction  relating  to  damages  grow- 

the  injuries  received  would  impair  her  ing  out  of  the   want  of  such  ability, 

ability  to  carry  on  her  occupation  as  a  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Warner,  loS 

schoolteacher  in  the  future,  she  would  III.  538,  18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  100. 
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reason  of  the  diminished  earning  ability  cannot  be  accurately 
made,  because  that  which  one  may  or  may  not  do  in  the  future 
depends  upon  so  many  contingencies  that  prospective  loss  of 
earnings  or  income  from  a  business  or  profession  is  not  suscep- 
tible of  direct  or  conclusive  proof,  such  proof  should  be  given  as 
the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit.* 

d.  Age  and  Life  Expectancy.  —  Where  age  and  the  prob- 
able duration  or  expectancy  of  life  are  proper  matters  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  damages, 
if  the  facts  and  circumstances  so  warrant,  the  jury  may  be 
instructed  that  those  elements  are  proper  to  be  regarded  in 
determining  the  amount  of  compensation  to  which  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled.' 

1.  Bartley  v,  Trorlicht,  49  Mo.  App.  employed     help    in    making    certain 

214.  articles  to  order  is  sufficient  to  show 

JeoaMity   of    Diroel   Proof.  —  An  in-  that  her  earnings  in  that  connection 

struction    may    be    given   authorizing  were  the  result  of  her  personal  efforts, 

damages   to  be  awarded  for  inability  and,  in  connection  with  proof  of  past 

to  labor  or  transact   business  in   the  earnings,  will  authorize  a  charge  that 

future,    without    direct  proof  of  the  the  jury  may  award  damages  for  loss 

plaintiff'seamingability,  of  his  success  of  future  earnings.     Pill  v,  Brooklyn 

in  business  prior  to  his  injury,  or  of  Heights  R.  Co.,  6  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y. 

the  extent  of  his  earnings.     Fisher  v.  City  Ct.)  367. 

Jansen,  128  III.  549.  2.  Hinds  v,   Marshall,  22  Mo.  App. 

Intho  Abioneo  of  Proof  of  the  Valve  of  208;  Gessley  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co., 
the  plaintiff's  time  while  laid  up  with  26  Mo.  App.  156.  See  also  Russell  v, 
the  injury,  or  how  much  he  was  capable  Columbia,  74  Mo.  480;  Ross  v,  Kansas 
of  earning  before  the  injury,  the  jurors  City,  48  Mo.  App.  446;  Savannah,  etc., 
may  not  be  instructed  that  they  may  R.  Co.  v,  Wainwright,  99Ga.  255;  Ala- 
estimate  damages  for  an  impairment  of  bama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v,  Carroll,  84  Fed. 
the  power  to  earn  money  in  the  future.  Rep.  772. 

Britton  V.  Grand  Rapids  St.  R.  Co.,  90  There  Xntl  Be  Svldeaee  relative  there- 
Mich.  159.  to.     Bigelow  V.   MetropoUtaD  St.    R. 

IMminlihed  ProAte.  —  In  O'Connor  v.  Co.,  48  Mo.  App.  367. 
National  Ice  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct  Preemnptleii.  —  Where  the  plaintiff 
410,  121  N.  Y.  662,  evidence  was  per-  was  thirty  years  of  age  it  was  held  re- 
mitted tending  to  prove  as  items  of  versible  error  for  the  court  to  say,  in 
damage  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  the  absence  of  evidence  "  You  would 
forced  to  neglect  and  give  up  his  busi-  probably  be  warranted  in  acting  upon 
ness,  that  he  had  lost  customers,  and  the  rule  that  a  man  in  good  health 
that  his  profits  had  been  diminished,  would  live  to  the  ordinary  age  of  sixty- 
and  the  jurors  were  instructed  that  five  or  seventy  years."  Doonert^.  Del- 
they  might  consider  the  proof  in  esti-  aware,  etc..  Canal  Co.,  164  Pa.  St.  17. 
mating  the  damages.  The  reviewing  Safl&oienoy  of  Evidenoe.  —  In  Ross  v, 
court  refused  to  disturb  the  judgment,  Kansas  City,  48  Mo.  App.  440,  wherein 
though  no  special  allegations  respect-  an  instruction  submitting  the  age  and 
ing  the  items  appeared  in  the  com-  condition  in  life  of  a  married  woman 
plaint.  was  criticised,  the  court  said:  **  Where 

OapMitytoBemlMfaiiteSiim.  —  Where  the  plaintiff,   in  consequence    of    her 

there  is  evidence  of  personal  injury,  coverture,  is  debarred  from  a  recovery 

the  court  will  not  instruct  that  the  jury  for  costs  of  treatment  or  for  loss  of 

cannot  consider  future  loss  of  wages  time,  and  where  there  is  no  evidence 

because  of  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  offered  as  to  the  permanency  of  the  in- 

a  reduction  of  the  capacity  to  earn  any  jury,  or  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  is 

definite  sum.     Ford  v.  Charles  Warner  likely  to  suffer  from  her  injury  during 

Co.,  I  Marv.  (Del.)  88.  the  remainder  of  her  life,  I  am  unable 

Eamingi  by  Pereonal  Efforts.  —  Proof  to  perceive    *    *    *    how  the  age  of 

that  the  plaintiff  worked  at  home  and  the  injured  plaintiff  becomes  a  proper 

459  Volume  XVI. 


Inttraetioiii.  PERSONAL  INJURIES,  Ptrmaaent  Effseu. 

Impairment  of  Ability  Gained  by  Dadiniiig  Tears.  —  It  has  been  held, 
however,  that  a  charge  on  the  subject  of  permanent  injury  which 
authorizes  the  jury  to  consider  any  diminution  in  the  plaintiff's 
capacity  to  earn  money  because  of  injury  sustained  as  if  such 
diminution  would  continue  from  that  cause  alone  during^  the 
entire  period  of  his  expectancy  of  life,  and  which  fails  to  instruct 

subject  for  the  consideration  of  the  wholly  incapable  of  attending  to  her 
jury  in  ascertaining  and  determining  ordinary  household  duties.  There  was 
the  damages  to  be  allowed.  It  is  quite  evidence  given,  without  objection,  that 
true,  however,  that  in  personal-injury  before  the  injury  she  was  stout,  able- 
cases  this  instruction  has  been  given  bodied,  and  capacitated  to  do,  and  did 
and  proved  without  noticing  the  dis-  do,  a  variety  of  labor  common  to 
tinction,  which,  I  think,  ought  to  be  women  in  her  situation,  and  that  after 
observed."  her  injury,   which   was  internal,    she 

Preienoe    of   PlaintiiF  at    Trial.  —  In  found  herself  wholly  unable  to  do  the 

Gainesville,  etc.,    R.  Co.   v.  Lacy,    86  labor  she  had  before  performed  with 

Tex.  244,  it  was  assigned  as  error  that  ease.     It  was  held  that  an  instruction 

an  instruction  was  given  that  the  jur^  that  the  jury  might  take  into  conssd- 

could  take  into  consideration  the  di-  eration   the  age  and  situation  of   the 

minished     working    capacity    of    the  plaintiff,  her  bodily  suffering,  if  any, 

plaintiff,   in   the  absence  of  any  evi-  and  mental  anguish  resulting  from  the 

dence  of  the  plaintiff's  age,  the  prob-  injury  received,  if  any,  the  extent  and 

able  duration  of  her  life,  or  the  value  permanency  of  her  injury,  if  any,  and 

of  her  labor  before  and  after  the  injury,  the  extent  to  which  she  was  disabled, 

and  there  was  held  to  be  no  error,  the  if  at  all,  was  not  prejudicial  because 

proof  being  of  such  a  nature  that  the  authorizing  the  consideration  of    the 

jurors  could  form  their  opinion  there-  plaintiff's  age,  which  might  have  much 

from,  and  further  that,  age  being  but  to  do  with  the  extent  of  the  injury,  and 

a  help  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion,  further  that  the  use  of  the  word  "  situ- 

the   fact  that  the   injured   party  was  ation  "  worked  no  harm.    Thomas  s^. 

personally  present  is  proper  to  be  con-  Wabash,   etc.,   R.   Co.,   20    Mo.  App. 

sidered  by  the  appellate  court  in  pass-  485. 
ing  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  Ihumtioii    of   Life.  —  An    instruction 

In  theAbMiieeof  Evidenoeof  the  prob-  authorizing  the  jury  to  consider  any 

able  duration   of    life   the   jurors  can  permanent  or  continuing  injury,  con> 

determine  the  matter  from  their  knowU  sideling  the  age  of  the  plaintiff  and  his 

edge  of  such  things  and  from  proof  as  **  expectancy  in  life,"  is  not  objection- 

to  the  health  of  the  party  and  other  able  because  referring  to  the  probable 

facts  before  them.     Gainesville,    etc.,  duration  of  life,  but  is  proper  because 

R.    Co.   V,    T^cy,  86  Tex.    344  {citing  referring    to  the  plaintiff's  reasonable 

Gulf,  etc.,  R.  xCo.  V.  Compton,  75  Tex.  prospects  in  view  of  his  present  con- 

672;    Missouri  Pac.   R.  Co.    v,  Lehm-  dition.     Rice  v,  Des  Moines,  40  Iowa 

berg,  75  Tex.  61].  638. 

Diseased  Condition  Hot  Beenltinj^  from       Ponible  Earning  Power.  —  In  Galves- 

Iijnry.  —  Where  there  was  no  evidence  ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  2  Tex.  Civ. 

which  would  justify  a  finding  that  a  App.  42,  an  instruction  that  the  jurors 

diseased  condition  resulted  from   the  might  consider  the  evidence  as  to  the 

injury,  it  was  proper  to  instruct  the  plaintiff's  age,  probable  expectancy  of 

jurors  that  the  disease  (Bright's)  was  a  life,  etc.,  in  estimating  his  loss  from 

dangerous  one,  the  proof  being  to  that  diminished  earnings  and  loss  of  earn- 

effect,  and  that  they  should  take  this  ing  power,  but  that  they  were  not  to 

into  consideration  in  determining  the  disregard    the    plaintiff's  capacity,   if 

plaintiff's  expectancy  of  life  and  the  any,  to  earn  money  since  the  injuries 

loss  of  his  earning  power.     Bunting  v.  and  in  the  future,  nor  to  consider  such 

Hogsett,  139  Pa.  St.  363.  facts  otherwise  than  as  circumstances 

flni&(denoy  of  Inttnietion.  —  In  an  ac-  to  be  weighed  with  all  the  evidence, 

tion  by  a  married  woman  the  petition  was  held  to  be  proper  as  limiting  the 

averred,  among  other  things,  that  by  effect  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  plain, 

reason  of  the  injury  she  was  rendered  tiff's  age  and  expectancy  of  life. 
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the  jury  to  take  into  consideration  such  impairment  of  ability  as 
may  be  caused  by  declining  years,  is  erroneous.^ 

e.  Condition  in  Li^e.  —  Instructions  relative  to  the  condi- 
tion or  situation  in  life  of  the  person  injured  may  be  proper;  but 
it  seems  that  they  should  not  be  given  where  they  can  in  no  way 
aid  the  jury  in  determining  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
awarded.* 

/.  Annuity  and  Mortality  Tables  —  instruotiont  «•  to  Proper 

IFm  ot  —  Where  annuity  or  mortality  tables  are  introduced  in  evi- 
dence to  enable  the  jury  to  determine  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion where  the  plaintiff  has  been  totally  and  permanently  disabled, 
the  jurors  should  be  instructed  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
tables  should  be  used  or  consulted.' 

21.  ObjeotioHB  and  Exceptions.  —  The  attention  of  the  court  must 
be  called  to  the  infirmity  of  the  charge  complained  of  by  suitable 
objection,  or  the  alleged  error  must  be  specifically  pointed  out 
and  opportunity  afforded  for  the  court  to  correct  its  statement  if 
it  deems  such  a  course  necessary;*  and  to  justify  a  review  of  the 

1.  Central  R.,  etc.,  Co.  z'.  Dottenheim.  Xodo  of  Vm. —  In   East  Tennessee, 

92  Ga.  425.  etc.,   R.  Co.  v,  McClare,  94  Ga.  658,  a 

%,  Thomas  v,  Wabash,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  new  trial  was  granted    for    error    in 

90  Mo.  App.  485;  Rtce  V.  Des  Moines,  charging  as  to  the  use  of  a  mortality 

40  Iowa  638.  table,  in  the  absence  of  any  instruction 

"Tho  Tormi  'Condition  in  Lifo'  and  as  to  plaintiff's  decreased  capacity  to 
^fttnation  in  Lifo' are  synonymous  and  earn  money  as  he  grew  older  or  as 
may  be  used  interchangeably."  Ross  how  to  find  the  present  cash  value  of 
V.  Kansas  City,  48  Mo.  App.  444  [citing  his  lessened  capacity  to  labor  except 
Blair  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  89  Mo.  by  reference  to  the  table. 
383;  Thomas  v.  Wabash,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  Though  annuity  tables  may  be  con- 
20  Mo.  App.  485].  But  see  Nutt  v.  sidered  with  other  evidence,  they  can- 
Southern  Pac.  Co.,  25  Oregon  291.  not  be  made  a  mathematical  basis  for 

Whon  Applioiblo.  —  In  Ross  v,  Kansas  estimates.     Crouse  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 

City,  48  Mo.   App.  440,  it  was  said  in  Co.,  (Wis.  1899)  7^  ^*  ^'  ^^P-  44^. 

substance  that  while  perhaps  in  cases  ■    ITnoertain    Instrnotion.  —  Where     the 

of  permanent  injuries  or  lifelong  in-  mortuary  table  and  annuity  table  are 

firmities  and   suffering  the  plaintiff's  both  before  the  jury,  any  instruction 

condition  or  situation  in  life  might  be  given   by  the  court  as  to  their  use  in 

a  proper  subject  for  the  jury  to  con-  ascertaining  present  value  should  not 

sider,   it  is  only    where  the  plaintiff  leave  it  uncertain  as  to  which  table  is 

seeks  to  recover  for  loss  of  time  or  serv-  to  be  consulted  for  that  purpose,  but 

ice   that  his  condition   in   life  can  be  the  jury  should  be  told  that  the  annuity 

considered.  table  alone  is  applicable.  And  the  court 

Proprioty of  Inttmetion.  —  There  is  no  should  also  put  the  jurors  on   their 

error  in  instructing  that  in  estimating  guard  against  overlooking  the  fact  that 

the  damages  the  jury  may  take  into  there  are  two  columns  in  the  table,  one 

consideration  with   other  matters  the  applicable  to  six  and  the  other  to  seven 

61aintiff*s  age  and   condition   in   life,  per  cent.     Atlanta,    etc.,    R.    Co.    t\ 

Lussell  V.  Columbia,  74  Mo.  480;  Smith  Smith,  94  Ga.  107. 

v»  Butler,  48  Mo.  App.  663.  4.  Troxel  v,    Vinton,    77    Iowa  90; 

8.  As  to  Importanoe of  Mortality  TablM.  Texas,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v,  Casey,  52  Tex. 

—  It  is  proper  to  instruct  that  mortality  112.     See  also  generally  article  Excep- 

tables  in  evidence  are  of  importance  to  tions  and  Objections,  vol.  8.  p.  253. 

enable  the  jury  to  arrive  at  a  deter-  Oonoral  Ezooption. —  In   Hulehan  v. 

mination  as  to  the  amount  of  damages.  Green   Bay,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  68  Wis.  520, 

Keyes  v.  Cedar  Falls,  (Iowa  1899)  78  the  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff 

N.  W.  Rep.  227.  had  at  the  time  the  care  of  two  doc- 
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alleged  erroneous  action  of  the  trial  court  in  this  respect,  the 
objection  must  not  only  be  appropriate,  but  it  must  also  be 
timely,  so  that  the  objectionable  charge  may  be  corrected  or 
amended.  ^ 

22.  Failure  to  Requeft  Instmetianib  —  Unimportant  and  incon- 
sequential errors  or  omissions  in  instructions  advising  the  jurors 
as  to  the  measure  of  damages  or  limit  of  recovery  and  the  rules 
by  which  they  should  be  governed  in  arriving  at  their  verdict  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  where  the 

tors,  one  immediately  after  his  injury,  prevented  from  pursuinf^  his  usual  oc> 
and  another  a  day  or  two  after  that,  cupation  for  a  specified  time,  and  no 
who  amputated   his   fingers,   and   the  evidence  of  the  value  of  his  earnings  is 
court  instructed  that  the  jury  might  given,  there  is  no  error  in  infocming^ 
award  what  the  plaintiff  had  reason-  the  jurors  that  they  may  take  into  con- 
ably  expended  for  the  purpose  of  being  sideration     his    loss    of    earnings    by 
cured  of  his  injuries.     It  was  objected  reason  of  the  injuries,  since  he  is  en* 
that  the  court  improperly  included  in  titled  to  recover  nominal  damages   at 
the  instructions,  as  an  element  of  dam-  least.     Seitz  v.  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
age,    "  what    he    [the    plaintiff]    had  i6  Daly  (N.  Y.)  264.     In  this  case  the 
reasonably  expended  for  the  purpose  of  court  said:  "  To  have  made  the  objec- 
being  cured  of  his  injuries."    The  ap-  tion  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery 
pellate  court  said:    "There  are  two  of  more  than  nominal  damages  for  loss 
reasons  why  the  defendant  ought  not  of  earnings  available  to  the  defendant, 
now  to  avail  himself  of  this  objection:  a  specific  request  that  the  jury  be  di- 
First,  because  the  rule,  as  stated,  was  rected  to  limtt  the  plaintiff's  recovery 
the  correct  rule,  and  if  not  applicable  for  the  loss  of  such  earnings  to  nominal 
to  the  facts  of  the  case  because  of  the  damages  only  was  necessary;  and  an 
absence  of  any  evidence  showing  the  exception   to  the   refusal  of  the  trial 
amount  of  his  expenses  in  being  cured,  justice  so  to  direct  would   have  pre> 
the  defendant  should  have  called  the  sented  the  defendant's  objection  to  this 
attention  of  the  court  to  that  fact;  and  court  for  review." 
a  second   and   perhaps   better  reason        In   Harding  v.  New  York,  etc.  R. 
why  the    defendant   should    not  now  Co.,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.)  72,  the  plaintiff's 
avail  himself  of  the  objection  is  that  testimony  tended  to  show  that  he  re- 
the  exception  was  not  to  the  particular  ceived  injuries,  and  there  was  a  gen- 
fact  which  is  now  alleged  to  be  error,  eral  exception  to  a  charge  which  was 
but  to  the  statement  as  a  whole."  silent  as  to  whether  the  injury  to  the 

Exo0ption  for  IndeflnitenoM  and  Vaoer-  feelings  which  the  jury  were  instructed 

tainty. —  In   Hamilton  v.  Great   Falls  they  might  take  into  account  was  such 

St.   R.  Co.,   17  Mont.  334,  an  instruc-  as  resulted  from  the  bodily  injuries  to 

tion,    after    substantially  stating    the  the  plaintiff  or  from  other  causes.    It 

contention  of  the  plaintiff,  continued:  was  held  that  the  general    exception 

*'  The  defendant  claims  as  to  the  in-  was  not  available,  and  that  the  failure 

juries  that  the  womb  displacement  and  to  request  the  court  to  limit  the  appli- 

trouble  previously  existed  and  that  for  cation  of  the  charge  so  as  to  inform  the 

none  of  these  internal  injuries  or  aggra-  jury  that  wounded  feelings  could  not 

vations  thereof  are  they  responsible."  be  taken  into  consideration  unless  they 

This  was  objected  to  as   incomplete,  were   produced   by   the  bodily  injury 

and  it  was  held  that  by  merely  except-  rendered  the  exception  useless, 
ing  for  indefiniteness  or  incompleteness        1.  Otjaetioiis  Most    Be  flpoeifie.  —  An 

the  defendant  could  not  make  the  ex-  objection  to  a   charge   which,   among 

ception  the  foundation  of  assignment  other  things,  authorizes  a  recovery  for 

of  error  where  the  court  was  not  asked  permanency  must  be  specific.     Weisen- 

to  state  any  further  detail  of  the  claims  berg  v.  Appleton,  26  Wis.  56. 
of  the  defendant.  Aa  Ezoeptioii  Made  for  the  First  Time 

ObjeetioA      to     Beftual     to    Inetmet  on  Appeal  is   unavailing.      Weiler  v. 

Spedally.  —  Where  it  is  proven  that  by  Manhatun    R.   Co.,   53   Hun   (N.  Y.) 

reason  of  the  injuries  the  plaintiff  was  372. 
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charge  given  is  substantially  correct,  no  prejudice  resulted,  and 
no  special  instructions  were  requested.* 

23.  Cure  of  Brroneoiu  Instructions — a.  By  Other  Instruc- 
tions. —  Inadvertencies,  errors,  and  omissions  in  instructions  will 
not  necessarily  vitiate  the  verdict,  where  by  the  giving  of  other  or 
further  instructions,  statements  possibly  objectionable  are  quali- 

1.  Keyes  v.  Cedar  Falls,  (Iowa  1899)  preceded   by  an   instructioa   to  allow 

78  N.  W.  Rep.  227;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  such    damages    as    '*  seem     *     *  ,  * 

Co.   V.   Kennedy,   2    Kan.   App.   693;  right  and  proper,*' and  no  further  in- 

Seitz  V,   Dry   Dock,   etc.,   R.   uo.,    16  struction    is    requested.        Knittel    v, 

Daly  (N.   Y.)  264;    Hardinsr  v.   New  Schmidt,   16  Tex.    Civ.  App.  7.    And 

York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.)  72;  see  Keyes  v.  Cedar  Falls,  (,Iowa  1899) 

Taylor  v.  Springfield,  61  Mo.  App.  263;  78  N.  W.  Rep.  227. 

Hamilton  v.  Great  Falls  St.  R.  Co.,  17  Limiting Effeot  of  Testimony.  —  Where 

Mont.  334;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v»  Vinson,  the  defendant  is  apprehensive  that  ad- 

(Tex.  Civ.  App.   1893)  24  S.   W.  Rep.  missible  evidence  as  to  the  injuries  to 

956;   Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Casey,  52  a  female  plaintiff  may  be  improperly 

Tex.   112;  McCoy  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.,  considered  by  the  jury  as  laying  the 

R.  Co.,  88  Wis.  56:  Weisenberg  v,  Ap-  foundation     for    the    assessment    of 

pleton,  26  Wis.  56;  Stewart  v,  Ripon,  special   damages  growing  out  of  the 

38  Wis.  584;    Hulehan  v.  Green  Bay,  plaintiff's   deprivation   of  the   advan- 

etc.   R.  Co.,  68  Wis.   520;  Nichols  v.  tages  of  the  married  state,  he  should 

Brabazon.  94  Wis.  549.  ask  an  instruction  placing  proper  limits 

Zlomonti  of  Damage.  —  An  instruction  upon  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  testi- 

that  if  the  jury  finds  for  the  plaintiff  it  mony.      Lake  Shore,  etc.,   R.   Co.   v. 

may  award  such  sums  as  in  its  judg-  Ward,  X35  III.  5x1. 

ment,   under  the  evidence,  she  is  en-  Xifoanlago.  —  Where    the     plaintiff 

titled  to,  is  proper  in  the  absence  of  any  claimed  that  she  suffered  a  miscarriage 

request  for  a  special  instruction  as  to  as  the   result   of  an   injury,  and   the 

the  elements  of  damage.      St.   Louis  jurors  were  instructed  that  a  recovery 

Southwestern    R.    Co.   t/.    Freedman,  might  be  had  for  all  suffering  caused 

(Tex.  Civ.  App.   1898)  46  S.  W.  Rep.  by  the  casualty,  and  that  they  might 

101.  consider  that  at  that  time  she  was  en- 

lletaronoo  to  Jnrors'  QympafhlM.  —  In  ceinte,  and  also,  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
Young  r.  Cowden,  98  Tenn.  577,  an  fendant,  they  were  charged  that  the  fact 
instruction  was  as  follows:  *' In  cases  of  the  miscarriage  did  not  give  a  right  of 
where  persons  are  injured  we  naturally  recovery,  but  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  oar  sympathies  aroused  in  behalf  show  that  it  was  caused  by  the  defend- 
of  their  sufferings  and  crippled  con-  ant,  and  further  that  the  fact  of  the 
dition,  and  that,  too,  very  properly,  miscarriage  might  be  considered  if  it 
While  this  is  commendable,  we  must  was  caused  by  the  injury,  there  was 
never  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  we  are  held  to  be  no  ground  of  complaint  in 
engaged  in  this  trial  for  the  sole  pur-  the  absence  of  any  request  for  further 
pose  of  determining  (*)  How  did  this  or  more  specific  instructions.  Tunni- 
accident  occur?  *  *  *  (3)  What  is  cliffe  f.  Bay  Cities  Consol.  R.  Co.,  107 
the  extent  of  the  injury?"     It  was  held  Mich.  261. 

that  this  instruction  was  subject  to  criti-  Self-aggraTation.  —  Where  an  instruc- 
cism  for  meagreness  in  failing  to  in-  tion  only  calls  the  attention  of  the  jury 
struct  the  jurors  not  to  allow  their  to  the  question  of  enhanced  damage  to 
sympathies  to  enter  into  consideration  a  leg  resulting  from  a  fall  subsequent 
of  the  case,  but  that  it  would  not  re-  to  the  original  injury,  and  not  to  such 
quire  a  reversal  in  the  absence  of  any  damage  on  account  of  excessive  walk- 
further  request  to  charge  on  that  point,  ing  or  other  misuse  of  the  leg  after  the 

Low  of  Time  —  DiminUhed  Ckipaoity  for  injury,  and  no  question  is  made  as  to 
Labor.  —  An  instruction  that  in  estimat-  instructions  given  or  refused,  the  ap- 
ing damages  the  jury  may  consider  pellate  court,  in  considering  the  negli- 
"  loss  of  time  **  and  "  diminished  gence  of  the  injured  party  in  the  use 
capacity  for  labor  *'  is  not  objectionable  of  the  injured  limb,  is  limited  in  its  in- 
as  allowing  a  double  recovery  for  the  quiry  to  the  testimony  relative  to  injury 
same  injury,  where  it  is  immediately  by   the   fall.     If   the  plaintiff  desired 
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iied  or  explained,  the  issues  are  fairly  presented  to  the  jury,  and 
it  is  apparent  from  a  consideration  of  the  instructions  as  a  whole 
that  the  jurors  were  not  misled  and  that  no  harm  resulted  from 
the  charge  complained  of.* 

more,  an  instruction  should  have  been  to  charge  directly  that  the  burden  ot 
:asked  by  him.  Troxel  v.  Vinton,  77  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  by- 
Iowa  90.  a  fair  preponderance  of  evidence  the 

Hegativing  Bight  of  Baeovtry  to  Self-  nature  and  extent  of  the  injuries,    if 

aggravatioii.  —  A  charge  correct  so  far  any,  which  she  received,  and  that  until 

as  it  goes  is  not  erroneous  for  failing  she  did  so  she  was  not  entitled  to  re* 

.to  give  some  specific  instruction  which  cover,  is  harmless  where  the  plaintiff 

would  also  have  been  correct,  but  was  was   required  to  prove   her  damages 

not  asked  for.     Thus,  where  the  jury  and  assumed  to  prove  them,  the  jury 

was  charged  that    the  plaintiff  could  was  charged   that  she  could   recover 

recover  the  damages  caused  by   the  only    for    such  damages  as  she    did 

injury,  the  defendant,  not  having  re-  prove,  and  the  fact  of  the  injury  was 

quested  an  instruction  negativing  more  indisputable  and  undisputed.     Hamil- 

expressly   any   right    of  recovery   for  ton  v.  Great  Falls  St.  R.  Co.,  17  Mont, 

damages  caused  by  the  plaintiff's  sub-  334. 

sequent  imprudence,  cannot  complain        Aroneoni  8tatam«Bt  Immadiatalj  Oar- 

of  its  omission.     Weisenberg  v,  Apple-  reetad.  —  In  Pollock  v.  Brooklyn,  etc., 

<on,  26  Wis.  56.  R.  Co..   (Supreme  Ct.)  39   N.   Y.   St. 

SifferMitiatixig    PnnitiTe    and   Aetaal  Rep.  568,  affirmed  without  opinion  133 

Damages.  —  Although    an     instruction  N.   Y.  624,  the  charge  was  excepted  to 

does  not  correctly  and  with  suflScient  because  of  a  misstatement  of  the  trial 

distinctness    state   the  difference    be-  judge  with  reference  to  the  fact  that 

tween  punitive  and  actual  damages,  so  the  alleged  result  of  the  injury  might 

that  the  jurors  could  know  for  which  have  been   produced    by  some  other 

they  might   find,  nor  lay  down  with  agency,  but  there  was  held  to  be  no 

sufficient  distinctness  the  rule  or  meas-  prejudicial    error,    the    judge  having 

ure  of  damages  by  which  they  should  thereafter  corrected   the  statement  by 

have  been  governed,  and  therefore  is  explaining  what  he  really  meant, 
objectionable  for  that  reason,  the  judg-        Beftised  Inftmetion  Embodisd  in  Aa- 

ment  should  not  be  reversed  where  the  othsr.  —  The    refusal   to  instruct  that 

attention  of  the  court  was  not  called  to  there    could    be    no    recovery    if   the 

the  alleged  error,  either  by  exception  injury  was  the  result  of  an  accident  and 

•or  by  asking  a  proper  charge.     Texas,  not  the  result  of  negligence  is  imma- 

etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Casey,  52  Tex.  112.  terial  where  the  doctrine  in  question 

BeAual  of  Tims  to  Propare  Written  In-  was  substantially  embodied   in  other 

Jtmotions.  —  Where  the  only  doubtful  instructions,  and   no  injury  was  sof- 

question  is  as  to  the  amount  the  plain-  fered  because  of  the  refusal.     Joliet  v. 

tiff  ought  to  recover,  and  there  are  no  Johnson,  (111.  1898)  52  N.  E.  Rep.  498. 
intricate  and  difficult  questions  of  law        AMoming  Fact  of  Ix^nxy.  —  A  possible 

involved,   and   the  defendant,   at  the  defect  in  an  instruction  in  stating  that 

close  of  the  testimony,  presents  four  the    plaintiff's    action    was    for   "  an 

instructions  in   writing,  and  requests  injury   sustained,"  thereby  assuming 

time  to  prepare  further  instructions  in  that  an  injury  was  sustained  in  fact,  is 

writing,  and  the  amount  of  the  verdict  cured  by  leaving  the  fact  of  the  injury 

is  not  grossly  excessive,  the  judgment  to  the  jury  to  be  determined  by  the  evi- 

will  not  be  reversed  because  of  the  re-  dence  and   by   instructing  the  jurors 

fusal   of   the    court  to    grant    further  that  if  they  believe  that  the  plaintiff 

time.       Atchison,     etc.,     R.     Co.     v,  was  injured  as  alleged,  etc.    joliet  v. 

Frazier,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  72,  27  Johnson,  (III.  i8g8)  52  N.  E.  Rep.  498. 
Kan.  463.  Impairment  of  Health.  —  In  Lake  Erie, 

1.  Owens  V,   Peoples  Pass.  R.  Co.,  etc.,   R.   Co.   v.  Wills,  140  III.  614,  the 

155  Pa.  St.  334;  Omaha  St.  R.  Co.  v.  jurors    were    instructed    that  if  they 

Emminger,  (Neb.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  found  for  the  plaintiff  they  might  take 

675;  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Rowland,  3  into  consideration  not  only  the  bodily 

Tex.  Civ.  A  pp.  X58.  disability  occasioned  by  the  accident. 

Burden  of  Proof.  —  Error  in  refusing  if    any   was    proved,    "but   also    an 

46-1  Volume  XVI. 


Initnietiong.                   PERSONAL  INJURIES.        BrwawMw,  Cure  ot 

b.  By  Verdict.  —  And  where  a  verdict  is  rendered  which  is 
warranted  by  the  proof,  or  is  not  so  excessive  or  outrageous  as  to 
indicate  that  the  jurors  were  influenced  in  their  determination  by 

impairment  of  the  plaintifif's  general  earning  of  money."  It  was  held  that 
health,  which  is  shown  by  the  evidence  **  the  elements  of  damage  proper  to  be 
and  which  the  jury  believe,  from  the  considered  in  assessing  the  amount 
evidence,  will  affect  or  impair  his  thereof  were  *  ♦  ♦  sufficiently  speci- 
futare  ability  to  attend  to  his  ordinary  fied  in  the  concluding  clause  to  indi- 
business,  the  same  as  if  the  injury  cate  that  the  jury  should  award  only 
complained  of  had  not  occurred.  such  a  sum  as  should  compensate." 
They  were  also  instructed  that  in  esti-  One  Portion  of  Charge  Qualified  by  An* 
mating  his  damages,  present  and  pro-  othor. —  In  Owens  v.  Peoples  Pass.  R. 
spective,  they  should  give  only  such  Co.,  155  Pa.  St.  334.  the  court  said  in 
damages  as  were  shown  by  the  evi-  one  part  of  the  charge:  "  Give  this 
dence,  and  in  many  of  the  defendant's  man.  if  he  is  entitled  to  compensation, 
instructions  the  jurors  were  told  that  all  that  you  believe  will  compensate 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  must  him  for  the  injury,  if  he  is  entitled  to 
be  shown  by  a  preponderance  of  the  recover;"  and  in  another  part:  "  If 
evidence.  It  was  held  that  the  in-  you  find  for  the  plaintiff  he  is  entitled 
structions  taken  as  a  whole  were  not  to  recover  such  an  amount  as  will  corn- 
misleading  because  of  the  statement  pensate  him  for  his  pain  and  suffering, 
relative  to  the  impairment  of  the  plain-  for  any  amount  of  money  that  he  has 
tiff's  general  health.  expended  by  reason  of  the  injury,  for 

XoMiiro  of  Samagoi.  —  It  is  not  cause  any  loss  of  wages  that  he  has  been  de- 
for  a  new  trial  that  the  court  gave  in  a  prived  of  or  been  unable  to  earn  up  to 
charge  so  much  of  a  statute  (Code  Ga.,  the  present  time  by  reason  of  the  acci- 
§  3067)  as  informs  the  jury  that  *'  in  dent,  and,  if  you  believe  it  is  a  perma- 
some  torts  the  entire  injury  is  to  the  nent  injury,  for  loss  of  earning  power 
peace,  happiness,  or  feelings  of  the  for  the  balance  of  the  time  that  the 
plaintiff;  in  such  cases  no  measure  of  injury  will  prevent  his  working." 
damages  can  be  prescribed,  except  the  There  was  held  to  be  no  error  in  the 
enlightened  conscience  of  impartial  portion  of  the  charge  first  quoted,  for 
jurors,"  it  appearing  that  \n  other  por-  the  reason  of  the  qualification  and  ex- 
tions  of  the  charge  the  judge  properly  planatioh  by  the  other  portion, 
instructed  the  jurors  in  what  particu-  Oitro  by  Instmetioiis  for  iLdTono  Party, 
lars  they  should  find  only  the  actual  —  Although  an  instruction  as  to  a  re- 
damages  sustained,  and  that  he  con-  covery  for  diminished  ability  to  work 
fined  the  application  of  the  rule  em-  is  in  some  portions  not  as  perspicuous 
braced  in  the  language  quoted  to  the  as  it  should  be,  yet  if  it  is  made  per- 
damages  resulting  from  pain  and  fectly  clear  by  charges  given  at  the  de- 
suffering  and  the  like.  Georgia  R.,  fendant's  request  there  is  no  ground 
etc.,  Co.  V,  Keating,  99  Ga.  308.  of    complaint.     Campbell    v.    Fisher, 

i^eeifloatioa  of  XliiiMnts  of  Damagos.  —  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   1893)  24  S.  W.  Rep. 

In  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Rowland,  3  661. 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  158,  the  jury  was  in-  Xnltiplyiiig  Annual  Samingt  by  Frob- 
structed:  "If  yon  find  for  plaintiff  able  Divation  of  Lllo.  —  An  erroneous 
you  will  simply  so  say  in  your  verdict  instruction  that  the  jurors  may  esti- 
ihe  amount  you  may  find  from  the  evi-  mate  the  damages  by  multiplying  the 
dence  that  is  due  to  him,  if  any,  by  plaintiff's  earnings  for  a  year,  when 
reason  of  the  damages  sustained;  and  ascertained,  by  the  number  of  years  he 
as  to  the  amount  of  damages  and  ex-  would  probably  live,  is  not  cured  by  a 
tent  of  plaintiff's  injuries  you  are  the  subsequent  instruction  that  they  may 
exclusive  judges.  *  *  *  In  case  you  allow  such  compensation  for  the  pecu- 
should  find  for  plaintiff,  you  may  take  niary  loss  sustained  or  which  the 
into  consideration,  in  esdmating  the  plaintiff  will  sustain  because  of  his 
damages,  bodily  and  mental  pain  and  disability,  but  that  they  should  not  as- 
suffering,  according  to  its  degree,  and  sume  total  incapacity  because  of  ina- 
probable  character  of  the  injury,  its  bility  to  work  at  his  usu4l  calling,  but 
effect  upon  the  health,  the  mental  and  should  consider  his  power  to  earn 
physical  power  and  capacity  for  labor,  money  otherwise.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R. 
the   pursuit   and  occupation,  and   the  Co.  v.  Farr,  $6  Fed.  Rep.  994. 
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the  error  or  the  like  for  which  the  judgment  is  attacked,  there  is 
no  right  to  a  new  trial  or  other  disturbance  of  the  judgment.* 

IX.  iKJinuEs  TO  MmoBS  — 1.  Action  by  Parent  —  a.  Gener- 
ally.—  For  an  injury  sustained  by  an  unemancipated  minor 
there  are  two  rights  of  action,  one  on  behalf  of  the  father  of  the 
minor,  and  probably  in  most  of  the  states  on  behalf  of  the 
mother  if  the  father  is  dead,  for  the  loss  of  services  or  earnings 
during  the  minority  of  the  infant,  and  for  expenditures  rendered 
necessary  by  the  injury.     At  common  law,  however,  the  mother 


1.  Central  R.  Co.  v.  De  Bray,  71  Ga. 
403;  Carroll  v,  Centralia  Water  Co.,  5 
Wash.  613. 

Yflidlot  Warranted.  —  An  instruction 
authorizing  the  jury  to  allow  such 
damages  as  will  '*  fairly  compensate  " 
the  plaintiff  is  not  objectionable  be- 
cause it  fails  to  limit  the  expenses  for 
which  a  recovery  may  be  had  to  such 


where  the  verdict  is  not  excessive. 
Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Wills,  2  Tex. 
App.  Civ.  Cas.,  S  795, 

Inttmotioii  DUref^azdsd.  —  An  instruc- 
tion from  which  the  jury  might  be  war* 
ranted  in  finding  punitive  damages  is 
no  ground  for  complaint  where  it  ap 
pears  from  the  verdict  that  no  such 
damages    were    found.     Cleveland   v. 


as  were  reasonable  or  necessary;  but  if  Stilwell,  75  Iowa  466. 

improper  for  that  reason  there  will  be  yflrdlet  Lots  than  Claim —  One-fourths 

no  prejudicial  error  if  it  appears  that  — The  giving  of  an  instruction  objec- 

the  verdict  was  warranted  by  the  proof  tionable   because  tending  to  lead  the 

as  to  the  amount  and  no  pretense  was  jurors  to  believe  that  they  can  find  the 

made  that  the  sum  was  unreasonable  full  amount  is  harmless  error  where 

or    unnecessary.     Flanagan    v,   Balti-  the  verdict  is  less  than  one-fourth  of  the 

more,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  83  Iowa  639.  amount  claimed.     Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

▼srdiet  ClMurly  Bight.  —  An  instruc-  v.  Killebrew,  (Tex.  1892)  20  S.  W.  Rep. 

tion  that  the  jurors  may  consider  **  all  182. 

damages,   present  and  future,    which  One-half,  —  Where  the  jurors  have 

they  believe  from  the  evidence  are  and  been  erroneously  instructed  that  they 

will  be  the  direct  result  of  the  injuries  may  allow  for  lost  time,  as  to  which 


complained  of,*'  is  subject  to  criticism, 
but  will  not  require  reversal  where  the 
verdict  is  clearly  right.  Sherwood  v. 
Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.,  132  Mo.  339. 


there  was  no  proof  of  the  value,  it  is 
no  answer  to  the  point  that  they  may 
have  included  the  lost  time  in  their 
verdict,  that  the   verdict  was  for  pre- 


Samagsi  Jnstiflod.  —  In  Best  Brewing  cisely  one-half  the    amount  claimed* 

Co.  jy.  Dunlevy,  157  III.  141,  affirming  Texas,     etc.,     R.     Co.     v.     Bigham, 

57  III.  App.  96,  the  declaration  alleged  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  30  S.  W.   Rep. 

a  severe  injury  continuing  in  its  effects  254. 

up  to  the  time  of  filing  of  that  plead-  Oorrsotion  by  ftriUng  Oat  Award  fnr 
ing,  and  the  allegation  was  supported  Pnnitivo  Damagss.  —  Error  in  instruct- 
by  proof.  It  was  held  that  even  if  an  ing  the  jury  that  it  may  award  punitive 
instruction  was  obnoxious  because  au-  damages  is  cured  where  the  compensa- 
thorizing  the  jury  to  allow  damages  tory  and  the  punitive  damages  are 
for  **  prospective  suffering  and  loss  of  stated  in  separate  amounts  by  the  ver- 
health,"  the  jury  could  not  have  been  diet,  and  the  verdict  is  set  aside  as  to 
misled,  where  the  damages  awarded  the  punitive  damages  on  motion  for  a 
were  justified  by  evidence  of  the  plain-  new  trial.     Stone  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R. 


tiff's  injuries  up  to  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  without 
reference  to  any  prospective  suffering 
or  loss  of  health. 

▼erdiot  Hot  Ezoesrivs.  —■  The  practice 
of  instructing  juries  that  they  may 
award  damages  in  any  amount  not  ex- 
ceeding that  claimed  in  the  petition  is 
reprehensible,  but  such  a  charge  will 
not  be   regarded   as  reversible    error 


Co.,  88  Wis.  q8. 

PrMumption  of  Pr^ndioo.  —  The  fact 
that  a  verdict  is  reasonable  will  not 
authorize  an  inference  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  prejudiced  by  a  charge 
which  authorized  the  jury  to  allow  for 
an  element  of  damage  as  to  which 
there  was  no  proof.  International, 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Cook,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
1895)  33  S.  W.  Rep.  888. 
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was  not  responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  the  minor,  and,  havin^^ 
no  right  to  his  services  and  earnings,  had  no  such  right  of  action.^ 
b.  Pleading  and  Proof.  —  In  an  action  of  this  character  the 
general  rule  is  that  a  parent  cannot  recover  for  the  loss  of  the 
service  of  his  minor  child  without  alleging  that  the  child  was  his 
servant.'     And  in  addition  there  must  be  evidence  as  to  the 

1.  Alabama,  —  South,  etc.,  Alabama  services  and  is  a  stranger  to  a  contract 

R.  Co.  V,  Donovan,  84  Ala.  141, 36  Am.  &  of  carriage  made  with  him  in  the  per- 

£ng.  R.  Cas.  151;  Pratt  Coal,  etc.,  Co.  formance  of   which  he   was    injured. 

tf,  Brawley,  83  Ala.  371,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  •  Fairmount,  etc..  Pass.  R.  Co.  z\  Stut- 

751:  Georgia  Pac.  R.  Co.  ».  Propst,  83  ler,  54  Pa.  St.  375. 

Ala.  518.  in  PoimsylTaaia  both  parents  should 

Arkansas,  —  Sibley    v.    Ratlifife,     50  be   joined.     Pennsylvania    R.    Co.    v. 

Ark.  477,  37  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  295.  Bock,  93  Pa.  St.  427,  6  Am.  &  Eog.  R. 

California,  —  Durkee  v.  Central  Pac.  Cas.  20. 

R.  Co.,  56  Cal.  388,  38  Am.  Rep.  59.  The  Costodiaii  of  a  child  whom  he  has 

Georgia,  —  Central   R.   Co.    v,   Brin-  not  adopted  cannot  sue.     Ft.  Worth  St. 

son,  64  Ga.  475,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  R.  Co.  v,  Witten,  74  Tex.  202. 

343.  Whare  an  Adopted  Minor  Child  died 

Massachusetts, — Wilton  zr.  Middlesex  from   the  eftects  of   injuries  received 

R.  Co.,  125  Mass.  130.  there  was  held  to  be  a  right  of  recovery 

Missouri,  —  Schmitz    v,    St.     Louis,  by  the  plaintiff  standing  tw/^^^/ar^ii/iV, 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  46  Mo.  App.  380;  Buck  v,  for  expenditures  in  consequence  of  the 

People's  St.  R.,  etc.,  Co.,  46  Mo.  App.  injuries  and  for  loss  of  service  to  the 

555.  time  of  death.     Whitaker  v,  Warren, 

New   York, — Cuming   r,    Brooklyn  60  N.  H.  20. 

City  R.  Co.,  109  N.  Y.  95,  reversing  38  Joindor  of  CauMi  of  Action.  —  A  count 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  362.  for  injuries  to  the  plaintiff  cannot  be 

Pennsylvania,  —  Oakland   R.   Co.   v,  joined  with  a  count  for  the  killing  of 

Fielding,  48  Pa.  St.  320.  his  minor  child  by  the  same  casualty. 

Texas,  —  Evansich  v.  Gulf,  etc.,   R.  Cincinnati,  etc.,  K.  Co.  z.  Chester,  57 

Co.,  57  Tex.  123;    Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  Ind.  297;    Specht  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 

V,   Howard,  2  Tex.   Unrep.  Cas.  429;  Co.,  24  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  317. 

Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Morin,  66  Tex.  8.  Dunn  v,  Cass  Ave.,  etc.,  R.  Co.^ 

325.  21  Mo.  App.  188. 

Action  hy  MotlMr.  —  A  mother,  on  the  Flooding  Froopootivo  Loss  of  Sorvioos.  — 

death  of  her  husband,  succeeds  to  the  The  parent  cannot  recover  for  prospec- 

obligations  of  the  latter  towards  their  tive  loss  of  the  minor's  services  during 

minor  child,  and  if  the  child  receives  his  minority  without  a  special  allega- 

personal  injury,  and  the  mother  actu-  tion  respecting  them.     Gilligan  v.  New 

ally  supports  him  thereafter  during  his  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,   i   E.  D.  Smith  (N. 

minority,   she    is    entitled   to  all    the  Y.)  453;    Cincinnati   Omnibus  Co.   r. 

wages   which    the    child    could    have  Kuhneli,  11  Cine.  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  189,  9 

earned  during  its    minority,   without  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  197. 

any  deduction  for  or  on  account  of  the  Failnro  to  Allege  SelaUon  of  Xattor  and 

support  of  the  child.     Mauerman  v.  St.  Servant.  —  It  is  not  fatal  to  a  petition 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  41  Mo.  App.  348.  that  it  fails  to  allege  specifically  that 

And  see  Schmitz  v,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  the  minor  is  the  servant  of  the  father, 

Co.,  46  Mo.  App.  380.  where   the   relation,  the  infancy,  and 

Id,  Arkansao  the  mother  may  sue  if  the  right  to  the  services  of  the  minor 

the  father  be  dead.     Sibley  v,  Ratliffe,  are  shown.     Buck  v.  People's  St.  R., 

50  Ark.  477,   37  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas,  etc..  Co.,  46  Mo.  App.  555. 

295.  Aotion  iy   Xothor  Alliying   Fathor'o 

Tho  Xother'i  Sight  Ooaooo  on  Hor  Ee-  Death.  —  A  petition  by  the  mother  need 

naniago  and  the  support  of  the  child  not  specifically   state   the  fact  of   the 

by   its   stepfather.     Whitehead   v,   St.  father's  death,  where  that  fact  fairly 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  22  Mo.  App.  60.  appears  from  the  petition  as  a  whole. 

Xothor  Who  Is  Stranger  to  Contraet  —  Goins  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  47  Mo. 

The   mother  has  no  right    of    action  App.  173. 

where  she  has  no  right  to  her  child's  Amendment  —  IaJozIoo  to  Adopted 
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probable  value  of  the  services  of  the  minor  from  the  time  of  the 
injury  to  the  time  when  he  will  attain  his  majority.* 

2.  Action  by  Minor.  —  The  other  right  of  recovery  exists  in 
behalf  of  the  minor  himself,  but  his  right  of  recovery  is  restricted 
to  compensation  for  the  injuries  sustained  and  consequent  pain 
and  suffering,  and  for  impaired  capacity  to  pursue  the  ordinary- 
vocations  of  life  after  the  attainment  of  his  majority.  For  these 
elements  of  damage  the  action  must  be  brought  on  behalf  of  the 
minor  by  his  guardian  or  next  friend,  who  may  be  his  parent  or 
an  indifferent  person.  The  complaint  or  like  pleading  must  con- 
tain appropriate  averments  and  must  be  supported  by  proof.* 

Child. —  In  Whitaker  r.  Warren,  60  N.  them.     Whether  the  plaintiff's  daug^h- 

H.  20,  which   was  an  action  of  debt  ter,  in  view  of  her  age,  could  render 

under    a    statute,   to    recover    double  him  any  services  having  a  pecuniary 

damages  for  injuries  to  the  plaintiff's  value  was  a  question  of  Kict.     It  could 

adopted   minor  child,  a  second  count  not  have  been  ruled  as  a  question  of 

declared  upon  the  same  injuries  to  the  law  that  a  child  of  her  years  was  inca- 

plaintiff's  servant,  and  there  was  held  pable    of    doing    so.      The    evidence 

to  be  no  error  in  allowing  an  amend-  showed  the  child's  disability  had  la:ited 

ment  to  Che  declaration  by  adding  a  for  more  than  a  year,  and  still  contin- 

count  in  case  for  the  same  injuries  to  ued,  thus  raising  the  presumption  that 

the  child.  it  would  continue  in  the  future  for  a 

Deatii  of  Kinor  Pending  Aotion.  —  A  longer  or  shorter  period.     Having  these 

declaration  for  an  injury  to  the  plain-  facts  and  the  age  and  the  sex  of  the 

tiff's  minor  child  which  alleges  the  in-  child   before   them,  the  jury   were  as 

juries  to  be  permanent,  and  involving  well  qualified  as  any  expert  could  be  to 

a  total  loss  of  services,  may  be  amended  form  a  correct  opinion  as  to  the  dura- 

by  claiming  loss  of  his  services  occa-  tion  of  her  incapacity,  and  the  value  of 

sioned  by  the  death  of  the  minor  by  her    services    to  her  father.    A  case 

reason  of  the  injury  since  the  inception  could  hardly  be  imagined  in  which  it 

of  the  action.     Bradford  v.  Downs,  126  would  be  more  impracticable  to  furnish 

Pa.  St.  622.  direct  evidence  of  any  specific  loss  by 

1.  Manerman  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,   R.  deprivation  of  services.     Any  evidence 

Co.,  41  Mo.  App.  348;    Dunn  v.  Cass  respecting  the  prospective  loss  would 

Ave.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  21  Mo.  App.  188.  necessarily  have  been  speculative  and 

Partial  Low.  —  If  a  child  injured  is  hypothetical,  and  could  not  have  been 

still  capable  of  performing  some  kind  of  real  assistance  to  the  jury."     See 

of  work,  then  the  father,  in  suing  for  also  Lang  v.  New  York,  etc.,   R.  Co., 

the  loss  of  the  services  of  the  child,  51   Hun  (N.  Y.)  603,  affirmed  123  N.  Y. 

must  establish  by  evidence  the  prob-  656. 

able  earning  capacity  of  the  child  in  its  2.  Van  Pelt  v.  Chattanooga,  etc..  R. 

injured  condition  in  order  to  make  out  Co..  89  Ga.  706;  Western,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

the  case.     Schmitz  v.  St.   Louis,  etc.,  v.  Young,  81  Ga.  397,  37  Am.  &  Eng. 

R.  Co..  46  Mo.  App.  381.  R.  Cas.  489;    Davis  v.  Central  R.  Co., 

Abooluto  Proof  of  Lom  of  Future  8«rv-  60  Ga.  329;    Chicago,  etc..   R.  Co.  v, 

ioei  of  a  minor  is  not  required,  but  only  Lammert,  12  111.  App.  408;    Cargle  v. 

reasonable  certainty  of  the  loss  and  the  Nashville,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  7  Lea  (Tenn.) 

amount  of  damages  thereby  sustained.  717;  Evansich  v.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  57 

San   Antonio  St.    R.   Co.   r.   Muth,  7  Tex.  126;   Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Styron, 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  443.  2  Tex.  Unrep.  Cas.  275.    And  see  cases 

Age,  8ez,  and    Faot   of   Ii^nry.  —  In  cited  in  the  first  note  to  this  section. 

Netherland- American  Steam  Nav.  Co.  See  also  article  Next  Friend,  vol.  14, 

V.  Hollander,  59  Fed.  Rep.  417,  it  was  p.  996. 

said:     *' It  was  within  the  province  of  Penon  Standing  in  Looo   Parantit. — 

the  jury   to  form   an  estimate  of  the  Where  an  orphan  child  sues  for  per- 

damages  which  would  compensate  the  sonal  injuries  his  right  to  recover  for 

plaintiff  for  his  present  and  prospective  reduced  capacity  to  earn  money  during 

loss  upon  the  facts  which  were  before  his  minority  will  not  be  defeated  by 
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In  such  an  action  tho  mincM*  is  regarded  as  the  real  plaintiff,  and 
the  authority  of  the  next  friend  or  guardian  terminates,  as  a  rule, 
with  the  conclusion  of  the  action.* 

3.  Initmctions.  —  The  instructions  must  be  warranted  by  the 

the   fact  that  a   person  who  has  not  juries.     Missoari,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Tona- 

adopted  the  child  is  at  the  time  acting  hill,  i6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  625. 

in  the  relation  of  a  parent.     Ft.  Worth  Appeal  —  Presnmption  at  to  Ught  of 

St.  R.  Co.  V,  Witten,  74  Tex.  202.  Boooyory.  —  In  Evansville.  etc.,  R.  Co. 

Seenrity.  —  A  father,  when  suing  on  z/.  Maddux,  134  Ind.  571,  the  complaint 

behalf  of  his  minor  child,  must  give  a  alleged  the  minority  of  the  plaintifif, 

bond  and  security   for   costs.     Cargle  and  that  he  appeared  by  next  friend, 

v.    Nashville,    etc..     R.     Co.,    7    Lea  and  there  was  a  finding  that  the  plain- 

(Tenn.)  7x7;   Spillane  v.  Missouri  Pac.  tifif  was  eighteen  years  of  age,  and  had 

R.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  555.  no   means  of  support    but    his  daily 

In  Forma  Pauperis.  —  Unless  statutory  labor.    An  objection  was   made  to  a 

authority   therefor    exists,    an    infant  special  verdict  that  he  was  at  an  ex- 

cannot  sue  in  forma  pauperis.     Cargle  pense  of  two  hundred  dollars  for  medi- 

V.  Nashville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  7  Lea  (Tenn.)  cal  and    surgical    attention,    for    the 

717.  reason  that,  being  a  minor,  his  parents 

Floading.  —  In  an  action  for  injuries  were   liable    for    this    expense.     The 

to  a  minor  brought  by  her  next  friend,  court  said:    **  The  evidence  not  being 

an  objection  that  the  petition  failed  to  in  the  record,  we  must  presume  that 

allege  that  she  had  no  lawful  guardian  he  was  without  parental  support,  and 

comes    too    late  after   verdict.     Gulf,  himself  entitled    to  compensation  for 

etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Kelly,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  the  expense  of  his  sickness.     Besides, 

1896)  34  S.  W.  Rep.  140.  it  does  not  appear  from  the   verdict 

Bond  by  Guardian,  —  Where  suit  is  that  the  expense  of  his  sickness  was 

brought  by  a  guardian,  the  fact  of  the  taken  into  account  in  assessing   his 

giving  of  a  bond  by  him  is  a  necessary  damages.'* 

averment.     Spillane  v,  Missouri  Pac.  1.  Paymont   of   JndgmoBt  —  A  judg- 

R.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  555.  ment  in  favor  of  a  minor  will  not  au- 

Objection  for  want  of  such  an  aver-  thorize  the  next  friend  who  prosecuted 

ment  should   be   raised   by  demurrer  the  action  to  receive  the   money.     It 

and  not  by  answer.     Spillane  v.  Mis-  can  be  paid  over  only  to  some  one  who 

souri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  iii  Mo.  555.  has     qualified    as    guardian    of     the 

Szponditiirw  Hot  Proven.  —  In  an  ac-  minor's  estate,  or  must  be  retained  in 

tion  brought  in  behalf  of  an  infant,  the  the  custody  of  the  court  until  the  minor 

propriety  of  the  action  of  the  court  in  is  twenty-one  years  old.      Galveston 

overruling  a  motion  to  strike  from  the  City  R.  Co.  v,   Hewitt,  67  Tex.  473; 

complaint  an  allegation  respecting  sums  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Styron,  66  Tex. 

expended    for    medical    and    surgical  421. 

treatment  is  immaterial  where  no  proof  BatlsflMtion  of  Jndgmont.  —  In   Balti- 

was  directed  to  the  question  and  the  more,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,   Fitzpatrick,   36 

jury  was  not  authorized  by  the  instruc-  Md.  619,  the  action  was  brought  on 

tions  to  find  anything  on  that  account,  behalf  of  an  infant  and  in  his  name  by 

South  Covington,  etc.,  St.   R.  Co.  v»  prochein    ami^   and  judgment    having 

Herrklotz,  (Ky.   189S)  47   S.  W.  Rep.  been   recovered   by   the   plaintiff,   the 

265.  amount  thereof  was  paid  to  the  attor- 

Xnanoipatod    Minor  —  Defendant's  ney  of  record,  who  had  been  employed 

Pleading  and  Proof.  —  Where  it  appears  by  the  prochein  ami;  and  by  order  of 

that  both  of  the  minor's  parents  were  the  attorney  the  judgment  was  entered 

dead,  and  that  no  action  had  ever  been  "  satisfied."     There  was  no  regularly 

brought  by  either  of  them  to  recover  constituted   guardian    to    receive    the 

for  the  loss  of  his  services  during  his  money  for  the  infant.     It  was  held  that 

minority,   the  defendant    must  plead  the  payment  was  a  good  discharge  of 

and  prove  any  cause  which  would  pre-  the  judgment,  and  that  the  act  of  the 

vent  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  for  attorney  in  receiving  the  money  and 

his  diminished  capacity  to  earn  from  directing  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 

the  time  of  the  death  of  hit  parent,  to  be  entered  was  binding  upon  Sie  in- 

who  was  alive  at  the  time  of  the  in-  fant  plaintiff. 
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pleadings  and  the  proof ; '  though  where  from  their  nature  the 
damages  sustained  are  not  susceptible  of  direct  or  conclusive 
proof,  in  the  absence  of  direct  evidence  much  must  be  left  to  th» 
judgment  and  common  experience  of  the  jurors,  who  must  be 
guided  by  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  case.  This  is 
especially  so  where  a  recoveiy  is  sought  for  the  loss  of  prospec- 
tive earnings  because  of  the  impairment  of  the  earning  capacity 
of  a  minor  who  has  never  earned  anything,  and  whose  ability  for  , 
labor  or  capacity  for  earning  money  in  the  future  cannot  be  fore- 
told with  any  certaintj',*  The  instruction  should  clearly  distin- 
guish the  elements  of  recovery  in  the  two  classes  of  actions,  and 

1.  Br'idgcr  V.  Asb«viU«,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  S.  Banley  v.  Trorlkhi,  49  Mo.  App. 

87  S.  Car.  456,   13  Am.  St.   Rep.  653.  ai4. 

See  also  Scbmhi  v.  Sl  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Aotion  bjKiim— FntnraDiMbUi^. — 

Co.,  46  Mo.  App.  380.  Where  a  declaration  by  a  minor  coa- 

Xattan    ITot    nrortd.  —  Where     the  lains  a  general  allegalioD  of  permaneat 

damages  awarded  are  extreme,  if  aot  disability  to  labor,  an  instruction  au- 

excessive,   the   judgment   will   be    re-  thoriiing  damages  for  "  loss  of  eanl- 

verscd  because  of  an  instruction  as  to  ings  after  he  shall  have  arrived  at  the 

the  habits,  avocation,  money  made  by  age  of  twenty-one  years  "  is  not  objec- 

labor,  prospect  of  increased  earnings,  tionable,  though  such  loss  is  not  spe- 

prospecis    of     obtaining    steady    and  dally  alleged  and  no  proof  is  adduced 

remunerative  employment,  etc.,  of  the  tending  directly  to  show  that  such  * 

plaintiff,  a  mere  child  with  no  occupa-  toss   will    be    sustained.      Hartley    v. 

tion  and  no  formed   babils,  and  as  to  Trorlicht.  49  Mo.  App,  314. 

which    elements    there    is    no    proof,  Aitlan  by  XIddt  —  Disability.  —  Tber« 

Western  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  S3  Ga.  is   no  error  in  an  instruction  that  the 

51Z;  Western,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  81  jury  may  award  a  sum  of  money  equal 

Ga.  397.  to   the    difference    between   what    the 

Cm  of  Puont.  —  It  is  error  to  author-  plaintiff  would  earn  after  he  is  twenty- 

lie  a  recovery  for  the  value  of  the  care  one  years  of  age  and  what  he  would 

given  by  a  mother  to  her  son,  in   the  have   earned  after  his  arrival  at  that 

absence   of  evidence   of   the  value  of  age  had   he   not  received  the  injuries 

such   care.     Mauerman   v.    St.    Louis,  proven,    not  exceeding   the    sum    de- 

etc,  R.  Co.,  41  Mo.  App.  34S.  manded  in  the  complaint.     South  Co v- 

DeTolopmant  of  Dlssaw,  —  In  Hussey  ingion,   etc.,  St.   R.  Co.   v.   Hcrrklou, 

V.   Ryan.  64  Md.  426,  it  was  averred  (Ky.  1698)  47  S.  W.  Ri'p.  165. 

that  Ibe  plaintiff's  infant  daughter  was  Ito  Bids  for  tk*  Xsanm  of  Damagsa.  — 

crushed,      and      was      cut.      bruised.  In   an   action   by  a  child  for  damages 

wounded,   and    permanently    injured,  from    wounds   and    bruises   that  were 

whereby  she  became  sick,  sore,  and  dis-  cured   in  a  few  months,  and   from  the 

ordered,  and  had  so  remained  until  the  loss  of  the  sense  of  hearing  as  a  conse- 

'     ■'■    -■    1   of   the   suit,  and   that   the  guenee   of   the   injury,    ihe    '"      '    - 
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indred  dollars.     There  was  evidence  jury.     This  does   not  mean  that  juri< 

that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  epilepsy  had  can  arbitrarily  enrich  one  party  at  the 

resulted  from  the  injury.     It  was  held  expense   of   the   other,    nor   that   tbey 

thai  there  was   no  error  in  submitting  should  act  unreasonably  through  mere 

to  the  jurors  that  they  might  consider  caprice.     But  it  authorizes  you  10  give 

prospective  loss  of  services  from  thai  reasonable  damages   where  the  proof 

cause,  and  to  what  age  of  Ibe  child  the  shows  that  the  law  authoriies  it.     But 

father  had  a  right  to  demand  her  serv-  the  jury  should  exercise  common  sense 

Ices.  and  love  of  justice,  and,  from  a  desire 
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should  not  be  couched  in  misleading  language  or  language  calcu- 
lated to  confuse  the  jurors  and  induce  them  to  award  damages  as 
to  which  from  the  nature  of  the  action  there  is  no  right.  Hence 
where  it  is  evident,  or  there  is  a  fair  inference,  that  prejudice  has 
resulted,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.^     But  instructions  which 

to  do  right,  fix  an  amount  that  will  tion  alleged  that  the  child  was  six  years 

fairly  compensate   for  the  injury   re-  old,    while    the    evidence   was  to  the 

ceived."     Davis  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  60  effect  that  he  was  ten  years  old.     In 

Ga.  329.    See  also  Western,  etc.,   R.  charging  the  jury,  the  court  virtually 

Co.  V.  Young,  81  Ga.  397.  quoted  from  the  petition,  and  the  de- 

Bamages  ibr  Loai  of  Time.  —  In  an  Ac-  fendant  complained  that    the    jurors 

tion  by  a  Minor  for  personal  injuries,  a  were  misled  in  that  they  computed  the 

request  to  charge  that  the  plaintiff  was  damages  on  the  assumption  that  the 

not  entitled  to  damages  for  loss  of  lime  child  was  but  six  years  old.     It  was 

while  confined  to  bed  from  the  effects  held  that  the  jurors  having  been  in- 

of  the  alleged  injury  is  properly   re-  structed  in  effect  that  they  should  be 

fused,  because  suggesting  no  reason  governed  by  the  evidence,  and  as  it 

why  he  should  not  be  allowed  compen-  was  unlikely  that  the  instruction  pro- 

saiioii.     Louisville,    etc.,    R.    <•  o.    v,  duced  an  impression  on  the  jury  that 

Davis,  90  Ala.  593.     In  this  case  the  the  allegations  of  the  petition  were  to 

court  said  that  if  the  purpose  of  the  be  regarded  as  proof,  no  reason  for  in- 

defendant  was  to  raise  the  question  of  terfering     with     the    judgment    was 

the  plaintif!  s  minority  at  the  time,  and  shown. 

that  he  could  not  on  that  account  re-  Inoreased  Cost  of  Vnrtiire.  —  In  Lang 

cover  compensation   for  loss  of  time  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  51   Hun  (N. 

while    confined,   the    instruction    was  Y.)  603,  affirmed  123  N.  Y.  656,  it  was 

misleading,    because  the  principle  of  held   proper  to    instruct  the  jury    to 

law   intended   to  be  invoked  was  not  allow  damages  for  the  care  and  nurture 

made  known  to  the  court  by  the  charge  of  the  child,  so  far  as  made  more  ex- 

rcQue&ted.  pensive   by   the   injury,  where  it  ap- 

jnan  Action  fy a  Parent  for  in}vLTies  to  peared   that    the    injury  of  necessity 

his  minor  child  an  instruction  which  would  make  the  child  more  helpless, 

authorizes  the  jury  to  consider  the  time  though  there  was  no  direct  proof  that 

and  value  of  his  labor  from  the  time  of  there  would  be  greater  expense,  since 

the  injury  to  the  attainment  of  his  ma-  in  the  nature  of  the  case  there  could  be 

jority  is  not  open  to  the  objection  that  no  direct  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of 

it  advises  the  jury  to  take  into  account  the  damages. 

every  day  until  the  minor  arrived  at  Parent's  Loas  of  Time.  —  In  Barnes  v. 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  with  no  Keene,  132  N.  Y.   13,  the  father  took 

allowance  fo'r  sickness,  death,  or  such  the  entire  charge  of  the  child   as  a 

other  casualty  as  might  overtake  him  nurse,  and  was  permitted  to  prove  the 

and  deprive  the  parent  of  his  services,  value  of  services  in  that  capacity,  and 

Andrews  v.  Wardell,  54  Mo.  App.  611.  further  that  to  care  for  his  child  he 

Loss  of  Limb.  —  Where  the  plaintiff,  a  gave  up  a  lucrative  business  engage- 
minor,  had  lost  a  leg,  there  was  held  ment,  and  also  to  prove  the  amount  of 
to  be  no  error  in  instructing  the  jurors  the  agreed  compensation  for  such  en- 
that  they  might  consider  the  "  plain-  gagement.  It  was  held  error  to  refuse 
tiff's  diminished  capacity  for  perform-  to  charge  that  the  jury  was  not  at 
ing  manual  labor  after  the'  age  of  liberty  to  allow  more  than  what  would 
twenty-one  years,  and  the  mental  and  have  been  paid  to  a  competent  trained 
physical  pain  and  suffering  caused  by  or  professional  nurse.  And  see  Bridger 
such  injury,"  instead  of  instructing  7'.  Asheville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  27  S.  Car. 
them  to  take  into  consideration  his  loss  456,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  653. 
of  future  earning  power,  without  dis-  1.  In  an  Action  bj a  Parent  for  injuries 
tinguishing  between  manual  and  other  to  his  minor  child,  it  is  error  10  instruct 
labor.  Ft.  Worth,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Rob-  the  jury  as  follows:  **  The  question 
ertson,  (Tex.  1891)  16  S.  W.  Rep.  1093.  of  damages   is   one   for  your  consid- 

Age  of  Child  —  Varianoe. —  In  Gulf,  eration,   and    you    may    award    such 

etc.,   R.   Co.    7f.   Johnson,   (Tex.    Civ.  damages  as,  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 

App.  1897)43  S.  W.  Rep.  583,  the  peti-  stances  —  the  mental  capacity  of  the 
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are  inaccurate  because  they  fail  to  point  out  distinctly  the 
grounds  of  recovery  in  each  class,  or  to  limit   specifically  the 

liability  of  the  defendant  in  the  particular  case  in  hand,  will  not 
require  the  reversal  of  a  judgment,  unless  it  is  evident  that  the 
jury  was  misled  and  the  defendant  thereby  prejudiced.* 

boy  himself,  and  of  the  injury  inflicted  father  to  recover  for  the  son's  loss  of 

upon   him  —  may  seem   to  you    just.  time,  and  also  allowed  the  son  tore* 

Whatever  amount  of  money,  in  your  cover  for  the  same  loss,  yet,  as  the  in- 

judgment,  will  compensate  him  for  his  struction  allowed  for  both  prospective 

injuries,  that  will   be  the   amount  of  loss  of  work  and  lessened  capacity  for 

your    verdict."      Durkee    v.    Central  work,  it  was  calculated  to  confuse  the 

Pac.  R.  Co..  56  Cal.  388.  jury,  might  have  resulted  in  sweUing 

In  an  Action  by  a  Minor  to  recover  for  the  damages,  and   consequently   was 

personal  injuries,  to  authorize  an  in-  erroneous. 

struction  as  to  expenditures  for  medi-  1.  FOMible  Error.  —  Where  the  rule  as 

cal     attention     the    testimony    must  to  the  measure  of  damages  has  been 

furnish  data  for  drawing  the  line  be-  correctly  stated,  the  fact  that  possibly 

tween  parental  care  for  which  the  law  there  may  have  been  error  in  charges 

can  allow  no  money  compensation  and  respecting  the  defendant's  liabiliiy  is 

such    further    matters    as    would    be  error    without    injury.       Donovan    v. 

allowable  in  a  claim  against  the  child.  South,  etc.,  Alabama  R.  Co.,  79  Ala. 

Shippy  V.  Au  Sable,  65  Mich.  495.  429,  followed  in  Carrington  v,   Louis- 

Erroneous  Instruction  as  to  Loss  of  ville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  88  Ala.  472,  41  Am. 

Wages,  —  In  Clark  Mile-End  Spool  Cot-  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  543. 

ton  Co.  V.  Shaffery,  58  N.  J.  L.  229,  the  Prosnmptions    that    Jury    Understood 

plaintiff  was  an  unemancipated  minor.  Law. —  In  an  action  by  a  mother  on 

and    on    the    trial    the  jury   was  in-  her  own   behalf  and  on   that    of    her 

siructed  '*  to  consider  the  loss  of  wages  minor  child  for  injuries  to  the  latter, 

in  the  past,  if  there  has  been  any  proof  the  jurors  were   instructed   that  they 

of  such   loss."     It  was  held  that  al-  should  assess  the  minor's  damages  at 

though  the  instruction  was  palpably  an  such  an  amount  as  the  evidence  showed 

oversight,  and  the  objection  to  it  gen-  him  to  have  sustained,  and  could  con- 

eral  and  unspecific,  the  attention  of  the  sider  his  mental  and  physical  pain  and 

court  not  being  called  to  the  subject,  his  impaired  condition  to  earn  money, 

nevertheless,  as  the  wages  were  an  un-  and  that  the  mother  could  recover  the 

known  quantity,  and  must  have  been  value  of  the  child's  services  from  the 

included  in  the  verdict,  the  error  was  time  of  the  injury  until  his  majority, 

incurable.  It  was  held  that  in  the  absence  of  any 

Action    by    Parent    and    Child.  —  In  complaint    of     the    refusal     to    give 

Houston  City  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Reichart,  charges  asked  by  the  defendant  upon 

87  Tex.  539,  which  was  an  action  by  a  the   question,  there  was  no  error  be- 

parent  for  himself,  and  as  next  friend  cause  of  the  failure  to  charge  that  the 

of  his  son,  to  recover  for  personal  in-  minor  could  not  recover  the  value  of 

juries  to  the  latter,  the  jury  was  in-  his  services  during  minority,   but   it 

structed  to  consider  the  loss  of  time  would  be  assumed  that  the  jury  must 

by  the  son  and  his  lessened  capacity  to  have  understood  that  the  impaired  ca- 

earn,  up  to  the  time  of  his  arrival  at  pacity  to  pursue  an  occupation  or  to 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  also  ex-  earn  a  living  did  not  embrace  the  same 

penses   incurred   for   medical    attend-  period  for  which  the  parent  was  en- 

ance,  for  nursing,  etc.,  and  to  find  such  titled  to  recover.    Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 

sum  for  the  father;  also  to  consider  the  T6hnson,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1897)  43  S. 

pain  and  suffering  of  the  son,  his  loss  W.  Rep.  583. 

of  time,  and  lessened  capacity  to  earn  Instnietion  Hot  SeqnMted.  —  A  failure 

money,   after  arriving  at  the  age  of  to  instruct  the  jury  not  to  include  in 

twenty-one   years,   and    to    find   such  the    damages    compensation     for    the 

sum,  if  any,  for  the  son.     It  was  held  plaintiff's  loss  of  time,  etc.,  during  his 

that  while  the  instruction  was  possibly  minority  is  not  error,  where  no  such 

not    open    to    the    criticism   that    the  instruction  is   requested.      McCoy  v. 

charge  permitted  a  double  recovery  for  Milwaukee  St.  R.  Co.,  88  Wis.  56. 

the  same  damage,  s.  /.,  allowed   the  Jndgment     Hot      KroeeriYO.  —  When 
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X,  IxiWBXEA  TO  Makbtrb  Womxh  —  1.  Action  by  Husband  and 
Wife,  —  It  is  a  familiar  principle  of  the  common  law  that  for  any 
injury  to  the  person  of  the  wife  during  coverture  she  could  not 
sue  alone,  but  was  required  to  join  with  her  husband;  and  in 
such  a  case  the  declaration  must  conclude  to  their  damage,  and 
not  to  that  of  the  husband  alone,  for  the  damage  will  survive  to 
the  wife  if  the  husband  dies  before  recovery ;  and  so  if  the  wife 
dies  after  judgment,  the  judgment  survives  to  the  husband.^ 

Am  %  Vepemiy  Szoeption  to  the  Bnlo  of  the  common  law  which  places 
a  married  woman  under  disability  to  maintain  a  suit,  where  her 
husband  was  never  within  the  state,  is  beyond  its  jurisdiction,  or 
has  deserted  his  wife  and  renounced  his  marital  rights  and  duties, 
she  may  sue  in  her  own  name  as  di  feme  sole J^ 

Seoorery  in  Joint  Aotlon  bj  Hniband  and  Wife.  —  In  a  joint  action  by 
husband  and  wife  for  injuries  received  by  the  wife,  recovery  can- 
not be  had  for  the  loss  of  the  wife's  services  to  the  husband,  for 
the  loss  of  the  wife's  society,  for  the  expenses  of  her  cure,  nor 
for  attendance  upon  her  while  she  was  sick ;  these  belong  to  the 
husband  alone.' 

Pngnaieial  Srrore.  —  Consequently  where  evidence  has  been 
improperly  admitted,  or  the  jurors  have  been  erroneously 
instructed,  so  that  their  award  has  probably  included  elements 
of  recovery  as  to  which  the  wife  had  no  right  of  action,  and  from 
the  whole  case  it  appears  that  possible  prejudice  has  resulted, 
the  judgment  should  not  be  allowed  to  stand,^  but  it  is  otherwise 

diere  is  no  complaint  that  a  verdict  is  Co.,  6  Mackey  (D.  C.)  232;  Ohio,  etc., 
excessive,  the  judgment  will  not  be  re-  R.  Co.  v,  Cosby,  107  Ind.  32,  27  Am. 
versed  for  a  failure  of  the  charge  of  the  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  339;  Northern  Cent.  R. 
court* to  limit  the  liability  of  the  de-  Co.  v.  Mills,  61  Md.  355,  19  Am.  ft 
fendant  to  an  infant  plaintiff  for  dam-  Eng.  R.  Cas.  160;  Kavanaugh  v,  Janes- 
ages  for  diminished  capacity  to  labor  ville,  24  Wis.  618. 
as  a  result  of  the  injury  to  the  period  4.  Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Cosby,  X07 
after  the  plaintif's  majority.  Hous-  Ind.  32,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  339. 
ton.  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Booxer,  70  Tex.  530,  Proof  of  the  Death  uid  Premature  De- 
34  Am.  ft  Eng.  R.  Cas.  63.  11  very  of  a  Child  as  a  result  of  an  injury 

Aotimi  by  Parent—  differing  of  Minor,  is  inadmissible  in  an  action  by  husband 

—  It  is  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  and  wife  for  an  injury  to  the  latter, 

the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  though  there  may  be  a  recovery  for  Im- 

damages    for    the    pain    or   suffering  pairment  of  health  and  suffering  grow- 

wbich  his  son  experienced  from  the  in-  ing  out  of  such  death  and  premature 

juries  which  he  received,  or  for  his  delivery,   which  would    not  have   at- 

disfigurement  therefrom.      Durkee  v.  tended  the  birth  of  the  child  at  the 

Central  Pac.   R.  Co.,   56  Cal.  388,  38  usual  time,  either  alive  or  dead.     Also 

Am.  Rep.  59.  if  the  child's  death  was  attributable  to 

1.  Wolf  r.  Bauereis,  72  Md.481;  Bal-  the  negligent  injury  received  by  the 

lard    V.  Russell,  33   Me.  iq6,  54  Am.  mother,  recovery  may  be  had  for  the 

Dec.  620;   Stroop  v.  Swarts,  12  S.  ft  R.  suffering  and  impaired  health.     Haw- 

(Pa.)  76.     See  also  i  Chitty  on  Plead-  kins  v.  Front  St.  Cable  R.  Co.,  3  Wash. 

ings82.    And  see  article  Husband  and  592,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  72. 

Wipe,  vol.  10,  p.  205  //  seq,  ImproTfw  Evideaoe  and  Instmetion.  — 

8.  Wolf  V.  Bauereis,  72  Md.  481.  In   Scott  v.    Metropolitan    R.    Co.,    4 

S.  Tell  V.  Gibson,  66  Cal.  247;  Scott  Mackey  (D.  C.)  152,  the  court  below,  in 

V.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.,  4  Mackey  (D.  an  action  by  husband  and  wife. warned 

C.)  152;  Johnson  p,  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  the  jury  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  re- 
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if  it  is  apparent  that  the  defendant  has  suffered  no  prejudice.^ 

2.  Action  by  Wift.  —  In  a  number  of  states,  however,  the  com- 
mon-law rule  has  been  abrogated  or  modified  by  statute,  so  that 

covet  anything  as  damages  or  com  pen-  wife  to  recover  damages  for  physical 

sation  for  the  husband's  loss  of   the  injury  inflicted  upon  the  wife,  it  was 

wife's  services;  but  the  appellate  court  urged    that  the    action    was    in    fact 

held  that  it  was  error  in  the  court  to  brought    by    the    husband    alone    to 

say  further  that  they  might  recover  for  recover  the  expense  of  medical  attend- 

such  injury  continuing  to  the  time  of  ance,  and  that  there  was  error  in  per- 

the  trial  "  so  as  to  diminish  her  physi-  mitting  the  wife  to  testify  in  his  behalf. 

cal  stiength  or  ability  to  perform  and  The  complaint,  however,  staled  facts 

transact  her  necessary  affairs  and  busi-  upon  proof  of  which  the  wife  could  re- 

ness,*' as  the  evidence  showed  that  she  cover  for  the   personal    injuries   sus- 

was  a  washerwoman    by  occupation,  tained   by   her,   and    the    trial    being 

and  her  savings  as  such  belonged  to  treated  t  y  the  parties  as  prosecuted  for 

her  husband;  and  that  the  jury  might  that  purpose,  and  an  instruction  which 

therefore  have  been  misled  by  the  in-  defined  the  measure  of  damages  the 

structions  as  thus  given.  wife  was  entitled  to   recover  having 

Prtsumption  of  Disregard  of  Improper  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  defendant. 

Instmetion. —  In  Tompkins  v.  West,  56  and  the  case  prosecuted  and  defended 

Conn.  478,  the  jurors  were  instructed  throughout  on  the  theory  that  the  ac- 

that,  in  estimating  the  damages,  they  tion  was  for  her  benefit,  it  was  held 

were  **  to  consider    *    *    *    the  nature  that  the  defendant  could  not  assume 

and  extent  of  her  [plaintiff's]  injuries,  on  appeal  that  the  wife  did  not  prose- 

her    physical    and    mental    pain    and  cute  the  suit. 

suffering,  the  expenses  of  her  sickness,  Booorery  for  Wifo's  Injury  and  Ez- 
the  duration  of  her  illness  and  dis-  poBisi  of  Care.  —  Where  a  declaration 
ability,  and  any  other  circumstances  by  husband  and  wife,  for  a  personal 
tending  to  prove  the  direct  loss  and  injury  to  the  wife,  after  stating  the 
damage  she  had  sustained,  or  must  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury  corn- 
sustain,  from  that  negligence.'*  It  plained  of,  proceeded  to  allege  that  by 
was  held  that  the  verdict  could  not  be  means  of  such  injury  she  became  sick, 
saved  by  a  presumption  that  the  jury  and  was  prevented  from  attendinn:  to 
included  in  the  verdict  no  improper  ele-  her  necessary  affairs,  and  that  the 
ment  of  damage,  or  by  the  fact  that  no  plaintiffs  were  thereby  forced  to,  and 
claim  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  re-  did,  necessarily  expend  two  hundred 
cover  for  this  expense,  and  no  evidence  dollars  in  endeavoring  to  effect  a  cure, 
offered  with  regard  to  it,  and  that  no  it  was  held  that  although  the  plaintiffs 
request  was  made  by  either  party  for  could  not  recover  in  the  same  action 
a  charge  upon  the  subject,  or  by  a  pre-  for  the  wife's  personal  injury  and  also 
sumption  that  these  expenses  were  for  the  expenses  of  her  cure,  yet  in  this 
paid  out  of  the  wife's  separate  estate;  case  the  ground  of  damages  was  the 
there  being  no  proof  that  she  had  any  wife's  personal  injury  alone,  and  the 
such  estate,  and  that  the  instruction  statement  regarding  the  expenses  of 
being  direct  and  explicit,  it  could  not  her  cure  was  to  be  considered  as  de- 
be  presumed  that  the  jury  disre-  scriptive  of  the  extent  of  her  injury, 
garded  it.  and  not  as  a  distinct  and  substantive 
'  Disclaimor  by  Husband.  —  The  refusal  ground  of  damages,  and  in  that  aspect, 
to  sustain  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  though  unnecessary,  still  it  was  very 
which  improperly  joins  causes  of  action  proper;  but  if  otherwise,  yet  as  the  gist 
belonging  to  the  husband  and  wife  is  of  the  action  was  the  breach  of  con- 
error  which  requires  reversal,  though  tract  in  not  carrying  the  wife  safely, 
the  husband  disclaims  any  right  of  re-  and  this  was  a  ground  on  which  the 
covery,  where  his  loss  has  been  proven  plaintiffs  could  recover,  it  would  be 
and  no  instruction  has  been  given  to  presumed  after  verdict  that  the  court 
disregard  the  evidence.  Tell  v.  Gib-  confined  the  evidence  to  that  ground, 
son,  66  Cal.  247.  Fuller  v.  Naugatuck  R.  Co.,  21  Conn. 

1.  Theory    of    Beoovery  for  Bight  of  557. 
Wife. —  In  Little  Rock,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,        Presnmption  at  to  Improper  Bvidenoe. 

Harkey,  (Ark.  1891)  15  S.  W.  Rep.  .456.  — Where  a  declaration   in   one  count 

which  was  an  action  by  a  husband  and  detailed  the  wife's  injuries  and  alleged 
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a  married  woman  may  maintain  an  action  in  her  own  name  to 
recover  damages  the  absolute  right  to  which  is  not  vested  in  her 
husband.^ 

that  the  plaintiffs  expended  a  large  In  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v, 
sum  of  money  in  endeavoring  to  cure  Kemp,  6i  Md.  74,  the  jurors  were  in- 
the  wife,  it  was  held  that  if  the  two  structed  that  in  estimating  the  dam- 
causes  of  action  were  in  two  separate  ages  they  were  to  consider  the  health 
counts,  the  error  could  be  availed  of  on  and  condition  of  the  female  plaintiff 
a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment;  but  as  before  the  injury,  as  compared  with 
there  was  but  one  count,  it  should  not  her  condition  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
be  allowed,  and  the  action  of  the  court  in  consequence  of  the  injury;  '*  and 
below  in  overruling  the  motion  in  whether  the  injury  in  its  nature  was 
arrest  was  affirmed  upon  the  distinct  permanent  and  how  far  it  was  calcu* 
l^round  that  after  verdict  it  must  be  lated  to  disable  her  from  engaging  in 
intended  that  at  the  trial  the  evidence  those  household  pursuits  and  employ- 
was  confined  to  the  personal  injury  ments  for  which,  in  the  absence  of 
and  suffering  of  the  wife,  and  that  none  such  injury,  she  would  be  qualified; 
was  offered  as  to  the  expenditure  and  also  the  physical  and  mental 
of  money  in  curing  her,  or,  if  offered,  suffering  to  which  she  was  subjected 
that  it  was  rejected  by  the  court  and  by  reason  of  the  injury;  and  to  allow 
excluded  from  the  consideration  of  the  such  damages  as  in  the  opinion  of  the 
jury.  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Mills,  jurv  would  be  a  fair  and  just  compen- 
61  Md.  355,  19  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  sation  for  the  injury  which  she  sus- 
160.  tained."  It  was  held  that  there  was 
Instniotloii  at  to  PMrmaasiit  Injuries,  nothing  embraced  in  the  instruction 
—  In  Johnson  v,  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  for  which  the  husband  could  have  sued 
Co.,  6  Mackey  (D.  C.)  232,  it  was  in-  alone. 

sisted  that  the  words  in  the  instruction.  Consideration  of  IMroet  and  Voooisary 
*' yon  may  allow  *  *  *  damages  Damagas.  —  In  Ross  v.  Kansas  City,  48 
->  *  *  for  the  effect  of  the  injuries  Mo.  App.  440,  complaint  was  made  of 
which  you  are  satisfied  will  be  perma-  an  instruction  that  the  jury  might  take 
nent,"  described  a  class  of  injuries  into  consideration  any  direct  and  neces- 
wbich  could  be  recovered  for  only  in  a  sary  damages  resulting  from  the  in- 
separate  action  by  the  husband,  be-  jury,  and  might  also  consider  the 
cause  they  could  only  diminish  the  plaintiff's  age,  condition  in  life,  the 
▼alue  of  the  wife's  personal  services  in  nature  and  extent  of  the  physical  in- 
the  future,  which  belonged  exclusively  jury  inflicted,  and  the  bodily  pain  and 
to  the  husband.  The  court  said:  mental  anguish  endured,  and  any  and 
"  The  testimony  here  shows  that  all  such  damages  which  it  appeared 
among  other  injuries  sustained  by  the  from  the  evidence  would  reasonably 
female  plaintiff,  her  jawbone  was  result  from  her  injuries  in  the  future; 
broken  and  ten  teeth  knocked  out.  so  but  it  appeared  that  an  instruction 
that  she  has  not  been  able  since  to  was  also  given,  at  the  request  of  the 
masticate  solid  food;  and  her  shoulder  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  "  can  only 
was  so  injured  that  she  has  not  been  recover  for  the  injury  to  her  person, 
able  since  to  dress  herself  without  You  cannot  allow  her  for  expenses  and 
assistance.  This  testimony  shows  a  loss  of  time.  Her  husband  is  entitled 
loss  of  service  '  sustained  by  herself,  to  recover  all  such  damages  in  a  sep- 
and  towards  herself,'  which  might  arate  action."  It  was  held  that  there 
properly  be  the  subject  of  recovery  by  was  no  error  whereby  the  jury  could 
the  wife.  It  would  be  ascribing  to  the  ha\re  been  confused  or  misled. 
jury  too  dense  a  capacity  for  being  Disolaimer  by  Huihand.  — In  a  suit  by 
misled,  to  conclude  that  they  supposed  husband  and  wife  for  injuries  to  the 
the  court  told  them  to  include  in  their  wife,  where  the  husband  has  filed  a 
verdict  compensation  to  the  husband  disclaimer,  the  jury  may  include  his 
for  the  loss  of  the'  labor  and  services  of  loss  of  services  as  a  part  of  her  claim. 
his  wife,  belonging  to  him  alone,  when  Smith  v.  East  Mauch  Chunk,  3  Pa. 
they  had  been  told  throughout  that  it  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  495. 
'was  she  who  was  to  be  compensated  1.  Barker  v.  Anniston,  etc.,  St.  R. 
and  for  her  suffering  from  the  acci-  Co.,  92  Ala.  314;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
dent."  V.   Dunn,  52  111.  260,  4  Am.  Rep.  606; 
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Huband  a  Vomiiud  Partj.  —  Where  the  damages  which  grow  out  of 
the  violation  of  the  wife's  personal  rights  are  her  separate  prop- 
erty, and  under  her  sole  control,  the  husband  is  a  mere  nominal 
party.  * 

Bight  of  Aotlon  in  Wifo  Xut  Bo  Allogod  and  ProTod.  —  But  to  permit  a 
recovery  by  the  wife  for  elements  of  damage  as  to  which  the 
right  of  recovery  is  ordinarily  in  the  husband,  special  circum- 
stances rebutting  the  presumptive  right  of  the  husband  to  recover 
therefor  must  be  averred  and  proved.* 

3.  Action  by  Husband — Huband  VoooMaiy  Partj.  —  Where  the 
action  is  to  recover  for  consequential  damages  sustained  by  the 
husband  because  of  the  injury  inflicted  upon  his  wife,  the  action 
should  be  brought  by  the  husband  alone,  as  where  a  recovery  is 

Portland  v,  Taylor,  125  Ind   522.     And  Filer  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  49  N. 

see    generally    article    Husband    and  Y.  42. 

Wife,  vol.  10,  p.  205  ei  seq,  PhyiieiaB*!  BiU.  —  In  an  action  by  a 

1.  Flori    V.  St    Louis,   3   Mo.  App.  married     woman,     evidence    of     the 
231.  amount  of  the  physician's  bill  is  ad- 

The  General  Bale  is  that  a  complaint,  missible.    Columbus  v,  Strassner,  138 

to  withstand  a  demurrer,  must  state  a  Ind.  301. 

cause  of  action  in  favor  of  all  the  plain-        Impelrment  ef  Tianitng  AUlitj.  —  In 

tiffs.     An  exception  occurs  where  the  Metropolitan  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  90 

plaintiffs  are  husband  and  wife,  and  Ga.  500,  it  was  held  that  the  court  did 

the  action  relates  to  injuries  to  the  per-  not  err  in   charging  as  follows:    "A 

son  or  character  of  the  latter.     In  such  physical    injury     which    impairs    the 

cases,  while  it  is  not  necessary  it  is  capacity  of  a  married  woman  to  labor 

not    improper  to    join   the    husband,  is  classified  by  the  law  with  pain  and 

Ohio,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Cosby,  107  Ind.  suffering.     It  is  not  to  be  measured  by 

32,  citing  Hamm  v,  Romine,  98  Ind.  77;  pecuniary  earnings,  for  such  earnings. 

Roller  V.  Blair,  96  Ind.  203;  Rogers  r.  as  a  general  rule,  belong  to  the  hus- 

Smiih,  17  Ind.  323.  band,  and  the  right  of  action  for  their 

2.  ATennent  sod  Proof  of  Speolal  Oir-  loss  is  in  him;  but  the  wife  herself  has 
onmetanoes.  —  The  wife  is  entitled  to  such  an  interest  in  her  working 
nothing  for  medical  attendance  or  loss  capacity  as  that  she  can  recover  some- 
of  time,  unless  special  circumstances  thing,  in  a  proper  case,  for  its  tmpair- 
rebutting  the  presumptive  right  of  the  ment  or  destruction,  and  what  she  is  to 
husband  to  recover  therefor  are  averred  be  allowed  ought  to  be  more  or  less, 
and  proved.  Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  injury 
Cosby,  107  Ind.  32.  and  the  length  of  time  during  which 

VewYork  Doetrine.  —  Where  a  com-  the  pain  and  deprivation  is  going  to 

plaint  by  a  married  woman  contains  no  continue.*' 

allegation  either  of  a  loss  of  earnings,  Xotion  to  Xake  Xore  QpeeUle.  —  In  an 

or  that  she  was  carrying  on  business  action  by  a  married  woman  she  averred 

for  her  sole  and  separate  account,  or  that  since  the  injury  she  had  been,  and 

that  she  was  allowed  by  her  husband  always  would  be,  unaole  to  perform 

to  apply  to  her  own  use  any  wages  or  any  kind  of  work  or  service,  but  did 

earnings  in  any  separate  business,  it  is  not  aver  that  she  had  a  separate  busi- 

crror  to  allow  her  to  testify  as  to  the  ness,  independent  of  her  duties  as  a 

amount  of  her  earnings  just  prior  to  housewife,  which  atone  would  entitle 

the  injury.     Bloom  v,  Manhattan  El.  her  to  damages  for  loss  of  ability  to 

R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  work.     It  was  held  that,  in  the  absence 

812,  63  Hun  (N.  Y.)  629;  Mellwitz  v.  of  a  motion  to  make  the  petition  more 

Manhattan  R.  Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  17  specific,  she  was  properly  allowed  to 

N.  Y.  Supp.  112,  62  Hun  (N.  Y.)  622;  prove  that  she  had  such  separate  busi- 

Uransky  v.  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  118  ness.     Dickens  v,  Des  Moines,  74  Iowa 

N.  Y.  304.  reversing  44  Hun  (N.  Y.)  119;  216. 
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sought  for  the  loss  of  her  services,*  the  loss  of  her  society,*  or 
for  expenditures  incurred  by  him  for  medical  attendance,  medi- 
cines, nursing,  or  other  items  in  procuring  the  healing  or  cure  of 
the  injuries  sustained  by  her.' 

Hnibaad  Proper  bat  Hot  VeeeeMur  Party.  —  And  it  has  been  held  under 
statutes  respecting  marital  rights  that  to  an  action  by  the  hus- 
band to  recover  for  injuries  to  the  wife  she  is  a  proper  though  not 
a  necessary  party.* 

1.  Tompkins  v.  West,  56  Conn.  478;  of  any  aggregate  sam.    The  peculiar 

Citizens'  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Twiname,  lai  relation  which  the  wife  sustains  to  her 

Ind.  375;  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Mc-  husband  and  his  household  takes  her 

Ginnis,  46  Kan.   109;    Blaechinska  v,  services  out  of  the  rules  of  law  which 

Howard  Mission,  etc.,  130  N.  Y.  497;  apply  to  computing  the  value  of  serv- 

Burnham  v,  Webster,  54  N.  Y.  Super,  ices  rendered  by  hirelings  or  ordinary 

Ct.  30;  Earl  V.  Tupper,  45  Vt.  275.     See  servants.     Metropolitan  St.  R.  Co.  v. 

also  Michigan    City  v,   Ballance,    123  Johnson,  91  Ga.  466. 

Ind.  334;    Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  t/.  2.  Proof  of  Value  of  Wife's  SoeiAty.-- In 

Cooper,  71  Tex.  507;  Hyatt  v.  Adams,  Furnish  v,  Missouri  Pac.   R.  Co.,  102 

16  Mich.  180.  Mo.  669,  the  husband  sued  to  recover 

Temporary  and  Fermanont  Loos  of  Sam-  for  the  loss  of  the  society  of  his  wife, 

ia^  Power.  —  The  husband,  in  an  action  caused  b^  the  injuries  received  through 

for  injuries  sustained  by  his  wife,  may  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  and 

recover  for  temporary  as  well  as  per-  the  objection  was  made  that  there  was 

manent  loss  of    her    earning    power,  no  proof  of  the  value  of  her  society. 

Readdy  v.  Shamokin,  137  Pa.  St.  98.  In  passing  upon  the  objection  the  court 

LoM  of  Wile's  Senriosi  —  Pleading. —  said:  *'  To  this  it  may  be  said  that  the 

In  an  action  by  a  husband  for  damages  nature  of  the  subject  does  not  admit  of 

resulting  to  himself   from  injuries  to  direct  proof  of  value,  and  that  when 

his  wife,  damages  for  loss  of  service  the  fact  of  loss  of  society  is  established 

which  appears    necessarily    to    result  by  testimony,  the  assessment  of  reason- 

from  the  nature  of  the  injury  may  be  able  compensation  therefor  must  neces- 

recovered  as  part  of  the  general  dam-  sarily    be    committed    to    the    sound 

ages  without  being  specially  pleaded,  discretion  and  judgment  of  the  triers 

Stone  V.  Evans,  32  Minn.  243.  of  fact." 

P^nre  to  Oljoot  to  Petition. —  In  an  8.  Moody  v,  Osgood,   50  Barb.   (N. 

action  by  a  husband  for  injuries  to  his  Y.)  628;    Drinkwater  v,  Dinsmore,  80 

wife  the  petition  set  out  the  injuries  N.  Y.  390. 

and  that  they  had  rendered  his  wife  Szpoiies  Binoo  Suit.  —  In  an  action  by 
unable  to  attend  to  the  ordinary  affairs  the  husband  to  recover  for  an  injury  to 
of  life,  and  sought  damages  therefor,  the  wife  he  may  recover  for  the  loss  of 
bnt  no  special  exceptions  were  urged  her  services  as  well  as  the  expenses  in- 
to the  petition,  and  it  was  held  that  the  curred  by  him  in  her  cure  after  com- 
value  of  the  wife's  services  might  be  mencement  of  the  action.  Hopkins  v, 
shown.  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Bur-  Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  N.  H.  9. 
nett,  80  Tex.  536.  Time  Lost  by  Husband  in  Attending 

Proriaeo  of  Jury  —  Value  of  Senrioes.  —  Wife.  —  W here  a  peiition  by  a  h  usband 

In  an  action  by  a  husband  for  the  loss  for  injuries  to  his  wife  states  as  one  of 

of  his  wife's  services  occasioned  by  a  the  elements  of  damage  loss  of  his  own 

tortious  personal  injury  to  her,  he  can  time  while  attending  and  nursing  his 

recover  the  reasonable  value  of  such  wife,  it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to 

services  as  have  been  lost  to  him  from  testify  that  he  lost  three  weeks*   time 

the  time  of  the  injury  to  the  date  of  in  necessary  attendance  on  his  wife, 

trial;  and  in  calculating  the  amount  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Smith,  79 

the  jury  may  take  into  consideration  Tex.  468. 

the  nature  of  the  services,  and  all  the  4.  Hawkins    v.  Front  St.  Cable  R. 

circumstances  of  the  case.    There  need  Co.,  3  Wash.  592,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  72. 

be    no    direct    or    express    evidence  Ln  Texas  it  has  been  held  that  the 

of  value,  either  by  the  day,  week,  or  husband  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  an 

month,  or  any  other  period  of  time,  or  action  for    injuries  sustained    by  his 
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In  StatM  WlMreiii  Oammvaitj  Prop«nsr  It  BMOfaisad,  and  as  to  which  the 
husband  has  the  management,  control,  and  absolute  power  of 
disposal  other  than  testamentary,  the  wife  cannot  sue  alone  on 
account  of  an  injury  to  her  person.* 

4.  BeooYery  by  One  of  Damages  Beknging  to  Other.  —  While  it 
is  undoubtedly  true  that  neither  husband  nor  wife  in  an  action 
brought  by  him  or  her  alone  can  recover  damages  the  right  to 
which  is  vested  in  the  other,*  the  fact  that,  in  an  action  by  either* 
the  action  is  tried  or  submitted  to  the  jury  under  an  improper 
theory  in  this  respect  will  not  constitute  error  requiring  reversal 
where  it  is  manifest  that  the  error,  if  any,  is  harmless, • 

wife  because  of  negligence,  and  that  In  Idaho  the  same  rule  prevails,  and 

the   wife   is   not    a    necessary    party,  the  verdict  and  judgment  should  mo 

Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  71  to  the  husband   and  wife.      Giffen  v. 

Tex.  507,  citing  Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Lewiston,  (Idaho    1898)  55  Pac.   Rep. 

Burnett,  61  Tex.  638,  and  San  Antonio  545. 

St.  R.  Co.  V.  Helm,  64  Tex.  147.  8.  Atchison,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v.    Mc- 

1.  McFadden  v,  Santa  Ana,  etc.,  St.  Ginnis,  46  Kan.  109;  Burnham  v,  Web> 

R.  Co.,  87  Cal.  464;  Tell  v,  Gibson,  66  ster,  54  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  30;  Earl  v. 

Cal.   247.     See  also  Giffen   v,   Lewis-  Tupper,  45  Vt.  275. 

ton,  (Idaho  1898)  55   Pac.   Rep.   545;  Aetion  ly  Wifls— Xadioal  AttndaMt 

Texas  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Burnett,  80  Tex.  tor     Whiflh    Husband    Is    Liabl«.  —  In 

536;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  Moody  v.   Osgood,   50   Barb.   (N.  Y.) 

71  Tex.  507.  628,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  by  a  mar- 

Instmetion  —  Xeatal      fcffaring.  —  ried  woman  to  recover  damages  for  a 

Where,  in  an  action  by  the  husband  for  personal  injury  occasioned  by  the  neg- 

personal  injuries  to  his  wife,  the  peti-  ligence  of  the  defendant,  that  she  could 

tion  alleges  and  the  proof  shows  sufifer-  not  recover  ihe  physician's  and  nurse's 

ing  and  mental  anguish  of  the  wife,  an  bills  as  items  of  damage,  because  she 

instruction    authorizing    the    jury    to  was  not  liable  for  such  bills.     See  also 

award  damages  to  the  husband  for  in-  Drinkwater  v,  Dinsmore,  80  N.  Y.  390. 

juries  to  his  wife    including    mental  8.  Little     Rock,     etc.,     R.    Co.    v. 

anguish  and  pain  occasioned  by  such  Harkey,  (Ark.  1891)  15  S.  W.  Rep.  456. 

injury  is   not  misleading    because  it  SrronMUB  Adiwtision  of  SvidtiiM  Gnnd 

allows  the  plaintiff  to   recover  for  his  by    ImtmettoiL  —  Evidence     that    the 

own  mental   anguish.     Gulf,  etc.,  R.  plaintiff,  a  married  woman,  was  inca- 

Co.  V.  Box,  81  Tex.  670.  paciiated  by  reason  of  the  injury  from 

Baquiring     Disregard    of     Husband's  perfonning  her  usual  work  is  properly 

Saffering.  —  In  an  action  by  a  husband  received  as  tending  to  show  the  extent 

wherein  damages  for  mental  suffering  of  the  injuries  where  the  jury  is  in- 

of  the  husband  are  claimed,  an  instruc-  structed  that  there  can  be  no  recovery 

tion  that  the  jury  may  include  as  an  "  for  loss  of  time.'*    Stuiz  v,  Chicago, 

element  of  damage  the  physical  pain  etc.,  R.  Co.,  73  Wis.  147. 

and     mental    anguish    and    sense    of  Vordiet    Hot     Kroeirive  —  Instmotioa 

shame,  if  any,  suffered  and  endured  by  Harmleis.  —  Where  the  damages  award- 

the  wife  should  be  supplemented  at  the  ed   are   not  excessive,   an   instruction 

request  of  the  defendant  by  an  instruc-  which  authorizes  consideration  of  the 

tion  that  the  jury  should  disregard  the  wife's  loss  of  time,  etc.,  in  an  action 

suffering  of  the  husband  as  an  element  by  herself  is  not  so  objectionable  as  to 

of  damage.     Missouri  Pac.   R.  Co.  v.  require  interference.    Coffeen  v.  Lang, 

Martino,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  634.  67  III.  App.  359. 

Joint      Judgment.  —  In      California,  OlQOOtion  to  Conplaint  Hot  Baised  in 

where  the  right  to  damages  for  injuries  Trial    Court.  —  Where    the    complaint 

to  the  wife  during  marriage  is  commu-  fails  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  mar- 

nity  property  of  the  husband  and  wife,  ried  woman,  which  fact  appears  on  the 

there  is  no  impropriety  in  giving  judg-  trial,  and  the  complaint  is  amply  broad 

ment  in   favor  of    the    husband   and  to  cover  all  damages  for  which  a  recov- 

wife  jointly.     Neale  v.  Depot  R.  Co.,  94  ery  may  be  had  because  of  the  alleged 

Cal.  425.    '  injuries,  an  objection  that  the  cause  of 
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XL  PSOVnrCB  of  CoITBT  AVD  JvBT  —  ProTlaoa  of  Govt.  —  Whether 
the  evidence  tends  to  show  facts  to  establish  the  right  of  the  per- 
son injured  to  recover  for  any  element  of  damage  is  a  question 
for  the  determination  of  the  court.* 

ProTlaoa  of  J1117.  —  But  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  establish 
such  facts  is  a  matter  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,'  to  which 
a  large  discretion  is  of  necessity  left  in  estimating  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  awarded.' 

action  stated    relates  only  to  money  Oamo  of  flooondary  Injury.  —  Where  it 

which  was  laid  oat  and  expended  on  appeared   that    the    plaintiff    received 

account  of  injuries  received,  and  that  blows  on  the  head,  and  claimed  that  it 

for  damages  of  this  character  the  hus-  aggravated  hernia,  with  which  he  was 

band  and  not  the  wife  must  bring  the  afflicted,  it  was  held  that  whether  or 

action,  cannot  be  raised  for  the   first  not  blows  on  the  head  could  aggravate 

time  in  a  court  of  last  resort.     Michi-  the  hernia  was  a  Question  for  the  jury. 

gan  City  v.  Ballance.  123  Ind.  334.  Coleman  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  106 

1.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Warner,  Mass.  160,  6  Am.  R.  Rep.  306. 

108  111.  538,   18  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  Cas.  8.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Smith.  2 

100;   Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Scurr,  59  *  Duv.  (Ky.)  556;  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

Miss.  456,  6  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  341,  v.  Fox,  11  Bush  (Ky.)  495. 

42  Am.  Rep.  373;    Alabama,  etc.,   R.  OavM  of  Diseasod  Condition.  —  Where 

Co.  V,  Purnell,  69  Miss.  652;    Hawes  a  physician  testifies  that  he  found  evi- 

V.  Kansas  City    Stock- Yards  Co.,  103  dence  of  compression  of  the  chest,  and 

Mo.  60.  pneumonia  arising  therefrom  involving 

Anemnont  of  Bamagoo  by   Court.  —  both  lungs,  and  there  is  evidence  that 

The  court  sitting  without  a  jury,  with  the  disease  from  which  the  plaintiff  has 

the  aid  of  experts,  may  estimate  the  suffered  and  is  suffering  at  the  trial  was 

present  worth  of  an  annuity  equal  to  superinduced    by  the  pneumonia,  the 

the  plaintiff*s  earning  power  for  the  jury  is  justified  in  finding  that  the  dis- 

probable  time  of  the  duration  of  the  ease  was  caused  by  the  injury.  Hanlon 

injury.     Copson  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  v,  Missouri   Pac.  R.  Co.,  104  Mo.  381. 

Co.,  171  Mass.  233.  Attempt  to  01  ve  Perfoot  Compensation. 

9.  Chicago,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v,  Warner,  — In   Rowley  v.  London,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

108  111.   538,   18  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  Cas.  L.  R.  8  Exch.  231,  the  rule  was  laid 

100:    Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  down  that  the  jury  "  must  not  attempt 

Kemp.  61  Md.  619;    Chicago,  etc.,  R.  to  give  damages  to  the  full  amount  of 

Co.  V.  Scurr,   59  Miss.  456,  6  Am.  &  a  perfect  compensation  for  the  pecuni- 

Eng.   R.  Cas.  341,  42   Am.   Rep.  373;  ary  injury,  but  must  uke  a  reasonable 

Alabama,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v,   Purnell,  69  view  of  the  case,  and  give  what  they 

Miss.  652;    Schmitz  v,  St.   Louis,  etc.,  consider,  under  all  the  circumstances, 

R.  Co.,  119  Mo.   256;    Walsh  v.   Mis-  a  fair  compensation.'*     See  also  Phil- 

souri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  102  Mo.  582;  Hard-  lips  r.  South  Western  R.  Co.,  4  Q.  B. 

ing  V,  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  36  Hun  Div.  406. 

(N.  Y.)  72;    Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  In  Qeorgla,  where  special  damages 

Shafer,   54    Tex.   641;     Oliver    v.    La  are  sought,  such  as  expenses  of  nurs- 

Valle,  36  Wis.  592;    Washington,  etc.,  ing,   physician's   bill,    medicine,   etc., 

R.  Co.  V,  Harmon,  147  U.  S.  571.     See  the  rule  of  assessment  **  according  to 

also  Murray  v,  Missouri   Pac.  R.  Co.,  the  enlightened  consciences  of  impar- 

loi  Mo.  236.  tial  jurors  "  is  not  applicable.     It  is  so 

Aweesment  npon  Admissions  in  Plea.  —  where  the  special  damages  alleged  are 

In   an   action    for  a    personal   injury,  not  insisted  upon,  and  the  only  recov. 

^where  the  defendant  by  his  plea  admits  ery  sought  is  for  injuries  to  the  person 

and  justifies,  and  no  further  evidence  and  for  pain  and  suffering.     Augusta, 

is  adduced  by  either  party,  damages  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Randall,  85  Ga.  297. 

may  be  assessed  by  the  jury  upon  the  Where  the  Only  Damages  Proved  Are 

admissions  contained  in  the  plea,  and  Physical  Suffering  and  Saperadded  Mental 

such  admissions  are  to  be  taken  as  un-  Suffering  (the  latter  not  being  of  itself  a 

qualified    by    the    connected    matters  ground   of    recovering   damages),    the 

alleged    in    justification.       Parker    v,  question  of  the  amount  of  damages  be- 

Lanier,  82  Ga.  216.  comes  a  mere  matter  of  opinion,  and 
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XIL  YSBDICT  —  1.  Generally.  —  The  verdict  must,  of  course, 

be  founded  upon  the  evidence  and  be  in  accordance  with  the 
instructions  given.* 

Slemanti  of  Dimag*  or  Bridtaoe  IHiregftrdod.  —  And  where  it  is  appa- 
rent from  the  verdict  itself  that  the  jury  has  omitted  to  take  into 

the  standard  which  the  law  affords  in  should  no^  be  required,  yet  a  mere  con- 
such  a  case  is  the  opinion  of  twelve  jecture  or  even  a  probability  do  not 
men  in  the  jury  box,  subject  to  the  warrant  the  giving  of  damages  for  fa- 
control  of  the  court  where  the  amount  ture  disability  which  may  never  be 
given  is  manifestly  so  great  or  so  little  realized.  The  future  effect  of  the  in- 
as  to  have  been  the  result  of  passion,  jury  should  be  shown  with  reasonable 
prejudice,  or  a  disregard  of  the  evi-  certainty  to  authorize  damages  upon 
dence  in  the  case.  Winlcler  v.  St.  the  score  of  permanent  injury." 
Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  21  Mo.  App.  99.  Wlisro  th«  ErideiiM  Conoeroiiig  aa  la* 

Se?i«w  of  Action  of  Jury.  —  In  Chi-  jury  It  Vary  Loom,  and  no  medical  wit- 

'cago,  etc.,   R.  Co.   v,  Barrett,   16  111.  nesses  are  called,  a   verdict  for  two 

App.   17,  it  was  said:    *' Where  pain  thousand  dollars  will  be  set  aside  and 

and  suffering  are  recognized  elements  a   new   trial   granted  on   payment  of 

in  assessing  damages  for  personal  in-  costs.     Watson  v.  Northern  R.  Co.,  24 

juries,  there  can  be  no  certain  rules  U.   C.   Q.   B.   98.     See  also    Internar 

for  their  admeasurement,  and  conse-  tional,  etc.,  R..  Co.  v.  Jordan,  i  Tex. 

quentlythe  law  has  left  the  assessment  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  §  858. 

to  the  sound  judgment  of  the  jury,  Disagroomont  at  to  Vatnio  but  Hot  at 

guided  by  proper  instructions  from  the  to  Faet  of  Injury.  —  If  physicians  dis- 

court;  and  before  a  court  should  inter-  agree  as  to  the  nature  of  the  injuries 

fere  with  the  findings  by  putting  itself  sustained,  this  will  not  be  sufficient  to 

in  the  place  of  the  tribunal  primarily  set  aside  the  verdict  on   the  ground 

established  by  the  law   to  determine  that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that 

this  question,  it  ought  to  be  well  ad-  physical   injury   was  sustained,  when 

vised  that  such  verdict  is  not  the  result  they  all  agree  as  to  the  plain  tiff 'sphys- 

of  the  calm,  dispassionate  judgment  of  ical  suffering.     Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v, 

the  jury,  but  results  from  some  im-  Suggs,  62  Tex.  323,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 

proper  motives  or  influences,  and  that  Cas.  475. 

injustice  would  be  done  if  the  verdict  Futnia   XUtability.  —  Where  there  is 

should  be  allowed  to  stand."     Quoted  some  evidence  bearing  upon  the  ques- 

in  East  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Fra-  tion  before  the  jury,  such  as  the  na- 

zier,  26  111.  App.  437.  ture   of    the   injuries    received,    their 

1.  Washington,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Har-  effect  upon  the  physical  condition  of 

mon,  147U.  S.  571;  Allison  V.  Chicago,  the  plaintiff,  and  the  length  of  time 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  42  Iowa  274.  that  the  disabilities  have  already  con* 

Ditregard  of  Svidonoe.  —  In  assessing  tinned,  upon  due  consideration  of  these 

damages,  the  jury  should  not  be  per-  facts  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  deter- 

mitted  to  reach  a  conclusion  from  mere  mine   whether  there  is  a  reasonable 

conjecture,   without  regard  to  proper  certainty     of     future    disability    and 

data  furnished  as  evidence,  as  to  the  suffering,  and,  if  so,  to  award  compen- 

amount  to  be  paid.     Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  sation  therefor.     Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  r. 

V,  Wilson,  79  Tex.  371.  Jones,  49  Fed.  Rep.  343. 

Co^jectnro  at  to  Pennanoney  of  I^Juiiet.  Vordiet  Authorised  by  Prayv  for  Bolidl 

—  Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the  —  Where  the  complaint  was  in  three 

plaintiff  was  as  likely  entirely  to  re-  counts,  each  for  the  same  cause  of  ac- 

cover,  and  probably  in  a  short  period  tion,  and  each  claiming  ten  thousand 

of  time,  as  she  was  to  be  permanently  dollars  as  damages,  but  in  the  prayer 

affected  by  the  injury,  a  verdict  which  for  relief  the  damages  were  fixed  at 

could  have  been  only  the  result  of  preju-  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and  the  jury 

di^e  toward  the  defendant  or  of  an  un-  returned  a  verdict  for  fifteen  thousand 

due  sympathy  with  the  plaintiff  should  dollars,  it  was  held  that  the  general 

be  set  aside.     Louisville  Southern  R.  prayer  controlled  and  authorized   the 

Co.  V.  Minogue,  90  Ky.   369.     In  this  verdict;  but  even  if  it  did  not,  it  was 

case  the  court  said:    "  While  absolute  immaterial,  because  under  the  provi- 

certainty  as  to  the  result  of  an  injury  sions  of  the   code  the  plaintiff  could 
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consideration  some  of  the  elements  of  damage  which  were  prop- 
erly involved  in  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  the  verdict  is  not  war- 
ranted by  the  evidence,  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  or  a 
new  trial  granted.^ 

&  Form  of  Verdict  —  SepuaU  or  QpoeUl  Tindingt.  —  Usually,  and 
unless  there  are  special  provisions  to  the  contrary,  there  should 
be  a  single  recovery  for  all  the  elements  of  damage  for  which  a 
recovery  is  asked  and  which  the  evidence  warrants,  and  the  ver- 
dict should  make  a  single  award.'  But  in  some  states  separate 
or  special  findings  are  proper,  or  at  least  the  receipt  of  them  will 
not  constitute  error  where  no  prejudice  has  resulted.' 

A  Gonoral  Verdiet   Whl^  If  Inooniiitont  witli  a  Speeial  Finding  because 

amend  at  any  time.    Schultz  v.  Third  v.  Lake  Superior   Terminal,  etc.,   R. 

Ave.   R.   Co.,  89  N.  Y.  242,  9  Am.  &  Co.,  99  Wis.  617. 

Eng.  R.  Cas.  412,  reversing  46  N.  Y.  Tiimiting  Baooyory.  —  Where  the  jury 

Super.  Ct.  211.  was  instructed  that  the  plaintiff  could 

1.  Phillips  V  South  Western  R.  Co.,  recover  all  damages  directly  resulting 
4  Q.  B.  Dtv.  406.  In  this  case  the  ver-  from  a  permanent  injury  and  sufficient 
diet  was  for  seven  thousand  pounds,  to  compensate  for  the  extent  and  dura- 
The  plaintiff  was  of  middle  age,  and  tion  of  the  injury,  and  all  damages, 
from  a  condition  of  robust  health  had  present  and  future,  necessarily  result- 
been  rendered  '*  helpless  and  hope-  mg,  the  fact  that  the  jury  specially 
less,"  and,  irrespective  of  the  pain  and  found  that  the  injury  was  not  perma- 
«uffering,  it^also  appeared  that  his  ex-  nent  does  not  limit  the  verdict  to  the 
pense,  caused  by  the  injury,  had  al-  actual  pecuniary  loss.  Ankrum  v. 
ready  reached  one  thousand  pounds,  Marshalltown,  105  Iowa  493. 
that  he  had  been  making  an  income  of  Limiting  Baooyory  to  Items  of  Injuries 
five  thousand  pounds  per  annum,  the  jpedfloally  Alleged.  —  No  greater  dam- 
amount  of  which  had  been  positively  ages  can  be  recovered  than  the  items  of 
lost  for  sixteen  months,  the  period  be-  the  injuries  specifically  alleged,  al- 
tween  the  accident  and  the  trial.  though  a  greater  sum  is  claimed,  un- 

Terdiet  Contrary  to  Evldoneo.  —  Where  less  the  declaration  alleges  other  causes 

it   is  apparent  from  the  evidence  that  of  injury,  and  it  is  immaterial  what  the 

the  nature  of  the   injuries  sustained  proof  or  the  a</^a/»/»»/»  clause  may  be. 

warranted    a    substantial     verdict    in  Abernethy  v.  Van  Buren  Tp.,  52  Mich. 

favor  of    the   plaintiff,   the    appellate  383. 

court  will  reverse  a  judgment  upon  a  Finding  Contrary  to  Xnstmetion.  —  It 

verdict    in    favor    of    the    defendant,  is  not  a  ground  of  reversal  that  a  specific 

Barbee  v,  Reese,  60  Miss.  906.  finding  as  to  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff's 

Sxoosiiyo  Vordiot.  —  Though    a  per-  personal  physical  condition  is  contrary 

sonal  injury  be  very  serious,  such  as  to  an  instruction,  where  no  prejudice 

will  shorten   life,    still  a  verdict    for  has  resulted.    Allison  v.  Chicago,  etc., 

double  the  amount  of  damages  which  R.  Co.,  42  Iowa  274. 

could  be  awarded  if  death  had  ensued  BoAual  to  Soqnire  Bpooial  Finding.  — 

will  generally    be    deemed    excessive  Either  party  has  a  right  to  a  written 

and  set  aside.     Collins  t/.  Albany,  etc.,  finding  of  the  jury  upon  any  material 

R.  Co.,  12  Barb!  (N.  Y.)  492.     And  see  question  of  fact  involved  in  the  case, 

Belknap  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49  N.  but  where  a  verdict  is  returned  for  the 

H.  358;   Murray  v.  Hudson  River  R.  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  personal  in- 

Co.,  47  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  196.  juries,  and   the  trial   court  refuses  to 

8,  Stickley  v.  Chesapeake,  etc.,   R.  submit  to  the  jury,  at  the  instance  of 

Co.,  93  Ky.  323;    Wallace  v.  Wilming-  the  defendant,  what  sum  the  plaintiff 

ton,  etc.,  R.  Co..  8  Houst.  (Del.)  529.  is  entitled  to  recover  "  on  account  of 

S.  Separate  Findings  —  Past  and  Fntnre  money  paid  for  medicine  and  the  serv- 

l^onoi.  —  The  fact  that  future  loss  is  ices  of  a  physician,*'  such  refusal  is 

found   separate   from    past  loss,  in   a  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  reversal 

verdict  for  damages  for  personal   in-  of  the  judgment,  if  the  evidence  of  the 

juries,  does  not  constitute  error.     Ray  plaintiff  as  to  the  expenses  for  medi- 
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it  eliminates  from  the  case  the  elements  of  damage  for  which  a 

recovery  could  have  been  had  is  erroneous.* 

Wli«ro  It  It  Proper  to  Itemiio  the  Danutgoo  |by  stating  the  amounts 
awarded  for  each  element,  the  items  should  accord  with  the 
pleadings  and  proof;  but  a  verdict  so  itemized  as  to  give  a 
double  recovery  is  improper.* 

Apportionment  of  Damagei  Againit  Joint  TreepaMon.  —  Furthermore,  it 
has  been  held  that  under  statutory  provisions  respecting  the 
apportionment  of  damages  against  joint  trespassers,  the  jury  is 

authorized  to  state  the  amount  of  damages  assessed  separately 
against  two  wrongdoers.' 

cine  and  medical  attendance  is  uncon-  made  for  mental  suffering,  the  result 

tradicted,   and    therefore   undisputed,  of  physical  pain.     Atchison,  etc.,   R. 

Kansas    City  v,    Bradbury,   45    Kan.  Co.  v,  Lamoreux,  5  Kan.  App.  813. 

381.  Doable  BeooTory.  —  Where    the  jury 

1.  Special  Finding  Ineonsistent  with  assessed  damages  for  *'  peril  and 
General  Verdict. —  Where  a  minor,  fright  "  eight  hundred  and  thirty. three 
through  his  father  as  his  next  friend,  dollars,  *'  mental  anguish  "  one  thou- 
brought  an  action  to  recover  damages  sand  six  hundred  and  sixty-six  dol- 
for  personal  injuries,  and  the  court  in-  lars,  and  "pain  and  suffering'*  six 
siructed  the  jurv  that  there  could  not  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixty-seven 
be  any  recovery  for  loss  of  time,  board,  dollars,  it  was  held  that  the  sum 
care,  nursing,  or  medical  expenses,  awarded  for  pain  and  suffering  conse- 
and  the  jury  found  specially  that  it  quent  upon  the  personal  injuries  in- 
allowed  nothing  for  physical  pain,  eluded  the  two  items  for  '*  mental 
mental  suffering,  permanent  injury,  or  anguish  "and"  fright," and  that  there 
exemplary  damages,  a  general  verdict  was  a  double  recovery  therefor.  Gal- 
for  one  thousand  dollars  as  damages  veston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Porfert,  72  Tex. 
for  injuries  received  was  held  incon-  344,  37  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  540. 
sistent  with  the  charge  of  the  court  and  Ambiguity.  —  Where  both  actual  and 
the  special  findings,  and  erroneous  be-  exemplary  damages  were  claimed,  and 
cause  of  the  absence  of  anything  upon  a  verdict  was  rendered  for  one  hundred 
which  to  base  the  allowance.  Parkin-  and  fifty  dollars  actual  damages,  and 
son  Sugar  Co.  v,  Riley,  50  Kan.  401.  $237.50  "  for  insult,"  it  was  held  that 

A  special  finding  of  fact  by  the  jury  the  verdict  by  its  terms  excluded  the 
that  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  in  the  idea  that  a  larger  sum  than  one  hun- 
sum  of  three  hundred  dollars  by  rea-  dred  and  fifty  dollars  for  actual  dam- 
son of  her  incapacity  to  perform  labor  ages  was  intended.  Galveston,  etc., 
is  not  inconsistent  with  a  general  ver-  R.  Co.  v,  Dunlavy,  56  Tex.  256,  11 
diet  of  five  hundred  dollars,  inasmuch  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  673. 
as  the  capacity  to  perform  labor  is  but  8.  Apportionment  of  Damages.  —  Where 
one  of  the  elements  which  the  jury  is  the  jury,  by  special  findings,  fixed  the 
entitled  to  consider  in  assessing  dam-  damages  at  five  thousand  dollars,  and 
ages  for  the  plaintiff.  Guthrie  v,  required  one  defendant,  a  steam-rail- 
Thistle,  5  Okla.  517.  road  company,  to  pay  of  that  amount 

2.  Itendiing  Bamagee.  —  Where  a  per-  two  thousand  dollars,  and  the  other,  a 
son  is  entitled  to  recover  for  physical  street-car  company,  to* pay  three  thou- 
pain.  and  for  such  mental  pain  and  sand  dollars,  it  was  held  that  the  jury 
suffering  as  grow  immediately  out  of  had  the  right  under  the  statute  to  thus 
or  result  directly  from  the  physical  apportion  the  damages,  but  even  if  it 
pain  he  endured,  there  is  no  good  rea-  had  not,  the  defendants  were  not  preju- 
son  for  requiring  these  elements  of  diced,  as  otherwise  there  would  have 
damage  to  be  divided  into  minor  sub-  been  a  joint  judgment  against  both  for 
divisions;  but  where  they  have  been  five  thousand  dollars,  the  whole  of 
so  divided  in  answer  to  questions  pro-  which  might  have  been  recovered  of 
pounded  by  the  defendant,  the  court  one  with  no  right  of  contribution 
commits  no  error  in  refusing  to  elimi-  against  the  other.  Central  Pass.  R. 
nate  from  the    judgment  the    award  Co.  v,  Kuhn,  86  Ky.  578. 
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Verdict  in  Aetiaii  for  Lqary  to  Wife.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  verdict 
which  separately  states  the  damages  awarded  to  a  husband  and 
wife  respectively  because  of  injuries  sustained  by  the  wife  is  not 
invalid.* 

Xm  Phtuoal  Examivatiov  —  1.  Power  and  Diioretion  to  Order 

—  Jiuiediotion  in  Whioh  Fewer  It  Aieerted.  —  The  decisions  as  to  the 
inherent  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  law  to  compel  a  party  plaintiff 
to  submit  to  an  examination  of  his  person  by  experts  at  the 
instance  of  the  adverse  party,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
defendant  to  acquire  information  as  to  the  nature,  extent,  and 
probable  duration  of  the  injuries  charged  to  have  been  sustained, 
or  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  physical  conditions  result- 
ing therefrom,  are  in  hopeless  conflict.  In  many  of  the  states 
the  power  to  order  or  direct  such  an  examination  is  asserted  as 
one  of  the  general  powers  of  the  court.* 

1.  HiubAnd  and  Wifb.  —  lo  an  action  Eng.  R.  Cas.  240.    See  Chicago,  etc., 

by  husband  and  wife  for  personal  in-  R.  Co.  v,  Langston,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

juries  sustained  by  the  latter,  in  which  1898)  48  S.  W.   Rep.  610,  (Tex.   Civ. 

action  damages  for  the  injury  are  re-  App.  1898)  47  S.  W.  Rep.  1029. 

coverable  as  community  property,  and  Washington,  —  Smith  v,  Spokane,  16 

as  such  may  be  recovered  by  the  hus-  Wash.  403. 

band  alone,  a  verdict  is  not  invalid  be-  Wisconsin.  —  White    v,     Milwaukee 

cause,  in  accordance  with  an  instruction  City  R.  Co.,  61   Wis.  536,  z8  Am.  & 

to  assess  the  damages  at  such  sum  as  Eng.    R.    Cas.    213;    O'Brien    v.    La 

would  fairly  compensate  both  parties  Crosse,  99  Wis.  421. 

for  the  actual  pecuniary  loss  sustained  See  also  upon  this  question  Hatfield 

by  the  wife,   and   to  apportion   such  v.  St.  Paul,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  33  Minn.  130; 

damages  between  them,  it  finds  for  the  Mulhado  v.  Biooklyn  City  R.  Co.,  30 

gross  sum  and  proceeds  to  state  the  N.  Y.  370. 

sum  found  in  favor  of  each.     Houston,  Anetontlj  in  Sngland,  in  what  was 

etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Stewart,  14  Tex.  Civ.  known   as  trial   by   inspection,   when 

App.  703.  issue  was  joined  upon  an  appeal  of 

8.  Arkansas,  —  St.  Louis  Southwest-  mayhem  on  the  question  whether  there 

ern  R.  Co.  v.  Dobbins,  60  Ark.  481;  was  mayhem  or  no  mayhem,  the  court 

Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275.  could  call  in  surgeons  to  assist  it  in  its 

Iowa.  —  Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  determination.     3  Black.  Com.  332;  2 

R.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375,  14  Am.  R.  Rep.  Roll.  Abr.  578. 

359.     And  see  Hall  v,  Manson,  99  Iowa  In  Georgia  it  is  said  that  the  power 

698.  exists  under  Code,  g  206,  which  em- 

ICansas,  —  Atchison,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  powers  every  court  to  control  the  con- 

Thul,  29  Kan.  466;    Southern  Kansas  duct  of  all  persons  connected  with  a 

R.  Co.  V,  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474.  judicial  proceeding  before  it,  in  every 

Kentucky,  —  Belt  Electric   Line  Co.  matter    appertaining    thereto.      Rich- 

V,  Allen,  (Ky.  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  89.  mond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Childress,  82  Ga. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Demenstein  v.  Rich-  719,  41  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  216. 

ardson,  2  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  825,  34  W.  N.  ik  Kebnwka  the  court  intimated  that 

C.  (Pa.)  295;  Hess  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  it  was  within  its  power  to  direct  a  phys- 

R.  Co.,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  565;  Harvey  ical  examination,  but  disclaimed  any 

V,  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.,  26  W.  N.  intention    of    deciding    the   question. 

C.   (Pa.)  231;    Lawrence   v,  Keim,  19  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Finlayson, 

Phila,  (Pa.)  351,  45  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  434.  16  Neb.  578;  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41 

Texas.  —  Gulf,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Nel-  Neb.     88r.      And     see    Chadrow    v. 

son,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  387;    Gulf,  etc.,  Glover,  43  Neb.  732. 

R.  Co.   V,  Norfleet,  78  Tex.  321;    Mis-  Former  Bootrine  in  Kew   York.  —  In 

souri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  72  Tex.  Walsh  v.  Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y. 

loi;     International,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v.  Super.  Ct.)  334,  the  power  of  the  court 

Underwood,  64  Tex.  463,  27  Am.  &  in  a  proper  case  to  order  a  personal 
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'  Jnriidietioiif  in  Whioh  Pow«r  Ii  Denied.  —  On  the  Other  hand,  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  and  in  those  of  some  of  the  states 
this  right  of  the  court  to  exercise  this  power,  against  the  consent 
of  the  person  whom  it  is  proposed  to  examine,  in  the  absence  of 
express  statutory  authority,  is  positively  denied.^ 

SUtntory  ProTiiioiif.  —  There  can  be  no  doubt,   however,  of  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  such  an  examination  in  a 

proper  case,  and  to  regulate  the  practice  respecting  the  procure- 
ment of  the  examination,  its  conduct,  and  the  like.' 

examination  was  asserted,  and  it  was  the  examination  of  strangers  for  the 
there  said  that  it  rests  upon  the  same  purpose  of  furnishing  evidence  to  be 
principle  as  the  power  to  compel  the  used  on  the  trial  of  a  cause.  Should  a 
discovery  of  books,  papers,  and  docu-  litigant  willingly  submit  there  could 
ments.  In  later  cases  in  New  York  be  no  legal  objection  to  such  an  exami- 
this  doctrine  was  expressly  repudiated  nation,  and  should  he  refuse  to  sub- 
and  declared  to  be  unsound.  At  pres-  mit  to  a  reasonable  examination  his 
ent  the  right  is  conferred  by  statute,  conduct  might  possibly  be  proper  mat- 
Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  873,  as  amended,  ter  for  comment,  but  this  is  quite  a 
See  also  Shaw  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  60  different  matter  from  compeUing  him. 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  143.  against  his  will,  to  submit  his  person 

At  Defendant's  Expense.  —  Theexami-  to    the    examination    of    strangers." 

nation  should   be  at  the  defendant's  Pennsylvania  Co.   v,   Newmeyer,  129 

expense.     Richmond,   etc.,    R.   Co.  v,  Ind.  401. 

Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  41  Am.  &  Eng.  AppUoation  on  TiiaL  —  It  is  immate- 

R.  Gas.  216.  rial  whether  the  application  is  made 

1.  Illinois.  —  Parker  r.  Enslow,  102  upon   the  trial  or  in  advance  of  the 

111.  272;    Peoria,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Rice,  trial,  if  no  statutory  risrht  thereto  ez- 

144  III.  227,  affirming  ^t  III.  App.  60.  ists.     Cole  v.  Fall  Brook  Coal  Co.,  159 

Indiana.  —  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  New-  N.  Y.  59. 

meyer,  129  Ind.  401,  52  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  8.  Hew  Tork«  —  The  amendment  of 

Cas.  454.  1893  (Laws  1893,  c.  721)  to  section  873  of 

Maryland.^ — Philadelphia,    etc.,    R.  the  New  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 

Co.  V.  State,   58  Md.  372,   10  Am.  &  which  provides  that  **  in  every  action 

Eng.  R.  Cas.  792.  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 

Missouri.  —  Loyd  v.  Hannibal,  etc.,  juries,  the  court  or  judge,  in  granting 

R.  Co.,  53  Mo.  509,  12  Am.   R.  Rep.  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the 

474,  modified  in  Shepard  v,  Missouri  plaintiff  before   trial,  may.  if  the  de- 

Pac.  R.  Co.,  85  Mo.  634.  lendant  apply  therefor,  direct  that  the 

New    York,  —  McQuigan    v»    Dela-  plaintiff  submit  to  a  physical  examina- 

ware,  etc.,  R.  Co..  129  N.  Y.  50;  Rob-  tion  by  one  or  more  physicians  or  sur- 

erts  V.  Ogdensburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  29  geons,  to  be  designated  by  the  court  or 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  154;    Cole  v.  Fall  Brook  judge,  and  such  examination  shall  be 

Coal  Co.,  87  Hun  (N.  Y.)  584,  affirmed  had  and  made  under  such  restrictions 

159  N.  Y.  59;    Brooks  v,  Rochester  R.  and  directions  as  to  the  court  or  judge 

Co.,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  shall  seem  proper,"  and  that  '*  in  any 

88.  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 

United  States.  —  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  personal  injuries,  where  the  defendant 

T/.   Griffin,   80  Fed.   Rep.  279;    Union  shall    present  to    the  court  or  judge 

Pac.  R.  Co.  V,  Botsford,  141  U.  S.  250,  satisfactory  evidence  that  he  is  ignor- 

47  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  406.  ant  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  in- 

See  also  Joliet  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Call,  143  juries  complained  of,  the  court  or  judge 

111.  177;   Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hoi-  shall  order  that  such  physical  examina- 

land,  122  III.  461.  tion  be  made,"  is  not  violative  of  any 

"  The   Better  Season  Is  Against   the  of  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of 

Szistenoe  of  8a6h  a  Sight,  and,  in  the  the  state  of  New  York  or  that  of  the 

absence  of  some  statute  upon  the  sub-  United  States.     Lyon  v,  Manhattan  R. 

ject,  we  do  not  think  the  courts  should  Co..  142  N.  Y.  298. 

attempt  to  compel    litigants,  against  Statutory  Sifht   Established   Pending 

their  will,  to  submit  their  persons  to  Appeal.  —  In  Cole  v.  Fall  Brook  Coal 

484  Volume  XVI. 


njaieal  IsMBinAtion.    PERSONAL  INJURIES.  Pow«rtoOid«. 

ITo  AbMlate  Bight  to  UramlnatloB,  —  In  a  few  instances  this  right  of 
the  defendant  to  have  such  an  examination  made  has  been  held 
or  intimated  to  be  an  absolute  one,  upon  a  proper  showing 
made.^  The  better  view,  however,  is  against  such  a  conten- 
tion ; '  and  by  the  great  weight  of  authority  in  those  states 
wherein  the  power  to  order  or  direct  a  physical  examination  is 

Co.,  159  N.  Y.  59,  it  appeared  that  the  to  such  examination.     Sibley  v.  Smith, 

defendant's  application  for  a  physical  46  Ark.  275. 

examination  hkd  been  denied  at  a  time  1.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  90 
when  no  statutory  authority  therefor  Ala.  71.  See  also  Hatfield  v,  St.  Paul, 
existed,  but  that  between  the  trial  and  etc.,  R.  Co.,  33  Minn.  130. 
the  final  appeal  the  right  to  such  an  8.  In  XUinoit  it  was  said  that  "if  ic 
examination  had  been  given  by  stat-  be  conceded  that  the  court  has  power 
ute,  and  the  appellate  court  refused  to  to  order  such  an  examination,  the  ques- 
reverse  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  tion  immediately  arises  whether  a  de- 
plaintiff  and  to  grant  a  new  trial,  so  fendant  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of 
that  upon  a  subsequent  trial  the  de-  right,  to  have  the  power  exercised  and 
fendant  might  have  physicians  exam-  the  examination  made,  or  whether  it 
Ine  the  plaintiff  under  the  statute.  is  a  power  10  be  exercised  in  the  sound 

Bight  Inddent  to  Szajninatloii  Bofim  discretion  of  the  court  for  the  purpose 
Trial. —  Under  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  of  attaining  the  ends  of  justice,  and 
the  physical  examination  may  be  pro-  where  it  may  seem  to  be  desirable  for 
cared  only  as  an  incident  to  the  ex-  that  purpose.  If  it  be '  a  matter  of 
amination  of  a  party  before  trial,  and  right,  then  necessarily  the  right  ex- 
is  subject  to  the  general  rules  govern-  tends  to  all  cases,  wherever  a  defend* 
ing  such  examinations  and  application  ant  demands  his  right,  and  the  court  is 
therefor.  Lawrence  v,  Samuels,  30  powerless  to  j udge  of  the  necessity  or 
Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  378;  propriety  of  it,  but  must  enforce  the 
Lyon  V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  142  N.  Y.  right  even  where  such  examination  is 
398.  clearly  needless  or  improper.     If  it  is 

Bona    TIdM    of    Ejumination.  —  The  an  absolute  right  to  have  a  court  select 

statutory  right  to  have  the  plaintiff  ex-  doctors  and  have  an  examination,  there 

amined  physically  cannot  be  defeated  should  certainly  be  some  sure  way  of 

by  a  sworn  statement  by  the  plaintiff  enforcing  an  examination  by  the  doc- 

that  he  believes  that  the  order  for  the  tors  selected;  but  suppose  the  doctors 

examination  was  procured  by  the  de-  refuse,  as  they  may,  to  obey  the  com- 

fendant  to  annoy  and  harass  him,  and  mand  of  the  court;  in  that  event  an 

for  that  purpose  only,  since  to  deter-  absolute  right  would  be  unattainable. 

mine  whether  the  application  is  made  There  are  many  cases  where  to  hold  it 

in  good  faith  or  for  purposes  other  than  an  absolute  right  to  have  an  examina- 

those  contemplated   by   the  statute  a  tion  of  a  sensitive  person  in  matters  of 

reference  must  be  had  to  the  applica-  a  delicate  nature,  by  doctors  selected  by 

tion  and  to  the  circumstances  which  go  others,  would  only  enable  a  wrongdoer 

to  characterize  the  purpose  in  the  view  to  add  insult  to  injury,  and  compel  a 

of  the  party  making  it,  and  if  it  comes  party   to    give    up    substantial   rights 

up  to  the  requirement  of  the  statute,  it  rather  than  submit,  and  where  no  good 

requires  something  quite  substantial  in  could  be  accomplished.**    Joliet  St.  R. 

its  nature  and  satisfactory  to  overcome  Co.  if.  Call,  43  111.  App.  41,  affirmed  \\% 

its  effect  and  to  defeat  its  sufficiency  111.  177. 

for    the    purpose    sought.    Sewell    v,  "Stiw  York,  Prior  to  Statnto.  —  In  Rob- 
Butler,  16  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  77.  erts  v.  Ogdensburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co..  39 

Permanont  Injnriei.  —  Where  a  plain-  Hun  (N.  Y.)  154,  after  issue  joined,  an 

tiff  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries  order  was  made,  upon  the  defendant's 

alleges  that  they  are  of  a  permanent  application,   requiring  the  plaintiff  to 

nature,  the  defendant  is  entitled,  as  a  submit  to  an  examination  of  her  per- 

matter  of  right,  to  have  the  opinion  of  son  by  three  physicians,  named  in  the 

a  surgeon  upon  his  condition,  based  order  and  selected  by  the  defendant, 

upon  personal  examination;   and  the  under  the  direction  of  a  referee  therein 

court  should,  upon  demand  of  the  de-  named.     It  provided  that  such  other 

fendant,  compel  the  plaintiff  to  submit  physicians  as  the  plaintiff  might  desire 

486  Volume  XVI. 


Fhyiieal  Examination.    PERSONAL  INJURIES.  Powtr  to  Ordar. 

conceded,  or  is  not  expressly  denied,  there  is  no  absolute  right  to 
an  order  pr  direction  for  an  examination,  but  the  application  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.* 

Intorfotenoo  with  Trial  Conrt'f  Ezoroiio  of  IMoorotion.  —  The  action  of  the 
trial  court  in  that  regard  is  subject  to  review  in  a  case  where 
there  has  been  an  abuse  of  discretion,'  but  the  exercise  of  this 
discretion  will  not  be  interfered  with  unless  it  has  manifestly 
been  abused,  as  where  an  application  has  been  refused  when  the 
circumstances  present  a  reasonably  clear  case  for  an  examina- 
tion.* 

might  b«  present,  and  that  at  the  ex-  terfered   with    by  an  appeUate  court 

aminaiion  the  plaintiff  should  answer  unless  in  a  case  of  plain  abuse  of  dis* 

such  questions  as  should  be  put  to  her  cretion.    Joliet  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Call,  42 

touching  her  then  present  sensations,  111.  App.  41,  affirmed  143  III.  177. 

by  the  physicians  selected  by  the  de-  Refusal  to  Require  Plaintiff  to  Walk, 

fendant.     It  was  held  that  there  was  —  In  Hatfield  v,  St.  Paul,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

no  authority  to  make  such  an  order.  33  Minn.  130,  the  plaintiff  testified  that 

Criticising   and    reviewing     Walsh    v.  she  limped  in  walking;  and  the  court 

Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  refused  to  require  her  to  walk  across 

334;  Shaw  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  60  How.  the  room  in  the  presence  of  the  jury 

Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.   PI.)  143;    Schroeder  v.  and  bystanders.     It  was  held  that  this 

Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375.  refusal  was  proper,  Mitchell,  J.,  say- 

1.  Georgia, —  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  ing:  "A   court  has   the   power,   in  a 

V.  Childress,  82  Ga.  719,  41  A.m.  &  Eng.  proper  case  and  under  proper  circum- 

R.  Cas.  216;  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  stances,  to  direct  the  plaintiff  to  do  a 

Wain  Wright,  99  Ga.  255.  physical  act  in  the  presence  of  the  jury 

Illinois. —  St.   Louis   Bridge    Co.    v.  that  will  illustrate  or  show  the  char- 

Miller,  138  111.  465;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  acter  of  his  injuries.    And  we  are  by 

Co.  V.  Reith,  65  111.  App.  461.  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  there 

JCansas.  —  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  may  not  be  circumstances  where  the 

Thul,  29Kan.  466;  Southern  Kansas  R.  defendant  would  have  a  right  to  such 

Co.  V.  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474.  an  order.     But  it  is  evident  from  the 

Kentucky,  —  Belt  Electric  Line  Co.  v,  very  nature  of  things  that  the  propriety 

Allen,  (Ky.  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  89.  of  such  an    order  must   usually  rest 

Michigan,  —  Strudgeon       v.       Sand  largely  in   the  discretion  of  the  trial 

Beach,  107  Mich.  496.  court,  and  it  would  only  be  in  case  of 

Missouri,  —  Kinney  v,  Springfield,  35  a  plain  abuse  of  such  discretion  that 

Mo.  App.  97;  Shepardz'.  Missouri  Pac.  we  would  interfere." 

R.  Co.,  85  Mo.  629,  55  Am.  Rep.  390;  8.  Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275. 

Marler  f/.  Springfield,  65  Mo.  App.  301;  8.  Belt  Electric  Line  Co.  v,  Allen, 

Owens  V,  Kansas  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  (Ky.  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  89:  Shepard 

Mo.  169,  33  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  524;  v,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  85  Mo.  629, 

Hill  V,  Sedalia,  64  Mo.  App.  494,  2  Mo.  55  Am.   Rep.  390;    Owens  v.  Kansas 

App.  Rep.  1019;  Sidekum  v,  Wabash,  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  Mo.  169,  33  Am. 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  93  Mo.  400;  Norton  v,  St.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  524. 

Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  40  Mo.  App.  642.  IqjiuiM  Admitted.  —  There  is  no  abuse 

Texas.  —  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Nor-  of  discretion   in   refusing  to  direct  a 

fleet,  78  Tex.  321.  physical   examination   where   the   de- 

Washington.  — Smith  v.  Spokane,  16  fendant*s  physician  admits  the  injuries 

Wash.  403.  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  claim  to  be 

Wisconsin.  —  O'Brien  v.  La  Crosse,  suffering    from     any    secret    malady. 

99  Wis.  421.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Reith,  65  111. 

Diioretion  of  Trial  Court.  —  From  the  App.  461. 

very  nature  of  things  and  the  purposes  Iignry  Apparent.  —  There  is  no  abuse 

for  which  an  examination  may  become  of  discretion  in  refusing  to  make  an 

necessarv,  the  propriety  of  it  must  rest  order  for  the  physical  examination  of 

largely  m   the  discretion  of  the  trial  the  plaintiff,  where  it  is  apparent  that 

court;  and  if  the  power  exists,  the  ex-  he  is  a  cripple,  and  it  is   undisputed 

ercise  of  that  discretion  will  not  be  in-  that  he  had  suffered  extreme  and  ex- 
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BifeMl  to  Ordor  l¥»nitiiftttmi  Hot  Fr^vdldftL  —  The  erroneous  refusal 
to  require  the  plaintiff  to  submit  his  person  to  examination  where 
a  state  of  facts  is  presented  which  justifies  the  granting  of  the 
application  will  not  constitute  a  ground  of  reversal  where  no 
prejudice  has  resulted,^  as  where  after  such  a  refusal  an  exami- 
nation is  had  by  the  consent  of  the  defendant^'  where  opportu- 
nity is  afforded  for  such  an  examination  during  the  trials'  or 
where  the  defendant  has  sufficient  information  based  upon  an 
extrajudicial  examination  previously  had,  or  otherwise.^ 

When  BoftiMd  to  AUow  Xamlnatloii  Ii  Error.  —  To  sum  up,  where  the 

craciating  pain.  Belle  of  Nelson  Dis-  error  in  refusing  to  require  the  plain- 
tilling  Co.  V.  Riggs,  (Ky.  1S98)  45  S.  tiff,  during  the  trial,  to  submit  to  a 
W.  Rep.  99.  medical  examination  at  the  instance,  of 
SoAual  in  Proper  Ouo.  —  The  refusal  the  defendant,  it  appearing  that  she 
of  an  application  when  the  circum-  had  previously  been  several  times  ex- 
stances  present  a  reasonably  clear  case  amined  by  physicians,  one  of  whom 
for  an  examination  under  the  recog-  was  sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  defend- 
nized  rules  is  such  an  abuse  of  the  dis-  ant. 

cretion  lodged  in  the  trial  court  as  will  Ezpoenre  of  limb  to  Physieian  While 

demand  a  reversal  of  a  judgment  in  the  Testifying.  —  In    Mills   v,  Wilmington 

plaintiff's  favor.     Belt  Electric  Line  R.  City  R.  Co.,  i  Marv.  (Del.)  269,  during 

Co.    V.    Allen,   (Ky.   1898)  44    S.    W.  a  recess  taken  at  the  trial  the  plaintiff 

Rep.  89.  was    examined   by   three    physicians, 

1.  International,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Un-  selected  by  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
derwood,  64  Tex.  463,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  without  objection,  but  subsequently, 
R.  Cas.  240.  during  the  trial,  and  while  one  of  the 

Sridenee  and  Instmetion  as  to  Beftisal  physicians  was  on  the  stand,  the  court 
to  Allow  Szaadnation.  —  There  is  no  in-  refused  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  ex- 
justice  done  by  refusing  to  compel  the  pose  his  injured  limb  for  the  purpose 
plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  physical  exam-  of  enabling  the  witness  to  explain  the 
ination  where  on  the  trial  the  defend-  injury  to  the  jury,  counsel  for  the 
ant  is  given  the  full  benefit  of  the  fact  plaintiff  objecting,  and  the  court  basing 
of  the  plaintiff's  refusal  to  submit  vol-  its  refusal  on  the  want  of  power, 
untarily  to  such  examination  both  by  Where  a  Fhyiioal  Examination  Will  Add 
evidence  and  instruction  to  the  jury.  Ho  Information  to  that  already  available 
Peoria,  etc.,  R.  Co.  c'.  Rice,  144  111.  227.  to  the   defendant  as   to  the  previous 

2.  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Finlay-  condition  of  health  or  subsequent  con- 
son,  16  Neb.  578.  dition  of  the  plaintiff,  there  is  no  im- 

8.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Norfleet,  78  propriety    in    refusing    to    grant  the 

Tex.  321,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  207.  application.     Owens  v,  Kansas  City, 

4.  Previous  Examination. —  InShepard  etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  Mo.  169. 
V.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  85  Mo.  629,  it  Examination  by  PlaintifTi  Witness.  — 
was  held  that  an  application  that  a  In  Belt  Electric  Line  Co.  v,  Allen,  (Ky. 
female  plaintiff  be  required  to  submit  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  89,  there  was  held 
to  a  physical  examination,  not  by  one  to  be  no  abuse  of  discretion  in  refusing 
skilled  surgeon,  but  by  at  least  three,  an  examination,  it  appearing  that 
was  unreasonable,  it  appearing  that  after  the  refusal  the  defendant  cross- 
the  plaintiff  had  already  submitted  to  examined  the  medical  witness  for  the 
one  examination  and  again  offered  to  plaintiff,  who  at  the  defendant's  re- 
submit to  an  examination  by  eminent  quest,  the  plaintiff  consenting,  and  in 
and  reputable  surgeons  whose  compe-  company  with  counsel  on  both  sides 
tency  and  fairness  were  not  disputed  and  the  president  of  the  defendant 
and  whose  residences  were  convenient,  company,  retired  with  the  plaintiff,  ex- 
See  also  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Hoi-  amined  the  injured  limb,  and  was 
land,  122  111.  461;  Joliet  St.  R.  Co.  v,  cross-examined  in  relation  thereto  on 
Call,  42  111.  App.  41.  his  return  to  the  stand,  it  also  appear- 

Ezamination  During  Trial.  —  In  South-  ing  that  there   was   no    real    dispute 

cm  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v.  Lynch,  95  about  the  injury  which  could  likely  be 

Ga.  529,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  settled  by  further  examination. 
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right  to  a  physical  examination  is  absolute,  its  denial  will  con- 
stitute error;  but  where  there  is  a  discretion  lodged  in  the  tribu- 
nal to  which  application  is  made,  the  exercise  of  that  discretion 
will  not  be  interfered  with  unless  the  circumstances  present  such 
a  reasonably  clear  case  for  an  examination  under  the  rules  which 
have  been  stated  that  the  refusal  of  the  application  will  amount 
to  an  abuse  of  the  discretion  with  which  the  court  is  vested.* 

2.  The  Applioation  —  a.  Time  of  Making  —  AppUostioB  Kwt  b» 
Hade  with  SiUgmoe.  —  Where  the  time  within  which  the  application 
must  be  made  is  prescribed  neither  by  statute  nor  rule  of  court 
the  decisions  are  clearly  to  the  effect  that,  as  in  other  cases,  the 
application  should  be  made  with  due  diligence,  and  as  soon  as 
the  necessity  for  an  examination  becomes  apparent,*  so  that  the 
trial  will  not  be  unnecessarily  prolonged,  or  the  plaintiff  preju- 
diced in  establishing  his  case.* 

AppUwtlon  Hade  After  ComiiMnocnMiit  of  TriaL  —  When  the  application 

is  made  at  the  trial,^  or  after  the  plaintiff  has  introduced  his  evi- 

1.  Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275 ;  Belt  arriving  at  its  determination,  its  dis- 

Electric  Line  Co.  v.  Allen,  (Ky.  1898)  cretion  in  declining  lo  make  the  order 

44  S.  W.  Rep.  89;  Norton  v,  St.  Louis,  will  not  be  interfered  with.     FuUerton 

etc.,  R.  Cc,  40  Mo.  App.  643;  Owens  v.  v.  Fordyce,  121  Mo.  i. 

Kansas  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  Mo.  177;  8.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Thai,  29 

O'Brien  v.  La  Crosse,  99  Wis.  421.  Kan.  466. 

Jnrisdiotloii  of  AppeUate  Court. — Where  After  Oauso  lot  for  TiiaL  —  In  Kinney 

the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court  v.  Springfield,  35  Mo.  App.  97,  there 

does  not  extend  to  review  matters  in-  was  held  to  have  been  no  abuse  of  dis> 

volving  the  exercise  of  discretion  by  cretion  in  refusing  an  application  two 

the  court  below,  it  will  refuse  to  enter-  days  after  the  day  when  the  cause  had 

tain  an  appeal  based  on  the  denial  of  a  been  set  for  trial  and  previous  to  the 

motion  for  a  further  physical  examina-  day  on  which  it  was  called  for  trial, 

tion.     Lawrence  v.  Samuels,  20  Misc.  Bofinro  Comimmomaont  of  Trial.  —  The 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  278.  application    should  be  made    a  suffi- 

Frosontatioiiof  Faots  to  Appdlato  Oonrt.  cient  time  before  the  commencement 
—  If  a  proper  case  for  granting  an  ap-  of  the  trial,  so  that  the  examination 
plication  for  a  physical  examination  is  may  be  deliberately  and  carefully 
clearly  made  and  is  refused,  the  appel-  made,  and  the  progress  of  the  trial  may 
late  court,  having  before  It  all  the  facts  not  be  interfered  with.  Southern  Kan- 
involved  in  the  determination  of  the  sas  R.  Co.  v.  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474. 
matter  in  the  court  below,  will  reverse  See  also  Chadron  v.  Glover,  43  Neb. 
for  error.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  732;  Stuart  v.  Havens,  17  Neb.  211. 
Hill,  90  Ala.  71.  8.  Miami,     etc..     Turnpike    Co.    v. 

Prosamption  as  to  Grounds  of  BofasaL  —  Baily .  37  Ohio  St.  Z04. 

The  refusal  of  the  court  to  order  such  Applioation  Ponding  Trial.  —  The  re- 

an  examination  of  the  plaintifif  will  not  f usal  to  direct  a  physical  examination 

be  presumed  to  have  been  made  on  the  pending    the    trial    is    not    erroneous 

ground  of  a  want  of  power  in  the  court  where  it  appears  that  no  request  to  that 

to  make  the  order,  but,  in  the  absence  effect  was  made  of  the  plaintiff,  prior 

of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  on  the  to  the  trial,  nor  of  the  court  until  after 

ground  that  under  the  circumstances  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  at 

the    order    ought   not    to    have    been  which  time  it  was  impracticable  with- 

granted.     Miami,  etc.,  Turnpike  Co.  v.  out  too  long  a  suspension  of  the  trial 

Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  104.  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  and  competent 

Eeasons  for  Denial  Hot   Appaxont   of  physician  by  whom  an  impartial  ex- 

Sooord.  —  Where  there  may  be  reasons  amination  could  be  made.     Savannah, 

not  apparent  of  record  which  might  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Wainwright,  99  Ga.  255. 

have  influenced  the  court    below    in  4.  JolietSt.  R.  Co.  c^.  Call,  42  111.  App. 
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dence  and  rested  his  case,  it  should  be  refused  ^  in  the  absence 
of  sf>ecial  circumstances,  or  unless  some  good  reason  is  shown  for 
the  delay  in  making  the  application.* 
b.  What  Application  Should  Show  —  vwMMitj  for  Enaiiaa- 

tioB.  —  To  justify  the  action  of  the  court  in  granting  an  applica- 
tion for  an  examination  of  the  plaintiff  it  must  appear  that  an 
actual  necessity  exists  for  the  examination,  that  it  is  necessary 
to  a  proper  presentation  of  the  defense,  or  that  it  will  promote 
the  ends  of  justice.* 

41,  affirmed  143  III.  177,  in  which  case  plaintiff's   eyes,  the    plaintiff  testifies 

an  application  made  after  the  selection  concerning  his  injuries,  and  no  physi- 

of  the  jury  was  refused.  cian  or  surgeon  or  medical  expert  is 

After  ImiMuieUng  Jury.  —  InSchroeder  examined  as  a  witness,  the  plaintiff 
V.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375,  may  be  required,  upon  a  proper  appli- 
wherein  the  appellate  court  reversed  cation  by  the  defendant,  to  submit  his 
the  action  of  the  court  below  in  over-  eyes  to  a  reasonable  and  proper  exam- 
ruling  an  application  for  a  physical  ination  by  some  competent  expert,  for 
examination,  upon  the  ground  that  the  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  nature, 
defendant  was  not  entitled  as  a  matter  extent,  and  permanency  of  his  injuries; 
of  right  to  the  order,  it  appeared  that  the  court  exercising  a  sound  judicial 
the  application  was  made  after  the  jury  discretion.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
was  impaneled  and  before  the  intro-  Thul,  39  Kan.  466. 
daciion  of  testimony.  8.  Miami,    etc..     Turnpike     Co.    v, 

Diuiiig  tha  Trial.  —  An  application  for  Baily,  37  Ohio  St.  Z04;  Chicago,  etc., 

a   physical  examination   made  in   the  R.   Co.    v.    Reith,   65   111.    App.   461; 

midst  of  the  trial  is  untimely.     Sioux  Galesburg  t'.  Benedict,  22  111.  App.  114; 

City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Finlayson,  16  Neb.  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Michaels, 

578.  57  Kan.  474;  FuUerion  v.  Fordyce,  121 

In  Smith  v,  Spokane,  16  Wash.  403,  Mo.  i. 

wherein  an  order  for  a  physical  ex-  8.  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v,  Mich- 

amination  was    refused,   it    appeared  aeis,  57  Kan.  474;    Belt  Electric  Line 

that  the  request  was  made  at  the  close  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  (Ky.   1898)  44  S.  W. 

of  the  testimony  of  the  physician  who  Rep.  89;    Sidekum  v.  Wabash,  etc.,  R. 

gave  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  Co.,  93  Mo.  400;    Sioux  City,  etc.,  R. 

and  in  the   middle  of  the   trial,  and  Co.  v.  Finlayson,  16  Neb.  578;    Gulf, 

without    any    previous    notice   to   the  etc.,   R.   Co.   v.   Nelson,  5   Tex.   Civ. 

plaintiff.  App.  387;    International,  etc.,   R.  Co. 

B«q[n«it  Addrenad  to  PlalHtiiPi  Counsel,  v.  Underwood,  64  Tex.  463. 

—  A  proposition  made  at  the  trial  to  The  Gonorsl  Boetrine.  —  In  Gulf,  etc., 

permit  the  plaintiff  to  be  subjected  to  R.   Co.  v.    Norfleet,  78  Tex.  321,  the 

the  examination  of  physicians  is  prop-  court    said:    "If    there    be    cases  in 

erly  refused  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  which     the    court    should    take    the 

McSwyny  v,  Broadway,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  responsibility  of  declaring  who  should 

(Supreme  Ct.)  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  456.  be   witnesses  in  a  case,   and  appoint 

Contra.  —  In  an  action  for  personal  physicians  and  surgeons  with  a  view 

injuries  the  court   may,   in   a   proper  to  that  end,  this  should  never  be  done 

case,  at  the  trial  direct  the  plaintifif  to  unless  in  a  case  in  which  the  ends  of 

submit  to  a  personal  examination  by  justice  seem  imperatively  to  demand 

physicians  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  it." 

White  V,  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co.,  61  Ho  Soffldont  Showing.  —  InGalesburg 

Wis.  536,  18  Am.  &  £ng.  R.  Cas.  213.  v.  Benedict,  22  III.  App.  114,  there  was 

1.  Terre     Haute,    etc.,     R.    Co.    v.  held  to  be  no  error  in  refusing  an  ap- 

Brunker,    128    Ind.    542;    Bagley    v,  plication  for  a  physical  examination 

Mason,  69  Vt.  175;  Galesburg  z^.  Bene-  where  there  was  nothing  in  the  evi- 

diet,  22  111.  App.  1x4.  dence  or  in  the  circumstances  justify- 

AbMOM  of  Expert  Testimony.  —  Where,  ing  an  examination  and  no  affidavit 
oti  the  trial  of  an  action  for  damages  was  presented  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
for  personal  injuries  of  a  permanent  as  was  feigning  an  injury  he  had  not  re- 
well  as    temporary  character   to    the  ceived,  and  further  because  the  motion 
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Bcfmal  of  EaquMt  to  tabmit  Yolvntarily  to  Xamlnatioii.  —  In  some  juris- 
dictions it  is  necessary,  or  at  least  it  is  suggested,  that  a  request 
of  the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  physical  examination  should  be 

was  made  while  the  case  was  on  trial,  motion,  the  court  may  presume   that 

and  the  plaintiff  had  introduced  all  his  the  defendant  had  other  evidence  as  to 

evidence.  the  same  facts  and  was  in  no  way  de- 

Previous    EzamiBatioB. —  In     Peoria,  pendent  upon  the  results  of  the  cxami- 

etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Rice.  144  111.  227,  it  ap-  nation  sought  to  make  out  its  defense, 

peared  that  '*  at  the  close  of  the  plain-  St.  Louis  Bridge  Co.  v.  Miller,  138  III. 

tiff's  evidence  in  chief,  counsel  for  the  465. 

defendant  requested  the  court  to  order  Tho  Court  Kay  Eoqviro  a  Bill  of  Flu* 
the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  an  examina-  tienlan  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
tion,  by  four  physicians  named,  *  for  the  necessity  for  the  examination, 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  he  Lawrence  v.  Keim,  19  Phila.  (Pa.)  351, 
is  now  in  the  condition  to  which  he  45  Leg.  Ini.  (Pa.)  434. 
testified,  that  is,  permanently  ruptured  Votioo  to  Advono  OonnsoL  —  In  St. 
upon  both  sides.'  "  The  motion  was  Louis  Bridge  Co.  v.  Miller.  138  III.  465, 
unsupported  by  the  statement  of  the  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  attorney 
counsel,  affidavit,  or  other  proof  that  on  the  application  stated  that  on  the 
the  examination  was  necessary  to  a  day  when  the  motion  was  filed  he  ad- 
full  and  fair  trial  of  the  case.  It  was  vised  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the  plain- 
held  that  the  motion,  although  denied  tiff  that  the  defendant  desired  to  have 
on  another  ground,  might  have  been  the  person  of  the  plaintiff  examined  by 
overruled  upon  the  ground  that  no  oc-  competent  medical  and  surgical  ex- 
casion  or  necessity  for  the  examination  perts  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
was  shown,  especially  in  view  of  the  the  extent  of  the  injuries  complained 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  previously  of  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  and 
been  examined  by  the  principal  sur-  that  the  plaintiff's  attorneys  refused  to 
geon  of  the  defendant  at  his  request  allow  such  an  examination  without  an 
and  had  also  submitted  to  an  examina-  order  of  the  court.  It  was  held  that 
tion  by  two  physicians  of  the  defend-  the  affidavit  failed  to  present  a  proper 
ant's  selection  under  an  order  of  the  case  for  an  order.  The  court  said: 
court  made  at  a  former  term.  See  also  "Counsel  appear  to  have  labored 
Joliet  St.  R.  Co.  V.  Call,  42  111.  App.  41,  under  the  impression  that  their  right 
affirmed  143  III.  177.  to  rec^^uire  the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  an 

A  Mere  Beqaeot  of  Oouniel  Ihuriiig  a  exammation  by  physicians  was  practi- 

Seoond  Trial  of  the  cause  and  after  the  cally  coextensive  with   their  right  to 

plaintiff  had  rested  without  a  showing  compel  her  to  appear  and  testify  as  a 

of  any  belief  that  any  benefit  would  be  witness.     As  a  consequence,  no  proof 

derived  from  the  desired  examination  whatever  was  presented  showing  the 

is  properly  refused.   Terre  Haute,  etc.,  necessity  or  propriety  of  such  examina- 

R.  Co.  V,  Brunker,  128  Ind.  542.  tion,  or  that  the  ends  of  justice  would 

Soffioiency — Fair  Intendmont. —  Under  in  the  least  be  promoted  thereby.  It 
Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  §  873,  as  was  not  shown  that  the  defendant  had 
amended,  it  is  sufficient  if  it  appears  not  already  at  hand  abundant  testi- 
by  fair  intendment  that  the  examina-  mony  to  prove  the  nature  and  perma- 
tion  which  is  sought  is  necessary  to  nency  of  the  plaintiff's  injuries,  or  that 
enable  the  defendant's  experts  to  she  had  not  already  been  examined  by 
qualify  themselves  for  examination,  a  sufficient  number  of  competent  and 
and  for  that  reason  it  is  necessary  to  trustworthy  physicians  whose  testi- 
enable  the  defendant  to  prepare  for  mony  was  available,  or  that  her  in- 
trial.  Green  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  24  juries  were  of  such  character  that  a 
Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  personal  examination  would  have  been 
272,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  473,  i  N.  Y.  likely  to  throw  any  light  upon  the 
Ann.  Cas.  167.  question  of  their  severity  or  probable 

Presumption  as  to  Kooonity.  —  Where  permanency." 

no  proof  is  offered  showing  the  neces-  Stipulation  as  to  SeoOTOry  flrom  Iignry. 

sity  of  the  evidence  expected  to  be  de-  —  Where  a  party  to  be  examined  states 

veloped  by  the  physical  examination,  in  opposition  to  the  application  that  he 

and  it  is  not  shown  that  the  defendant  has  fully  recovered  from  the  injuries 

would  be  prejudiced  by  a  denial  of  the  received   by  him  and  that  a  physical 
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made  and  that  upon  a  refusal  of  the  request  that  fact  should  be 
made  to  appear  upon  the  application  made  to  the  court.  ^ 

AlMMidrniiBont  of  Applioation.  —  Where  the  court  refuses  an  applica- 
tion temporarily,  but  signifies  its  willingness  to  direct  an  exami- 
nation during  the  trial  if  it  appears  necessary,  and  there  is  no 
subsequent  application,  it  may  be  assumed  by  the  trial  court 
that  the  application  was  abandoned.' 

SpooUlflatlon  ai  to  What  WiU  Bo  Shown.  —  To  enable  the  court  to 
which  application  is  made  to  judge  of  the  necessity  of  the  pro- 


exafoination  would  reveal  nothing  re-  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  534,  Van 

lating  thereto,  the  court  may  dispense  Hoesen,   J.,    said:    *'  It    is    not    now 

-with  the  examination  upon  the  plain-  necessary  to  determine  whether  or  not 

tiff's  entering  into  a  stipulation  for  use  the  court  would  order  the  plaintiff  to 

on  the  trial  that  he  has  entirely  recov-  submit  himself  to  the  examination  of  a 

ered  from  the  injuries  referred  to  in  physician  that    the  defendant    might 

the  complaint  as  received   by  him  and  better  frame  his  answer,  for  no  appli- 

from  their  effect.    Sewell  v,  Butler,  16  cation   for  such   an  examination   has 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  77.  been  made;    but  if  the  defendant  will 

1.  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Wain-  stete  what  he  expects  to  show  by  the 

Wright.  99  Ga.  255;    Sioux  City,  etc.,  plaintiff,  and  if  it  appear  that  the  facts 

R.  Co.  V.  Finlayson,  16  Neb.  578;    In-  stated  would   tend  to   support  a  de- 

ternational,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Underwood,  fense,  an  order  for  the  examination  of 

64  Tex.  463,  27  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  Cas.  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant's  attor- 

240.  ney  will  be  made  before  answer.     The 

Whare  Plaliitlif  CoBflenti  to  ETamlnation  affidavit  now  presented  is  so  vague  in 

Without  Ordor.  —  *'  If  there  be  cases  in  its  statements  that  I  am  at  a  loss  to 

which    the    court    should    take     the  discover    exactly    what    *  the    special 

responsibility  of  declaring  who  should  matters  of  defense  '  are,  which  the  de- 

De   witnesses  in  a  case,   and  appoint  fendant  wishes  to  examine  the  plaintiff 

physicians  and  surgeons  with  a  view  upon.     He  fails   to  specify   them.     I 

to  that  end,  this  should  never  be  done  think  this  application  should  be  dis- 

unless  in  a  case  in  which  the  ends  of  missed,  with  costs,  but  with  leave  to 


•> 


justice  seem  imperatively  to  demand  renew  it  on  other  papers.' 

it,  and  in  no  case  should  such  an  order  4.  Moses  v,  Newburgh   Electric   R. 

be  made  when  the  party  is  willing  to  be  Co.,  91  Hun  (N.  Y.)  278;  Demenstein  v, 

examined  by  competent  and  disinter-  Richardson,  2  Pa.   Dist.  Rep.  825,  34 

esied   men   without  such  an    order.'*  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  295. 

Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Norfleet,  78  Tex.  Sufftoieiioy  of  Affidavit.  — An  affidavit 

321.  stating  fully  the  nature  of  the  action 

In  the  Abfonoo  of  Statnto,  tho  Plain-  and  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  the 

tilFi  Consent  la  Keeeoiarj  to  authorize  injuries  received,  and  that  the  defend- 

the  court  to  order  him  to  submit  to  a  ant    is  ignorant    of    the    nature    and 

physical  examination.     Cole    v.    Fall  extent  of  the  injuries  complained  of, 

Brook  Coal  Co.,  87  Hun  (N.  Y.)  584.  sufficiently  makes  it  appear  by  fair  in- 

2.  Sidekum  v,  Wabash,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  tendment  that  the  examination  which 

93  Mo.  400,  30  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  640.  is  sought  is  necessary  to  enable  the 

8.  Terre    Haute,    etc.,     R.     Co.     v,  defendant  to  prepare  for  trial.     Green 

Brunker,   128  Ind.  542:    Schroeder  v,  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  24  Civ.  Pro.  Rep. 

Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375,  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  272,  10  Misc.  Rep. 

Bpoolal  Kattois  of  Dofenso.  —  In  Shaw  (N.  Y.)  473.  i  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  167. 

V.  Van  Rensselaer,  60  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  That  Defendant   Will  Use    Testimonj 

C.  PI.)  143,  which  was  a  special  term  Proonrod.  —  An  affidavit  on  an  applica- 

decision  of  the   New  York   Court  of  tion  under  the  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y., 

Common  Pleas,  made  in  1880,  and  evi-  §  873,  as  amended,  which  states  that  the 

dently  in  view  of  Walsh  v,  Sayre,  52  defendant  is  ignorant  of  the  nature  and 
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A^junet  to  Ordiaurj  XsAminatioii  vf  AdrtrM  Purtj.  —  In  New  York  the 
application  for  the  examination  is  regarded  as  an  adjunct  to  the 
ordinary  application  for  the  examination  of  an  adverse  party 
before  trial  as  to  which  a  statutory  right  previously  existed." 

c.  Granting  or  Refusing.  —  It  is  proper  to  refuse  to  direct 

or  grant  an  order  for  the  physical  examination  of  a  party  where 
the  sense  of  delicacy  may  be  offended,  especially  when  the  party 
is  a  female,*  where  health  or  life  may  be  endangered,*  where  the 

extent  of  the  plaintiff's  injuries  is  suffi-  precisely  the  same  facts  as  are  required 

cient  without  a  further  allegation  that  for  an  oral  examination  of  a  party  be- 

the  defendant  intends  to  make  use  of  fore  trial,  but  an  affidavit  is  sufficient 

the  examination  on  the  trial.     Moses  if  it  fully  states  the  nature  of  the  ac- 

V,  Newburgh  Electric  R.  Co.,  91  Hun  tion;  the  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff 

(N.  Y.)  278.  as  to  the  injuries  received,  from  vrhich 

In  Green  v,  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  24  it  appears  that  the  action  is  one  to  re- 
Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  cover  for  personal  injuries;  that  the 
272,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  473,  i  N.  Y.  defendant  is  ignorant  of  the  nature  and 
Ann.  Cas.  167,  it  was  said:  "  The  rule  extent  of  the  injuries  complained  of; 
authorizing  a  physical  examination  in  and  that  by  fair  intendment  theexami- 
the  presence  of  two  physicians  has  ma-  nation  is  necessary  to  enable  the  de- 
terially  altered  the  kind  of  testimony  fendant's  experts  to  qualify  themselves 
which  is  to  be  obtained  by  these  ex-  for  examination  and  for  that  reason  it 
aminations.  Not  only  does  the  de-  is  necessary  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
fendant  procure  the  oral  examination  prepare  for  trial.  Green  v.  Middlesex 
of  the  plaintiff,  but  he  also  procures  K.  Co.,  24  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Su- 
the  testimony  of  two  expert  witnesses,  preme  Ct.)  272,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.) 
whom  he  has  the  right  to  swear  at  the  473,  i  Ann.  Cas.  167,  distinguishing 
trial.  This  testimony,  in  the  nature  Lyon  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  142  N.  Y. 
of  things,  is  not  taken  down  by  the  298. 

referee,  and  therefore  is  not  to  be  read  8.  McGovern  v,  Hope,  (N.  J.  1899)  42 

upon  the  trial,  but  is  to  be  given  tnva  Atl.   Rep.  830;   Smith  v,  Spokane,  16 

voce  in  the  presence  of  the  jury.     For  Wash.  403. 

this  reason,  when  the  defendant,  in  Contra.  —  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
asking  for  such  an  examination,  has  is  a  young  woman  of  nervous  tempera- 
stated  that  he  proposes  to  use  the  tes-  ment,  and  of  delicate  and  refined  fcel- 
timony  thus  obtained  upon  the  trial  of  ings,  is  not  a  sufficient  cause  for 
the  action,  he  has  stated  all  that,  in  overruling  a  motion  for  a  phjrsical 
the  nature  of  things,  can  be  required.**  examination  of  her  person  by  physi- 

1.  Under  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  g  873,  as  cians,  where  it  appears  that  her  attend- 
amended  by  Laws  1893,  c.  721,  which  ing  physician  had  already  made 
provides  that  **  in  every  action  to  re-  several  examinations,  and  that  no  ill 
cover  damages  for  personal  injuries,  consequences  would  result  from  the 
the  court  or  judge,  in  granting  an  proposed  examination.  Alabama  G. 
order  for  the  examination  of  the  plain-  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  90  Ala.  71,  44  Am.  & 
tiff  before  trial,  may,  if  the  defendant  Eng.  R.  Cas.  441. 
apply  therefor,  direct  that  the  plaintiff  8.  The  Eaqnisite  Showing.  —  An  ex- 
submit  to  a  physical  examination,*'  amination  may  be  ordered  on  a  fair 
etc.,  an  order  for  the  physical  exami-  showing  that  the  ends  of  justice  re- 
nation  must  be  made  in  connection  quire  the  disclosure  or  more  certain 
with  or  as  a  part  of  an  order  for  an  ascertainment  of  facts  which  can  be 
oral  examination  of  the  plaintiff  before  brought  to  light  or  fully  illustrated 
trial  in  accordance  with  other  provi-  only  by  such  examination,  and  that  it 
sions  of  the  section.  Lyon  v.  Manhat-  can  be  made  without  injury  to  the 
tan  R.  Co.,  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  plaintiff*s  life  or  health  and  without 
401,  affirmed  142  N.  Y.  298.  See  in  the  infliction  of  serious  pain.  Belt 
general  article  Examination  OF  Partiks  Electric  Line  Co.  v.  Allen,  (Ky.  1898) 
Beforb  Trial,  vol.  8,  p.  35.  44  S.  W.  Rep.  89. 

Snf&do&ey.  —  It  is  not  necessary  that  Vse  of  Instnunsnti.  —  A  further  ex- 

the  application  should  require  proof  of  amination  against  the  plaintiff's  con- 
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testimony  would  be  merely  cumulative/  or  where  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  the  examination  will  not  materially  aid  the 
jurors  in  arriving  at  their  determination.' 

3.  The  Order  —  By  Whom  ibdA.  —  Of  course,  a  valid  order  for  the 
examination  can  be  made  only  by  a  judge  or  court  having  the 
requisite  jurisdiction,'  but  invalidity  in  this  respect  may  be 
waived  by  the  party  whom  it  is  sought  to  examine.* 

Pow«r  to  Dinot  and  Control  SzaadnAtioii.  —  Respecting  the  power  of 
the  court  to  direct  and  control  the  examination  and  to  determine 
its  scope  and  extent  and  impose  such  restrictions  thereon  as  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  seem  to  require  there  appears  to  be  no 
doubt,  irrespective  of  whether  the  power  is  deemed  inherent  as 
existing  at  common  law  or  as  expressly  conferred  by  statute, 
excepting  of  course  that  in  the  latter  case  there  exists  a  positive 
inhibition  of  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court  in  this  regard.* 

sent    18    properly     refused    where    it  bury,  41  Neb.  88i.     See  also  in  general 

appears  that  there  has  been  a  complete  article  Chambers  and  Vacation,  vol. 

examination  with  the  exception  of  the  4,  p.  336. 

introduction  into  her  person  of  an  in-  4.  Errors  WalTod.  —  The   making  of 

strumenc.   which    introduction    might  an  invalid  order  for  a  physical  examin- 

cndanger    her    life.      O'Brien    v.   La  ation  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  re- 

Crosse,  99  Wis.  421.  versing  a  judgment  where  the  plaintiff 

1.  Smith  V.  Spokane,  16  Wash.  403;  has  acquiesced  therein  by  selecting  a 
O'Brien  v.  La  Crosse,  99  Wis.  421;  physician  to  act  as  a  member  of  such 
Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  State,  58  board  of  examiners,  by  submitting  to 
Md.  372,  10  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  792.  an     examination     without    objecting 

Where  the  Evidenoe  of  Exports  If  Al-  thereto,  and  by  permitting  the  testi- 

xoody  Abmndaikt,  the  court  must  exercise  mony  of  said  physicians  to  be  given 

its  sound  discretion  in  compelling  or  without  raising  the  want  of  power  of 

refusing  the  examination;  and  its  ac-  the  judge  to  make  the  order.      EUs- 

tion   is  subject  to  review  in   case  of  worth  v,  Fairbury,  41  Neb.  881. 

abuse.    Sibley  v.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275.  6.  Southern     Kansas     R.     Co.     v, 

IMsagroemoat    of    Physioians.  —  It    is  Michaels,  57  Kan.  474;  Atchison,  etc., 

error  to  refuse  to  order  a  physical  ex-  R.  Co.  v.  Thul,  29  Kan.  466;  BeltElec- 

amination  of  the  plaintiff's  person  on  trie   Line  Co-  v.  Allen,  (Ky.  1898)  44 

the  ground  that  an  examination  has  S.  W.    Rep.  89.     See  also  O'Brien  v. 

already  been   made  by  the  plaintiff's  La  Crosse,  99  Wis.  421. 

physician,  who  has  deposed  to  the  in-  Vndtr  the  Kew  York  Code  of  CItU  Pro- 

luries  complained  of,  where  the  opin-  oedure,  g  873,  the  physical  examination 

ions  and  conclusions  of  such  physician  is  to  be  had  "  under  such  restrictions 

are  not  concurred  in  by  several  other  and   directions  as  to  the  court  shall 

reputable  surgeons.     Alabama  G.  S.  seem  proper."     Lawrence  v.  Samuels, 

R.  Co.  V.  Hill,  90  Ala.  71,  44  Am.  &  20   Misc.    Rep.   (N.    Y.   Supreme   Ct.) 

Eng.  R.  Cas.  441.  278. 

2.  Smith  V.  Spokane,  16  Wash.  403.  Under  the  Hew  Joroej  Statnto  (Pub. 
8.  At  Ohambors.  -—  In  an  action  for  a  Laws  1896,  p.  344),  the  court  will  so 

personal  injury  a  judge  of  the  District  control  the  proceedings  in  the  designa- 

Court  has  no  jurisdiction  at  chambers,  tion  of  physicians  and  surgeons,  and 

outside  of    the  county   in   which   the  with  respect  to  the  mode  in  which  the 

cause  is  pending,  to  make  an  order  re-  examination  shall  be  conducted,  as  to 

quiring  the  plaintiff  to  submit  his  body  give  both  parties  an  equal  opportunity 

to  a  personal  examination  by  a  board  of  having  qualified  witnesses  present  at 

of  physicians  appointed  by  the  judge  the  examination;  and  will  also  require, 

for  such  purpose,  no  power  in  that  re-  as  far  as  practicable,  the  examination 

gard  being  conferred  by  the  Consoli-  to  be  conducted  in  such  a    manner  as 

dated  Statutes,  ^  1057-1059,  defining  not  to  subject  the  plaintiff  to  any  un- 

such  jurisdiction.     Ellsworth  v.  Fair-  necessary  annoyance  or  exposure  of  her 
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CompiUnoe  with  sutnte.  —  Where  the  mode  of  appearance,  the 
place  at  which,  or  the  person  before  whom  the  examination  is 
required  to  be  had  is  prescribed  by  statute,  there  must  be  a  com 
pliance  therewith,  and  an  order  which  fails  to  follow  the  statu- 
tory provision  in  these  respects  has  no  validity.*  This  is  likewise 
true  as  to  provisions  respecting  the  time  which  shall  elapse 
between  the  service  of  the  order  and  the  day  of  the  examina- 
tion,' as  well  as  requirements  that  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
order  shall  be  contained  therein.* 

ibtten  Hot  Bagaiatod  by  Stotnte.  —  But  where  such  matters  are  not 

person.     McGovern  v,   Hope,    (N.    J.  Appatnaee    More    Court    &t    Bpodal 

1890)  42  Atl.  Rep.  830.  Term.  —  An  order  requiring  the  plain- 

Ordor  Monldod  to  flnlt  drouiiitiiioes.  — *  tiff's  attorney  to  produce  the  plain tiif 

The  court  is  not  bound  to  refuse  or  to  before  the  court  at  a  special  term  at  a 

grant  a  motion  for  a  physical  examina-  specified  time,   and   that   the  plaintiff 

don  to  the  full  extent  of  the  prayer,  but  then  and  there  submit  to  a 'physical 

may  mould  its  order  to  suit  the  circum-  examination  to  be  conducted  by  physi- 

stances  of  the  case.    Owens  v.  Kansas  clans   named    and  also  be  examined 

City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  95  Mo.  169.  respecting  the  nature  and  extent  of  his 

Affproral  by  Coiirt  of  Bosteletioiis  by  injuries,  is  not  warranted  by  a  statute 

BoCbtoo. —  Where  the  examination  is  to  (Code    Civ.    Pro.,    N.    Y.,   §   873,  as 

be  had  '*  under  such  restrictions  and  amended  by  Act  1893),  providing  that 

directions  as  to  the  court  or  judge  shall  the  order  must  require  the  party  or  per- 

seem  proper,"  and  the  order  of  refctr-  son  to  be  examined  to  appear  before 

ence  fails  to  contain  restrictions  as  to  the  judge,  or  before  a  referee  named, 

the  scope  of  the  examination,  the  ap-^  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  examina- 

proval  by  the  court  of  restrictions  placed  tion    at    a  time  and    place  specified, 

thereon  by  the  referee  is  in  effect  an  Bo  we  v,  Brunnbauer,  25  Civ.  Pro.  Rep. 

exercise  of  the  discretionary  power  of  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  56,  13   Misc.    Rep. 

the  court  as  if  such  restrictions  had  (N.  Y.)  631. 

been  contained  in  the   original  order  8.  Qrdor  oador  Vow  York  Statute.  — An 

for    the    examination.       Lawrence  v,  order  requiring  the  production  of  the 

Samuels,  20  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  party  on  the  day  following  the  making 

Ct.)  278.  of  the    order  is   insufficient   under  a 

Prodnotion  of  Spedmoiis  of  TTrine.  —  In  statute  requiring  that  not  more  than 

Cleveland,  etc.,  R.  Co.  z\  Huddleston,  twenty  nor  less  than   five  days  shall 

(Ind.   1897)  46  N.   E.  Rep.  678,  subse«  intervene  between  the  granting  of  the 

quent  to  an  examination  of  the  plaintiff  order    and    the    examination      unless 

before  trial,  in  which  he  had  testified  special   circumstances    are  shown    in 

that  he  was  suffering  from  the  presence  the  moving  affidavit  and  recited  in  the 

of  albumen  and  sugar  in  his  urine  as  the  order,  whore  nothing  is  stated  in  the 

result  of  the  injury  sustained,  the  plain-  moving  papers  showing  the  necessity 

tiff  was  required  to  '*  produce  in  court  for  a  shorter  time  than  that  provided 

at  such  time  at  or  in  advance  of  the  by  the  statute  and  no  recital  whatever 

trial,  as  the  court  may  order,  specimens  is  made  in  the  order  relative  to  the 

of  his  urine,  that  it  may  be  examined  matter,    nor    any    suggestion    that   a 

and  analyzed  by  proper  experts  and  shorter  time   is   necessary.     Bowe  v. 

physicians."  Brunnbauer,  25  Civ.   Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 

1.  Prodnetlon  of  Party  by  His  Attorney.  Super.  Ct.)  56,  13  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)63i. 

—  An  order  under  Code  Civ.   Pro.  N.  8.  Failuro  to  Direct  Serviee  of  Copy.  — 

Y.,  §  873,    which  commands   the  at-  Under   a  statute   which   requires  the 

torney  for  the  party  to  produce  him  for  order  for  a  physical  examination  to  di- 

an  examination  is  without  authority,  rect  the  time  of  the  service  of  a  copy 

the  statute   providing  that  the   party  thereof ,  a  failure  of  the  order  to  contain 

must  be  required  to  appear,  etc.     Bbwe  such  a  direction  invalidates  it.  Bowe  v. 

V.  Brunnbauer,  25  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Brunnbauer,  35  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 

Y.  Super.  Ct.)  56, 13  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  Super.  Ci.)  56,   13  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.) 

631.  631. 
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the  subject  of  statutory  regulation  the  court  may  direct  that  the 
examination  be  had  in  court  or  elsewhere.* 

Oliiieotioiii  to  Ordor,  eto.  —  Objections  to  the  granting  of  an  order, 
to  the  order  itself,  or  to  its  execution  must  be  interposed  in  a 
proper  manner.* 

Yfteatloii  of  Order.  —  An  order  improvidently  made  or  defective  as 
to  some  statutory  requirement  may  be  vacated  upon  a  proper 
showing,  but  the  application  to  vacate  or  set  it  aside  must  call 
attention  specifically  to  the  defects  relied  upon  by  the  moving 
party.* 

4.  Enforcement  of  Order.  —  Where  the  court  has  power  to  order 
or  direct  that  a  party  submit  to  an  examination  of  his  person,  it 
undoubtedly  has  the  power  to  enforce  such  an  order  by  proper 
action.  However,  what  will  be  deemed  proper  action  in  any 
given  case  cannot  be  stated  positively,  nor  further  than  that  the 
plaintiff  will  be  punished  for  his  refusal  by  a  denial  to  him  of 
rights  to  which  otherwise  he  would  be  entitled,*  or  by  instruc- 

1.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.    are  insufficient  to  justify  the  {^ranting 
Dobbins,  60  Ark.  481.  thereof."      Lawrence  v,  Samuels,   17 

XnuiiiatioB  at  PlalHtiif ■  Horns.  —  In  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  559. 
St.  Louis  Southwestern   Co.   v.   Dob-        Ttdluro  to  Appoint  Fsmaie  Fhyiidan. — 

bins,  60  Ark.  481,  there  was  held  to  be  A  female  plaintiff   is   not  entitled   to 

no  reversible  error  on  the  part  of  the  have  an  order  for  her  examination  va- 

trial  court  in  refusing  to  compel  the  ap-  cated  upon  the  ground  that  the  papers 

pearance  of  the  plaintiff  in  court  for  the  on  which  the  order  was  granted  were 

parposeof  submitting  to  a  physical  ex-  insufficient,  where  the  only  defect  in 

amination  and  in  directing  that  the  ex-  the  order  is  the  failure  to  direct  that 

amination   take  place  at  his  home  in  the  examination  be  made  by  a  female 

the  presence  of  a  physician  of  his  own  physician,  to  which  the  plaintiff  has  a 

selection  and  medical  experts  selected  statutory  right,   and  where  the  order 

by  the  defendant.  can  be  modified  in  that  respect  upon 

2.  Argvinoiit  of  Counsel  —  Donnneiation  her  application.  Lawrence  z/.  Samuels, 
of  Ordsr.  —  After  the  execution  of  an  16  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  501. 
order  without  opposition,  the  party  4.  Power  to  Enforoe.  —  In  Philadel- 
a£Fected  has  no  right  to  attack  it  by  phia,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  State,  58  Md.  372, 
an  appeal  to  the  jury;  hence  where,  10  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  792,  the  court 
without  opposition  or  protest,  the  de-  denying  its  authority  to  make  an  order 
fendant  procures  an  order  for  an  ex-  for  a  physical  examination,  said  that 
amination  of  the  party  injured  and  the  even  if  it  had  the  right  it  had  no  power 
examination  is  testified  to  by  the  ex-  to  enforce  such  an  order  when  made, 
amining  physicians,  it  is  ground  for  Bight  to  BeftuM  to  tabmit.  —  Where^ 
reversal  that  the  plaintiff's  counsel  is  the  court,  upon  proper  cause  shown, 
permitted  against  objection  to  de>  orders  a  physical  examination  of  the 
nounce  the  order  of  the  court  and  its  plaintiff  before  trial,  the  plaintiff  has 
procurement  by  the  defendant  as  iHe-  no  more  right  to  refuse  such  an  exam- 
gal  and  an  outrage.  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  Co.  ination  than  he  would  have  to  refuse 
V.  Butcher,  83  Tex.  30Q.  to  show  the  books  by  which  he  expects 

8.  Lawrence    v,    Samuels,   17  Misc.  to  make  out  a  claim.     Demenstein  v. 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  559.  Richardson,  2  Pa.   Dist.   Rep.  825,  34 

InadTortonoe  —  Insni&oient  Applioation.  W.  M.  C.  (Pa.)  295. 
—  An  application  to  vacate  an  order  for        Diimissal  of  Bait  —  Treating  as  PlOTod 

a  physical  examination  is  insufiScient  if  Facts  Sought  to   Bo   Eitablidied.  —  "If 

it  merely  asks  that  the  order  be  *'  set  the  court  can  make  the  order,  it  will 

aside  upon  the  ground  that  the  same  have  no  difficulty  in  enforcing  it.     Not 

was    inadvertently  granted,   and    the  that  it  can  compel  the  party  to  submit 

papers  upon  which  the  same  was  based  to  a  personal  examination,  but  it  may 
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tioiis  calling  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  fact  of  the  refusal  to 
submit  to  such  an  examination,  when  that  fact  has  been  proved.^ 

dismiss  a  plaintiff's  suit  for  a  persistent  made,  the  court  may  dismiss  the  action 

refusal  to  do  so;  or,  in  case  of  either  or  refuse  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  give 

defendant  or  plaintiff,  treat  it  as  a  sup-  evidence    to     establish     the      injurj. 

pression    of    testimony,   and    so    pre-  Miami,  etc..  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Bally,  37 

sent  the  matter  to  the  jury  as  to  make  Ohio  St.  104. 

the  refusal  equivalent  to  proof  of  1.  Absenos  of  Proof  of  BofiuaL  —  It  is 
the  fact  which  the  party  asking  such  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  de- 
personal  examination  would  make  it  fendant  had  it  in  its  power  to  examine 
probable,  by  affidavit  or  otherwise,  the  the  actual  condition  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
examination  would  disclose."  Shep-  that  if  the  plaintiff  refused  to  ]>ermit 
ard  V,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  85  Mo.  62g.  an  examination,  the  defendant  might 

Contempt —  Strlkiiig  AllogaUons  from  prove  it  on  the  trial,  where  no  evidence 
Complaint.  —  In  Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  of  any  such  request  and  refusal  was  in- 
etc,  R.  Co.,  47  Iowa  375,  the  ap-  troduced.  Beck  with  v.  New  York 
pellate  court,  answering  a  conten-  Cent.  R.  Co.,  64  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  299. 
tion  that  the  trial  court  would  have  Befmal  to  Chargo  that  Plaintiira  Con- 
had  no  power  to  enforce  an  order  if  it  sent  Was  Veoeoiarj  to  EzaminatioiL  — 
had  made  one,  said:  "  Its  power,  in  Where  the  plaintiff  has  refused  10  snb- 
our  judgment,  was  amply  sufficient  to  mit  to  a  physical  examination,  there  is 
coerce  obedience.  The  plaintiff  would  no  error  in  refusing  a  requested  charge 
have  been  ordered  by  the  court,  by  that  the  defendant  could  not  procure 
submitting  his  person  to  examination,  an  examination  without  the  plaintiff's 
to  permit  the  introduction  of  testimony  consent.  Brooks  v.  Rochester  R.  Co., 
in  the  case.  His  refusal  would  have  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  88, 
been  an  impediment  to  the  administra-  o^rm^dT  without  opinion  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
tion  of  justice,  and  a  contempt  of  the  1104. 

court's  authority.  He  would  have  Boltisal  to  Instmot  as  to  Powor  to  Corn- 
been  subject  to  punishment  as  a  re-  pol  EzaminatioB. —  In  Elfers  r.  Wool- 
cusant  witness  who  refused  to  answer  ley,  116  N.  Y.  294,  the  defendant 
proper  questions  propounded  to  him.  proved  upon  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff 
Should  such  recusancy  too  long  delay  was  asked  to  submit  to  a  medical  ex- 
the  court  or  prove  an  effective  obstruc-  ami  nation  and  refused.  The  defend- 
tion  to  the  progress  of  the  case,  the  ant*s  counsel  requested  the  court  to 
court  could  have  stricken  from  the  charge  that  there  was  no  method  by 
pleadings  all  the  allegations  as  to  per-  which  the  defendant  could  compel  the 
manent  injury,  and  withdrawn  from  plaintiff  to  submit  to  such  examina- 
the  jury  that  part  of  the  case.  The  tion.  The  judge  replied  in  substance 
plaintiff,  by  voluntarily  withdrawing  that  he  believed  that  orders  for  an  ex- 
his  claim  for  such  injury,  would  have  amination  had  been  made  in  such 
been  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  cases,  and  he  did  not  think  it  necessary 
submitting  to  the  examination,  and  to  charge  directly  upon  it.  It  was  held 
proceedings  as  for  contempt  would  that  an  exception  to  the  refusal  to 
have  been  suspended."  charge  as  requested  was  unavailable; 

Bohuing  Trial.  —  Such  an  order  can  that  the  request  was  to  charge  an  ab- 
be enforced  by  refusing  to  try  the  case  stract  proposition  not  involved   in  or 
until   it  is  complied   with.      Hess  r/.  necessary  for  the  determination  of  the 
Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  case. 
Rep.  565.  Profnmptioii  Balaod  by  BoftiiaL  —  In 

Eefusal  Evido&oo  Against  Plaintiff.  —  Miami,  etc..  Turnpike  Co.  v,  Baily,  37 

If  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  submit  to  an  Ohio  St.  104,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not 

examination  in  pursuance  of  an  order  error  to  refuse  to  charge  the  jury  that 

to  that  effect,  and  the  court  permits  the  the  refusal  of  the  plaintiff,  "at  any 

further  prosecution  of  the  suit,  the  fact  time  after  the  close  of  the  testimony  on 

of  the  refusal  will  be  evidence  against  his  behalf,"  to  allow  an  examination 

him.      Kinney  v,  Springfield,  35  Mo.  of  his  person  touching  the  injury,  by 

App.  97.  any  competent  physician  and  surgeon, 

SflAisal  to  Allow  Bvidenoo  of  Iigury.  —  afforded    a    presumption    against   the 

On  the  refusal  of  the  plaintiff  to  com-  claim  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  charac- 

ply   with  such  order,   when  properly  ter  and  extent  of  the  injury. 
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S.  Thi  BadonliLtn  —  lUnWrt  «f  M^aiod  Mlbidote.  —  Since  the 
object  of  the  examination  is  to  procure  the  best  possible  infor* 
mation  as  to  the  nature,  extent^  and  probable  duration  of  the 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been' sustained,  it  follows  that  the  person 
appointed  to  make  the  examination  should  be  a  competent,  dis- 
interested member  of  the  medical  profession,^  to  be  agreed  upon 
by  both  parties  to  the  controversy;  *  or  where  such  an  agree- 
ment cannot  be  had,  the  selection  should  be  made  by  the  court.' 

AppoiatmmLl  of  Female  PhyiieUuL.  —  Although  there  are  no  direct 
authorities  on  the  point,  it  would  seem  that,  irrespective  of  stat- 
utes, where  the  party  to  be  examined  is  a  female,  a  female  medi- 
cal or  surgical  practitioner  should;  be  appointed,  if  practicable,  in 
preference  to  a  male.  In  New  York  a  female  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  an  examination  by  a  physician  or  suigeon  of  her  own  sex  as  a 
matter  of  right.* 

Tt¥MiifaT  sutMtcfia  to  PlAiBtift  —  Ordinarily  a  person  should  not 
be  appointed  at  the  instance  of  the  adverse  party,  especially  if 
the  person  proposed  is  distasteful  or  obnoxious  to  the  party  to 
be  examinea.* 

laleroiioo  fh>m  BoAimL  —  In  Elfers  v.  City,  etc.,  R.,  Co.  v.  Finlayson,  z6  Neb. 
WooUey,  ii6  N.  Y.  294,  counsel  asked  ^78;   Stuart  v.   Havens,  17  Neb.  211 ; 
the  court  to  charge  that  the  jury  had  a  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Johnson,  72 
right  to  infer  from  the  refusal  to  sub-  Tex.  q5,  37  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  128; 
mit  to  the  examination  that  it  would  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Berling,  14 
not  disclose  any  act  favorable  to  the  Tex.  Civ.  App.  544. 
plaintiff.    The  court  replied  that  the  It  Is  the  Prorlnoe  of  the  Court  to  de- 
jurors  might  give   it  such  weight  as  termine    who  are    proper    experts  to 
they  thought  it  ought  to  have.     It  was  make  a  physical  examination.    Cleve 
held  that  the  charge  was  as  favorable  land,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Huddleston,  (Ind. 
to  the  defendant  as  he  was  entitled  to,  1897)  46  N.  E.  Rep.  678. 
and  he  could  not  complain.  4.  Hew   York  —  VoMiiitj   of    Speoial 

1.  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Wain-  Application.  —  Where  by  a  statute  (Code 

Wright,  99  Ga.  255.     See  also   Rich-  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  g  873)  giving  the  right 

mond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Childress,  82  Ga.  to  a  physical  examination  it  is  pro- 

719,  41  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  216.  vided  that  when  the  party  to  be  exam- 

Ono  Who  B^  Already  Tettiflod  in  the  ined  is  a  female  she  shall  be  entitled  to 

case  adversely  to  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  examination  made  by  a  phy- 

not  be  appointed.     Houston,  etc.,  R.  sician   of  her  sex,   the   person  to  be 

Co.  V,  Berling,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  544.  examined  is  entitled  as  a  matter  of 

SfBMt  of  Appointmont.  —  A  physician  right  lo  have  inserted  in  the  order  a 

appointed  to  make  a  physical  exam-  provision  that  a  female  physician  be 

ination    under  the  provisions  of  the  appointed,  without  making  any  special 

W>ftr  >Vr^  Code  is  an  officer  of  the  court  application  as  a  matter  of    favor  or 

subject    to  its  directions  and  orders,  privilege.     Lawrence    v.   Samuels,   17 

Lawrence  v,  Samuels,  20  Misc.   Rep.  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  559. 

<N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  15.  Modifioation   of  Order    by   Eoquiriug 

S.  Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Finlay-  Female    Phyiieian.  —  Where    such    an 

son,  16  Neb.  578;  Stuart  v.  Havens,  17  order  fails  to  provide  that  the  exami- 

Neb.  211;  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  I/.  John-  nation  shall  be  by  female  physicians 

son,  72  Tex.  95,  37  Am.  &  Eng.   R.  or  surgeons  it  is  not  void  for  that  rea- 

Cas.   128;    Houston,   etc.,    R.   Co.   v,  son,  but  may  be  modified  in  that  par- 

Berling,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  544.  ticular.      Lawrence     v.    Samuels,    16 

8.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  93  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  501. 

Ala.  514;   Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  5.  Snggoitioii     by    IMiBudant.  —  The 

Michaels,  57  Kan.  474;  Atchison,  etc.,  fact  that  application  is  made  for  the 

K.   Co.  V,  Thul,  29  Kan.  466;  Sioux  examination  by  physicians  selected  by 
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6.  The  Examination.  —  While  the  examination  should  be  con- 
ducted as  far  as  possible  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  statute,  or, 
where  not  prescribed^  in  the  mode  best  suited  to  procure  the 
desired  information,  in  no  case  should  the  party  to  be  examined 
be  subjected  to  needless  annoyance  or  discomfort.* 

Tettimonj  on  Trial  ai  to  Bxamination.  —  The  mode  of  conducting  the 
examination  may  be  shown  upon  the  trial,*  and  it  seems  that  if 

the  adverse  party  is  sufficient  ground  plaint  which  requires  that  at  the  same 
for  refusing  it.  Smith  v.  Spokane,  i6  time  and  place  the  plaintiff  shall  sub- 
Wash.  403;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  mit  to  a  physical  examination  and  that 
Hill.  93  Ala.  514.  the  testimony  of  the  physician  relative 

Psnonal  ATonion  to  SzamiiMr.  —  In  to  said  examination  shall  be  reduced 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Johnson,  72  to  writing  by  the  referee,  does  not  re 
Tex.  95,  the  court  made  an  order  for  quire  that  the  examination  by  the 
the  physical  examination  of  the  plain-  physician  shall  take  place  in  the  pres- 
liff,  and  the  defendant  presented  two  ence  of  the  referee  or  of  the  def end- 
physicians  to  make  the  examination,  ant's  attorney,  but  only  that  a  private 
but  the  plaintiff  declined  to  be  exam-  examination  shall  be  had  and  that  sub- 
ined  by  one  of  them,  assigning  no  other  sequent  to  such  examination  the  physi- 
reason  except  his  personal  aversion  to  cian  shall  appear  before  the  referee 
that  person.  However,  he  expressed  and  testify  as  to  the  condition  in  which 
his  willingness  to  be  examined  by  any  the  plaintiff  was  then  found.  Bell  v, 
other  respectable  physician.  The  phy-  Litt,  (Supreme  Ct.)  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  112. 
sician  to  whom  no  objection  was  made  Ai  to  tho  Bight  of  tho  Attonoy  of  tho 
declined  to  examine  the  plaintiff  alone,  Party  examined  to  appear  on  the  ex* 
and  the  facts  being  reported  to  the  amination  of  the  physician  before  the 
court  it  refused  to  compel  the  plaintiff  referee,  see  Lawrence  v,  Samuels,  20 
to  submit  to  an  examination  by  the  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  15. 
physician  objected  to.  The  appellate  Sweazliig  Medical  Examiner.  —  A  phy- 
court  said:  *'  The  court  did  not  err  in  sician  appointed  to  make  the  examina- 
refusing  to  compel  plaintiff  to  be  ex-  tion  under  the  provisions  of  the  New 
amined  by  the  one  physician  to  whom  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  should 
he  expressed  an  objection,  although  be  sworn.  Lawrence  v.  Samuels,  2a 
this  objection  did  not  go  to  the  compe-  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  15. 
tency  or  integrity  of  the  physician  pro-  Previnoe  of  ExMntwing  Phyiioians.  — 
posed.  If  this  power  should  be  Physicians  appointed  under  Code  Civ. 
exercised  at  all,  it  should  be  by  the  Pro.  N.  Y.,  §  873,  which  contemplates 
appointment  by  the  court  of  one  or  an  examination  as  to  the  '*  nature  and 
more  disinterested  experts,  either  of  its  extent  *'  of  the  injuries,  may  ask  such 
own  selection  or  such  as  may  be  questions  as  in  their  opinion  are  neces- 
agreed  upon  by  both  parties."  sary  to  enable  them  to  ascertain  and 

Sabeeqaent  Exandiiation  before  Jury.  —  report  fully  upon  "  the  nature  and  ex- 
It  is  not  error  for  the  court,  during  the  tent  of  the  injuries  complained  of  "  in 
progress  of  a  trial,  to  refuse  to  order  a  the  complaint.  Wunsch  v,  Weber,  31 
plaintiff  who  sues  for  injuries  to  his  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  365. 
person  to  submit  to  an  examination  of  Presenoe  of  Attorney  of  Ptanale  Party. — 
his  person  by  physicians  who  are  wit-  Where  the  statute  provides  that  the 
nesses  for  the  defendant,  in  the  absence  physical  examination  of  a  female  shall 
of  any  showing  whatever  that  justice  l>e  made  by  a  female  physician  or  sur- 
would  be  promoted  thereby,  and  espe-  geon,  neither  the  attorney  of  the  per- 
cially  so  when  the  plaintiff  submits  to  son  examined  nor  any  other  person 
an  examination  by  such  witnesses  in  has  the  right  to  be  present  or  take  part 
the  presence  of  the  jury.  Sioux  City,  in  the  examination.  Lawrence  v. 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V,  Finlayson,  16  Neb.  579.  Samuels,   20  Misc.    Rep.   (N.  Y.  City 

1.  See   McGovern   v.    Hope,   (N.    J.  Ct.)  15,  in  which  case  it  did  not  appear 

1899)  42  Atl.  Rep.  830.  who  objected  to  the   presence  of  the 

Conduct  of  Szaadnation  —  Who  May  Be  attorney  or  other  persons. 

Present.  —  An  order  for  an  examination  8.  Inquiry  at  Trial  as  to  Condnet  of 

before  a  referee  concerning  the  matters  Szaadnation.  —  Where  medical  experts 

relevant  to  the  allegation  of  the  com-  are  ordered  by  the  court  to  examine  a 
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both  parties  decline  to  call  the  examining  physicians  at  the  trial 
the  court  in  its  discretion  may  do  so.^ 

< 

plaintiff,  and  such  experts  are  called  nesses  failed  to  make  proper  or  full 

and  questioned  by  the  defendant  as  to  examinations.      Laughlin    v.    Grand 

the   result  of  their  examination,   the  Rapids  St.   R.   Co.,  62  Mich.  220,  26 

plaintiff  may  ask  on  cross-examination  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  377. 

boV  the  examination  was  conducted,  Inftmetioii  by  Plaintiff  of  Ezamlner'i 

and  what  questions  were  propounded  Testimony.  —  Allowing     the      plaintiff 

to   bim.     Louisville,   etc.,   R.   Co.    v.  after  the  defendant  has    rested,   and 

Falvey,  104  Ind.  409,  23  Am.  &  Eng.  over  his  objection,  to  introduce  as  wit- 

R.  Cas.  522.  nesses  a  committee  of  physicians  ap- 

Pxoof  \j  Ontildflrs  of  Xodo  of  SaEamina*  pointed  by  the  court  at  the  defendant's 

tion.  —  Physicians  who  were    present  request  to  examine  the  plaintiff's  in- 

at  the  examination,  on  behalf  of  the  juries  is  not  an  abuse  of  discretion  as 

plaintiff,  should  be  allowed  to  testify  to  the  order  of  admitting  testimony, 

to  the  particulars  in  which,  in   their  FuUerton  v,  Fordyce,  144  Mo.  519. 

opinion,  the  defendant's  medical  wit-  1.  Fullerton  v.  Fordyce,  144  Mo.  519. 
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CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Peiitwnsfor  Particular  Purposes^  see  the  various  specific  titles, 
as  DIVORCE,  vol  7,  p.  49;  FORECLOSURE  OF  MORT- 
GAGES, vol.  9,  p.  84;  IN/UNCTIONS,  vol.  10,  p.  869,  etc. 
For  Petitions  under  Codes  of  Procedure,  see  article  COMPLAINTS 
AND  PETITIONS  IN  CODE  PLEADING,  vol.  4,  p.  587. 
Petitions  of  Intervention,  see  article   INTERVENTION,  vol. 

II,  p.  494. 
Petitions  for  a  Rehearing,  stt  article  REHEARING. 
And  see  generally  articles  DECREES,  vol.  5,  p.  946;   JUDICIAL 
SALES,  vol.  12,  p.  2. 

L  DSTnriTlov.  —  A  petition  is  a  written  application  addressed 
to  the  court,  setting  forth  the  circumstances  on  which  it  is 
founded,  and  praying  the  court  to  make  some  order  or  give  some 
direction  in  relation  thereto.* 

n.  OSVBBAX  HATtTBV  —  1.  Claiiifloatioii  —  in  a  Cftue.  —  Petitions 
are  generally  for  things  which  are  matters  of  course,  or  concern- 
ing  collateral  questions  which  arise  during  the  progress  of  a  cause 
in  court.* 

1.  Black's  L.  Diet. ;  Bouv.  L.  Diet. :  269,  it  was  held  that  since  a  petition 

9  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1604;^  Eustis  v.  Holmes,  was  merely  auxiliary  to  an  original 

48  Miss.  36.  case,  the  federal  court  had  jurisdiction 

8.  Foscue    V,    Lyon,    55    Ala.    441;  irrespective  of  the  citizenship  of  the 

Sayre  v,  Elyton  Land  Co.,  73  Ala.  85;  parties  or  the  amount  in  controversy, 

Henderson   v,   Herrod,   23  Miss.  434;  its  jurisdiction  over  the  original  suit 

Codwise  v,  Gelston,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  being  undisputed. 

507;  Lamb  v,  Ewing,  54  Fed.  Rep.  2^.  Suit  Arising  Out  of  Assignment.  —  In 

After  BiU  FUed.  — As  a  general  rule  Codwise  v,  Geleston,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
a  petition  cannot  be  presented  in  a  521,  a  debtor  made  an  assignment  for 
cause  until  the  bill  has  been  filed,  the  benefit  of  his  creditor  G.,  who  had 
State  Bank  v,  Plainfield  First  Nat.  previously  obtained  a  judgment  for 
Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  450.  But  this  rule  the  amount  of  the  debt.  In  a  suit  sub- 
may  be  disregarded  in  eases  of  great  sequenlly  brought  against  the  debtor 
emergency.  London  v.  Bolt,  5  Ves.  Jr.  by  other  creditors,  m  which  G.  was 
129.  joined  as  a  defendant,  he  petitioned  for 

Aoziliary  to  Main  Cuiie.  —  In  Mait-  the  payment  of  his  judgment  out  of  the 
land  V,  Gibson,  79  Fed.  Rep.  136,  a  bill  money  arising  from  a  sale  of  the  debt- 
having  been  filed  under  circumstances  or*s  real  estate,  on  which  the  judgment 
which  warranted  a  proceeding  by  pe-  was  a  lien.  The  question  involved 
titton,  the  court  said:  '*Why,  then,  being  collateral  to  the  original  suit,  it 
should  there  be  a  separate  proceeding?  was  held  that  the  application  was  prop- 
I  perceive  no  necessity  for  it,  and  the  erly  presented  in  the  form  of  a  petition, 
resort  to  a  formal  bill  seems  to  me  to  and  that  a  bill  was  not  necessary, 
be  clearly  at  variance  with  the  practice  Security  for  Costs.  —  A  tract  of  land 
which  prevails  in  all  other  cases  where  having  been  sold  by  decree  of  the 
a  merely  incidental  or  auxiliary  order  Court  of  Chancery,  the  master  who 
in  chancery  is  desired.  Consequently  made  the  sale  was  directf'd  to  pay  the 
I  regard  the  present  bill  not  as  an  orig-  funds,  when  collected,  to  the  parties 
inal  bill  invoking  the  general  jurisdic-  entitled  thereto,  their  respective  in- 
tion  of  the  court  in  equity,  but  as  terests  having  been  ascertained  by  the 
an  ancillary  and  dependent  procedure,  decree.  Thereafter  the  parties  in- 
equivalent  in  effect  and  purpose  to  a  terested  in  the  funds  filed  a  petition  in 
petition  in  the  original  suit  itself  —  in-  the  cause,  stating  that  the  master  had 
cident  to  and  dependent  upon  it."  collected  a  large  portion,  if  not  all,  of 

And  in  Lamb  v.  Ewing,  54  Fed.  Rep.  the  funds,  but  had  never  accounted  for 
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«eB«rAl  Vatuw.  PE  TITIONS.  When  Utad  in  a  Gtue. 

In  a  Xatter  Vot  Connaotad  with  Pending  Bait.  —  Petitions  axe  some- 
times used  to  obtain  relief  in  matters  not  connected  with  any 
pending  suit,  but  over  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction  by  virtue 
of  some  special  authority,  conferred  by  statute  or  otherwise.' 

2.  When  Used  in  a  Cause.  —  When  petitions  are  used  in  a  pend- 
ing suit  they  should  not  present  new  claims  and  raise  new  issues 
not  involved  in  the  original  suit,'  nor  should  they  be  used  in 
reference  to  matters  which  it  has  passed  beyond  the  power  of  the 
court  to  determine ;  *  and  the  merits  of  the  original  controversy 
cannot  be  decided  on  such  an  application.** 

the  same.     The  court   dismissed   the  equitable  relief,  and  is  not  properly  a 

petition  on  the  ground  that  the  peti-  petition.     Mars  v.  Conner,  9  S.  Car.  7a 

doners  had  not  given  security  for  the  8.  Marshall  v.   McPhilllps,    79  Ala. 

prosecution  of  the  suit.      On   appeal  145;  Hill  v.  Richards,  11  Smed.  &  M. 

this  action  of  the  trial  court  was  re-  (Miss.)  194. 

versed  and  the  appellate  court  said:  Aitar   Adjoumment   of  tha    Term   at 

"  We  hold  that  the  petition  was  not  an  which   a  decree   has  been  rendered  a 

original  suit  commenced  in  court,  but  party  cannot  be  let  in  on  petition  to  file 

only  an  incidental  proceeding  in  the  and  prove  larger  claims  against  a  trust 

original  case  for  the  purpose  of  having  fund  than  have  been  allowed  under  a 

the  fund  paid  into  court  by  the  default-  reference  which  forms  the  basis  of  the 

ing  clerk,  that  the  orders  of  the  court  decree.       Marshall  v.   McPbillips,   79 

might  be  executed;  and  that  this  being  Ala.  145. 

so,  no  security  was  required."    Exp,  Alb&t  Diiiiiissal  of  BilL  —  Nor  can  one 

Yowell,  7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  561.     Further,  who  has  acted  as  receiver  in  a  suit  in 

as  to  security  for  costs,  see  infra^  X.  equity,  after  the  original  bill  has  been 

I.  In  General,  dismissed,  apply  by  petition  for  com- 

1.  Southern  Michigan   Nat.  Bank  v.  pensation  out  of  a  fund  realized  from 

Byles,  67  Mich.  296;  Hill  v.  Richards,  the  sale  of  property  which  he  held  as 

II  Smed.  &  M.    (Miss.)  194;    Living-  receiver.     Hill  v,   Richards,  11  Smed. 

ston's  Petition.  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S,  (N.  Y.  &  M.  (Miss.)  194. 

Ct.  App.)  I.  After   Bemoval   to   Another  Court.— 

8.  Renfro  z/.   Goetter,    78   Ala.    311;  After  a  suit  in  equity  has  been  pending 

Richardson  v.  Keel,  9  Lea  CTenn.)  74.  for    a    considerable    time,    testimony 

And  see  infra,  HI.  2.  b.    IV here  a  Bill  taken,  and  the  cause  set  for  hearing 

Is  .Necessary,  and  transferred  to  the  Supreme  Court, 

In  Cowles  v.  Andrews,  39  Ala.  125,  the  defendantcannot,  on  petition,  have 

where  a  petition   which  violated   this  the   cause   remanded    to  chancery  in 

rule   was    presented,    the  court  said :  order  to  present  grounds  of  defense  not 

**  This  is  not  the  case  of  an  ordinary  properly  or  sufficiently  set  forth  in  an- 

petition  for  some  order  or  direction  in  swer,  and  to  take  additional  testimony, 

a  pending  cause,  touching  the  rights  of  And  this  is  especially  true  where  the 

the  parties  thereto.     3  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  &  purpose  of  the  petition  is  to  introduce 

Pr.   1801.     It  presents  new  and  inde-  matter  which  is  properly  the  subject  of 

pendent  matters,  not  pertaining  to  the  a  cross-bill,  and  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's 

original  cause,  and    involves   the   in-  claim   by   a  defense  which  is  largely 

terest  of  persons  not  parties  to  the  orig-  technical,  and  does  not  go  to  the  mer- 

inal   cause.     It  raises   new  questions  its  of  the  case.     Doggett  v,  Hogan,  5 

and  presents  new  claims,  unknown  to  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  340. 

the  original  cause,  and  its  allegations  4.  Conrad  v.  Mullison,  24  N.  J.  Eq. 

should  be  regularly  presented  in  the  65;     Long    Branch,    etc.,    R.    c5o.    v. 

form  of  a  bill.     Hays  v.  Miles,  9  Gill  Sneden,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  539;  Mott  v.  Bux- 

&  J.  (Md.)  193."  ton,  7  Ves.  Jr.  201. 

Although  a  Prooeeding  Is  Homlnidly  Ex  Where  the  petitioner's  claim  to  an 

Parte,   and   is  styled  a  petition  in  the  interest  in  the  cause  is  not  only  denied 

cause,  yet  if  it  affects  new  parties  and  by  the  adverse  party,  but  it  also  ap- 

seeks  new  and  different  relief  from  that  pears  that  the  same  claim  has  been 

sought  in  the  original  suit  it  becomes  passed  upon  adversely  in  other  litiga- 

in  reality  an    independent  action   for  tion  upon  the  same  subject-matter,  the 
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» 

3.  Fetitionfl  and  Motions  Difting^nialied.  —  Petitions  resemble 
motions  in  that  both  are  forms  of  interlocutor^'  application,  but 
petitions  are  presented  in  writing,  while  motions  may  be  made 
viva  voce,^ 

Whm  a  Petitioii  Ii  Freferable.  —  On  account  of  this  resemblance  it 
is  sometimes  difficult  to  determine  whether  the  relief  desired  in 
a  given  case  should  be  sought  by  motion  or  by  petition,*  but  a 
petition  is  generally  necessary  to  procure  the  payment  of  money 
out  of  court,*  and  the  same  is  true  wherever  the  facts  to  be  stated 
in  the  application  are  numerous  or  complicated,*  or  where  the 

court  will  not  determine  the  merits  of  where  the  order  which  is  to  be  made 

the  controversy  upon  petition.     Con-  upon  the  motion  arises  out  of  recent 

rad  V,  Mullison,  24  N.  1.  £q.  65.  proceedings,  concerning  which  there  is 

On  a  Petition  for  Dellverj  of  Deeds  to  no  doubt.    For,  as  the  adverse  party 

the  appointee  of  one  of  the  parties  to  a  knows  nothing  but  by  the  notice,  con« 

suit,  the  court  will  not  determine  in  taining  only  the  name  of  the  cause  and 

whom  is  the  right  to  make  such  ap-  what  is  prayed  of  the  court,  the  pro- 

pointment.     Mott  v.  Buxton,  7  Ves.  Jr.  ceedings  ought  to  be  recent  and  notori- 

201.  ous;  so  as  that  the  adverse  party  may 

Bight  to  Posseeiion  of  Property.  —  At  be  supposed  to  be  perfectly  conusant 
the  termination  of  a  receivership,  prop-  of  all  the  steps  and  proceedings  in  the 
erty  which  has  passed  into  the  hands  cause,  as  much  as  if  at  a  greater  ex- 
of  the  receiver  will  be  returned  to  the  pense  they  were  recited  in  a  petition.*' 
person  who  was  in  possession  when  In  Proceedings  to  Sesoind  or  Amend  an 
the  receiver  was  appointed,  unless  Interlocutory  Ilioree  where,  according  to 
some  third  party  can  show  a  superior  the  practice  of  the  court,  the  relief  de- 
title  which  is  free  from  all  contest-  sired  may  be  granted  as  a  matter  of 
ability;  and  the  right  of  possession  be-  course  and  without  hearing,  a  motion 
tween  two  claimants  of  such  property  is  proper;  but  if  the  rights  of  other 
cannot  be  decided  on  petition.  Long  parties  are  affected  a  petition  should 
Branch,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t/.  Sneden,  26  N.  be  presented,  in  order  to  notify  them 
J.  Eq.  539.  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  applica- 

1.  A  petition,  in  common  phrase,  is  tion  is  based,  and  to  enable  them  to 

a    request    in    writing,    and  in   legal  show  cause  against  the  same,  and  if 

language  describes  an  application  to  a  necessary  adduce  evidence  in  opposi- 

court  in  writing,  in  contradistinction  to  tion.     Edney  v.  Edney,  81  N.  Car.  i. 

a  motion,   which  may  be  made  viva  8. -£^dr^.  Yowell,  yHeisk.  (Tenn.)  561, 

voce.     Shaft  v.    Phoenix   Mut.  L.  Ins.  In  Shipbrooke  v.  Hinchingbrook,  13 

Co.,  67  N.  Y.  544;  Bergen  v.  Jones,  4  Ves.   Jr.   387,    it  was  said   that  Lord 

Met.  (Mass.)  371 ;  State  Bank  v.  Plain-  Eldon  would  not  allow   money   to  be 

field  First  Nat.  Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  450.  paid  out  of  court  upon  motion;  but  in 

And  it  has  also  been  said  that  a  petition  a  later  case,  Heathcote  v,  Edwards,  i 

is  nothing  more  than  a  motion  in  writ-  Jac.  504,  Lord  Eldon  said:  '*  Ever  since 

ing.     Trotter  ».   Heckscher,  41    N.  J.  I  remember  the  court,  the  practice  has 

Eq.  481.  been,  when  a  motion  is  made  to  have 

8.  Hill  v,  Richards,  11  Smed.  &  M.  money  out  of  court,  and  the  title  to  it 

(Miss.)  194:    Shipbrooke  v.  Hinching-  depends  on  any  complicated  circum- 

brook,  13   Ves.  Jr.  387,  wherein  Lord  stances,  to  direct  that  a  petition  should 

Chancellor  Erskine  said:    "  I  do  not  be  presented,  but  that  is  not  necessary 

find  that  there  are  any  precise  or  post-  where  the  court  sees  that  the  title  to  it 

tive  boundaries  between  motions  and  is  clear.*'     In  Oliver  v.  Burt,  i  Beav. 

petitions,  as  they  are  to  be  applied  to  583,  it  was  held  that  a  petition  was  the 

carry  into  effect  decrees  and  orders,  proper  method  to  procure  the  payment 

so  as  to  exclude  all  discretion  in  the  of  money  out  of  court,  and  that  it  was 

court  to  grant  or  to  refuse  them,  accord-  only  in  a  very  clear  case  that  it  could 

ing  to  circumstances.     But,  generally  be  done  by  motion;  and  in  Garratt  z/. 

speaking,  motions  which  have  for  their  Niblock.  5  Beav.   143,  payment  out  of 

object  to  give  effect  to  decrees  and  court  upon  motion  was  refused, 

orders   should    be    confined    to  cases  4.  Hill  v,  Richards,  11  Smed.  &  M. 
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relief  desired  is  in  the  nature  of  a  decree  or  decretal  order.^ 

m.  Uu  OF  PXTITIOHS— 1.  In  Oeneral— a.  To  Affect  a. 
Fund  in  Court.  —  As  a  general  rule,  a  petition  is  the  proper 
course  to  reach  a  fund  in  chancery  where  no  parties  are  brought 
in  other  than  those  who  are  or  should  have  been  parties  to  the 
original  suit.'    Thus  where  a  judgment  sale  has  been  declared 

(Miss.)  194;  Jones  v.  Roberts,  12  Sim.  Md.   i,  dting  Fen  wick  v.  LaughUn,  i 

189.  Bland  (Md.)  474. 

Biaeharge  of  Tnistoo— Xotioii  orPiti-  By  Admlnistratar  of  a  Distribtttoo  ia. 

tion.  —  In  Holcomb  z'.  Coryeil,  12  N.  J.  Ghanoorj.  —  Where   an  auditor  in  his^ 

Eq.  289,  a  bill  was  filed  on  behalf  of  an  report  has  assigned  a  certain  sum  of 

infant  plaintiff  to  compel  the  trustees  money  to  one  of  the  parties  interested 

under  a  will  to  account  for  the  estate  in  a  suit  in  equity,  and  the  report  is. 

of  the  testator  and  foj  the  execution  of  confirmed  by  the  chancellor,  the  ad- 

their  trust.     After  the  case  had  pro-  ministrator  of  such  party  in  interest, 

pressed  to  the  taking  of  the  account  be-  seeking  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the- 

fore  the  master  and  a  decision  upon  money,  should  proceed  by  petition  and 

exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant  to  not  by  bill.     Frieze  v.  Glenn,   3  Md. 

the  master's  report,  a  motion  was  made  Ch.  361. 

by  the  plaintiff  to  change  the  trustees  Xnforoamsnt  of  Wife*!  Sqaity  to  a  M^ 

and  appoint  a  receiver,  or  to  compel  tlomont. —  Where  an  assignee  attempts 

the  trustees   to  give  security  for  the  to  draw  out  from  court  a  fund  which  is. 

faithful  disposition  of  the  trust  funds  subject  to  a  wife's  equity  to  a  settle- 

at  their  disposal.     The  chancellor  said  ment,  she  may  present  a  petition  to  the 

that  the  proper  practice   would  have  court  praying  tkat  a  suitable  provision 

been  to  have  presented  this  matter  by  be  made  for  her  out  of  her  share  in  the 

petition,  so  that  the  grounds  on  which  fund.     Duvall  v.  Farmers*  Bank,  4  Gill 

the  application  was  made  would  have  &  J.  (Md.)  282. 

assumed  a  more  definite  and  prominent  Saforoemtat  of  AttonMy*!  Lien.  —  Cer- 
shape  before  the  court  as  a  matter  of  tain  parties  being  interested  in  the  dis- 
record,  but  that  this  departure  from  the  tribution  of  a  fund  in  equity,  and  a 
proper  practice  was  not  so  material  in  contest  having  arisen  as  to  the  mode  of 
this  particular  case,  in  conse<|uence  of  distribution,  A.  was  employed  by  the- 
the  former  proceedings,  which  were  parties  interested  to  conduct  and  man- 
before  the  court,  being  the  groundwork  age  the  suit  on  their  behalf.  It  was- 
of  the  motion,  and  as  no  objection  was  agreed  that  he  should  be  paid  for  his- 
made  on  the  argument  to  the  form  of  services  out  of  the  money  distributed 
presenting  the  question  the  motion  was  to  his  clients,  a?  the  same  should  bc-^ 
granted.  come  due  and  payable  to  them.     Pay- 

1.  Foscue  V,  Lyon,  55  Ala.  441;  Win-  ment  being  refused,  A.  filed  a  petition 

ter  V.  Innes,  4  Myl.  &  C.  loi.  in  the  cause  praying  that  a  reasonable 

8.  Hays  v.  Miles,  9  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  compensation  might  be  ascertained  by 

193;  Duvall  V.  Farmers'  Bank,  4  Gill  the  auditor  and  paid  to  him  out  of  the 

&  J.  (Md.)  282;  Ex  p,  Yowell.  7  Heisk.  funds  in  court.     It  was  held  that  he 

(Tenn.)   561;    Boggs  v.  Com..  76  Va.  might  have  relief  on  petition  and  that 

9S9.     And  see  Cox  v,  Roome,  36  N.  J.  a  bill  was  not  necessary.     Wingert  v, 

Eq.  317.  Gordon,  66  Md.  106. 

ByOroditorof  Booodsnt.  —  Thus,  where  In  a  Foroelosiiro  Suit,  where  a  fund 
a  deceased  debtor's  real  estate  has  been  remains  in  court  for  distribution,  and 
decreed  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  report  of  a  register  appointed  to  re- 
debts,  or  for  partition,  a  creditor,  the  ceive  proof  of  all  claims  discloses  the 
personal  estate  being  exhausted,  may  fact  that  the  claims  belong  to  different 
come  in  by  petition,  and  upon  proof  classes,  the  chancellor  must  of  neces- 
under  an  order  nisi  have  his  claim  paid  sity  determine  the  order  in  which  they 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  The  shall  be  paid.  A  petition  Is  not  neces- 
fund  being  in  court  subject  to  its  order,  sary  for  that  purpose,  but  It  may  be  re- 
and  all  parties  interested  in  resisting  sorted  to  if  the  parties  deem  it  proper; 
payment  being  before  the  court,  a  bill  and  if  one  class  of  creditors  assert  their 
is  not  necessary.    Grifllth  v.  Parks,  32  right  to  priority  by  petition,  the  chan- 
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void  the  purchaser  may  resort  to  this  remedy  to  procure  repay* 
ment  of  the  purchase  money.  ^ 

9t  a  Btnagw.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  petition  may  be  filed  for 
this  purpose  by  a  stranger  to  the  original  suit  who  has,  pendente 
lite,  acquired  a  lien  upon  the  fund,'  or  who  is  a  creditor  of  one  of 
the  parties  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  thereof.* 

Veadi  iB  tlM  Haadi  of  a  Btodvtr  may  be  reached  in  tha  same  manner.^ 

cellor  may  act  upon  such  petition  with*  of  the  decedent's  heirs  may  petition  for 

out  notice.     Colt  v,  Barnes,  64  Ala.  108.  payment  of  his  debt  out  of  his  debtor's 

1.  Lamb  v,  Ewing,  54  FmI.  Rep.  269.  share  of  the  proceeds.     Hays  v.  Miles, 

8.  Hatch  V.  Van  Dervoort,  54  N.  J.  9  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  193. 

Eq.  511.  And  in  another  case  where  the  same 

In  a  suit  for  the  sale  of  land  to  satisfy  Question  was  involved  the  court  said: 

liens  upon  it,  there  was  an  order  for  an  *'  It  cannot  at  this  day  be  questioned 

account  of  the  liens  and  their  priorities,  but  that  creditors  may,  by  way  of  peti- 

which  account  was  returned,  arranging  tion,  instead  of  pursuing  the  accus- 

the    debts    in   a   number  of  dififerent  tomed  course  of  an  original  bill,  affect 

classes,  of  which  the  second,  third,  and  funds  situated  as  are  these;"  but  it 

thirteenth  classes  were  reported  to  be  was  also  held  that  the  petitioners  must 

due  to  S.     The  report  was  confirmed,  show  ** either  that  no  personal  fund  ex- 

and  there  was  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  isted  applicable  to  the  extinguishment 

the  land,  whi  h  was  accordingly  sold  of  their  claims,  or  that  they  are  insuffi- 

to  J.     Thereafter  T.  filed  a  petition  in  cient  for  that  purpose,  and  must  in  ad- 

the  cause  claiming  that  the  debts  men-  dition    establish    their    claims  in   the 

tioned  in  said  second,  third,  and  thir-  customary  method.**     Baltzell  v.  Foss, 

teenth  classes  were  his,  acquired  from  i  Har.  &  G.  (Md.)  504. 

S.  pemUnte  lite^  and  praying  that  the  What  OrsditarXust  Show.  —  A  creditor 

receiver  might  be  required   to  report  of  a  distributee  in  chancery  who  thus 

how  much  of  the  purchase  money  he  claims  a  part  of  the  fund  by  petition 

had  received,  and  what  he   had  done  must  show  that  he  is  without  remedy 

with  it,  and  if  the  receiver  had  not  been  at  law,  or  that  he  has  some  lien  or  title 

paid,  that  the  land  might  be  resold.     It  to  the  fund  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the 

was  held  that  the  facts  above  stated  court  of  equity  to  enforce.    Clagett  v, 

were  properly  presented  to  the  court  by  Worthington,  3  Gill  (Md.)  83. 

petition,  that  a  bill  was  not  necessary.  Where  Biitrihutse  Has  Aasignsd  Hi* 

and   that  the  purchaser  need   not  be  Shars.  —  Where  a  distributee  of  a  fund 

made  a  party   to  the   petition   or  re-  in  court  has  assigned  his  share  in  the 

quired  to  answer.    Thornton  v.  Fair-  fund,  a  creditor  of  the  assignee  cannot 

fax,  29  Gratt.  (Va.)  676.  file  a  petition  in  the  cause  asking  the 

A  person  who  becomes  an  assignee  court  to  retain  the  fund,  so  that  be  may 

/^«d^if/f ///f  of  a  fund  in  chancery  must  bring  in  other  creditors  and  test  the 

present  his  claim  by  petition,  andestab-  validity  of  the  assignment.    Mattingly 

lish  his  title  by  legal  and  competent  v.  Grimes,  48  Md.  102. 

evidence,  before  he  can  claim  an  order  In  Tew  Jersey  it  has  been  held  that 

securing  him  the  benefit  of  the  assign-  a  stranger  to  a  suit  who  Is  a  creditor  of 

ment.     Brown  v.  Thomas,  46  Md.  636.  one  of  the  parties  thereto  cannot  file  a 

But  in  Tew  York  it  was  held,  under  petition  to  procure  payment  of  his  debt 

the    old     chancery    practice,    that    a  out  of  funds  paid  into  court  in  the 

stranger  to  a  suit  who  claims  a  lien  ac-  cause.     Not  being  a  party  to  the  suit* 

quired  pendente  lite  upon  moneys  pay-  he  must  proceed  by  bill,  and  cannot 

able  to  the  complainant  in   the  suit  have  relief  upon  petition.     Esterbrook 

cannot  enforce  his  claim  by  petition;  Steel  Pen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ahem,  31  N.  J. 

he   must   resort   to  a  bill.     Evans  v.  Eq.  3. 

Ellis,  5  Den.  (N.  Y.)  640.  4.  Where  a  stockholder  of  a  corpora- 

8.  Thus,  where  a  fund  arising  from  tion  has  a  lien  upon  property  of  the  cor- 

the  sale  of  real  estate  is  brought  into  poration   for   unpaid    dividends,  such 

chancery  for   distribution  among  the  lien  follows  the  property  in  the  hands 

heirs  and  legal  representatives  of  the  of  a  receiver  of  the  corporation,  and 

party  who  died  seized,  a  creditor  of  one  the  stockholder  may  enforce  his  claim 
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b.  Administration  of  Trusts.  —  Proceedings  in  regard  to 
the  administration  of  a  trust  must  be  commenced  by  bill,  and  not 
by  petition,*  but  after  the  filing  of  a  bill  certain  incidental  ques- 
tions which  arise  may  be  determined  on  petition.  Thus  a  trustee 
may  be  compelled  to  pay  money  to  a  party  entitled  thereto 
under  an  auditor's  report  which  has  been  finally  ratified.* 

c.  For  Further  Directions.  —  Likewise  where  a  decree 
reserves  further  directions,  a  subsequent  application  to  the  court 
for  further  directions  may  be  by  petition,*  except  in  the  case  of  a 
trustee,  where  it  seems  that  a  bill  is  necessary.* 

upon  the  property  by  means  of  a  peti-  was  no  allegation  or  proof  of  assets  of 
tion,  provided  it  is  clear  that  the  rights  the  trustee  in  the  hands  of  his  execu- 
of  all  parties  can  be  protected  in  that  tor,  the  heirs  were  allowed  to  amend 
form  of  proceeding.  Matter  of  Le-  their  petition,  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
Blanc,  4  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  ing  the  trustee's  estate  administered  in 
Ct.)  221.  the  chancery  court.  It  was  held  that  a 
But  WhMTO  Sereral  Creditors  Are  In-  petition  was  the  proper  form  of  pro- 
terested  in  the  fund  the  rights  of  one  of  ceeding  by  which  to  reach  the  funds  in 
them  should  not  be  decided  upon  an  ex  the  hands  of  the  executor.  Dent  v. 
parte  petition  without  notice  to  the  Maddox,  4  Md.  522. 
others.  And  where  a  summary  pro-  Appointment  of  Tmsteo  on  Petition.  ~ 
ceeding  has  been  commenced  and  is  In  Georgia  it  has  been  held  that  a 
pending  before  a  vice-chancellor,  who  trustee  may  be  appointed  on  petition 
has  thus  obtained  jurisdiction  of  the;  in  cases  where  all  the  parties  in  inter- 
cause,  the  chancellor  will  not  entertain  est  are  represented  and  consenting, 
an  original  petition  in  relation  to  the  and  where  there  is  no  question  of  fact 
same  matter.  Matter  of  Globe  Ins.  in  dispute.  This  power  was  implied 
Co.,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.  102.  in  the  provisions  of  section  53  of  the 

1.  See  infra^  III.  2.  b.  Where  a  Bill  Judiciary  Act  of  1799,  and  the  practice 
Is  Necessary.  is  further  sanctioned  by  virtue  of  the 

2.  Holcomb  v.  Coryell,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  Act  of  Feb.  20,  1854,  entitled  "  An  Act 
289;  Thruston  v.  Devecmon,  30  Md.  to  authorize  the  judges  of  the  Superior 
210.  Courts,  as  chancellors,  to  make  cer- 

Belief  Against  Ezecntor  of  Beoeased  tain  orders  and  decrees,"  which  de- 
Tmitee.  —  A  decree  for  the  sale  of  real  clares  that  *'  the  judges  of  the  Superior 
estate  belonging  to  a  decedent,  for  the  Courts  of  the  several  judicial  districts 
payment  of  his  debts,  was  passed  in  of  this  state  shall  be,  and  they  are 
1830.  A  sale  was  made  and  reported  hereby,  respectively  authorized,  at 
by  the  trustee,  and  an  order  of  ratifica-  chambers,  upon  petition  or  bill  and 
tion  nisi  was  passed  in  1831,  and  the  answer,  where  all  parties  in  interest 
cause  was  referred  to  the  auditor  for  are  represented  and  consenting,  and 
an  account.  Nothing  further  was  done  where  there  is  no  question  of  fact  in 
until  1842,  when  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  dispute,  to  make  and  pass  all  orders 
decedent,  who  were  minors  when  the  and  decrees  in  relation  to  the  appoint- 
decree  was  passed,  filed  a  petition  ment  or  removal  of  trustees.*'  Mitch- 
praying  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  ell  v.  Pitner,  15  Ga.  319. 
might  be  brought  into  court  by  the  But  in  Mississippi  it  has  been  held 
trustee,  and  distributed  to  them,  on  that  aside  from  statute  the  court  has 
the  ground  that  the  claims  presented  no  power  to  appoint  a  trustee  on  peti- 
against  the  estate  had  not  been  proved,  tion.  Phipps  v.  Tarpley,  24  Miss.  597. 
or  were  barred  by  limitation.  In  1846,  8.  Ex  p.  Shadbolt,  2  Deac.  &  C.  286; 
by  another  petition  filed  in  the  cause,  Cleary  v.  Cleary,  3  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  562. 
the  heirs  suggested  the  death  of  the  4.  See  infra ^  III.  2.  b.  Where  a  BUI 
trustee  and  prayed  that  his  executor  Is  Necessary, 

might  be  made  a  party,  and  that  relief  Heme  of  Pleading  ImmatariaL  —  But 

might  be  had  against  him.     The  ex-  in  Baptist  Church's  Petition,  51  N.  H. 

ecutor  denied  in  his  answer  that  he  had  424,  it  was  held  to  be  immaterial  that 

any  part  of  the  trust  fund.     As  there  the  trustees  applied  for  further  direc. 
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d.  Protection  and  Control  of  Officers  of  the  Court. 

—  A  petition  is  the  proper  form  of  proceeding  where  an  officer 
seeks  the  protection  of  the  court  for  acts  performed  under  process 
which  has  been  set  aside  as  illegal,*  and  generally  also  where  he 
seeks  its  aid  for  the  enforcement  of  his  rights,*  although  there 
are  cases  where  such  aid  cannot  be  thus  obtained.'  And  upon 
petition  the  court  may  be  requested  to  restrain  the  action  of  its 
officers.* 

e.  Other  Uses.  —  A  party  may  petition  the  court  to  enforce 
an  agreement  for  the  compromise  of  a  suit,*  to  order  the  produc- 
tions by  an  instrument  called  a  peti-    eral  court.      Newman  v.   Moody,    19 

tion,   provided   such   instrument    con-  Fed.  Rep.  858. 

tained  the  substance  of  all  that  was        4.  To  Exgoin  Becviver  from  Proceeding 

necessary  to  be  stated  in  a  bill.  at  Law.  —  An  action  ai  law  was  prose- 

1.  It  was  so  held  in  a  case  where  a  cuted  in  the  name  ot  a  third  person 
solicitor  of  a  chancery  court  was  sued  by  a  receiver  appointed  by  the  Court 
for  false  imprisonment  in  causing  a  of  Chancery.  The  nominal  plaintiff 
party  to  a  suit  to  be  arrested  on  pro-  united  with  the  defendant  in  a  petition 
cess  which  was  afterwards  set  aside  to  the  chancellor,  stating  that  the  pre- 
for  irregularity.  Mackay  v.  Blackett,  tense  under  which  the  suit  was  prose- 
9  Paige  (N.  Y.)  437.  cuted  was  in  fraud  of  justice,  and  that 

2.  It  seems  that  a  master  in  chancery  the  object  of  the  suit  was  to  vex, 
may  petition  the  court  to  order  pay-  harass,  and  oppress  the  defendant,  and 
ment  of  his  fees  in  a  case  where  such  to  subject  the  plaintiff  to  the  payment 
fees  have  been  fixed  and  allowed  by  of  costs.  The  affidavits  on  which  this 
the  court  upon  a  written  agreement  petition  was  founded  not  being  an- 
signed  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  swered  by  the  receiver,  he  was  directed 
Woodward  v.  Brace,  139  Pa.  St.  316.  to  discontinue  the  action.     Merritt  v. 

8.  Sute  Bank  v.  Plainfield  First  Nat.  Merritt,  16  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  405. 

Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  450.  Infant  Party.  —  But    the    court   will 

Paymont   of    Examiner's    BilL  —  The  not,    upon   the   petition  of  an    infant 

court   will   not  on   petition   compel   a  party,  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  whether 

solicitor  to  pay  an  examiner's  bill  for  a  cause  has  been  properly  conducted  in 

testimony   taken   in   the    cause.     The  the  infant's  behalf  by  a  next  friend  or 

examiner's  remedy  is  at  law.     Curtis  guardian.     Russell   v.  Sharpe,    i   Jac. 

V,  Engle,  4  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  117.  &  M.  462. 

Belief  Denied  to  Seceivers.  —  A.  was  Belief  Denied  on  Oronnd  of  Laohes.  — 

appointed  receiver,  but  the  solicitor  in  By  order  of  the  court  a  receiver  was 

the  cause  alone  acted,  and  paid  over  appointed  for  two  railroad  companies, 

the  rents  to  the  tenant  for  life.     An  and   ty   the   same  order  a    summary 

incumbrancer  subsequently  compelled  method  of  relief  petition  was  provided 

the  receiver  to  pay  the  same  amount  in  case  of  the  violation  of  any  existing 

into   court,   and   a  surplus    remained  contract.     The   receiver    severed   con- 

after  the  payment  of  his  claim,  which  nection  between  the  two  roads,  which 

surplus   was  paid   to  the   life  tenant,  action  resulted  in  the  breach  of  several 

It  was  held  that  the  receiver  could  not  existing  contracts.     A  petition  praying 

on  petition  obtain  repayment  either  by  for  a  restoration  of  connection  and  for 

the   life   tenant  or  out  of  the  estate,  damages  against  the  receiver  was  pre- 

Gurden  v.  Badcock,  6  Beav.  157.  sented;  but  since  the  petition  was  not 

And  likewise,  where  an  administra-  presented  until  twenty- three  days  after 

tor  has  come  into  possession  of  funds  notice  from  the  receiver  of  the  intended 

belonging  to  the  estate  of  his  decedent,  severance  of  connection,  and  five  days 

and  has  accounted  to  the  state  court  after  the  actual  severance,  the  prayer 

appointing  him,  a  petition   cannot   be  of  the  petitioner  was  refused.     Elmira 

subsequently  filed  in  the  United  States  Iron,  etc..  Rolling  Mill  Co.  v,  Erie  R. 

Circuit  Court  to  compel  him  again  to  Co.,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  284. 

account  for  or  pay  said  money  to  a  re-  5.  Dawson  v.   Newsome,  6  Jur.  N. 

ceiver  thereafter  appointed  by  the  fed-  S.  625. 
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tion  of  documents,^  for  leave  to  amend  a  bill  in  equity,*  or  for 

TJU  English  AuthcriiUs,  —  In  Askeir  all  claims  on  both  sides  settled  and  all 
V,  Millington,  15   lur.  53a,  it  was  held  the  cases  dismissed.    The  petition  was 
that  a  party  desiring  to  procure   the  granted,  and  upon  appeal  to  the  United 
enforcement  of  an  agreement  for  the  States  Supreme  Court  Mr.  Chief  Jus- 
compromise  of  a  suit  must  in  general  tice  Fuller  said:    "  But,  although  the 
proceed  by  original  bill  rather  than  by  decision  of  the  court  was  correct  upon 
petition  in  the  cause,  and  this  case  was  the  merits,  it  is  objected  that  the  de- 
followed  in  Richardson  v,  Eyton,  2  De  crees    in    question    were    improperly 
G.  M.  &  G.  79,  but  these  cases  were  rendered,  for   want  of  jurisdiction  to 
explained  and  distinguished  in  Dawson  proceed  upon  the  petitions.     Undonbt- 
V.  Newsome,  6  Tur.  N.  S.  625.     In  this  edly  the  ordinary  rule  would  have  re- 
last  case  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  peti-  quired  the  matter  of  the  settlement  to 
tioned  the  court  to  enforce  an  agree-  be  presented  by  a  supplemental  bill  or 
ment  for  compromise  which  had  been  cross-bill  or  a  bill  in  that  nature;  and 
entered    into    by    the    parties.      The  these  decrees  were  rendered  upon  peti- 
prayer  of  the  petition  was  granted,  and  tion  only.     But  this  objection  was  not 
it  was  decreed  that  the  agreement  be  raised  until  after  a  decision  rendered. 
made  a  rule  or  order  of  the  court.     In  Appellants  appeared  in  answer  to  the 
his  opinion    the  vice-chancellor  said:  petitions,  and  introduced  affidavits  to 
*'  I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood  support  their  views  of  the  meaning  to 
thai  I  do  not  lay  down  the  general  propo-  be  attached  to  the  correspondence,  and 
sition  that  every  agreement  for  a  com-  they  insisted  that  their  claim  for  com- 
promise under  the  new  jurisdiction  can  pensation   was    not    embraced   in   ihe 
in  all  cases  be  carried  into  effect  merely  compromise,   and    therefore    that   the 
by  petition.    *    *    *    But  this  I  say,  dismissal  of  the  bills  should  be  without 
that  whenever,  under  the  present  for-  prejudice.    *    *    *    We  have  already 
tunately     improved    practice    of    the  held  that  the  petitioners'  case  did  not 
court,  an  agreement  for  the  compro-  fail  upon  the  merits,  and  as  all  parts  of 
mise  of  a  suit  is  entered  into,  and  a  the  agreement  fell  within  the  range  of 
petition  is  presented  in  order  to  carry  the  suits,  and  appellants  did  not  dis- 
that  agreement  into  effect  in  the  most  pute  the  form  of  proceeding,  we  are  of 
speedy  and    least    expensive    way,   I  opinion  that  the  decrees  cannot  be  re- 
shall  think  it  a  part  of  my  duty  to  use  versed  upon  this  ground." 
every   means  in   my  power  to  make  1.  Frodnotion  of  Doenaoits.  —  A  plain- 
that  agreement  effective  where,  con-  tiff  may  thus  compel  the  production  of 
sistently  with  the  rights  of  third  par-  books  in  which  he  is  interested  and 
ties,  the   matters  in  question  can   be  which  the  defendant  admits  to  be  ia 
safelydisposedof  in  that  way.    *    *    *  his  possession.     They  should  be  called 
I  except,  of  course,  those  cases  where,  for  by   petition,   and    not  by  way  of 
from   the  complicated  nature    of    the  exception   to  the  defendant's  answer, 
compromise,  other  rights  may  be  in-  State  Bank  v,  Dugan,  2  Bland  (Md.) 
volved,  or  matters  collaterally  in  vol v-  254. 

ing  the   rights  of  other  parties   may  But  where  a  defendant,  for  the  pur- 
render  it  unsafe  to  adopt  this  course."  pose  of  preparing  his  answer,  desires 

In  the  United  States.  —  In  Coburn  v.  the   production  and  inspection   of  an 

Cedar  Valley  Land,  etc.,  Co.,  138  U.  S.  assignment  of  a  judgment    which    a 

196,  the  litigation  between  the  parties  codefendant    holds    against    him,    he 

was    embodied    in    several    bills    and  must  proceed  by  cross-bill,  and  cannot 

cross- bills  and  other  pleadings.     One  be  relieved  upon  petition.     Evans  v. 

party  proposed  a   compromise  settle-  Staples,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  584. 

ment,  which  proposition  was  accepted  8.  PsdtioB  finr  Leave  to  Ame&d.  —  In 

by  the  other  party.     Subsequently  the  general,  when  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  is 

plaintiff  claimed  that  the  agreement  of  sustained,    but   the  court   cannot  see 

settlement  embodied  a  complete  release  from  the  facts  before  it  on  the  argu- 

of  all  claims  on  both  sides,  but  the  de-  ment  how  the  objection  on  which  the 

fendant  contended  that  it  only  resulted  demurrer  was  sustained  can  be  obvi- 

in  a  release  of  the  plaintiff's  claims,  ated,  the  proper  proceeding  is  a  peti- 

leaving   those   of  the    defendant    un-  tion   to  amend.     But  such  a  petition 

affected.     The  plaintiff  thereupon  pcti-  comes  too  late  after  a  decree  in  chan- 

tioned  the  court  for  a  decree  declaring  eery  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  bill 
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the  proceeds  of  confiscated  property.^ 

n«  Proptr  OouM  to  tuj  Fniiiitdiiifi  in  a  pending  cause  is  by  peti- 
tion.* 

SateoMtnt  of  Dtertt.  —  And  the  same  remedy  is  sometimes  avail- 
able for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  decree  of  the  court.* 

To  DotomiAo  Soopo  of  Dooroo.  —  Where  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  what 

iias  been  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Sn-  individtial,   he  may  obtain  relief   on 

preme    Conrt.    State    Bank  v.   Niles,  petition.    Anonymous,  i  L.  J.  Ch.  ii. 

Walk.  (Mich.)  398.    See  In  general  as  S.  Crane  v.   Brigham,   11  N.J.  Eq. 

Co  application  for  leave  to  amend  in  29;    Dyckman  v,  Kernochan,  2  Paige 

equity  arUde  Amrndments,  vol.   i,  p.  (N.  Y.)26;  Smith  v,  American  L.  Ins., 

503.  etc.,  Co.,  Clarke  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  307;  Lane 

Potition  for  IMimisial  of  Plaintlirs  BiU.  v,  Clark.  Clarke  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  309.     And 

—  The  complainant  having,  previous  to  see  in  general  article  Supersedeas  and 

the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  chan-  Stay  of  Proceedings. 

eery,  assigned  to  a  third  person  all  his  iSzoeatloii  of  Forodoiore  Doereo   8vs- 

interest  in  the  judgment  upon  which  ponded.  —  And  in  the  same  manner  the 

«he   creditor's   bill  filed  by   him    was  execution  of  a  decree  of  foreclosure 

founded,  the  defendant  petitioned  for  may   be  suspended   in   a  case   where 

An  order  requiring  the  assignee  to  file  payments  on  the  mortgage  debt  have 

a  supplemental  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  been  made  subsequently  to  the  decree 

bill  of  revivor  within  such    time  as  of  foreclosure,  but  before  its  execution, 

should  be  prescribed  by  the  court,  or  and  the  mortgagee  refuses  to  allow  said 

that  the  bill  in  the  cause  be  dismissed  payments.      Malone    v.    Marriott,  64 

with  costs.     It  was  held  that  the  peti-  Ala.  486. 

tioner  had  mistaken  his  remedy.  The  A  decree  was  made  for  the  sale  of 
interest  of  the  assignee  in  the  judg-  certain  premises  to  satisfy  two  mort- 
meat  having  been  acquired  before  the  gages,  one  held  by  the  complainant  in 
commencement  of  the  suit  against  the  bill,  and  the  other  by  one  of  the  de- 
the  petitioner,  the  latter  should  have  fendants.  After  issuance  of  execution 
raised  the  objection  that  the  assignee  the  mortgagor  paid  a  large  part  of  the 
was  a  necessary  party  either  by  plea  complainant's  mortgage  and  all  the 
or  answer.  It  is  only  \?here  a  suit  has  interest  due  and  payable  on  the  mort- 
been  properly  commenced  against  the  gage  held  by  the  defendant.  The  com- 
defendant,  and  the  complainant  after-  plainant  was  willing  that  the  execution 
wards  parts  with  his  interest,  that  the  sale  should  be  stayed,  but  the  def end- 
defendant  can  petition  for  a  dismissal  ant  holding  the  other  mortgage  insisted 
of  the  bill,  unless  a  supplemental  bill  that  the  sale  should  proceed.  Upon 
in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor  is  petition  by  the  mortgagor  stating  these 
filed.  Hathaway  v.  Scott,  ti  Paige  facts  the  master  was  ordered  not  to 
<N.  Y.)  173.  proceed  with  the  sale  without  further 

FotitioB    Itsolf     Gaanot     Operate     as  instructions  from  the  complainant  or 

Amondod  Bill.  —  But  where  a  bill  is  de-  an  order  from  the  court.    State  Bank 

murrable  a  petition  cannot  be  filed  to  v.  Bell,  7  N.  J.  Eq.  372. 

operate  as  an  amended  bill.     The  de-  3.  Griggs  v.  Detroit,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  10 

fects  in  the  bill  can  be  cured  only  by  Mich.  117. 

amendment  thereof,  and  not  by  a  pen-  Leave   to    Toko    Oat   Exoeutioii.  —  It 

tion  filed  by  third  parties  not  parties  to  seems  that  in  a  proper  case  leave  to 

the  original  suit.     Morgan  v,  Morgan,  take  out  execution  upon  a  decree  of 

42  W.  Va.  542.  foreclosure  may  be  obtained  b^  peti- 

1.  Petition  for  Proooods  of  Oonflioated  tion.    Alcott  v.  Avery,  i  Barb.  Ch.  (N. 

Prapoity. —  In     Virginia    it    has    been  Y.)  347;  Mutual  Life  v.  Canfield,  10  N. 

held  that  where  vessels  are  confiscated  J.  L.  J.  46. 

for  violation  of  the  laws  in  regard  to  Whore  Exoeution  for  Costs  Has  Boon 

the  taking  of  oysters,  a  parly  entitled  Issued  without  avail  against  the  plain- 

to  the  proceeds  of  the  confiscated  prop-  tiff  in  an  equity  suit,  and  it  is  sought 

«rty  may  proceed  by  petition.     Boggs  to  enforce  payment  from  property  of 

V.  Com.,  76  Va.  989.  which  he  is  the  owner,  a  petition  may 

And  likewise  if  by  mistake  the  court  be  used.     Maitland  v,  Gibson,  79  Fed. 

takes  possession  of  the  property  of  an  Rep.  136. 
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the  decree  in  a  suit  embraces,  a  petition  fully  presenting  the 
question  at  issue  is  the  proper  remedy.^ 

In  a  Bait  Hbt  ^oolflo  Parformanoe  of  a  contract  where  the  contract  is 
performed  pending  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  on  petition  may  bring 
before  the  court  facts  which  have  occurred  subsequently  to  the 
answer.' 

For  Paymont  of  Bont.  —  Where  a  lessee  of  real  property  has  become 
insolvent  the  lessor  may  petition  the  court  to  order  payment  of 
rent  out  of  funds  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver.* 

Priority  of  Lieu  Determined.  —  Questions  of  priority  between  difTer- 

1.  In  Crane  v,  Brigham,  ii  N.  J.  Eq.  an  action  at  law  against  the  company, 
29,  the  complainant  obtained  a  decree  and  a  receiver  was  appointed  with 
for  the  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  orders  to  sell  the  property  still  remain- 
certain  other  parties  who  held  a  subse-  ing  in  the  store,  which  sale  was  accord- 
quent  mortgage  on  the  same  premises  ingly  made.  Litigation  was  then  had 
having  been  made  defendants  in  the  concerning  the  validity  of  the  chattel 
suit.  These  defendants  then  filed  a  mortgage,  and  its  vsdidity  was  sas- 
bill  to  which  the  complainant  was  not  tained.  The  owner  of  the  premises, 
a  party,  and  obtained  a  decree  upon  who  had  not  been  a  party  to  the  former 
their  mortgage.  A  question  arose  as  litigation,  intervened  by  petition  after 
to  whether  certain  articles  were  fix-  the  sale,  and  asked  for  payment  of 
tures  to  the  mortgaged  premises.  The  rent  out  of  the  proceeds,  from  the  time 
defendants  advertised  these  articles  when  Ihe  chattel  mortgagee  took  pos- 
for  sale  under  their  decree,  and  the  session  until  the  premises  were  vacated, 
complainant  thereupon  filed  a  petition  This  claim  was  not  resisted  as  to  the 
in  (be  original  suit  praying  that  the  time  during  which  the  receiver  was  in 
defendants  might  be  enjoined  from  possession,  and  he  was  ordered  to  pay 
selling  and  removing  the  articles  in  rent  to  the  petitioner  from  the  time  of 
dispute.  It  was  held  that  the  proceed-  his  qualification  until  the  premises 
ing  by  petition  was  proper,  and  that  a  were  vacated;  and  it  also  being  held 
bill  was  not  necessary.  that  the  chattel  mortgagee  was  liable 

8.  Price  v.  Penzance  Corp.,  4  Hare  to  the  petitioner  for  rent,  the  receiver 

506.  was  ordered  to  pay  the  balance  to  said 

8.  Payment  of  Bent.  —  In  New  Jersey,  mortgagee,    less    a    sufficient   sum   to 

under  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  re-  cover  the  petitioner's  demand  for  rent 

specting  landlords  and  tenants  (Rev.,  from  the  date  of  the  chattel  mortgage 

p.  510).  it   was  held   that  where   pro-  to  the  qualification  of  the  receiver. 
ceedings  were  pending  against  an  in-        PremiMO  Ooenpiod  by  Lnitatie.  —  And 

solvent  corporation,  the  owner  of  the  the  same  course  maybe  pursued  where 

premises    on     which    the    corporation  the  committee  of  a  lunatic  has  entered 

carried  on  its  business  under  a  lease  into  premises  leased  to  and  formerly 

might  on  petition  obtain  an  order  di-  occupied  by  the  lunatic,  and  continues 

recting  the  receiver  to  pay  the  amount  in  possession  thereof  for  the  purpose 

of  rem  due  at  the  time  of  declaration  of  selling  out  a  stock  of  goods  belong, 

of  insolvency,  not  exceeding  one  year's  ing  to  the  lunatic,  and  also  collects 

rent.     Wood   v.    M 'Cardell,   etc.,  Car-  rent  from  subtenants.     Matter  of  Otis, 

riage  Co.,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  433.     This  case  34  Hun  (N.  Y.)  542,  citing  Executors  of 

was  followed  in    Hatch   v.   Van   Der-  Brasher  v.  Van  Cortlandt,  2  Johns.  Ch. 

voort,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  511.     In  this  latter  (N.  Y.)  242. 

case  V.  &  Co.,  having  leased  a  store  Debts  Contraoted  by  Boooivor.  —  Where 
for  the  purpose  of  selling  dry  goods,  a  receiver  contracts  debts  in  the  man- 
subsequently  became  financially  em-  agement  of  a  business  enterprise  which 
barrassed  and  executed  a  chattel  mort-  has  passed  into  his  hands,  the  credit- 
ga^e  covering  the  goods  in  the  store,  ors  may  intervene  by  petition  at  any 
The  mortgagee  took  possession  of  the  time  before  the  receiver  is  discharged, 
goods  and  continued  to  sell  them,  still  to  procure  payment  of  their  claims, 
occupying  the  leased  premises.  An-  Thornton  v.  Highland  Ave.,  etc.,  R. 
other  creditor  of  V.  &  Co.  then  brought  Co.,  94  Ala.  353. 
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ent  lienors  may  also  be  determined  by  petition.* 

In  Adadniitration  Froeeodingt.  —  Parties  to  administration  proceed- 
ings may  sometimes  apply  to  the  court  by  way  of  petition  for 
incidental  relief.* 

2.  As  Substitute  for  Bill— a.  Where  They  May  Be  So  Used. 
—  As  a  general  rule,  suits  or  proceedings  in  equity  must  be 
instituted  by  bill,  and  the  cases  in  which  they  may  be  com- 
menced by  petition  are  generally  limited  to  those  instances  in 
which  such  procedure  is  expressly  authorized  by  statute.* 

Infiuiti.  —  But  according  to  long-established  custom,  infants,  as 
wards  of  the  court,  may  petition  for  the  appointment  of  a^ 
receiver,*  or  a  guardian  may  be  appointed  for  them  and  mainte- 
nance allowed  upon  petition  without  suit ;  *  and  proceedings  for 
the  sale  of  their  lands  may  also  be  by  petition.* 

IMMTotioii  of  Court.  —  It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  draw  a  precise 
line  between  cases  in  which  the  one  remedy  or  the  other  is  applica- 
ble. The  method  of  application  must  depend  largely  upon  the 
discretion  of  the  court, ^  and  where  it  is  clear  that  a  petition  fur- 

1.  Cowles  t'.  Andrews,  30  Ala.  125.        £x  p.  Morton,   5  Ves.  Jr.  449,  which 

2.  Cox  V.  Roome,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  317.        was  a  proceeding  in  bankruptcy,  an  in- 
Party  Oljootiiig  to  Lotters  of  Adminif-    quiry  as  to  debts  and  assets  outstand- 

tration  C.  T.  A.  —  It  seems  that  where  a  ing  was  allowed  to  be  by  petition,  the 
party  objecting  to  an  instrument  an-  property  being  small.  See  also  Skill- 
nexed  to  letters  of  administration  has  ing  v.  Jackson,  i  Hill  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  185. 
been  assigned  by  the  court  to  declare  4.  A  Saeeivor  WUl  Bo  Appointod  on 
whether  he  propounds  another  instru-  Potition  only  in  the  case  of  infants, 
ment,  it  is  irregular  and  inconclusive  whose  position  as  wards  of  the  court 
to  have  the  question  decided  upon  gives  them  the  right  to  apply  by  peti- 
petition,  instead  of  following  up  the  tion,  or  in  cases  similarly  situated.  In 
assignation;  but  where  all  the  parties  other  cases  a  bill  is  necessary.  Leddel 
consent  to  such  proceedings  they  are  if.  Starr,  19N.  J.  Eq.  159:  £x  p.  Mount- 
thereby  estopped  from  further  litiga-  fort,  15  Ves.  Jr.  445. 
tion.     Henfrey  v.  Henfrey,  6  Jur.  355.  5.  Sayie  v,  Elyton  Land  Co.,  73  Ala. 

In  England,  where  the  crown,  being  85;  State  Bank  v,  Plainfield  First  Nat. 

interested  in  respect  to  administration  Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.450;  Matter  of  Bost- 

duty,  consented   to  appear,  the   court  wick,  4  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  100;  Ex  p. 

decided  the  question  between  the  crown  Salter,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  500. 

and  the  subject  on  petition.     Re  Ware,  6.  Parker  v.  McCoy,  10  Gratt.  (Va.) 

25  L,  T.  N.  S.  737.  594-     See  generallj ,  as  to  petitions  for 

8.  Sayre  v.  Elyton  Land  Co.,  73  Ala.  sale  of  infants*  real  esute,  article  In- 

85;    State  Bank  r.  Plainfield  First  Nat.  fants,  vol.  10,  p.  776. 

Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  450.  7.  Foscue  v.  Lyon,  55  Ala.  440;  Hen- 

In  Tonneisoe  it  has  been  held  that  derson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434:  Cod- 
under  Code,  §  4312.  a  suit  in  chancery  wise  v.  Gelston,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  507. 
may  be  commenced  either  by  bill  or  Under  statute  10  &  11  Vict.,  c.  96. 
bv  petition.  Majors  v,  McNeilly,  7  entitled  "  An  act  for  better  securing 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  294.  trust    funds,    and    for    the    relief    of 

In  llidhigan,  where  the  maker  of  a  trustees,"  it  was  held  to  be  entirely  a 

note  has  made  an  assignment  for  the  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  court  to 

benefit  of  creditors,  a  bona  fide  holder  direct  a  bill  to  be  filed,  if  such  a  mode 

of   the  note  may,   under  How.   Stat.,  of  proceeding  shall  appear  to  be  neces- 

S    8749,    proceed   by  petition    against  sary,  but  the  chancellor  has  the  same 

the  assignee  of  the  maker  to  recover  jurisdiction  upon  petition  as  upon  bill, 

a  dividend.     Southern  Michigan  Nat.  On  a  petition  presented  under  that  act 

Bank  v.  Byles,  67  Mich.  296.  praying  for  the  payment  of  money  out 

Wlioro  Amonnt  InvolTOd  u  BmaU. —  In  of  court,   and  on  a  cross- petition  in 
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nishes  an  adequate  remedy,  a  resort  to  the  more  dilatory  and 
expensive  method  of  original  bill  will  be  discouraged.^ 

If  til*  BMMdut  BaiiM  Vd  OljiotiM  to  the  method  of  procedure,  but 
chooses  to  treat  a  petition  as  a  bill,  it  will  be  so  regarded  by  the 

court,  even  in  a  case  where  a  bill  would  have  been  the  more 
appropriate  remedy.'     Likewise,  a  petition  wiU  sometimes  be 

treated  as  a  cross-bill;*  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if  a  supplemen- 

opposition  thereto,  the  court  had  full  plead iag  states  everv  material  fact 
power  to  decide  the  validity  of  any  necessanr  to  entitle  the  pleader  to  re- 
deed  on  which  the  claim  to  the  money  lief.  Majors  v.  McNeiUy,  7  Heisk. 
was  based.     Quart  whether  this  may  (Tenn.)  294.. 

not    properly   be  done  upon  petition  Beteadaat  Kay  B«Biiir  to  Fona  of  Pn- 

alone  without  a  cross-petition.     Lewis  oooding.  —  Objection  to  the  form   and 

t/.  Hillman,  18  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  34.  manner  of  proceeding  should  be  taken 

Bulo  to  Show  Canso  Troatod  as  Petition  by  demurrer,   and    if    the  defendant 

—  Efoitable  Bet-oit  —  A  decree  ivas  ob-  answers  the  petition  he  thereby  waives 

tained  for  debts  due  to  several  plaintiffs  such  objections  and  cannot  afterwards 

by  one  defendant.     The  latter  subse-  demur.     Newman  v.  Moody,  19  Fed. 

•quently   made  affidavit  setting    forth  Rep.  858. 

claims  against  some  of  the  plaintiffs.  Petition  and  Bill  United.  —  In  Dea- 

and  also  alleged  their  insolvency.     A  kins's  Case,  2  Bland  (Md.)  398,  a  peti- 

rule  was  made  requiring  the  plaintiffs  tion  was  presented  to  the  court  praying 

to  appear  and   show  cause   why   the  for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  to  seU 

debts  should  not  be  applied  as  a  credit  under  a  will,  and  a  judgment  creditor 

upon  the  amounts  awarded  by  the  de-  of  the  testator  afterwards  filed  a  bill  to 

cree.     This  rule  being  discharged  upon  obtain   satisfaction    of  his  judgmenu 

motion  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  As  both  the  petition  and  the  bill  affected 

appealed,  and  upon  this  appeal  it  was  the  same  subject-matter,  the  court  held 

held  chat  in  cases  where  a  debt  is  pay-  that  thejr  might  be  united,  and  that  the 

able  to  the  defendant  it  may  be  set  off  proceeding  might  then  be  treated  as  a 

upon  petition,  but  if  claimed  by  the  de-  creditor's  suit. 

f  endant,  but  not  payable  to  him,  it  can  Convenion  of  Petition  into  BDl  Bot 

be  done  only  by  bill,  and  that  in  the  AUowed.  —  A   petition    for    a    writ   de 

<ase  at  bar  a  petition  was  the  proper  lunatico  cannot  be  converted  into  a  bill, 

remedy.     The  court  also  said:  *'  The  thereby  making  a  case  against  third 

remaining  question  is  whether  the  rule  persons  not  parties  to  the  suit.     Matter 

to  show  cause  founded  upon  the  de-  of  Dey,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  181. 

iendant's  affidavit  may  not  be  treated  8.  Sayers  v.  Wall,  26Gratt.  (Va.)  354: 

and  acted  upon  as  a  petition  filed  in  Coburn  v.  Cedar  Valley  Land,  etc.,  Co., 

the  cause.     We    see   no  good   reason  138  U.  S.  196. 

why  it  may  not.     It  was  served  upon  When  80  Troatod.  —  Thus  a  petition 

the  plaintiffs,  and  they  had  the   same  will  be  treated  as  a  supplemental  bill 

opportunity  to  answer  it  as  if  it  had  or  a  cross-bill  or  a  bill  of  that  nature  in 

been   a  regular  petition.       It   ought,  a  case  where  no  objection  is  raised  by 

therefore,  to  have  been   treated  as  a  the  defendant  until  after  decision  ren- 

petition  in    the  cause,   to   which   the  dered,  and   where  the  defendant  has 

plaintiffs,  Adams  and  Hampton,  ought  appeared  in  answer  to  the  petition  and 

to  have  been  required  to  respond  in  the  introduced  affidavits  to  sustain  his  side 

usual  manner;  and  it  was  erroneous  in  of  the  case.     Coburn  v.  Cedar  Valley 

the  court  to  order  is  dismission  upon  Land,  etc..  Co.,  138  U.  S.  196. 

the  motion  of  the  plaintiffs*  counsel.'*  lUnstration  of  BvJo.  —  S.  made  a  deed 

March  v,  Thomas,  63  N.  Car.  87.  by   which  he   conveyed    certain    real 

1.  Sayre    v,    Elyton    Land    Co.,   73  property  to  his  wife.     At  the  time  he 

Ala.  85.  owed  no  debts,  and  had  considerable 

8.  Caruthers    v,  Caruthers,    2    Lea  personal  property,  but  he  afterwards 

<Tenn.)    71;     Richardson    v.    Keel,    9  contracted  debts,  and  through  a  loss 

Lea   (Tenn.)  74;    State  v,   Keller,    11  of  his  personal  property  was  unable  to 

Lea  (Tenn.)  399.  pay  them.     Both  S.  and  his  wife  hav- 

Tho  Bamo  Is  Immaterial  provided  the  ing    died,    leaving    several    children* 
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tal  bill  is  filed  where  a  petition  would  be  more  appropriate,  the 
supplemental  bill  itself  may  be  treated  as  a  petition.^ 

b.  Where  a  Bill  Is  Necessary.  —  ]>««mt  and  ordm  AibetiBf 
aumagvrs  to  a  suit,  or  affecting  property  which  is  not  in  litigation 
therein,  cannot  be  obtained  on  petition.* 

Tni»t  Prooaediagt.  —  And  likewise  proceedings  in  regard  to  the 
administration  of  a  trust  must  be  commenced  by  original  bill,  or 
by  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  an  original  bill.* 

creditors  of  the  estate  filed  a  bill  to  sub-  enjoined  from  collecting  and  the  trustee 

ject  the  real  estate  in  question  to  the  from  paying  such  interest  out  of  the 

payment  of  their  debts,  no  mention  trust  fund,  until  this  amount  was  re- 

bemg  made  in  the  bill  of  the  deed  from  funded  to  the  trustee.     It  was  held  that 

S.  to  his  wife.    The  children  thereupon  a  supplemental  cross-bill  was  unneces- 

filed  a  petition  setting  out  the  deed  and  sary,  a  petition  being  the  proper  rem- 

their  rights  thereunder,  and  asking  to  edy,  and  also  that  the  supplemental  bill 

be  made  parties  defendant  to  the  suit,  might  be  treated  as  a  petition  in  the 

They  were  permitted  to  file  answers  future  progress  of  the  cause.     Foscue 

without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  de-  v,  Lyon,  55  Ala.  457. 

f endant,  and  it  was  held  that  if  a  cross-  8.  Cowles  v,  Andrews,  39  Ala.  125 ; 

bill  was  the  more  appropriate  remedy  Livingston  v,  Freeland,  3  Barb.  Ch.  (N. 

in  such  a  case  the  petition  would  be  Y.)  510;  Mars  v.  Conner,  9  S.  Car.  70. 

regarded  as  a  cross-bill.      Sayers    v.  The  execution  of  a  decree  in  equity 

Wall,  26  Gratt.  (Va.)  354.  may  be  procured  by  petition  where  the 

WlMa  Dseres  on  Sodi  Pstition  Is  In-  parties  in  interest  remain  the  same, 

•ffiwtnal.  —  Where  a  petition  is  virtually  and   no  new   rights  have  arisen;  but 

a  cross-bill,  a  decree  passed  thereon  is  when  a  third  person  has  acauired  an 

of  no  effect  against  parties  who  have  interest  in  the  decree  a  bill  is  neces- 

never  been  summoned  to  answer  it,  or  sary.    Griggs  v.  Detroit,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

who  have  never  been  properly  before  10  Mich.  117. 

the  court.      Pracht  v,  Lange,  81  Va.  8.  Gibbins  v.  Shepard,  125  Mass.  541 ; 

7x1.  Matter  of   Kingsbury,   51   Mich.  623; 

Petition  in  Hatnre  of  CrMS-Ull.^  In  a  Matter  of  Van  Wyck,  i  Barb.  Ch.  (N. 

suit  where  the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  Y.)  565. 

foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  It  was  so  held  where  a  trustee  peti- 

def endant  to  the  complainant  as  trustee  tioned  the  court  for  further  directions 

for  the  holders  of  bonds,  the  bondhold-  in  regard  to  the  disposal  of  trust  funds 

«r8  cannot  file  a  petition  in  the  nature  in   his  possession.     Matter  of  Kings- 

of  a  cross-bill  for  the  purpose  of  recov-  bury,  51  Mich.  623.     And  under  similar 

cring  damages  of  the  trustee  for  alleged  circumstances,  in  Gibbins  v.  Shepard, 

improper  and  negligent  execution  of  125  Mass.  541,  the  court  said  that  the 

the  trust.     Fidelity  Trust,  etc.,  Co.  cf.  proper  practice  in  such  cases  was  to 

Mobile  St.  R.  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  850.  proceed  by  bill,  although  in  that  case 

1.  Miller  v.  Saunders,  18  Ga.  492.  the  matter  was  heard  on  petition,  as 

A  bill  was  filed  in  equity  for  an  ac-  the  defendant   made  no  objection  to 

count  and  settlement  of  a  trust  estate,  that  form  of  proceeding. 

Iii  stating  the  account  under  an  order  Trnstoo  Applying  forTnrthsrDireetions. 

of   reference   the   register   ascertained  —  A  decree  gave  the  parties  interested 

that  the   trustee  had  made  overpay-  in  a  fund  "  libeny  to  apply  to  the  court 

ments  to  the  cestui  qui  trust.     Before  for  further  directions  on  the  foot  of 

the  register  made  his  report  under  the  this  decree."  whenever  a  designated 

reference  the  trustee  filed  a  supple-  event  should  happen.    The  event  hav- 

mental  cross-bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  ing  happened,  the  trustees  of  the  fund 

of   review,   stating  the  result  of    the  presented  a  petition  praying  for  further 

master's  account,  and  asking  that  a  directions.     Concerning  this  applica* 

lien  be  declared  in  his  favor  for  the  tion  the  vice-chancellor  said:  '*  When 

amount   of    these    overpayments,   on  '  liberty  to  apply '  is  reserved  in  a  de- 

the  interest  of  the  eestm  que  trust  in  the  cree,   the  court  may  proceed  upon  it 

trust  property  in  the  hands  of  a  re-  summarily;  but  the  court  does  not  so 

ceiver,  and  that  ^^  cestui  que  trust  be  proceed  upon'  further  directions.*    For 
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Xattm  AriJdBg  After  WIl  fitod.  —  The  possession  of  property  having- 
been  awarded  to  the  defendant  in  a  suit,  by  a  decree  which  was 
expressed  to  be  without  prejudice  to  the  inquiry  from  matters 
arising  after  the  bill  was  filed,  it  was  held  that  such  subsequent 
matters  could  not  be  brought  before  the  court  by  petition.^ 

Yaxloiu  Otker  Outs.  —  A  bill  may  sometimes  be  required  on  the 
ground  that  the  question  in  controversy  is  too  important  to  be 
decided  upon  petition,*  or  that  for  some  other  reason  it  cannot 
be  satisfactorily  determined  in  that  form  of  proceeding.'     Thus 

the  latter  purpose  the  cause  must  be  upon  petition  to  remove  an  executor 
regularly  set  down  for  a  hearing.  In-  who  was  also  made  a  trustee  of  an  ex- 
deed,  in  strictness,  there  must  be  an  ^-jr  press  trust  by  the  terms  of  the  will, 
^arte  order  obtained  for  bringing  it  to  a  and  this  even  though  he  had  not  com- 
hearing.  In  this  decree  I  think  the  pleted  his  duties  as  executor.  See  also 
liberty  to  apply  is  controlled  by  the  Livingston's  Petition,  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
clause  for  further  directions,  so  that  (N.  Y.  Ct.  App.)  i. 
the  '  further  equities '  mentioned  in  In  Hew  Jvmj^  where  a  motion  was 
connection  with  it  can  only  be  deter-  made  to  compel  a  trustee  to  give 
mined  upon  a  hearing  of  the  cause  in  security  or  be  discharged,  the  court 
due  form.  But  when,  b^  reason  of  said  that  the  more  proper  procedure 
new  facts,  some  additional  and  would  have  been  by  petition.  Holcomb 
auxiliary  provisions  are  requisite  on  v,  Coryell,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  289. 
the  further  directions,  to  carry  into  1.  Trotter  v,  Heckscher,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
effect  the  decree  already  made,  after  478. 

settling  the  points  reserved,  those  facts  8.  Thus  where  a.  feme  covert  entitled 

may  be  brought  forward  by  petition,  to  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  chose  in 

and  the  court  will  hear  the  petition  action  obtained  a  release  of  the  prior 

with  the  cause  itself.    So  when  there  interest,  and  a  petition  was  presented 

has  been  a  change  of  parties,  or  an  ac-  b^  all  parties  interested,  inclading  the 

cession  of  new  partiies  in  interest  sub-  /ime  covert,  for  payment  and  distribo- 

sequent  to  the  decree,  but  not  of  such  tion  of  the  fund,  it  was  held  that  pay- 

a  character  as  to  require  a  formal  re-  ment  of  her  share  coald  not  be  ordered 

vivor."     Butler  v,  Halsey,  4  Sand.  Ch.  on  petition  to  be  made  to  her  and  her 

(N.  y.)  354.  husband.     It  seems  that  a  bill  was  the 

IHioluur^  of  TraitMs.  —  A  suit  was  proper  course  in  this  insunce.    Story 

pending  in  equity  and  a  receiver  had  v,  Tonge,  7  Beav.  91. 

been   appointed,   but  certain   trustees  In  Ex  p,  Bromfield,  i  Ves.  Jr.  453, 

holding    funds    involved   in  the  suit  the  heir  at  law  of  a  lunatic  applied  b^ 

allowed   them   to  remain   for  several  petition  for  money  which  had  arisen 

years  in  the  hands  of  a  banker.     There-  from  the  sale  of  his  estate  and  had  been 

after  the  trustees  applied  by  petition  to  paid  into    court.      No  question    was 

be  discharged,  on  the  ground  that  the  raised  concerning  the  method  of  appli- 

cestuis  que  trustent^  by  failing  to  object  cation,  and  the  merits  were  discussed 

to    their    action    in    th*   matter,   had  at  large  both  by  the  counsel  and  the 

waive'l  their  rights,  but  as  the  cestuis  court,  but  on  account  of  the  great  con- 

que  trustent  were  infants  it  was  held  sequence    of    the   point  involved   the 

that  no  waiver  had  taken  place,  and  chancellor  said  that  the  case  must  be 

that  the  trustees    could   not  be    dis-  put  in  the  shape  of  a  bill, 

charged  on   this   petition.     Orever  v,  8.  Rights  of  Third  Piirty  IsTolTid.  — 

Mawdesley,  13  Jur.  330.  A,  being  entitled  under  a  decree  to  an 

In  New  York  it  was  held  that,  inde-  annuity  to  be  paid  by  the  receiver  in  a 

pendently  of  statute,  the  court  had  no  cause,  borrowed  a  certain  sum  from  B 

power  upon  mere  petition  to  discharge  and  signed  a  memorandum  of  agree- 

a   trustee.     Matter  of  Van    Wyck,    i  ment  to  the  effect  that  said  annuity 

Barb.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  565.     But  by  virtue  should  be  a  security  for  that  sum  and 

of   Rev.   Stat.,   §§   70,   71,   and   72,  it  interest,  and  gave  an  order  upon  the 

was  subsequently  held  in  the  case  of  receiver     for    payment    thereof.      B 

Quackenboss  v.  South  wick,  41  N.  Y.  presented  the  order  to  the  receiver,  but 

117,  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  power  the  receiver  stated  that  he  would  act 
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where  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  bank  sued  to  recover  money  of 
the  bank,  received  by  one  of  its  creditors  subsequently  to  his 
appointment,  it  was  held  that  the  proceeding  must  be  instituted 
by  bill.^ 

IV.  FOBK,   C0VTSVT8»  SlOVATVU,  AVD  TSBmCATIOV  —  1.   Titl« 

•ad  AddiMS.  —  Where  a  petition  is  presented  during  the  progress 
of  a  suit  in  equity  it  is  properly  entitled  in  the  original  cause,' 
but  where  no  suit  is  pending  or  the  petition  is  in  relation  to  some 
collateral  matter,  it  should  be  entitled  in  such  matter ; '  and  it 
should  be  addressed  to  the  court. "* 

8.  Comttnti.  —  A  petition  should  contain  the  name  of  the  per- 
son by  whom  it  is  presented,^  a  statement  of  the  circumstances 

pay  it,  because  A  had  desired  him  to  8.  Stafford  v.  Brown,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

pay  no  person  but  her  agent.     B  then  360;  De  Zeng  v,  Mann,  4  Ch.  Sent.  (N. 

filed  a  petition  praying  an  order  upon  Y.)  2a. 

the  receiver  for  payment.     Ii  was  held  F«titiom    Rtlattng    to    Two    SUEiriiit 

that  since  A  appeared  and  opposed  the  Suits.  —  Where  a  petition  is  presented 

petition,  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  which  relates  to  two  different  suits  it 

to  mal^e  an  order  thereon,  but  that  a  should  be  entitled  in  bofh.     Knight  v. 

bill  was  necessary.     Wastell  v,  Leslie,  Knight,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  848. 

zi  Jur.  29.  FftUufo   to   Sntiflo    ImamttriaL  —  In 

la  Baakraptoj  Proooodiags,  instituted  Sewall  v.  Brainerd,  38  Vt.  364,  a  peti- 

by   the  creditors  of  the  banlcrupt,  a  tlon  filed  in  the  original  cause  was  not 

petition  was  presented  suggesting  prop  entitled  therein,  but  since  it  recited  the 

erty  subsequently  acquired   in   trade,  proceedings    in  the   cause,    and    was 

and  ignorance  on  the  part  of  subsequent  clearly  identified  therewith,  this  fact 

creditors  of  the  debtor's  former  banic-  was  held  to  be  immaterial. 

ruptcy.     Relief  upon  this  petition  was  S.  Re  Martin,  3  M.  D.  &  De  G.  523. 

refused,   with  liberty    to    file    a    bill.  Vador  AotofParliaaMBt.— In^ii^^n^ 

Ex  p.  Stories,  3  Ves.  &  B.  105.  a  petition  presented  in   relation   to  a 

iiqfflwooatal  Bill  If  aoewsry.  — •  A  party  matter  over  which  the  court  has  juris- 
carried  on  a  suit  in  the  name  of  an-  diction  by  virtue  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
other  under  a  power  of  attorney.  In  ment  must  be  entitled  in  the  matter  of 
this  suit  a  certain  order  was  entered  by  the  proper  act.  In  n  French,  2  Tones  & 
consent  of  the  nominal  plaintiff,  but  L.  943;  In  r/ Varteg  Iron  Works  Wes- 
without  the  consent  of  the  attorney,  leyan  Chapel,  10  Hare  appendix 
The  attorney  thereupon  petitioned  for  xxxvii.;  Exp,  Bcddam,  i  Rose  310;  In 
a  discharge  of  the  order  on  the  ground  re  Law,  4  Beav.  509. 
of  irregularity,  and  for  leave  to  prose-  "  Oaaso  aad  Sattor  of*  —  Where  a 
cute  without  interference  by  the  nom-  petition  is  presented  in  the  cause  for  a 
Inal  plaintiff.  But  it  was  held  that  the  reference  to  inquire  whether  an  infant 
attorney  was  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  is  a  trustee,  and  the  infant  is  not  a 
nominal  plaintiff  so  far  as  not  to  be  able  party  to  the  cause,  it  is  not  enough 
to  have  them  set  aside  on  a  petition  in  that  the  petition  t)e  entitled  in  the 
the  cause,  and  that  for  this  purpose  he  cause;  it  must  also  be  entitled  in  the 
must  file  a  supplemental  bill.  Pent-  matter  of  the  infant.  Headley  v.  Red- 
land  V.  Quarrington,  3  Myl.  &  C.  249.  head,  i  L.  J.  Ch.   159. 

OlOM-Ulllloooiiarj. —  Where  a  decree  4.  See    generally    article    Address. 

has  been  rendered  against  cosureties  vol.    i,    p.   234.     And   see   Matter  of 

upon  a  bond,  and  one  of  the  sureties  Bookhout,  21  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  348. 

seeks  to  have  the  decree  modified  in  In  Mlsiinippi,  under  Code  1892,  §  526, 

his   favor  so  as  to   render  the  other  the  address  of  bills  and  petitions  may 

surety  primarily  liable,  he  cannot  pro-  be  *'  To   the   Chancery   Court  of  the 

ceed   by   petition.     If  such  an  equity    county  of .*• 

exists  in  his  favor  it  must  be  presented  6.  Glazbrook  v.  Gillatt,  9  Beav.  492, 

by  cross-bill.     May  v.  Duke,  61  Ala.  53.  holding  further  that  the  petition  of  a 

1.  State  Bank  v.  Plainfield  First  Nat.  person  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  cause 

Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  450.  must  also  state  his  residence. 
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upon  which  the  application  is  based,  and  a  prayer  for  the  relief 
desired.^ 

Prolixity.  —  A  petition  may  be  framed  in  the  alternative,'  but 
prolixity  in  setting  out  at  length  clauses  of  a  statute  or  other 
document  should  be  avoided.' 

Seaadalons  aad  Impertiaaat  Hatter  contained  in  a  petition  will  be 
stricken  out  with  costs,  on  exception  by  the  adverse  party. *• 

la  a  Patitioa  to  AfliMt  a  Toad  ia  Coart  the  facts  need  not  be  stated 
with  the  same  precision  as  in  a  bill,'  and  the  fact  that  matter  is 
found  in  such  a  petition  which  is  properly  the  subject  of  an  origri. 
nal  bill  will  not  prevent  the  court  from  granting  what  is  properly 
claimed  therein.* 

3.  Signature.  —  A  petition  should  be  signed  by  the  party  pre- 
senting it.'' 

1.  For  the  general  form  of  a  petition  coaapany  for  various  violations  of  the 

see  chat  used  in  Coburn  v.  Cedar  Val-  provisions  of  the  act  incorporating  it, 

ley  Land,  etc.,  Co.,  138  U.  S.  202;  also  allegations  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  a 

Gibson's  Suits  in  Chancery.  §  777.  single  subscriber  in  obtaining  stoclc. 

For  BoUof  Agsinst  Volaatary  Ooavoy-  implicating  a  third  person  and  one  of 

aaoo.  —  Where  a  creditor  seeks  relief  the  commissioners  authorized   to  re- 

by  petitiDU  against  a  voluntary  convey-  ceive  subscriptions,  are  impertinent  and 

ance   made   by   the  debtor    after    the  scandalous,  and  will  be  striclcen  out. 

creation  of  the  petitioner's  demand,  the  King  v.  Sea  Ins.  Co.,  96  Wend.  (N. 

petition  must  state  the  facts  constitut-  Y.)  6a. 

ing  the  original  cause  of  action.  It  is  ImpartiBoat  as  WsU  as  floaadaloas. — 
not  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  petl-  Scandalous  matter  in  a  petition  in 
tioner  has  obtained  judgment  for  the  equity  will  not  abate  it  when  such  mat- 
amount  of  the  claim  against  the  debt-  ter  is  connected  with  the  merits  of  the 
or's  administrator  and  caused  execu-  case  and  is  material  to  the  inquiry, 
tion  to  issue,  which  has  been  returned  Lanlcton  v.  Scott.  Kirby  (Conn.)  356. 
nulla  bona,  Alexander  1/.  Qulgley,  a  In  aPotitioBliBr  aBahoariag,  the  plain- 
Duv.  (Ky.)  399.  tiff  having  stated   that  he   had  been 

8.  Potition  Framod  in  Alttraativo. —  fraudulently  induced  by  the  defendants 

When  so  framed  the  respondent  cannot  to  sign  an  agreement,  counsel  for  the 

call  upon  the  petitioner  to  elect  to  pro-  defendants    were    desirous    that    this 

ceed  for  only  one  of  the  objects  of  the  statement  should  be  expunged;  but  the 

petition,  unless  under  special  circum-  register  refused  to  draw  any  order  of 

stances,     ^jr  ^  Schooley,  Buck  476.  reference    for    impertinence,    on    the 

8.  Re   Manchester,   etc.,   R.   Co.,   8  ground  that  there  was  no  instance  in 

Hare  31.  which  it  had  been  done,  and  that  the 

Vaaoootiarj'  Longth.  —  A  petition  is  names  of  the  two  counsel  who  sign  the 

unnecessarily  long  where  it  sets  out  an  petition   are  always  considered   suffi- 

original  petition  and  also  a  master*s  re-  cient  guaranty  that  it  contains  nothing 

S>rt  containing  the  same  matter.     Re  improper.     Rowe  v.  Wood,  i  Jac  &  W. 

edminster  Charities,  la  Jur.  665.  336. 

4.  King  V,  Sea  Ins.  Co.,  a6  Wend.  (N.  A.  Boaioa  fsr  Bnlo.  —  The  record  of 

Y.)  6a;  Toler  v.  East  Tennessee,  etc.,  the  suit  in  which  the  petition  is  filed 

R.  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  168.    See  gen-  being  before  the  court,  much  of  the 

erally  article  Scandal  and  Impbrti-  particularity   which   would    otherwise 

NENCE.  be  required   may  l)e  dispensed   with. 

Soaadal  and  Imptrttaenoo.  —  Names  of  Weaver  v.  Cooper,  73  Ala.  318. 

individuals  not  parties  to  the  proceed-  6.  Duvall  v.  Farmers  Banlc,  4  Gill  & 

ing  should  not   be  introduced  into  a  J.  (Md.)  38a. 

petition  in  connection  with  scandalous  7.  In  Hathaway  v,  Scott,   11   Paige 

and  offensive  matter  not  material  or  (N.  Y.)  173. 

pertinent  to  the  relief  sought    Thus.  Whoa   ttgaataro    Kay   Bo   IMspoasod 

in  a  petition  to  dissolve  an  insurance  With.  —  In  Swan  r.  Newman.  3  Head 
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4.  VerifloaUon.  —  When  the  facts  upon  which  the  application  is 
based  are  not  immediately  before  the  court  a  petition  must  be 
verified  by  oath,  ^  and  this  is  also  the  practice  in  regard  to  petitions 
generally.* 

Y.  Ambvdksvt.  —  A  petition  may  be  amended  generally,'  or 
in  order  to  state  facts  which  are  necessary  to  form  the  founda- 
tion for  an  order ;  ^  but,  as  a  general  rule,  facts  occurring  after  a 
petition  has  been  answered  cannot  be  introduced  into  it  by 
amendment,*  nor  will  amendment  commonly  be  allowed  after 
the  order  applied  for  has  been  made.* 

(Tenn.)  2S8,  it  was  held  not  to  be  essen-  whether  he  was  capable  of  understand- 

tial  to  the  validity  of  a  petiiion  that  the  ing  the  nature  and  object  of  the  petition, 

complainants  should  sign  it,  providing  and  that  he  was  apparently  of  sound 

their  names  appeared  in  the  body  or  mind,  and  capable  ox  understanding  it. 

caption  of   the    instrument;    but    the  And  as  the  petitioner  was  also  blind, 

court  said  that  petitions  were  generally  the  officer  should  have  certified  that  the 

signed.  petition   was  carefully  and    correctly 

1.  Anonymous,   Hopk.  (N.  Y.)  loi;  read  over  to  him  in   Ihe  presence  of 

Hunt  V,  Wing,  10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  139.  such  officer  before  he  swore  to  it. 

5.  In  XiehQfaa  a  petition  for  execu-  A  Petitioii  to  Opaai  a  Decree,  although 

tion   for   a  deficiencv  on    foreclosure  verified,   is   no  evidence  of  the  facts 

must  be  sworn  to.     Ransom  v.  Suther-  contained   therein.     The   truth*  of    its 

land,  46  Mich.  480;    Wallace  v.  Field,  allegation  must  be  established  by  affi- 

56  Mich.  3.  davits  and  other  evidence   taken   ac 

la  Karjland  it  has  been  held  that  the  cording  to  the  practice  of  the  court, 

petition  of  a  defendant,  praying  for  the  Carpenter  v,  Muchmore,  15  N.  J.  Eq. 

rescission  of  a  decree  and  that  he  may  123. 

be  permitted  to  come  in  and  answer,  8.  Dent  v.  Maddox,  4  Md.  522;  In  re 

and  setting  forth  the  grounds  on  which  Westbrook,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  252;  Robinson 

the  application  is  made,  must  be  veri-  v,  Harrison,  i  Drew.  307;  /iir^  Trustee 

fied  by  oath.     Bull  t/.  Pyle,  41  Md.  419.  Relief  Act,  16  Jur.  11 54. 

By  fltatuto  in  Penasylvaiiia  a  petition  Bflbet   on   Bnbioqnent   Froeoedlngi.  — 

for  a  citation  against  an  assignee  for  The  amendment  of  a  petition  by  add- 

the   benefit  of  creditors,  or  against  a  ing  the  name  of  a  next  friend  does  not 

trustee  to  settle  his  account,  must  be  render  it  necessary  that  the  petition 

verified  on  oath  or  affirmation  to  au-  should   be   reanswered.     Re  Nleadow, 

thorize  the  issuance  of  a  citation.    And  10  L.  T.  N.  S.  185.     Nor  does  amend- 

the  same  rule  applies  to  applications  in  ment  in  general  make  it  necessary  that 

the  Orphans' Court  for  citations  against  the  petition  should  be  reserved.    In  re 

an  executor,  administrator,  or  guard-  Cartwright,  8  W.  R.  492:  Re  Meadow, 

ian.     MelHsh's  .  Estate,    i    Pars.    Eq.  12  W.  R.  595.    Nor  that  the  affidavits  in 

Cas.  (Pa.)  482.  support  thereof   should    be    resworn. 

▼oriiloation  by  Agents  and  Solioitor.—  In  re  Harris,  8  Tur.  N.  S.  166;  Fisher 

Petitions  should  not  be  sworn  to  by  v,  Coffey,  i.Jur.  N.  S.  956. 

agents  or  solicitors,  and  a  party  who  Iioave   to    Amend   Befnied.  —  But    in 

has  not  sworn  to  his  petition  should  be    v.  Keele,  8  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  511,  leave 

required  to  sign  it  in  order  to  prevent  to  amend  a  petition  verified  by  affi- 

sabsequent  repudiation.     Johnson  v.  davits  was  refused. 

Murray,  12  Lea  (Tenn.)  109.  4.  In  re  Humphrv,  i  Jur.  N.  S.  921; 

▼erifleation  by  Penon  Bolbring  vnder  Matson  v.  Swift,  8  Beav.  368. 

mnbflity. —  In  Matter  of  Christie.   5  6.  Doubtfire  v.  Elworthy,  9  Jur.  1083. 

Paige  (N.  Y.)  242,  where  a  petition  was  When  a  petition  has  been  half  heard 

sworn  to  by  a  person  who  had  been  it    cannot    be    amended  on    payment 

found  by  the  inquisition  of  a  jury  to  be  merely  of  the  common  costs  of  the  day. 

a  lunatic,  it  was  held  that  the  officer  be-  Exp.  Turvill,  3  Deac.  &  C.  346. 

fore  whom  it  was  sworn  should  have  6.  Re  Marrow,  10  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  340. 

slated  in  the  jurat  that  he  had  examined  Amendment  Somistimee  Allowed   After 

the  petitioner  for  the  purpose  of  ascer-  Order.  —  Where    a    petition    was    pre- 

tainxng   the   state   of   his   mind,    and  sented  and  an  order  made  affecting  a 
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fopplMMfttel  Pvtttlmu  —  When  a  petition  b  ordered  to  stand  over, 
a  new  petition  is  not  necessary  to  bring  the  matter  again  before 
the  courts  but  material  facts  subsequently  occurring  should  be 
stated  in  a  supplemental  petition.^ 

71  Pabtisb  to  Pbtitiovb— 1.  In  Oeneral — a.  Strangers  to 
THE  Suit.  —  It  has  been  said  that  persons  who  are  not  parties 
to  a  suit  cannot  in  general  file  a  petition  therein  for  any  purpose,* 
but  there  are  undoubtedly  exceptional  cases  in  which  they  will  be 
allowed  to  do  so.' 

b.  Married  Women,  Infants,  and  Lunatics.  —  A  petition 
by  a  married  woman  should  name  a  next  friend ;  ^  and  a  guardian 

fund  in  court,  which  was  dealt  with  an  injunction  granted  therein,  may  file 
as  cash,  but  it  afterwards  turned  out  a  petition  to  have  the  injunction  con- 
that  shortly  before  the  petition  was  strued  or  modified  in  his  behalf.  Speak 
presented  the  money  had  been  invested  v.  Ransom,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  210;  Hour- 
in  bonds,  leave  was  given  to  amend  baud  v,  Bourbaud,  10  L.  T.  N.  S.  7S1. 
the  petition  by  the  introduction  of  apt  Vw  Btmoral  ef  TmstM. —  In  Livings- 
words  stating  the  real  facts  of  the  case,  ton's  Petition,  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  Ct. 
In  re  Bunnett,  I  Jur.  N.  S.  921.  And  App.)  i,  it  was  held  that  Rev.  Sut.  N. 
in  a  similar  case,  Hoole  v.  Roberts,  16  Y.,  §g  70,  72,  authorixin^  any  person 
Jur.  1 135,  after  the  order  had  been  interested  in  the  execution  of  an  ex- 
drawn  up  it  was  discovered  that  one  of  press  trust  to  apply  by  petition  for  the 
the  petitioners  was  a  fenii  covert  at  the  removal  of  the  trustee,  applied  only  to 
time  of  presenting  the  petition,  and  persons  immediately  Interested  and 
leave  was  given  to  amend  the  petition  who  might  be  injured  by  a  violation  of 
by  stating  this  fact  and  praying  pay-  the  trust  or  by  the  insolvency  or  in- 
meat  of  her  share  to  her  husband,  competency  of  the  trustee;  and  that 
And  it  was  also  held  that  the  order  those  provisions  did  not  apply  to  per- 
might  be  amended  to  conform  with  the  sons  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  trust 
amended  prayer  of  the  petition.  property  in  remainder  after  a  tenant 
By  OoDMUt  ef  Pwrtiss.  —  And  where  a  for  life,  said  life  tenant  not  desiring  the 
petition  was  presented  by  a  person  en-  removal  of  the  trustee, 
titled  to  an  annuity,  for  payment  of  Kwt  HaTt  latinst  in  Bscrea.  —  In 
the  arrears  thereof,  and  an  order  was  Gurden  v.  Badcock,  6  Beav.  157,  it 
made  on  the  petition,  but  not  passed  was  held  that  a  petition  might  be  pre- 
andi  entered,  the  petition  was,  by  con-  sented  by  one  who  was  not  a  party  to 
sent  of  all  parties,  allowed  to  be  the  record,  but  that  he  must  be  a  per- 
amended  by  stating  further  facts  and  son  having  a  direct  interest  in  the  exe- 
seeking  similar  relief  as  to  another  an-  cution  of  the  decree, 
nuity  similarly  situated,  which  was  4.  Howard  v.  Prince,  14  Beav.  28. 
also  in  arrears.  Hislop  v.  Wykeham,  And  see  in  general  article  Next 
3  W.  R.  286.  Friend,  vol.  14,  p.  996. 

1.  Re  Gavacan,  2  Dr.  &  War.  432;  ITot  Always  Essential.  —  But  in  a  case 
Maude  v.  Maude,  16  Jur.  932.  where  the  solicitor  undertook  to  be  re- 
ft. Fidelity  Trust,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Mobile  sponsible  for  costs  it  was  held  unneces- 
St.  R.  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  850.  sary  to  amend  a  married  woman's  peti- 
8.  Jones  v,  Roberts,  12  Sim.  189.  tion  by  adding  a  next  friend.    Jennings 
Pttitlon  Showing  OoUnsion.  —  In  Bar-  v.  Devey,  4  Jur.  858. 
ker  V.  Todd,  15  Fed.  Rep.  265,  it  being  And   the  omission  to  name  a  next 
made  to  appear  to  the  court  by  the  pe-  friend  in  a  petition  by  a  married  wo- 
tltion  of  strangers  to  the  record  that  a  man  for  the  payment  out  of  court  of 
decree  had  been  obtained  by  collusion  her  separate  estate  has  been  held  to  be 
between  the  complainants  and  the  de-  immaterial.     Re  Fisher,  45  L.  T.  N.  S. 
fendant,  the  decree  was  annulled  and  504.    And   the  same  is  true  where  a 
th«  case  dismissed.  married  woman  petitions  for  access  to 
Third  Par^  AfliBetod  by  Ii^anetion. —  her  children  under  statute  2  &  3  Vict., 
A  third  person  who  is  not  a  party  to  a  c.  54.     Re  Groom,  7  Hare  38;  Re  Hake- 
suit,  but  whose  rights  are  affected  by  will,  i  Eq.  Rep.  ii. 
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nd  litem  will  be  specially  appointed  in  cases  where  a  petition  is 
served  upon  an  infant  ^  or  a  lunatic' 

2.  Luterrention  by  Petition.  —  See  generally  article  Interven- 
tion, vol.  II,  p.  494. 

Vn.  Fonre  OF  ntTiTioiri.  —  By  the  rules  of  chancery  practice 
the  original  petition  must  be  filed  before  the  order  made  thereon 
has  been  passed.' 

A  Copj  Wkj  Bo  mod,  however,  in  cases  where  the  original  has 
been  lost,^  or  where  the  petitioner  refuses  to  file  the  same.' 

Tin  VoTloi  ovPBTlTlovi— 1.  In  OtneraL  —  When  a  petition 
is  presented  in  a  case  where  an  adverse  party  has  the  right  to  be 
heard  in  opposition,  he  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  application.' 

XoUif  Gimntod  to  lUrriod  Womaa  oa  R.  Co.  v,  Sneden,  a6  N.  J.  Ea.  539;  Is- 

Potitton. —  Where  a    bill    brought    by  nard  v.  Cazcaux,  i  Paige  (n.  Y.)  99; 

husband  and  wife  is  dismissed  upon  Gibbons's  Api>eal,  104  Pa.  St.  587. 

the  agreement  of  the  husband  alone.  In    Alahamki    by    the    ninety-eighth 

the  wife  may  by    petition    have  the  chancery  rule,  all  special  motions  and 

order  of  dismissal  revoked  as  to  her  petitions  which  are  not  by  the  practico 

own  interest.    Pryor  v,  Pryor,  5  Kulp  of  the  court  considered  ex  parte  mast 

(Pa.)  25.  be  made  and  heard  upon  one  day's  no> 

iovonaoo    in   DiCnso.  —  In    a    suit  tice  in  writing,  unless  notice  is  waived, 

against  husband  and  wife  to  subject  Code  Ala  ,  1896,  p.  1333. 

the  wife's  land  to  a  mortgage,  the  hus-  In  MieUgan  suits  against  an  assignee 

band  having  pleaded  bankruptcy,  the  of  the  maker  of  a  note,  to  recover  a 

wife    petitioned    for  leave  to   defend  dividend,  mav  be  commenced  by  petl- 

separately,  and  was  allowed  to  do  so.  tion.     In  such  cases  jurisdiction  of  the 

Allen  V.  Lenoir,  53  Miss.  331.  assignee  is  acquired  by  an  order  re- 

1.  In  re  Cooper,  9  W.   R.  53T ;   Re  quinng  him  to  appear  and  answer,  but 

Cleveland,  39  L.  J.  Cfh.  530;  In  re  Bar-  tlie  creditors  need  not  be  served  with 

ringion,  37  Beav.  373;  In  re  Trustee  notice  of  the  petition,  nor  with  a  copjr 

Relief  Act,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  441.    See  arti-  of  the  order,  their  interest  being  suffi- 

cle  Infants,  vol.  10,  p.  581.  cientiy  represented  by  the   assignee. 

5.  Re  Greaves,  3  W.  R.  35S«  Southern     Michigan     Nat.    Bank    v, 
A  petition  presented  by  the  executor  Byles,  67  Mich.  396. 

of  a  lunatic,  to  procure  payment  from  And  in  the  same  state,  where  execu- 

a  fund  in  court,  must  be  served  on  the  tion  for  a  deficiency  on  foreclosure  is 

committee  of  the  lunatic,  although  he  sought  by   petition,   personal    service 

has  passed  his  accounts  and  his  secur-  upon  the  defendant  is  required,  and  he 

ity  has  been  discharged.    In  re  Wylde,  should  also  have  notice  of  the  time 

18  Jur.  115.  when   the   petition   will  be  presented. 

8.  2  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  1609.  Ransom  t/.  Sutherland,  46  Mich.  489. 

Taking  Off  tho  Tilo.— Where  a  peti-  Timo  of  flerTioo.^]t  is  irregular  to 

tion  was  presented  in  the  names  of  A  serve  a  petition  after  the  petition  day 

and  B,  but  without  the  authoritv  of  A,  for  which  it  is  answered.    Salvidge  v, 

it  was  held  that,  having  regara  to  the  Tutton,  10  L.  J.  Ch.  347. 

rights  of  the  respondents,  the  petition  What  Fartioo  Should  Bo  Sarrod.  —  A 

could  not  be  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  petition  cannot  be  brought  on  merely 

file    on    the    application  of    A  alone,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what 

Tarbuck  t/.  Tarbuck,  6  Beav.  134.  parties  are   to  be  served.     The  peti- 

4.  Smith  7'.  Harwood,  X  W.  R.  iii;  tioner  must  serve  such  persons  as  he 

Re  Anglo-Greek  Steam  Nav.,  etc.,  Co.,  thinks  proper,  and  state  in  the  footnote 

35  Beav.  419;   Sanderson  9.  Walker,  i  who  has  been  served.    In  re  Green,  6 

Mvl.  &  C.  359.  Jur.  N.  S.  530. 

6.  Andrews  v.  Walton,  i  Myl.  &  C.  ITotioo  WiU  Bo  Bisponiod  With,  how- 
360;  Re  Devonshire,  33  Beav.  341.  ever,  in  the  case  of  a  petition  to  affect 

6.  Thornton  v.  Highland  Ave.,  etc.,  a  fund  in  court,  where  the  parties  ap- 
R.  Co.,  94  Ala.  353;  Freeman  v.  Gas-  pear  and  answer  of  their  own  accord. 
kill,  34  Ga.  306;    Long  Branch,  etc..    Weaver  v.  Cooper,  73  Ala.  318. 
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TlM  Ordiiuury  Proeadim  in  such  cases  is  to  take  a  rule  or  order  fixing 
a  day  for  the  hearing,  and  copies  of  the  petition  and  order  are 
then  served  upon  the  respondent.* 

2.  Where  I^oceM  If  Eteential  —  Prayer  te  Proowa.  —  Petitions 
which  are  filed  by  new  parties,  or  which  are  used  for  the  purpose 
of  instituting  a  suit,  should  pray  for  process  against  the  parties  in 
interest,^  and  no  decree  should  be  made  in  cases  of  this  nature 
unless  process  is  had  and  served.' 

DL  HsAAlva  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  At  the  present  day,  the  gen- 
eral practice  upon  the  hearing  of  petitions  is  similar  to  that  which 
prevails  upon  the  hearing  of  motions.  ** 

1.  Crane  v.  Brijj^ham,  ii  N.  J.  Eq.  A  Petition  bjWay  ef  Grov-lilU  which 

29;  Gibbon8*s  Appeal,  104  Pa.  St.  587.  makes  no  one  defendant,  which  prays 

8.  Majors    v.    McNeilly,     7     Heisk.  no  process,  and  under  which  no  pro- 

(Tenn.)  294;  Dunfee  v,  Childs,  (W.  Va.  cess  is  issued  is  a  nullity.     Washing- 

i8q8)  30  S.  E.  Rep.  102.  ton,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bradley,  10  Wall. 

Where  a  petition  filed  in  a  cause  so  (U.  S.)  302. 

far  departs  from  the  case  made  and  the  Waiver  ef  Pzeo6«.  —  If  the  parties  in 

relief  prayed  by  the  original  bill  as  to  interest  waive  process,  and  come  in  and 

be  in  reality  the  institution  of  a  new  make  defense,  a  failure  to  ask  for  pro- 

euit,  process  must  be  had  on  the  parties  cess  in  the  petition  is  cured.     Majors  v, 

defendant  thereto.     Smith  v,  Woolfolk,  McNeilly,  7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  294. 

US  U.  S.  143.  Bnbparaa  Vet  Beqvired.  —  A  stranger 

Petition  VUid  by  Third  Party.  —  Sev-  to  a  suit  who  by  petition  claims  a  fund 
eral  creditors  obtained  a  decree  in  in  court  in  opposition  to  one  of  the 
chancery  subjecting  property  of  their  parties  to  the  suit,  and  also  in  opposi- 
debtor  to  payment  of  the  debts.  This  tion  to  another  claimant  by  petition, 
property  bemg  claimed  under  a  prior  need  not  ask  for  a  subpo&nm  against 
mortgage  by  a  third  party  who  was  not  either  of  the  other  claimants,  nor  pray 
a  party  to  the  suit,  it  was  agreed  by  relief,  nor  procure  an  order  nin  on  his 
the  parties  that  the  mortgagee  should  opponents.  Balch  v,  Zentmeyer,  11 
present  his  claim  to  the  court  in  the  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  267. 
form  of  a  petition.  The  petition  which  Bill  nsated  aePetitioii.  —  In  Maitland 
was  filed  in  pursuance  of  this  agree-  v,  Gibson,  79  Fed.  Rep.  136,  where  it 
ment  neither  prayed  that  any  persons  was  held  that  under  the  peculiar  cir- 
should  be  made  parties  nor  prayed  cumstances  of  the  case  the  bill  might 
process  against  any  person.  The  be  treated  as  a  petition,  the  court  in 
court  rendered  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  its  opinion  said:  "  Treating  it  as  a 
petitioner,  but  upon  appeal  this  decree  petition  in  the  suit  to  which  It  relates, 
was  reversed,  and  it  was  held  to  be  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  is,  of  course, 
irregular  for  the  chancellor  to  make  a  entitled  to  answer  it,  and  to  be  heard 
decree  adjudging  adversely  to  the  upon  it;  but  these  rights  he  must  ex- 
rights  of  the  creditors  without  having  ercise,  if  he  desires  to  do  so,  upon  no- 
them  before  him  as  parties  and  afford-  tice  merely,  without  subpoena, 
ing  them  an  opportunity  to  contest  8.  Alexander  v.  Quigley,  2  Duv. 
the  adverse  claim  of  the  mortgagee.  (Kv.)  402;  Brevard  v.  Summar,  2 
While  the  agreement  dispensed  with  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  97;  Morgan  v,  Morgan, 
the  necessitv  of  a  formal  bill,  it  did  not  42  W.  Va.  542. 

dispense  with  the  making  of  parties  4.  See  generally  as  to  hearing  upon 

and  the  accustomed  proceedings    ac-  motions,  article  Motions,  vol.  T4,  p. 

cording  to  the  rules  of  chancery  prac-  163  et  seq. 

tice.     Cowles  v,  Andrews,  39  Ala.  125.  Bight  to  a  Haaring.  —  In  Michigan^ 

When  Used  as  Bnhstitute  for   Bill. —  by  Comp.  Laws,  ^  5127,  any  defendant 

Process  must  be  had  on  a  petition  be-  brought  in  by  publication,  except  in 

fore  it  can  be  treated  as  an  original  divorce    cases,    may    petition    to   be 

bill.    Morgan  v.  Morgan,  42  W.   Va.  heard,  and  "  *  the  party  so  petitioning 

542,  ciHng  Fowler  v^  Lewis,  36  W.  Va.  shall  be  admitted  to  answer  the  com- 

1X2,  and  Goff  v.  Price,  42  W.  Va.  3S4.  plainant's  bill,  upon  paying  or  secur- 
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S.  On  AffldAYits.  —  Where  the  adverse  party  is  entitled  to  be 
heard,  affidavits  in  support  of  the  petition  and  in  opposition 
thereto  may  be  taken  by  the  respective  parties,  and  these 
affidavits,  together  with  the  petition,  are  read  upon  the  hearing.^ 

3.  Qrd«r  of  Hearing.  —  The  party  with  whom  the  affirmative 
lies  begins,'  and  where  two  petitions  are  presented  in  same  mat- 
ter, the  one  first  presented  is  entitled  to  priority  of  hearing.' 

4.  Bight  to  Answer.  —  A  party  on  whom  a  petition  is  served 
has  a  right  to  answer  it,^  but  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  do  so.' 

Z.  Costs  ov  the  Atplioatiov  —  1.  In  OeneraL  —  A  person  who 
has  been  properly  served  with  a  petition  is  entitled  to  his  costs 
of  appearance.' 

ing  to  be  paid  such  costs  as  the  court  granted,  and  the  other  that  a  greater 

shall  adjudge.'     This  provision  is  posi-  measure  of  relief  should   have    been 

live  and   unqualified,  and  the  right  is  granted,  the  petition  asking  for  relief 

absolute.     The  court  has  no  power  to  should  be  heard  first.     Neaie  v.  Pink, 

decide  defendant's  equities  on  affidavit,  i6  Tur.  69. 

or  in  any  way  except  in  a  hearing  on  And  where  one  petition  asks  for  the 

the  merits."    Per  Campbell,  J.,  in  Mc-  confirmation  of  a  report,  and  another 

Donald  v.  McDonald,  45  Mich.  44.  petition    excepts    to    the    report,    the 

fUing  BMord  ef  Mar  PgoossJUng  at  counsel  for  the  petition  which  asks  for 

Law.  —  In    Singery    v.    Atty.-Gen.,    2  confirmation  has  a  right  to  be  heard 

Har.  &  J.  (Md.)  487,  it  was  held  that  before  the  counsel  for  the  second  peti- 

the  record  of  the  proceedings  in  a  pre-  tion  proceeds  to  argue  the  exceptions, 

vions  action  at  law  between  the  same  Exp,  Morley,  i  Deac.  &  C.  509. 

parties  and   in   relation  to  the    same  8.  In  re  Mallorie,  i  H.  &  Tw.  435. 

matter  might  be  filed  and  taken  as  a  4.  Maitland  v.  Gibson,  79  Fed.  Rep. 

part  of  the  proceedings  upon  a  petition  136. 

in  equity.     But  the    records  so  filed  A  CSroiS-biU  Oaaaot  Bs  TUsd  on  a  peti- 

could  not  have  any  greater  effect  in  bar  tion  without  leave  of  the  court,  and  if 

to  the  suit  than  if  pleaded.  so  filed  it  may  be  set  aside.     Bronson 

1.  Crane  v,  Brigham,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  v.  La  Crosse,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  3  Wall.  (U. 

29;  Britlon  v,  Britton,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  88.  S.)  283. 

"  Where  a  petition  is  presented,  and  6.  Crane  v.  Brigham,   11  N.  J.  Eq. 

an  adverse  party  has  a  right  to  be  29;  Trotter  v.  Heckscher,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 

beard  in  opposition,  the  usual  proceed-  481. 

ing  is  to  grant  a  rule  or  order,  fixing  a  6.  Re  Burnell,  10  Jur.  K.  S.  289. 

day    for  the  hearing  of  the    parties.  Costs  will  be  allowed  to  a  respondent 

Copies  of  the  petition  and  rule    are  upon  a  petition  which  is  litigated,  as  in 

sensed  on    the  opposite  party.      The  other  causes.    Wagner  v.  Ludecus,  8 

parties  are  then  at  liberty  to  take  affi-  Rich.    Eq.    (S.    Car.)   185,    overruling 

daviu,   which   must  be  either    taken  Ex  p.  M'Cleland,  i  Hill  Eq.  (S.  Car!) 

upon  two  days*  notice,  or  else  copies  412. 

served  on  the  adverse  party  at  least  Seenzityfer  Costs. —  Where  the  peti- 

four  days  before  the  day  of  argument,  tioner  is  outside  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  matters  presented  by  the  petition  security   for  costs  may  be    required, 

are  heard   upon   these  affidavits,  and  Exp,  Siedler,  12  Sim.  106;  InreHom^ 

upon  them  only.    The  petition  itself  is  Assur.  Assoc,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  112.     But 

no  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it.  it  seems  that  this  rule  does  not  apply 

They  must  all  be  proved  aliunde.    No  where  the  petition  is  presented  by  one 

answer    to    the    petition    is  required,  who  is  a  party  to  the  original  suit. 

Coxe  V.   Halsted,  2  N.   J.   Eq.   311."  Ex  f,  Yowell,  7   Heisk.  (Tenn.)  561; 

Per  Williamson,  C.,  in  Crane  v.  Brig-  Cochrane  v,  Fearon,  18  Jur.  568. 

ham,  II  N.J.  Eq.  29.  IMiiiiiiial  for  Want  of  Xnxisdiotioii. — 

8.  Exp,  Daly,  i   Mont.  &  A.  384.  It  seems    that  a  petition   which   the 

WhOTO  Two  IMtloBi  Aro  Prootntod  ap-  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain 

pealing  from  an  order,  one  to  the  effect  may  be  dismissed  with  costs.     Matter 

that    no     relief    should    have    been  of  Isaac,  4  Myl.  &  C.  1 1.    And  in  ^x/. 
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Wh«rt  a  OwrdiMi  Ii  AfpoUiid  on  the  petition  of  an  infant  he  will 
be  allowed  the  costs  of  the  application  in  his  account.^ 

Where  the  PeUtlen  Is  Anended  the  allowance  of  costs  rests  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.* 

When  a  Oepj  Ii  Tiled.  —  But  where  the  loss  of  the  original  peti- 
tion, or  the  refusal  of  the  petitioner  to  file  it,  renders  necessary 
the  filing  of  a  copy,  the  petitioner  will  be  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs  consequent  thereon.* 

Where  Two  PetltioBi  with  the  SuBe  Oljeet  are  filed  by  different  parties, 
the  costs  of  both  will  be  allowed  provided  they  were  presented  in 
good  faith,  but  it  will  be  otherwise  where  the  second  petitioner 
was  aware  of  the  previous  application."^ 

Whore  Petition  Standi  Orer.  —  A  respondent  objecting  to  the  form 
of  a  petition  should  be  prepared  to  answer  to  the  merits  in  case 
his  objection  is  overruled,  and  if  it  is  necessarv  that  the  petition 
should  stand  over  to  enable  him  to  file  affidavits  he  will  be 
obliged  to  pay  costs.* 

S.  Where  the  Petitioner  Boee  Hot  Appear.  —  If  the  petitioner 
does  not  appear  upon  the  hearing,  the  respondent  is  entitled  to 
a  dismissal  of  the  petition  with  costs,  upon  producing  his  affidavit 
that  the  petition  has  been  duly  served  upon  him.* 

3.  Appearanoe  by  Party  Having  Ho  Intereet  —  The  authorities 
differ  as  to  whether  a  party  who  has  been  served  with  a  petition, 
but  who  has  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy, 
is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  appearance.^ 

Cotton,  9  Beav.  107,  a  petition  was  dls-  petition  was    presented  first.     In  re 

missed    for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  Prinur,  28  L.  T.  N.  S.  467. 

without  costs,  on  account  of  the  im-  6.  Exp,  BeUott,  a  Madd.  259. 

proper  conduct  of  the  respondent  in  the  0.  Ex  p.  Garth,  2  Glyn  &  J.  392, 

matter  complained  of.  AHLdaTlt  of  l«r?iM  Dispensed  With.  — 

1.  Exp,  Salter,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  500.  And  where  a  petition  is  called,  and  by 

8.  Ex  p.  Thompson,  3  Deac.  &  C.  consent  of  both  parties  the  hearing  is 

612.  postponed  to  a  future  day,  if  the  peii- 

In  /»  re  Procter,  16  Jur.  233,  where  tioner  does  not  then  appear  the  re- 

the  petition  was  defective,  leave  was  spondent  is  entitled  to  a  dismissal  of 

given  to  amend, and  the  court  made  an  the   petition   with  costs,   without  pre- 

order  that  the  costs  of  the  day's  at-  senting  such  affidavit  of  service.    Ex p, 

tendance  should  not  be  allowed.  Ward,  i  Deacon  86,  38  E.  C.  L.  385. 

Where  notice  of  a  motion  to  amend  Costs    of  AU   AHLdaviti.  —  When    an 

is  given  to  the  respondent,  and  he  ap-  order  is  made  that  a  party  shall  pay 

pears  to  oppose  the  application,  he  will  costs,  this  includes  the  costs  of  all  the 

not  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  day  affidavits  on  both  sides,  although  some 

if  the   motion   to  amend  is  granted,  of  them  may  not  have  been  read  on  the 

Ex p.  Green,  2  Deac.  &  C.  42.  hearing.     Exp,  Sidebotham,  4  Deac.  k. 

8.  Re  Devonshire,  32  Beav.  241 ;  Re  C.  141 ;  Wood  v,  Preston,  5  Sim.  662. 

Anglo-Greek  Steam  Nav.,  etc.,  Co.,  35  7.  That  Costs  WUl  Hot  Bo  Allowod. — 

Beav.  419.  The  court  disapproves  of  the  appear- 

4.  Ex  p,  Wortham,  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  ance  of  parties,  although    they  have 

415;  In  re  Chaplin,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  677.  been  served,  where  their  appearance  is 

Where  two  petitions  are  presented  unnecessary^  and  their  costs  will  not 

on  the  same  day  in  the  same  matter,  be  allowed.      Day  v.  Croft,  19  Beav. 

costs  will  be  allowed  only  on  the  more  518;  and  to  the  same  effect  see  In  re 

perfect    petition,   although   the    other  Birch,  2  Kay  &  J.  369;  Carey  v.  Whit- 
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DiMTitlm  «r  th«  Omnt.  —  By  the  weight  of  authority  the  matter  of 
allowing  or  disallowing  costs  in  such  cases  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  which  will  consider  whether  or  not  it  was  necessary 
for  the  party  to  appear,  and  decree  accordingly.  ^ 

tingham,  i  T.  &  R.  405;  Heaeage  v.  Jur.  2;  or  because  he  has   appeared 

Aikin,  i  Jac.  &  W.  377.  merely  to  ask  for  his  costs,  Bruce  v, 

VnaaotMary  Party  Ordvad  to  Pay  Ossta.  Kinlock,  1 1  Beav.  432. 

—  Where  an    unnecessary  party  has  So  where  a  solicitor  appeared  in  a 

been  served  with  a  petition  solely  in  cause  for  two  parties,  and  a  petition 

consequence  of  a  claim  set  up  by  him,  was  served  upon  him  which  affected 

he  will  be  left  to  bear  his  own  costs,  one  alone,  but  without  any  intimation 

Matter  of  Shrewsbury  Municipal  Chari«  in  respect  of  which  of  these  parties  he 

ties,  13  Jur.  201.  was  served,  and  he  appeared  on  the 

To  tha  Contrary.  —  But  in  the  follow-  hearing  for  both,  it  was  held  that  the 

ing  cases  respondents  served  and  ap»  party  who  had  no  interest  in  the  mat^ 

pearing  were  allowed  costs,  although  ter  was  entitled  to  his  costs.     Kilmins- 

hmving  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter  ter  v.  Noel,  12  Beav.  246. 

of  the  controveisy.     Marks  v,  Marks,  1.  Wood  v,  Boucher,  40  L.  J.  Ch.  112. 

18  L.  J.  Cb.  171;  Lodge  v,  Robbins,  4  Tandar  of  Couaaal  Foa.  —  In  England^ 

tar.  478;  Clarke  v.  Simpson,  17  L.  T.  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  a  party 

N.  S.  559;   Bamford  v.  Watts,  a  Beav.  who  is  served  should  appear  on  the 

«ox.  hearing,  the  petitioner,  on  serving  such 

And  it  has  been  heM  that  a  party  party,  should  tender  him  a  sum  suffi- 

served  with  a  petition  does  not  lose  the  cient  to  enable  him  to  procure  legal 

costs  of  his  appearance  merely  because  advice  in  the  matter,  and  if  such  tender 

liis  counsel  at  the  hearing  raises  an  is  not  made   the    petitioner    will    be 

unsuccessful  opposition.  Re  London,  obliged  to  pay  the  costs  of  his  appear- 

ecc,  R.  Metropolitan  Extension  Act,  13  ing.    In  re  Duggan,  L.  R.  8  £q.  697. 
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tnoUdaff  PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS.  Witiumt  LiouM. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Abortions^  see  article  ABORTION^  vol.  i,  p.  62. 

Druggists,  see  article  DRUGGISTS,  vol.  7,  p.  aa6. 
And  consult  generally  the  General  Index  to  this  work. 

Matters  of  Substantive  Law  and  Evidence,  see  the  title  PHYSI- 
CIANS AND  SURGEONS,  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of 
Law. 

I  PBAOTicxve  WiTHOiTT  A  LlOEViB  — 1.  Th«  Indietmmt  Oen- 
•rally.  —  Statutes  regulating  the  practice  of  medicine  have  been 
enacted  in  many  jurisdictions.  It  is  commonly  provided  that  a 
person  shall  not  practice  as  a  physician  or  surgeon  until  he  has 
obtained  a  license  or  certificate  from  one  of  the  examining  bodies 
named  in  the  statute  ;  and  in  some  states  it  is  further  provided 
that  the  applicant  must  file  his  certificate  and  procure  registra- 
tion as  a  practitioner.  Under  all  of  these  statutes  the  gist  of  the 
offense  consists  in  practicing  without  having  procured  a  license, 
or  without  having  registered,  and  the  indictment  must  affirma- 
tively allege  noncompliance  with  the  law  in  one  or  both  of  these 
particulars.^ 

1.  Richardson  v.  State,  47  Ark.  563;  he  has  removed.     Under  this  statute 

State  V.  Fussell,  45  Ark.  65;   Jones  v.  an  indictment  alleging  that  thedefend- 

State,  49  Neb.  609;    State  v.  Call,  I3i  ant  practiced  medicine  and  surgery  in 

N.  Car.  643.  a  designated  county  without  having 

In  Arkaosas,  where  the  statute  makes  first  obtained   the  required  certificate 

it  a  misdemeanor  to  practice  medicine  from  the  state  t>oard  of  health  has  been 

without  being  registered  a^  a  physician  held  sufficient.    Jones  v.  State,  49  Neb. 

in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  the  609. 

gist  of  the  offense  consists  in  not  being  la    V«rth    OaroUna    an    indictment 

so  registered,  and  an  indictment  which  under  Act  1889,  c.   t8i,  g  5,  must  di- 

alleges  that  the  accused  practiced  medl-  rectly  allege  that  the  accused  has  not 

cine  without  filing  a  certificate  with  the  registered  and  obtained  the  certificate 

clerk  of  a  certain  county  and  without  required  by  said  act.    State  v.   Call, 

having  a  certificate  of  registration  over  121  N.  Car.  643. 

the  signature  and  official  seal  of  any  la  TtZM  an  indictment  is  bad  where 

county    clerk    in    the    state  does  not  it  charges  that  the  accused  practiced 

charge  any  offense;  both  of  these  alle-  dentistry  in   a  given  county   without 

gations  being  true,  it  does  not  neces-  having  obtained   a   license  from  the 

sarily  follow  that  the  accused  was  not  board  of  examiners  of  the  first  judicial 

registered  as  required  by  law.     State  district,  when  the  statute  merely  pro- 

V.  Fussell,  45  Ark.  65.  vides  that  a  certificate  shall  be  pro- 

In  mMOiiri  failure  of  the  defendant  cured  from  a  board  of  examiners  within 

to  comply  with  the  regulations  of  the  the  state,  and  does  not  re(][uire  that  it 

statute  must  be  affirmatively  averred  in  be  obtained  from  the  examining  board 

the  indictment.     State  v.   Hathaway,  of  any  particular  district.    Derrick  v, 

106  Mo.  236.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  21. 

In   ITsbraska   a    person    desiring  to  BxirtsiMe  of  Bodeties  ITamed  in  fltatuto. 

practice  medicine  must  obtain  a  cer  — Where    the    statute    makes    it   an 

tificate  from  the  state  board  of  health,  offense  to  practice  medicine  without 

must  file  such  certificate  In  the  office  of  having  first  procured  a  certificate  from 

thecounty  clerk  of  the  county  where  he  one  of  the  boards  of  medical  examin- 

resides  or  in  which  he  intends  to  prac-  ers  appointed  by  the  societies    men- 

tice,  and  upon  removing  into  another  tioned  therein,  it  need  not  be  alleged 

county  must  cause  the  certificate  to  be  that    the    societies,    corporations,    or 

filed  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  organizations  named  in  the  act  are  In 

county  clerk  of  the  county  into  which  existence.  People  v.  O'Leary,  77  Cal.  30. 

636  Volume  XVI. 


Fnetidac         PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS.  Without 

BaftdeiiQj  of  ladietBaDt  FoUowlag  Tiwiynagt  «r  ftoteto.  —  In  their  inci- 
dental requirements,  the  statutes  of  the  various  states  differ  sa 
widely  that  any  general  classification  is  impossible.  In  framii^ 
the  indictment,  therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  consult  the  local  stat- 
ute creating  and  defining  the  offense,  and  an  indictment  which 
substantially  follows  the  words  of  the  statute  will  generally  be 
held  sufficient.^ 

2.  That  the  Aooniod  Praotioed  Hedidne  —  HmtmiMf  to  AUogo  Foots.  — 
Where  the  statute  defines  the  term  **  practice  of  medicine/'  and 
prosrides  that  persons  who  perform  certain  acts  shall  be  held  to 
practice  medicine  within  the  meaning  of  the  definition,  the  indict* 
ment  must  allege  that  the  accused  has  performed  one  or  more  of 
the  acts  enumerated  in  the  statute,  and  a  general  averment  that 
he  unlawfully  practiced  medicine  is  insufficient.' 

IHibroiit  XoilMdi  Ghorgod  in  liiiglo  Oout.  —  If  several  methods  of 
unlawfully  practicing  medicine  are  enumerated  in  the  statute,  an 
indictment  may  charge,  in  a  single  count,  that  the  offense  was 
committed  in  any  one  of  the  ways  therein  designated,  or  by  all 
of  them ;  and  the  accused  may  be  convicted  upon  proof  that  he 
pursued  any  of  the  methods  charged  in  the  indictment.* 

1.  People  V,  O'Leary,   77    Cal.  50;  that  the  particular  branch  or  depart- 

Hale  V,  State,  58  Ohio  St.  676.  ment  of  medicine  should  be  stated  la 

Floadisg  Titlo  of  itatuto.  —  An  infor-  the  information.     Antle    v.    State,  6 

mation    substantially     following    the  Tex.  App.  aoa. 

language  of  the  "  act  to  regulate  the  In  Virginia  it  has  been  held  chat  an 

practice  of  medicine  in  the  state  of  indictment  alleging  that  the  defendant 

California "  (Pen.  Code,  pp.  625-629)  did  *'  practice  medicine "  sufficiently 

need  not  plead  the  statute  by  its  title  or  char|^efl  that  he  practiced  as  a  physician 

name.    People  v.  O'Leary,  77  Cal.  90.  within  the  meaning  of  Acts  18S3,  1884, 

8.  O'Connor  v.  State,  46  Neb.   157;  P*597>§9>«    Whitlock  v.  Com.,  89  Va. 

Steuben   County   v.   Wood.   24  N.   Y.  337. 

App.  Div.  442;  State  v,  Pirlot,  19  R.  I.  8.  State  v,  Bair,  92  Iowa  28;  State  «. 

695;  State  V,  Carey,  4  Wash.  424.  Ragland,  31  W.  Va.  453. 

In  Xlisissippi  the  statute  defines  prac-  Ptosorihiiig  oad  Avptadlag  Lottsn  "  K. 

ticing  medicine  to  mean  *' to  suggest,  B."  to  Vano.  —  Where  the  statute  for- 

recommend,  prescribe,  or  direct  for  the  bids  an  unlicensed  physician   to  pre- 

use  of  any  person  any  drug,  medicine,  scribe  a  medicine  or  remedial  agency 

appliance,  or  other  agency,   whether  for  a  fee,  or  to  append  the  letters  "  Bi. 

material  or  not  material,  for  the  cure,  D.*'  to  his  name,  an  indictment  may 

relief,  or  palliation  of  any  ailment  or  allege  that  the  defendant,  without  hav- 

disease  of  the  mind  or  body,  or  for  the  ing  complied  with  the  provisionsof  the 

cure  or  relief  of  any  wound,  fracture,  act,  directed  and  recommended  for  the 

or  other  bodily  injury,  or  any  deform-  use  of  a  certain  person  a  drug,  medi- 

ity,"   for   compensation.     Under    this  cine,  and  remedial  agency,  put  np  in 

statute  an  indictment  which    alleges  a  paper  box,  on  which  he  wrote  direc- 

thnt  the  defendant  did  "  practice  and  tions  to  which  he  signed  his  name,  and 

prescribe  various  medicines  and  herbs,  appended  thereto  the  letters  "  M.  D.** 

and  did  then  and  there  dose,  adminis-  Such  an  indictment  is  not  bad  for  dn- 

ter,  and  apply  said  various  medicines  plicity.     Hale  v.  State,  58  Ohio  St.  676. 

to  the  good  people  of  Tunica  countv,'*  Ftaollood  or  Attamptod  to  Anotioo. — 

is  insufficient.     Dee  v.  State,  68  Miss.  Under  a  statute  making  it  an  offense 

601.  to  practice  or  attempt  to  practice  medi- 

Contra.  —  In  Texas  it  has  been  held  cine  without  a  license,  an  indictment 

sufficient  to  charge  that  the  accused  did  may  charge    in    a    single  count  that 

practice  medicine.     It  is  not  required  the  defendant  practiced  or  attempted 
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5.  By  Wluim  Smployad.  —  Since  the  gist  of  the  offense  consists 
in  holding  one's  self  out  as  a  physician  and  surgeon  and  in  solicit- 
ing employment  as  such  without  authority^  the  indictment  need 
not  specify  any  particular  person  on  whom  the  accused  has  prac- 
ticed  medicine.* 

4.  ComponiatioiL  —  Nor  need  it  be  alleged  that  he  has  received 
any  fee  or  reward  for  his  services.* 

6.  Vegativing  Statutorj  Proviaot  and  BzoepUom.  —  Exceptions 
contained  in  the  enacting  clause  of  a  statute  must  be  negatived  in 
the  indictment.'  And  provisos  and  exceptions  occurring  else- 
where in  the  statute  must  also  be  negatived  if  they  form  a  part 
of  the  definition  of  the  offense.  But  if  they  do  not  form  a 
part  of  the  statutory  definition  they  are  regarded  as  matters  of 
defense  to  be  taken  advantage  of,  if  at  all,  in  the  pleadings  of  the 
defendant.'* 

U  Xalf&actioi  —  1.  In  General — fSML  ud  eriaiaai  LUbm^.  —  A 
physician  or  surgeon  who  by  wilful,  negligent,  or  unskilful  treat- 
ment causes  injury  to  the  health  of  a  patient  is  civilly  responsible 
in  an  action  for  damages,  and  for  ^oss  ignorance  and  criminal 
inattention  he  may  be  held  criminally  liable.* 

to   practice    medicine.     State  o.  Van  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  pro- 

Doran,  109  N.  Car.  864.  hiblt  students  from  prescribing  under 

1.  State  V.  Van  Doran,  100  N.  Car.  the  supenrision  of  preceptors,  or    to 

864:  People  V,  Phippin,  70  Mich.  6.  prohibit  gratuitous  services  in  cases  of 

Itiaonuit  Voidoissf  ]lriigs.~Under  a  emergency.    And    this   act  shall   not 

statute    providing    that  any  itinerant  apply  to  commissioned  surgeons  of  the 

▼endor  of  any  drug,   who  shall,  by  united  States  army  or  navy."    It  has 

writing,  "  publicly  profess  '*  to  treat  been  held  unnecessary  to  negative  the 

diseases,  shall  pay  a  license  fee,  the  provisos  contained  in  section  17,  but 

ffist  of  the  offense  lies  in  publicly  pro-  necessary  to  negative  the  exceptions  in 

lessing,  and  an  indictment  against  an  section  15.    Williams  v.  People,  20  111. 

itinerant  vendor  for  practicing  without  App.  93. 

a    license    need    not  ^H^ff^  that  any        Michigan  5/tf/w/^.^  A  complaint  un- 

drngs  were  sold  by  him.    Statev.  Bair,  der  Laws   Mich..  1883,  Act   No.  167, 

93  Iowa  >8.  need  not  allege  that  the  defendant  was 

t.  State  V.   Call,   I3i   N.  Car.   643;  not  practicing  under  the  instruction  of 

Whitlock  V,  Com.,  89  Va.  337.  any  person  legally  qualified  to  practice 

5.  Steuben  County  v.  Wood,  24  N.  medicine  and  surgery,  nor  that  he  had 

Y.  App.  Div.  442.  failed  to  obtain  his  license  to  practice 

4.  Sheldon  v,  Clark,  i  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  from    the    county    clerk.      People    v, 

513;    Antle  V.  Slate,  6  Tex.  App.  202;  Phippin,  70  Mich.  6. 

Williams   v.   People,  20  111.  App.  92;  In  North  Carolina  the  provisos  in  Act 

State  V.  Call.  121  N.  Car.  643;  0*Con-  1889.  c.  181,  §  5,  need  not  be  negatived 

nor  V.  State,  46  Neb.  157.  in  an  indictment  for  practicing  without 

Ulutri^loBS — Iliinois   StatuU,  —  Act  a  license.    State  v.  Call,  121  N.  Car.  643. 

111.  May  29,   1877,$  17,  provides  that  In  OAi^  the  provisos  in  the  Act  of  Feb. 

"  any   person   practicing  medicine  or  27,  1896,  '*  to  regulate  the  practice  of 

surgery  in  this  state  without  complving  medicine  in  the  state  of  Ohio,"  are  not 

with  the  ptovisions  of  this  act  shall  be  a  part  of  the  description  of  the  offense 

punished,'*    etc..  '*  provided  that  the  therein  defined  and  need  not  be  nega- 

provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  tived  In  the  indictment.     Hale  v.  State, 

those  that  have  been  practicing  medi-  58  Ohio  St.  676;  Krowenstrot  v.  State, 

cine  ten  years  within  this  state.^*    Sec-  15  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  73,  8  Ohio  Cir. 

tion   15   defines  what  shall  constitute  Dec.  119. 

practicing  medicine  within  the  act.  and  6.  See  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law» 

concludes  as  follows:    '*  But  nothing  title  Malpractice^ 
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Ttoin  of  ihi  AetioB.  —  The  plaintiff  may  sue  in  tort,  or  may  waive 
the  tort  and  sue  in  contract ;  ^  and  when  he  sues  in  tort,  the 
cause  of  action  does  not  survive  the  death  of  either  party  to  the 
suit.* 

Single  CaQM  of  Aetioa.  —  The  damages  for  malpractice  must  all  be 
recovered  in  a  single  action,  and  successive  suits  cannot  be 
brought  for  damages  subsequently  accruing.' 

S.  The  Pleadings — a.  General  Form  of  Declaration  or 
Complaint.  —  According  to  approved  precedents  a  declaration 
is  sufficient  if  it  avers  in  substance  that  the  defendant  is  a  physi- 
cian and  surgeon,  that  the  plaintiff  retained  and  employed  him 
to  attend  upon  him  for  a  consideration,  and  that  the  defendant 
entered  upon  such  employment,  but  conducted  himself  in  an 
ignorant,  unskilful,  and  negligent  manner,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
suffered  severe  pain  and  was  greatly  injured  in  bodily  health,  to 
his  damage  in  a  certain  sum.^ 

1.  Lane  z/.  Boicourt,  128  Ind.  430.  Aetion  in  Contnet  SuxriTai.  —  At  com- 

Joindmr  of  Partial.  —  Where  a  husband  mon  law  an  action  against  a  physidao 

brings  an  action   based  on  a  special  for  malpractice,  sounding  in  tort,  did 

contract   for    medical    treatment,    his  not  survive  the  death  of  the  person  in- 

wife  cannot  be  joined  as  a  party  plain-  jured,  but  the  death  of  the  patient  does 

tiff,  although  she  is  the  person  who  has  not  affect  the  right  of  action  when  such 

suffered  the  injury.  The  right  of  action,  right  of  action  grows  out  of  the  breach 

being  in  contract,  vests  in  the  husband,  of    a  contract  for    skilful    tremtmeoL 

and  he  alone  can  sue.   Dashiell  v.  Grif-  Long  v.  Morrison,  14  Ind.  595. 

tiih,  84  Md.  363.  8.  Howell  v.  Goodrich,  69  III.  556. 

Statute  ef  Limltatioiii.  —  Where  a  dec-  4.  Burns  v.  Barenfield,  84  Ind.  43; 

laracion  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  em-  Velsey  v.  Hay,  84  Ind.  189;  Morrill  v. 

ployed  the  defendants  to  set  and  heal  Tegarden,   19    Neb.    534;    Barney    p. 

the  plaintiff's  arm,  which  was  broken,  Plnkham,  39  Neb.  350;  Jones  v,  Burtis, 

and  for  that  purpose  they  undertook  as  88  Wis.  478;   Jones  v.  Fay,  4  F.  &  F. 

surgeons,  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  525. 

dollars  paid  them  by  the  plaintiff,  to  Oomplalnt  In  Contract  Hdd  SofBot— t  — 

attend  and  care  for  him,  and  that  they  In   an  action  against  a  physician  for 

-so  negligently    and    unskilfully    con-  malpractice  in  his  treatment  of  a  wo- 

ducted  themselves  in  setting  and  heal-  man  during  childbirth,  the  complaint, 

ingsaid  arm  as  to  destroy  its  efficiency,  which  was  very  loosely  drawn,  alleged 

it  was  held  that  the  action  was  in  con-  that  the  defendant  contracted  with  the 

tract,  and  that  the  statutory  limitation  plaintiff  to  render  the  required  aerv- 

of  six  years  was  applicable.     Staley  v,  ices.     It  also  contained  the  following 

Jameson,  46  Ind.  159.     See  also  Burns  allegation:    "And  the  plaintiff  alleges, 

V,  Barenfield,  84  Ind.  43.  as  a  breach  of  said  contract,  that  the 

8.  Vittum  z\  Gilman,  48  N.  H.  416;  defendant  failed  to  give  the  plaintiff's 

Jenkins  v,  French,  58  N.  H.  533;  Wolf  wife   the  proper  attention.'*    On    de- 

V,  Wall,  40  Ohio  St.  iii.  murrer  it  was  held  that  this  complaint 

In  Ohio  it  has  been  held  that  a  cause  was  in  contract  and  not  in  tort,  and 

of  action  against  a  surgeon  for  mal  that  as  a  complaint  in  contract  it  was 

practice  does  not  survive  the  death  of  sufficient.     But  it  was  intimated  by  the 

the  surgeon,  either  at  common  law  or  court   that  on   a  motion  to  make  the 

under  the  statutes  of  that  state,  unless  complaint  more  specific,  the   plaintiff 

some  special  damage  is  shown.     When  would  have  been  compelled  to  amend 

the  action  is  properly  in  tort  the  decla-  it.     Lane  v.  Boicourt,  128  Ind.  420. 

ration  cannot  be  drawn  as  in  an  action  Where  tha  Form  of  the  Aetion  Is  Trw> 

of  assumpsit,   in  order  to  make  the  pass  on  tho  Oaso,  a  declaration  which,  in 

cause  of  action  survive.     McCrory  v,  addition   to  the  averments  proper  to 

Skinner,  3  West.   L.  M.  (Ohio)  303,  2  that  form  of  action,  also  alleges  that 

Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  268.  the    defendant    *'  maliciously  "    pre* 
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b.  Promise  to  Cure.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract, 
it  is  not  necessary,  to  allege  a  promise  by  the  physician  to  effect  a 
cure,  since  this  promise  is  not  a  part  of  the  usual  contract 
between  the  parties.^ 

c.  Duty  to  Use  Proper  Treatment.  —  It  is  the  better  prac- 
tice to  allege  directly  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  physician  prop- 
erly and  skilfully  to  treat  the  patient,*  but  the  omission  of  this 
averment  is  not  generally  held  fatal,  since  the  allegation  that  the 
defendant  was  called  as  a  physician  and  sui^eon  to  treat  the 
plaintiff  professionally  implies  such  an  obligation.' 

d.  Allegations  of  Misconduct.  —  a  G«ama  Aiugfttion  of  H«gu- 

C«nt  ud  Umkilfia  TrMtmmit  is  not  demurrable,  but  good  pleading 

tended  that  he  would  improve  the  per-  child,  it  was  held  to  be  unnecessary  to 

sooal  appearance  of  the  plaintiff  does  allege  further  any  special  considera- 

not  charge  trespass,  and  will   not  be  tion  for  the^physician's  services.     The 

held  bad  for  a  misjoinder  of  counts,  omission  of  this  allegation  is  cured  by 

The    word    "  maliciously  '*    may     be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 

stricken  out  as  surplusage.    Cadwell  Averment  of  Bpeoial  DamagM.  —  Where 

V,  Farrell,  38  111.  438.  a  husband  sues  for  damages  resulting 

By  Whom  Defendant  Was  Employed.  —  to  himself  from  injuries  to  his  wife 

An  allegation  that  the  defendants  were  caused    by    alleged    malpractice,    he 

practicing    physicians    and    surgeons,  may  recover  damages  for  loss  of  serv- 

and  as  such  were  called  on  and  re-  ice  which  !s  necessarily  the  result  of 

quested,   for  a   reasonable  compensa-  his     wife's    injuries,    although    such 

tion,  to  set  a  broken  arm  of  the  son  of  damages    are    not  specially    pleaded. 

the  plaintiff;   that  in  pursuance  of  that  Such  damages  mav  be  recovered  as  a 

request,  etc.,  shows  sufficiently   with  part  of  the  general  damages  resulting 

whom  the  contract  was  made.     If  the  from  the  injury.    Stone  v,  Evans,  32 

complaint  had  been  uncertain  in  this  Minn.  243. 

respect  the  proper  practice  would  have  1.  flpedal  Promise  to  Cure  Hoed  Hot  Bo 

been    to    make    it    more    certain    by  Proved.  —  In  a  complaint  for  malprac- 

amendment,  and  not  by  a  demurrer  tice  allegations  that  the  defendant  was 

thereto.     Scudder  v.  Crossan,  43  Ind.  employed  **  to  set  and  reduce  the  said 

343.  fracture  "  and  to  "  heal  the  same  *'  for 

Employed    at    Special    Bequest.  —  An  a  certain  fee,  and  that  he  *'  undertook 

averment  that  the  defendant  was  em-  and  entered   upon  such   retainer  and 

ployed  at  his  special  instance  and  re-  employment,'*  do  not  imply  that  the 

quest  is  merely  technical,  and  may  be  defendant  made  an  express  promise  to 

proved  by  showing  that  he  held  him-  cure  the  patient,  and  it  is  not  neces- 

self  out  as  a  physician  and  surgeon,  sary  to  prove  an  express  promise   to 

and  that  the  contract  of  employment  cure.     Hoopingarner  v.  Levy,  77  Ind. 

was  entered  into  by  mutual  consent.  455.     And  see  Vanhooser  v.  Berghoff, 

Mnsser  v.  Chase,  29  Ohio  St.  577.  90  Mo.   487.       See  also   Reynolds   v. 

Allegations  as  to  Betainor.  —  It  is  not  Graves,  3  Wis.  416. 

a  ground  for  demurrer  to  a  declaration  When  Express  Promise  Is  Averred. — 

in   an   action  for  malpractice   that    it  But  where  an  express  promise  to  cure 

does  not  state  that  the  defendant  was  is  alleged,  it  can  be  sustained  only  by 

retained  and  employed  as  a  surgeon,  positive  proof  that  such  a  promise  was 

for  reward  to  be  to  him  paid  by  whom  made.     Grindle  t/.  Rush,  7  Ohio  (pt.  ii.) 

he  was  so  retained,  or  by  whom  he  was  123. 

to  be  paid.    It  is  sufficient  to  allege  Althouffh  the  Complaint  Alleges  a  Joint 

that  he  was  retained  as  a  surgeon  and  VndertaUaf  by  the  defendants  to  cure 

entered    upon    the    cure.     Pippin    v,  the    plaintiff,    this    joint    undertaking 

Sheppard,  11  Price  400.  need  not  be  proved.     Lower  r.  Franks, 

Omission  Cured  by  Verdict.  —  In  Peck  115  Ind.  334. 

V.  Martin,  17  Ind.  115,  where  the  com-  8.  Hanselman  v.  Carstens,  60  Mich, 

plaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  187. 

a  practicing  physician  and  was  called  S.  Peck  v.  Martin,  17  Ind.  115;  Han- 

by  the  plaintiff  to  visit  and  treat  his  selman  v,  Carstens,  60  Mich.  187. 
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demands  that  the  specific  acts  of  commission  or  omission  which 
constituted  the  negligence  and  unskilfulness  should  be  alleged  in 
the  indictment.* 

AbuAdonnMnt  of  TrofttmieBt.  —  Where  carelessness,  negligence,  and 
want  of  skill  are  alleged,  a  recovery  may  be  had  in  the  same 
action  for  unwarranted  abandonment  of  treatment  by  the  physi- 
cian.* 

e.  Ignorance  and  Want  of  Skill.  —  Where  the  action  is 
based  upon  alleged  ignorance  and  want  of  skill  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  the  declaration  must  directly  allege  that  the  defend- 
ant  was  negligent  and  unskilful.' 

/.  Negativing  Contributory  Negligence.  —  An  allega. 

tion  that  the  injuries  resulted  from  negligence  of  the  defendant 
sufficiently  shows  that  they  were  not  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  in  most  states  no  averment  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  is  necessary.* 

1.  Aytrmanti  Held  AiiBlolMitly  Spedile.  should  not  b«  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

—  A   petition  charging  that  the  "  de-  Dashiell  v,  Griffith,  84  Md.  363. 

fendants  so  negligently,  carelessly,  and  8.  An  Aetion  Will  Lie  agaiait  a  Yetnl- 

unskilfully  treated  and  managed  said  nary  Surgeon  for  gross  ignorance  and 

injury  that  the  said  fractured  bones  want  of  skill,  as  well  as  for  negligence: 

were  not  set  and  placed  and  caused  to  but  in  an  action  based  on  the  alleged 

remain   in  their  proper  positions,"  is  ignorance  of  the  surgeon,  a  complaint 

sufficiently  specific.    Carpenter  v,  Mc-  which  does  not  charge  ignorance  or 

Davitt,  53  Mo.  App.  393.  want  of  skill,  except  by  implication,  is 

And,  likewise,  a  complaint  is  suffi-  insufficient.     Such  omission  of  a  direct 

ciently   specific  if  it  alleges  that  the  allegation  of  ignorance  is  not  remedied 

piaintiff*s  leg  was  broken;  that  he  em-  by  the  use  of  the  adjective  "  incompe- 

ployed  the  defendant  to  examine  the  tent  *'  in  the  complaint,  since  the  in- 

injury  and  treat  the  leg;  that  the  de-  competence  might  proceed  from  some 

fendant  did  examine  it  and  undertook  cause  other  than  ignorance.      Barney 

to  treat  it;  that  he  failed  to  ascertain  v,  Pinkham,  29  Neb.  350. 

that  the  leg  was  broken,  or  the  extent  Where  tlie  Declaration  Does  Vot  AUego 

of   the   injury;    that  he   treated   it  as  General  Inoompetoney  or  want  of  skill  on 

though  it  was  not  broken;  and  that  by  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  no  evi- 

reason  thereof    the    plaintiff  suffered  dence    is    introduced   on   the   trial  to 

much  pain,  and  was  put  to  great  ex-  prove  such  incompetency,  the  counsel 

pense,    to    his    damage.      Crowty    v,  for  the  plaintiff  cannot  claim,  in  his 

Stewart,  95  Wis.  490.  closing  argument  to  the  jury,  that  the 

Motion  to  Make  Xoro  Spooifle.  —  If  a  defendant  was  incompetent  and    un- 

complaint  does  not  allege  specifically  skilful.     A   refusal  so  to  charge    the 

the    things    concerning    which    neglU  jury  on  the  request  of  the  defendant's 

gence  is  imputed,  it  is  error  to  over-  counsel  is  error.     Mayo  v.  Wright,  63 

rule  a  motion  to  make  it  more  specific.  Mich.  32. 

Hawley  v.  Williams,  90  Ind.  160.  4.  Scudder  v.  Crossan,  43  Ind.  343,  in 

3.  Lawson  v.  Conaway,  37  W.  Va.  which   case   it   was   held  sufficient   to 

159.  allege  that  the  defendants  were  prac- 

Absenoo   of  Phyiioian   fh>m  OAoo.  —  ticing  physicians  and  surgeons,  and  as 

Where  an  action  is  based  upon  negli-  such  undertook  to  set  a  broken  arm  of 

gene  and    unskilful  treatment  of  the  the  plaintiff's  son,  and  that  by  reason 

plaintiff's  finger  by  the  defendant,  re-  of  their  unskilfulness,  negligence,  and 

suiting  in  injury,  the  failure  of  the  de-  want  of  care  in  treating   the  arm   it 

fendant  subsequently  to  be  present  at  inflamed,  mortified,  and  had  to  be  am- 

his  office  and  render  such  farther  serv-  nutated.     And  see  Coon  v,  Vaughn,  64 

ices  as  the  case  required  is  not  a  part  Ind.   89.    See  also,  generally,  article 

of  the  plaintiff's  cause  Qf  action,  and  Contributory  Nkgligencb,  vol.  5,  p.  i. 
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g.  Indictments  for  Criminal  Malpractice.  —  wim  Framed 

«3id«r  %  statute  the  indictment  must  follow  the  words  thereof,  and 
must  allege  facts  showing  a  violation  of  its  provisions.^ 

An  ladietiaMit  for  Maulanghttr  B«taltlmy  from  KalpnMtlM  need  not  allege 

that  the  physician  was  aware  of  the  deadly  nature  of  the  remedy 
administered.* 

S.  Befemet  —  a.  CONTRIBUTORY  Negligence.  —  It  is  some- 
times stated  generally  that  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  patient  is  a  bar  to  his  recovery  in  an  action  against  a  physi- 
cian for  malpractice ; '  but  the  better  view  seems  to  be  that  it 
does  not  prevent  a  recovery  unless  its  effects  cannot  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  results  of  the  physician's  negligence,  and  that 
ordinarily  it  affects  only  the  amount  of  damages,  and  not  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  action.^ 

b.  Other  Concurring  Causes.  —  And  the  defendant  may 
be  liable  although  a  part  of  the  patient's  sufferings  proceeded 
from  causes  other  than  improper  treatment  on  his  part.^ 

Contra.  —  In  Rabe  v,   Sommerbeck,  deadly  nature  of  the  treatment  was  un^ 

94.  Iowa  656,   which    was    an    action  necessary  and  improper, 

against  a  druggist  for  injuries  due  to  8.  Young  v.  Mason,  8  Ind.  App.  264; 

negligence  in  giving  the  plaintiff  an  Lower  v.   rranks,    115  Ind.  334;    Mc 

injurious     substance    instead    of    the  Candless  v,  McWha,  22  Pa.  St.  261*, 

medicine  called  for,  it  was  held  thai  Haire  v.  Reese,  7  Phila.  (Pa.)  138. 

the  plaintiff  should  have  alleged  that  The  Burdsn  of  Froring  contributory 

the     injuries    were     not    occasioned  negligence     is      on     the     defendant, 

through  his  own  negligence.  Gramm  v,  Boener,  56  Ind.  497. 

Imuo  Xado  by  ▲uwer  and  Boply. —  4.  Hibbard  v,  Thompson,  109  Mass. 

Failure  to  allege  in  the  petition  free-  286. 

dom  from  contributory  negligence,  if  Sabsaquont  Hagligonoe  of  Plaintiff. — 

a  defect,  is  cured  where  the  answer  If  a  cause  of  action  against  a  physician 

and  reply  make  up  the  issue  on  that  for  malpractice  has  once  accrued,   it 

behalf.     Williams  v.  Nally,  (Ky.  1898)  will  not  be  discharged  by  the  subse^ 

45  S.  W.  Rep.  874.  quent  negligence  of  the  plaintiff.     Car' 

1.  Com.  V,  Green,  80  Ky.  178.     See  penter  v.  Blake,  75  N.  Y.  12. 

also,  generally,  article  Abortion,  vol.  STidanoe  under  Gonaral  lione.  —  In  an 
I,  p.  62.  action  for  malpractice  where  the  de- 
In  Smtnaky,  where  a  physician  is  in-  fendant  pleads  the  general  issue,  he 
dieted  under  Acts  1879,  c.  1496,  §§  5,  8,  may  show  that  the  death  of  the  patient 
for  having  unnecessarily  administered  was  due  to  the  general  state  of  the  pa- 
whiskey  to  a  patient,  the  indictment  tient*s  health.  By  offering  such  evi- 
must  allege  facts  showing  a  violation  dence  the  defendant  does  not  assume 
of  the  statute;  either  that  the  physi-  the  burden  of  proving  that  his  treat- 
cian,  with  intent  to  avoid  the  statute  ment  of  the  case  was  not  negligent* 
and  knowing  that  the  party  was  not  in  Chase  v.  Nelson,  39  111.  App.  53. 
want  of  the  stimulant,  prescribed  it  for  5.  Gates  v.  Fleischer,  67  Wis.  504. 
him,  or  that  he  gave  him  the  whiskey  VagUgOBoa  of  Vnrsa.  —  In  an  action 
"without  making  any  examination  against  a  physician  for  malpractice  in 
whatever  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain-  negligently  and  unskilfully  treating  a 
ing  whether  he  was  in  need  of  the  broken  arm,  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff 
liquor.    Com.  v.  Green,  80  Ky.  178.  cannot  be  defeated  by  showing  that  a 

2.  Com.  V.  Pierce,  138  Mass.  165.  In  part  of  the  injury  resulted  from  the 
this  case  a  physician  was  indicted  for  negligence  of  a  third  person  employed 
causing  the  death  of  a  patient  by  satu-  to  attend  and  care  for  the  plaintiff, 
rating  the  clothes  of  said  patient  with  But  this  fact  will  affect  the  measure  of 
kerosene,  and  it  was  held  that  an  alle-  damages.  Sanderson  v,  Holland,  39 
gation  that  the  defendant  knew  of  the  Mo.  App.  233. 
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c.  Judgment  Previously  Recovered  by  Physician.— 
The  recovery  of  a  judgment  by  a  physician,  in  an  action  against 
a  patient  for  the  value  of  services  rendered,  is  a  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent action  for  malpractice  in  rendering  the  services  in  question.^ 

4.  Initruotions— ^7.  **  Ordinary  Skill."  —  The  jury  may  be 
instructed  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  ordinary  skill,"  •  and 
also  concerning  the  duty  of  a  physician  to  follow  the  approved 
and  established  method  of  treatment  in  a  case  where  there  is  but 
one  method  recognized  by  the  profession.* 

QvMtiaii  for  Jury.  —  But  "  ordinary  skill  and  due  care  "  having 
been  defined  by  the  court,  the  question  as  to  whether  they  were 
exercised  in  a  given  case  is  for  the  jury.* 

Hegligtnoe   of    DrnggUt.  ~  The  fact  "  Fair  KnowledgouidSkUl.'*— As  used 

that  the  negligence  of  a  druggist  con-  in  a  charge   to  the  jury   the   phrase 

curred  with  that  of  a  physician  in  pro-  *'  fair  knowledge  and  skill  "  is  equina- 

ducing  the  death  of  the  patient  cannot  lent    to    the    phrase    **  reasonable   or 

be  set  upas  a  defense  by  the  physician  ordinary  knowledge  and  skill."    The 

in  a  suit  against  him  for  malpractice,  words  **  fair  "  and  '*  ordinary  "  as  used 

Murdock  v.  Walker,  43  111.  App.  590.  in   this  connection  are    synonymous. 

VegUgonoe  of  Porson  Smployiiig  Phyii-  Jones  v,  Angell,  95  Ind.  376. 

oUn.  —  Nor  can  a  clairvoyant  physician,  Xizod  Quottlon  of  Law  and  Tu/L  — 

when    sued   for    malpractice,    defend  What  constitutes  ordinary  skill,  care, 

upon  the  ground  that  the  father  of  the  and  diligence  is  a  question  of  law  in 

plaintiff,  a  minor,  was  aware  when  he  the  sense  that  it  must  be  stated  by  the 

employed  the  defendant  that  said  de-  court  as  defined  by    the    books,   but 

fendant  was  not  a  skilful  and  compe-  when  considered  in   connection   with 

tent  physician.     Nelson  v,  Harrington,  the  facts  of  each  individual  case  it  may 

72  Wis.  591.  be  viewed  as  a  mixed  question  of  law 

1.  Prior  Judgment  for  Yaluoof  flenrloas.  and  fact.  Tefft  v.  Wilcox,  6  Kan.  46. 
—  When  it  is  proved,  on  the  trial  of  an  CarelossneM  in  MakiBg  Dtagnoris.  — 
action  against  a  physician  for  malprac-  Refusal  to  instruct  that  the  defendant 
tice,  that  the  physician  has  previously  is  not  liable  if  he  exercised  his  best 
brought  an  action  to  recover  his  fee,  judgment  in  diagnosing  and  treating 
and  has  obtained  a  judgment  for  the  the  plaintiff's  case,  although  he  may 
full  amount  thereof,  although  resisted  have  been  mistaken  as  to  the  true  char- 
by  the  present  plaintiff  on  the  ground  acter  of  the  disease,  is  proper.  Such 
of  malpractice,  said  judgment  is  a  bar  instruction  takes  no  account  of  the  fact 
to  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  that  the  physician  may  have  been  care- 
action  for  malpractice.  Howell  v,  less  in  making  his  diagnosis,  or  that 
Goodrich,  69  111.  556;  Blair  v,  Bartlett,  the  proper  method  of  treatment  may 
75  N.  Y.  150.  not    have    been    involved    in    doubt. 

Judgment  by  Bofsnlt  Vo  Bar.  —  But  if  Jackson  v,  Burnham.  20  Colo.  532. 

the  defendant  does  not  appear,  and  the  8.  Duty  to  Conform  to  Establii^hod  Qyi- 

suit   is   not    contested,    the  judgment  tom  of  Troatmont.  —  An  instruction  that 

therein  will  not  constitute  a  bar  to  an  surgeons   must  conform  to  the  estab- 

action    for    malpractice.      Lawson    v,  lished  system  of  treatment  of  a  certain 

Conaway,  37  W.  Va.  159.  disease,    and    that  the    defendant    is 

8.  Boon  V.  Murphy,  108  N.  Car.  187.  liable  if  he  departed  from  such  method 

^por   Knowledge   and    Skill.  —  The  of  treatment,  without  regard  to  how 

jury  may  be  instructed  that  the  burden  much  skill  he  may  have  exhibited,  is 

of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  not  erroneous,  in  a  case  where  theie  is 

want  of  proper  knowledge  and  skill  on  no  conflict  of  opinion  as  to  the  proper 

the  part  of  the  defendant,  but  that  it  is  method    of     treatment.      Jackson    v, 

not  necessary  to  prove  these  facts  by  Burnham,  20  Colo.  532. 

evidence    independent  of  and  uncon-  4.  Sullivan  v.  McGraw,  (Mich.  1898) 

nected  with  the  treatment  in  the  par-  76    N.    W.    Rep.   149;    Vanhooser    v. 

ticular  case  in  question.     Leighton  v.  Berghoff ,  90  Mo.  487 ;  Link  v.  Sheldon, 

Sargent,  31  N.  H.  119.  136  N.  Y.   i;  Carpenter  v,   Blake,  60 
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b.  Contributory  Negligence.  —  A  refusal  to  charge  in 
general  terms  that  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  is  a  bar  to  the  recovery  of  damages  is  proper;  ^  but  the 
attention  of  the  jury  may  be  called  to  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's 
disobedience  of  the  professional  advice  of  his  physician.* 

c.  Sufficiency  of  Evidence.  —  Instructions  may  also  be 
griven  concerning  the  amount  of  evidence  necessary  to  justify  a 
conviction.* 

d.  Various  Other  Matters.  —  And  the  court  may  instruct 

the  jury  in  regard  to  various  other  matters,  depending  upon  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  each  individual  case,  as  illustrated  in 
the  notes.* 

Barb.  (N.  Y.)  488;  Da  Bois  v.  Decker,  malpractice  must  be  proven  beyond  a 

130  N.  Y.  325;  Lanphier  v,  Phipos,  8  reasonable  doubt,  or  by  evidence  suffi- 

C.  &  P.  475,  34  E.  C.  L.  487.  cient  to  produce  a  clear  conviction  in 

1.  In  order  to  prevent  recovery,  the  the  *  minds  of  the  jurors.  Hoener  v. 
contributory  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  Koch,  84  III.  408. 

must    be    contemporaneous  with    the  Iiiitni0tio&  Held  Erronaoiis.  —  An  in- 

negligence  of  the  physician,  and  the  struction    that    the     plaintiff     cannot 

jury  should  be  so  instructed.     Lawson  recover  "  unless  he  shows,  by  a  pre- 

V.  Conaway,  37  W.  Va.  159.  ponderance  of  the  evidence,  a  state  of 

Instnietioii  Fioperly  BtfUad.  —  Where  facts  from  which  no  other  rational  con- 

a  physician  has  treated  a  broken  limb  elusion  can  be  drawn   than  that  de- 

in  an  improper  and  negligent  manner,  fendant  was  unskilful,*'  is  erroneous, 

such  treatment  necessarily  resulting  in  Such  an  instruction  requires  too  high 

permanent  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  the  a  degree  of  proof  from  the  plaintiff, 

fact  that  the  contributory  negligence  Pelky  v.  Palmer,  109  Mich.  561. 

of  the  plaintiff  may  have  increased  the  4.  Advanoed  Ago  of  Plaintiit  —  In  a 

in j  ury    affects    only  the    measure    of  suit  for  malpractice  it  was  claimed  bv 

damaf^es,  and  not  the  plaintiff's  right  the  plaintiff  that  an  ulcer  from  which 

of  action.     Under  these  circumstances  he  suffered  had  been  caused  by  unskil- 

it  is  proper  to  refuse  to  charge  the  jury  ful  treatment  by  a  physician,  but  since 

that  if  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  the  plaintiff  was  eighty  years  of  age, 

has  increased   the  seriousness  of  the  and  since  there  was  considerable  ev!- 

injury,  the    plaintiff   cannot   recover,  dence  tending  to  prove  that  ulcers  are 

Wilmot  V,  Howard,  39  Vt.  447.  of  common   occurrence  in   persons  of 

2.  Geiselman  v,  Scott,  25  Ohio  St.  86;  advanced  age,  often  without  apparent 
Jones  V,  Angell,  95  Ind.  376.  cause,  it  was  held  proper  for  the  court 

Dtt^  of  Patioat  to  Follow  IMroetioiis. —  to  instruct  the  jurors  that  it  was  for 

The  jury  may  be  instructed  as  to  the  them   to  decide  whether  the  ulcer  in 

obligation  of  the  plaintiff  to  follow  the  question  was  not  due  wholly  or  partly 

professional  directions  of  the  defend-  to  the  plaintiff's  extreme  age.     Reber 

ant.     Whiiesell  v.  Hill,  (Iowa  1896)  66  tr.  Hernng,  115  Pa.  St.  599. 
N.  W.  Rep.  894.    See  also  Reber  v.        Miitake  of  Jvdgmoat.  — In  an  action 

Herring,  115  Pa.  St.  599.  against  a  dentist  for  malpractice,  the 

Bnxdon  of  Proof.  —  When  the  jury  has  jury  may  be  instructed  that  a  dentist 

been   instructed   that   the    burden    of  does  not  insure  his  work,  and  that  he 

proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  com-  is  not  responsible  for  a  mistake  of  judg- 

pliance  with    the    professional    direc-  ment.     Wilkins  v,  Ferrell,  10  Tex.  Civ. 

tions  of  the  defendant,  a  subsequent  App.  231. 

charge  that  if  the  plaintiff  disobeyed       Mibront  Uhools  of  Xodioino.  ---  Where 

such  directions  he  cannot  recover  does  the  defendant  is  a  homoeopathic  physi- 

not  shift  the  burden  of  proof  to  the  de-  cian,  and  evidence  is  given  on  the  trial 

fendant.     Swanson  v,  French,  92  Iowa  concerning  the  proper  method  of  treat- 

695.  ment  according  to  both  the  homoeopathic 

i.  ▲  PropoDdoraikoo  of  Srldtiioo  is  suffi-  and  allopathic  schools  of  medicine,  the 

cient  to  sustain  a  conviction,  and  the  court  may  instruct  the  jurors  that  they 

jary  should    not   be    instructed    that  are  not  to  consider  the  relative  merits 
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5.  The  Verdict  —  One  good  count  in  a  complaint  for  malprac- 
tice will  support  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. ' 

6.  Kalpraotioe  as  a  Befenie  to  Aetion  for  Services.  —  A  failure  to 
exercise  due  care  or  ordinary  skill,  resulting  in  injury  to  a 
patient,  may  be  pleaded  as  a  defense  to  an  action  by  the  physi- 
cian for  the  value  of  his  services.* 

of  the  two  systems,  but  that  the  de-  rule  of  accountability.*'    Bumham  r. 

fendaat  is  to  be  judged  by  the  require-  Jackson,  i  Colo.  App.  237. 

ments  of  his  own    school.     Force  v.  An  instruction  which  assumes  that 

Gregory,  63  Conn.  167.  the    treatment    by  a  physician  other 

6tot  of  Aotimi.  —  A  complaint  alleged  than    the    defendant    was    improper 

in  substance  that  the  defendant  under-  should  not  be  given.     Link  r.  Sheldon, 

took  to  cure  the  plaintiflf' s  broken  arm,  (Supreme  Ct.)  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  815. 

and  that  the  defendant  so  negligently  1.  Landon   v.   Humphrey,   9    Conn, 

conducted    himself    that    by   want  of  215.     See  also   generally  article  Ver- 

proper  attention  to  the  arm,  and  by  im-  dict. 

proper  treatment,  and  by  neglect  and  EzoesilTe  llamagw.  —  In  an  action  for 
unskilfulness  on  the  part  of  said  de-  malpractice  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
fendant,  the  hand  of  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that 
"  became  dead  and  lifeless,"  and  had  the  damages  found  are  excessive,  un- 
to be  amputated;  and  that  *'  by  reason  less  it  is  shown  that  the  jury  was  in- 
of  the  said  wrongful,  negligent,  and  fluenced  by  passion,  prejudice,  or  some 
unskilful  conduct  of  the  defendant  in  improper  motive.  Chamberlain  r. 
the  premises,  the  plaintiff  suffered  and  Porter,  9  Minn.  260;  Kelsey  r.  Hay,  84 
underwent  great  pain   and    anguish,  Ind.  189. 

and  wholly  lost  his  said  right  hand,  to  Qencnl  Yerdlot  llvsrridM  Spsolal  ffaii- 

his  damage    ten    thousand    dollars.*'  ingt.  —  Where  the  jury  finds  generally 

This  complaint  was  held  to  charge  that  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  neg- 

the   pain   and  anguish  suffered   were  ligent  treatment,  a  judgment  in   his 

caused  by  the  same  negligence  of  the  favor  is  not  warranted  by  a  further 

physician  which  resulted  in  the  loss  of  finding,  in  answer  to  special  interroga- 

the  hand;    and  an  instruction   to  the  tories,   that  the  plaintiff  did  not  give 

jury  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  damages  him  a  fair  opportunity  to  effect  a  cure. 

solely  on   account  of  the   loss  of  his  Bedford  v.  Spilman,  11  Ind.  App.  684. 

band  by  the  neglect,  default,  careless-  8.  In  an  AiiBdon  in  a  Jnstioe's  Ooort 

ness,  and  unskilfulness  of  the  defend-  brought  by  a  physician  to  recover  his 

ant,  that  the  loss  of  the  hand  was  the  fee   the  defendant    may   set   up   mal- 

gist  of  the  action,  and  unless  it  was  practice  as  a  defense,  and  may  recoup 

caused  by  malpractice  the  verdict  must  damages    resulting  therefrom,  and  a 

be  for  the  defendant,  was  held  to  be  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of 

proper.    Jacobs  v.  Cross,  19  Minn.  523.  such   matter  of    defense.     Howell    v. 

Pain  and  Anguish. —  Where  damages  Goodrich,  69  III.  556. 
fire  asked  for  injuries  resulting  to  the  Vndsr  Genetml  IiRW.  —  In  an  action 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  amputation  on  a  bill  for  medical  services  the  de- 
of  his  hand,  which  amputation  was  fendant  pleaded  the  general  issue  and 
rendered  necessary  by  the  malpractice  attempted  to  prove  malpractice  there- 
of the  defendant,  it  is  erroneous  to  in-  under.  It  was  held  that  the  defense 
atruct  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  is  en-  of  recoupment  must  be  pleaded  spe- 
citled  to  a  verdict  if  the  evidence  shows  cially.  or  that  notice  of  the  special 
(that  he  suffered  great  pain  and  anguish  matter  must  be  given  at  the  dme  when 
as  a  result  of  his  treatment  by  the  de-  the  general  issue  is  pleaded.  McLure 
fendant.     Moor  v,  Tead,  3  Cal.  190.  v.  Hart,  19  Ark.  119. 

Conoeming  Matter  Ontdde  of  the  lloe-  A  Plea  of  8et-ofl;  based  on  alleged 

ord.  —  The    following  instruction   has  malpractice,  is  not  a  proper  defense  to 

(been  held  to  be  erroneous:  "  It  is  im-  a  suit  on  an  account  for  services  ren- 

portant  to  the  interests  of  society  that  dered    by   the  plaintiff,   a  physician, 

the  profession  intrusted  with  the  pres-  The  proper  defensive  remedy  is  that 

ervation  of  the  health  and  lives  of  the  the  physician  did  not  do  his  work  skil- 

community  should  be  held  to  a  strict  fully,  or  recoupment  springing  out  of 
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m  ACTIOV    FOE  WBOVGFIFLLT   CXBTIFYIMk    THAT    PATnUIT    It 

IvsAVS.  —  Actions  are  frequently  brought  against  physicians 
based  on  their  alleged  negligence  or  misconduct  in  certifying  to 
the  insanity  of  persons  whom  they  have  been  appointed  to 
examine.  Such  actions  are  governed  in  general  by  the  same 
rules  that  apply  to  actions  for  malpractice.^ 

IV.  PBOCBiBiHes  TO  Sbyokx  Ligxhbi.  —  Where  proceedings  to 
revoke  a  physician's  license  for  unprofessional  and  dishonorable 
conduct  are  had  before  a  state  board  of  medical  examiners,  or 
other  quasi']Md\c\^\  body,  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are 
not  construed  as  strictly  as  they  would  be  in  an  action  before  a 
regularly  constituted  court ;  but  even  in  such  cases  the  license 
will  not  be  revoked  unless  the  complaint  sets  forth  facts  which 
constitute  an  offense.* 

T.   IVBICmSHT  FOE  WsOVGFirLLT  PEOdTEIVe  SbGISTEATIOH.  — 

Where  the  qualifications  necessary  to  obtain  a  license  are 
enumerated  in  a  statute,  an  indictment  for  wrongfully  procuring 
registration  as  a  physician  must  expressly  aver  that  the  defendant 
did  not  possess  either  one  or  all  of  the  qualifications  mentioned 

the  contract;  and  even  though  a  plea  allefei  negligence.    Ayers  v,  Russell, 

of   set-off  were  proper,  an    averment  50  Hnn  (N.  Y.)  282. 

therein  that  an  overdose  of  ipecac  dam-  S.  State  v,  Kellogg,  14  Mont.  426.     In 

aged  a  man  two  hundred  dollars,  with-  this  case  the  complaint  in  a  proceeding 

out  stating  wherein  or  how,  would  be  before  a  state  medical  board  alleged 

defective  in   not  stating  the  defense  that  the  defendant,  a  physician,  threw 

with  sufficient   clearness.     McKleroy  into  a  furnace,  with  intent  to  destroy 

r/.  Sewell,  73  Ga.  657.  it,  a  human  fcetns  seven  months  old; 

Bnrdmi  of  Proof.  —  In  such  an  action  that  at  a  coroner's  inquest  held  on 

the  burden  ot  proving  lack  of  ordinary  March  8,  1893,  the  defendant  testified 

skill   is  on   the  defendant.    Styles  v.  that  he  had  been   called  to  attend  a 

Tyler,  64  Conn.  432.  woman  who  had  suffered  a  miscarriage, 

1.  Gist  of  AodoB.  —  Where  a  statute  and  that  the  feet  us  resulting  therefrom 
authorizes  the  commitment  of  a  patient  was  the  one  thrown  into  the  furnace: 
to  an  insane  asylum  upon  a  certificate  that  he  refused  to  give  at  the  inquest 
of  a  committee  of  physicians  appointed  the  name  of  the  mother,  for  the  reason 
to  examine  him  as  to  his  sanity,  a  civil  that  she  had  requested  him  not  to 
action  for  damages,  based  upon  the  in-  make  it  public  if  it  could  be  avoided, 
sufficiency  of  the  methods  used  by  such  and  he  had  been  advised  that  he  was 
physicians  in  reaching  and  certifying  not  required  to  do  so;  that  he  stated 
their  conclusion,  will  not  lie  against  that  on  the  next  day  he  would  give  the 
them  at  common  law.  Such  an  action  name  to  the  coroner,  who  could  use  his 
must  be  based  upon  the  falsity  of  the  discretion;  that  on  March  9  the  de- 
certificate,  and  not  upon  the  insuffi-  fendant  further  testified  that  the 
ciency  of  the  examination.  In  such  woman  whose  name  was  demanded 
an  action  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  had  left  the  state,  and  was  beyond  the 
the  plaintiff  in  respect  to  the  averment  jurisdiction  of  any  court  in  Montana, 
and  claim  that  he  was  then  sane,  and  without  her  presence  to  explain 
Pennell  v.  Cummings,  75  Me.  163.  her  condition   at   the  time   when  the 

Oomplaint  Hold  fofflcloiit.  —  A  com-  foetus  was  taken  from  her  the  answer 
plaint  which  alleges  that  the  physicians  would  incriminate  him,  and  be  testi- 
made  such  certificate  "  without  proper  mony  against  him,  and  for  that  reason 
and  ordinary  care  and  prudence,  and  he  refused  to  answer.  The  medical 
without  due  examination,  inquiry,  and  board  held  that  the  complaint  was  suffi- 
proof  into  the  fact  whether  plaintiff  cient  and  adjudged  that  the  def end- 
was    sane    or    insane,'*     sufficiently  ant's  license  be  revoked,  and  this  judg* 
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in  the  statute;  and  a  general  averment  that  he  wrongfully 
obtained  registration  without  possessing  the  essential  qualifica- 
tions is  insunicient.^ 

meat  was   sustained  by  the  District  Wamiito  will  not  lie  to  have  a  license 

Court,  but  upon  appeal  to  the  Supreme  to  practice  medicine  under  Act  lod.. 

Court  the  judgment  was  reversed  on  April    ii,    1885,    procured    by    false 

the  ground  that  the  complaint  did  not  affidavits,  judicially  determined  void^ 

state  facts  constituting  an  offense.  State  v.  Green,  112  Ind.  462. 

An  Informatioii  in  ths  Hatnre  of  Quo  1«  Denton  v.  State,  21  Neb.  445. 
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PIRACY. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  matters  of  Substantive  Law  and  Evidence^  consult  the  title 

PIRACY^  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law. 

DaOaltioB.  —  Piracy  may  be  defined  as  robbery  upon  the  high 
seas,  or  as  it  has  sometimes  been  expressed,  robbery  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty.^ 

United  SUtM  Statute.  —  By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  section  5368,  "  every  person  who  on  the  high  seas  com- 
mits the  crime  of  piracy  as  defined  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  is; 
afterward  brought  into  or  found  in  the  United  States,  shall 
sufiFer  death. "  • 

IviidlAtloii  of  Vnitad  States  Gewti.  —  In  the  United  States  piracy  is. 
only  cognizable  in  the  federal  courts  in  cases  where  it  is  commit* 
ted  outside  of  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts.' 

The-IndletBent.  —  In  the  common  law  form  of  indictment  ^  it  was*- 
necessary  to  charge  that  the  offense  was  committed  piratically 
and  feloniously,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty.^ 

1.  Glenn*s  International  Law,  p.  97;  American  ship,  although  at  the  time- 

Wharton  Grim.   Law,   vol.  3,  §  i860;  when  the  crime  was  committed,  the- 

Boav.  Law  Diet.,  vol.  3,  p.  414;    Am.  ship  was  lying  in  an  open  roadstead, 

and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law,  vol^  18,  title  adjacent  to   a  foreign   territory,   and 

Piracy,  within  half  a  mile  of  the  shore. 

t.  VnfsltDTS  of  Qflndlag  Yesiel.—  But  a  Ciicuit  Court  of  the  United 
The  ofl ending  vessel  may  be  con-  States  does  not  have  jurisdiction  of 
demned  and  sold,  the  proceeds  being  robbery  and  piracy  committed  on  the 
divided  between  the  United  States  and  high  seas,  on  board  a  foreign  vessel 
the  captors,  at  the  discretion  of  the  belonging  exclusively  to  foreign  own- 
court.  The  costs  of  such  a  proceeding  ers  and  sailing  under  a  foreign  flag, 
of  forfeiture  are  not  chargeable  on  the  U.^  S.  v.  Kessler,  i  Baldw.  (U.  S.)  15. 
cargo  of  the  vessel  when  the  owner  of  The  Courts  of  What  Hation.  —  ** Prima 
said  cargo  has  not  taken  part  in  the  facie  all  piracies  and  trespasses  com- 
piracy,  or  sanctioned  it.  Such  costs  mitted  against  the  general  law  of  na- 
are  chargeable  upon  the  proceeds  of  tions  are  inquirable  and  may  be  pro- 
the  vessel.  Harmony  r.  U.  S.,  3  How.  ceeded  against  in  any  nation  where  no 
(U.  S.)  3ZO.  special  exemption  can  be  maintained, 

S.  Ballinger  v.  Nowland,  5  Hughes  either  by  the  general  law  of  nations, 
(U.  S.)  387,  holding  that  robbery  com-  or  b^  some  treaty  which  forbids  or  re- 
mitted on  a  ferryboat  running  between  strains  it."  Per  Iredell,  J.,  in  Talbot 
Washington,  D.  C,  and  Alexandria,  v.  Tanson,  3  Dall.  (U.  S.)  160. 
Va.,  is  not  piracy  within  the  jurisdic-  4.  Genaral  Form  of  Indiotaoats  for  Pl- 
tion  of  a  United  States  District  Court.  ruj,  —  3  Chitty  Crim.    Law    1093;  2. 

Cbreoit  Oonrts.  — In  U.  S.  v,  Ross,  i  Arch.  Crim.  Pr.  &  PI.  1446;    U.  S.  v. 

Gall.  (U.    S.)   634,   it    was  held  that  Baker,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  6;  U.  S.  v. 

under  Act  1790,  c.  9,  %  3,  the  Circuit  Petersen,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  305. 
Coart  had  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  of        5.  3  East  P.  C.  805;  i  Hawk.  c.  37^ 

piracy  when  committed  on  board  of  an  gg  6  and  10. 
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In  the  Vnited  Butif  the  indictment  usually  charges  piracy  to  have 
taken  place  upon  the  high  seas  within  the  admiralty  and  marine 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  particular  state.* 

In  an  Indictment  for  n  Piratioal  Xnrdor  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
that  the  accused  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  that  the 
crime  was  committed  on  board  of  a  vessel  belonging  to  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  An  averment  that  it  was  committed  from 
on  board  such  a  vessel  by  a  mariner  sailing  on  board  of  said  ves- 
sel is  sufficient.* 

But  in  Reg.  v,  Jones,  3  C.  &  K.  165,  sufficiency  of    the  indictment  in  this 

61  E.  C.  L.  165,  it  was  held  unneces-  respect.' 

sary   to    charge   that  the   piracy   was  hik,    Indietment   Whloh    P^Uowi   tho 

committed  within  the   jurisdiction  of  Words  of  the  Statute  (Rev.  Siat.  U.  S.. 

the  admiralty.  $  53^7)  in  charging  the  offense  of  wil- 

1.  Allegation  of  Plaee.  —  In  U.  S.  v,  fully  setting  fire  to  a  ship  at  sea  with 

Gibert,  a  Sumn.  (U.  S.)  85,  the  court  intent  to   burn   her,   need   not   allege 

said:    **  The  first  objection  is  that  no  that  the  offense  was  committed  felooi- 

venue  is  laid  in  the  indictment;  that  ously.     U.  S.  v.   McAvoy,  4.  Blatchf. 

is,  no  particular  place  is  stated  on  the  (U.  S.)  418. 

high  seas  at  which  the  robbery  was  Ownership  of  Property  Taken.  —  An  in- 
committed,  but  it  is  only  alleged  that  dictment  is  not  bad  which  alleges  that 
it  was  committed  on  the  high  seas,  the  names  of  the  owners  of  the  prop- 
And  reference  has  been  made  to  some  erty  taken  by  the  pirates  are  unknown 
indictments  in  cases  of  piracy,  where  to  the  grand  jury,  although  it  is  shown 
the  offense  is  stated  with  more  particu-  on  the  trial  that  the  grand  jury  in  fact 
larity  of  place,  for  example,  'on  the  knew  the  names  of  some  of  said  own- 
high  seas  in  a  certain  place  distant  ers.  U.  S.  v.  Stetson,  3  Woodb.  &  M. 
about    ten    leagues    from    Cursheen,  (U.  S.)  167. 

etc.,*  and  *  on  the  high  seas  about  a  S.  U.  S.  v.  Pirates,  5  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 

half  league  distant  from  Leghorn,  etc'  184. 

But  there  certainly  are  precedents  Plaee  Where  Oftnie  Was  GenuBitted. — 
which  conuin  no  such  specification  of  In  U.  S.  v.  Holmes,  i  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.) 
place,  and  in  all  the  indictments  for  i,  the  indictment  contained  two  counts 
piracy  in  this  district,  *  *  *  our  as  follows:  the  first  count  charged  thai 
researches  have  not  detected  a  single  the  accused  *'  cast  F.  A.  from  a  vessel 
one  in  which  such  locality  of  place  belonging,"  etc.,  whose  name  was  un- 
is  to  be  found.  *  *  *  The  reason  known.  The  other  count  charged  that 
of  Ihe  common  law  for  laying  the  the  accused  **  cast  F.  A.  from  the  long 
venue  so  particularly  in  offenses  on  boat  of  the  ship  W.  B.  belonging,"  etc. 
land,  does  not  in  any  manner  apply  It  was  held  that  the  locality  of  the 
to  offenses  on  the  high  seas.  Thealle-  offense  was  sufficiently  expressed  since 
gation  that  the  offense  was  committed  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
on  the  high  seas  is  sufficient  of  itself  to  the  case  it  could  not  be  charged  with 
found  the  jurisdiction,  and  all  the  inci-  greater  precision, 
dents  of  the  trial  and  judgment.  But  Gener^d  Yerdiet  —  Two  Counts  in  Indiei- 
if  it  were  otherwise  at  the  common  ment.  —  In  U.  S.  v.  Pirates,  5  Wheat, 
law,  we  are  to  consider  that,  in  the  (U.  S.)  184,  it  was  held  that  a  general 
jurisprudence  of  the  United  States,  the  verdict  of  guilty  can  be  had  on  an  in- 
present  is  a  statute  offense;  and  that  dictment  which  charges  the  offense  in 
the  jurisdiction  is  given  also  by  stat-  two  counts;  the  first  count  alleging  the 
ute ;  and  if  the  offense  is  so  laid  in  the  offense  to  have  been  committed  on  the 
indictment  as  to  bring  the  case  within  high  seas,  the  other  count  in  a  haven. 
the  language  of  the  statute  in  point  of  basin,  or  bay.  Each  of  these  counts  is 
jurisdiction  and  certainty  of  descrip-  a  distinct  substantive  charge.  Inter- 
tion,  that  is  all  which  can  properly  be  nal  repugnancy  in  any  one  is  a  good 
required  in  our  country.  *  *  *  exception,  but  this  does  not  follow  as 
There  is  in  reality  nothing  upon  which  to  the  whole,  taken  severally,  but  each 
to    suspend    a  legal  doubt  as  to  the  may  be  for  a  distinct  offense. 
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See  articles  CHANGE  OF  VENUE,  vol.  4,  p.  373;    TRIAL: 

VENUE, 


PLEAS    AT    LAW. 

By  John  Lehman. 

L  DmnTioH  Avs  CLASsincATioir,  541. 

U  PLIA8  TO  THl  AOTIOir,  541 . 

I.  Nature^  541. 

3.   Traverse  or  Confession  and  Avoidance^  543. 

a.  Necessity  of  One  Form^  542. 

b.  Nature  of  Traverse^  542. 

c.  Specific  Traverse^  542. 

d.  General  Traverse  or  General  Issue^  543. 


ri^  Nature,  542. 


Form  and  Nature  of  General  Issue  in  Par* 
ticular  Actions^  543. 
'<i^  In  General,  543. 
b)  Non  Cepit,  544. 
/)  Non  Detinety  544. 
id)  Not  Guilty,  544. 
(/)  Non  Assumpsit,  544. 
(/)  Nil  Debet,  SAS^ 
ig)  ^^l  Tiel  Record,  545. 
{n)  Non  Est  Factum,  545. 
(3)  Plea  Must  Be  Appropriate  to  Action^  546. 
e.  Special  Traverse  —  Absque  Hoc,  547. 

f.  Confession  and  Avoidance — Special  Piecing,  548* 

g.  Special  Plea  Amounting  to  GenercU  Issue^  549. 
(i)  Pule  Against,  549. 

2)  Matters  in  Mitigation,  552. 

j)  Manner  of  Raising  Objection,  552. 

IIL  FoBK  Of  PuA,  553. 

1.  General  I)i7*ision,  K$^. 

2.  Commencement  and  Prayer,  553. 

a.  Fixed  Forms  Dependent  upon  Charcuter  of  Matter,  553. 

b.  Matters  in  Bar  or  Abatement,  55  4. 

r.  Effect  of  Improper  Prayer  or  Commencement,  556. 
d.  Protestation,  556. 

3.  Tender  of  Issue  —  Conclusion  to  Country  or  with  Verifi- 

cation, 556. 

a.  To  Country,  556. 

b.  Verification,  557. 

c.  Effect  of  Wrong  Conclusion,  559, 

4.  Short  Pleas,  559. 
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PLEAS  AT  LAW. 
IV.  BiQinsiTBs  AVD  SmnrioniroT  ov  Pleas,  561. 

1.  In  General —  Traverse  or  Confession  and  Avoidance^  561. 

2.  Complete  Defense j  561. 

a.  In  General^  561. 

b.  Each  of  Several  Pleas  Must  Stand  Alane^  561. 

3.  Definiteness  and  Certainty^  562. 

4.  Necessity  of  Pleading  Facts^  564. 

5.  Argumentativeness^  564. 

6.  Repugnancy^  564.. 

7.  Surplusage,  565. 

8.  Materiality y  565. 


9.  Matter  of  Record,  565. 

idd  Come  jrom  x-iaimijf,  500. 
II.  /'/rn  /^  Damages,  j66.  J 


10.  il/fl//^r  ^^iV^  Should  Come  from  Plaintiff,  566. 


12.  yustification  of  Matters  in  Aggravation,  566. 

13.  55f<5^^  of  Traverse,  566. 

14.  Admission  by  Failure  to  Deny,  567. 

a.  General  Rule,  567. 
^.  Exceptions,  567. 
r.  Protestation,  568. 

15.  Statutory  Defense,  568. 
y.  DOVBLX  Plbabdtg,  569. 

1.  r^*^  A^i*/  to  File,  569. 

2.  Consistency^  570. 

3.  Discretion  in  Permitting  the  Filing,  571. 

VI  Pleas  to  Bistihct  Pabts  oe  Dbclaeatioe,  574. 

1.  In  GenercU,  574. 

2.  /'/ftf  /<?  /'ar/  ^  Cause  or  Count,  574. 

3.  Plea  Too  Broad —  Specific  Directum  to  Part  Covered^  577. 
4.  Several  Counts  —  One  Plea,  ^^f^, 

▼n   JOIET  AED  SETEEAL  PLEAS^  579. 

vnL  AiDEE  BT  Plea,  580. 
DL  Ob JECTioEs — BEinrREEE  oe  Xotioe  to  Steise,  582. 

1.  Propriety  of  Motion  or  Demurrer,  582. 

2.  Harmless  Error  in  Striking  Out  or  Sustaining  Demurrer 

to  Plea,  584. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Pleas  in  Suits  in  Equity,  see  article  PLEAS  IN  EQUITY, post. 

Pleas  in  Particular  Actions  at  Law,  see  specific  titles  through- 
out this  work,  and  consult  the  General  Index. 

Answers,  see  article  ANSWERS  IN  CODE  PLEADING, 
vol.  I   p.  777. 

Affidavit  of  Defense,  see  article  AFFIDA  VI TS  OF  MERITS 
OR  DEFENSE,  vol.  i,  p.  338. 

Notice  or  Brief  Statement  of  Defense,  see  that  title,  vol.  14,  p. 
1074. 

Confession  and  Avoidance,  see  that  title,  vol.  4,  p.  664. 

Set-off  and  Counterclaim,  see  that  title. 

Pleas  in  Criminal  Cases,  see  article  ARRAIGNMENT  AND 
PLEA,  vol.  2,  p.  760. 

Tinu  to  Plecul,  see  that  title. 
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L  BBTnriTIOH  AVS  CLABSIFICATIOV —  Deflnition.  —  A  plea,  as  the 
tenn  is  used  in  this  article,  is  the  first  pleading  interposed  by  the 
defendant  in  an  action  at  law ;  an  answer  which  the  defendant 
makes  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover  or  why  the  action 
should  not  proceed.^ 

ClaMiflMitimi.  —  Pleas  are  classified,  in  general,  into  dilatory  and 
peremptory  pleas,  the  former  embracing  pleas  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  in  suspension  of  the  action,  and  in  abatement  of  the 
writ,  and  the  latter  embracing  pleas  in  bar  of  the  action,* 

n.  Pleas  to  thb  Actios  —  1.  Hatnre.  —  A  plea  in  bar  of  the 
whole  action  goes  to  the  merits  and  denies  that  the  plaintiff  has 

1.  3  Black.   Com.  303;   i  Burr.  Pr.  fending  the  force  and  injury,  when, 

162..  etc.,  will  be  considered  as  only  half  de- 

3.  Stephen's  PI.  (Tyler's  ed.)  84.  fense  where  such  a  defense  should  be 

Order  of  Ploading.  —  The  weight  of  made,  and  as  full  defense  when  the 
authority  has  long  designated  the  fol-  latter  is  necessary.  Fox  wist  v.  T  re- 
lowing  order  of  pleading:  i.  To  the  maine,  2  Saund.  209^;  Alexander  v, 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  2.  To  the  Mawnian,  Willes  41;  Wilkes  v,  Wil- 
disabiltty  of  the  person,  (a)  of  the  plain-  Hams,  8  T.  R.  633,  3  B.  &  P.  9,  note  a; 
tiff,  (i>)  of  the  defendant.  3.  To  the  i  Chitty's  PI.  413.  And  in  2  Chitty's 
count  or  declaration.  4.  To  the  writ,  PI.  455,  note  a,  it  is  stated,  as  a  con- 
{a)  to  the  form  of  the  writ,  (r)  matter  ap-  sequence  of  this  doctrine,  that  the  dis- 
parent  on  its  face,  (2)  matter  dehors;  \H)  tinctions  between  half  and  full  defense 
to  the  action  of  the  writ,  i  Chitty's  are  now  obsolete."  Lyman  v.  Dodge, 
PI.  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  456.  13  N.  H.  197. 

Hioewity   of   Pleading   in   Partienlar  Soope  of  ijrtiolo.  —  The  general  prin- 

Ordsr.  —  Matters  falling  under  the  par-  ciples  of  pleas  falling  under  the  first 

ticular  classification  of  pleas  as  above  classification  above    mentioned,  t.  ^., 

indicated  must  be  pleaded  in  their  reg-  dilatorv   pleas,   have  been  treated  in 

nlar  order,  as  to  plead  out  of  order  Is  preceding  articles.    Thus,  see  articles 

to  waive  matter  properly  pleadable  at  Abatement  in  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  i; 

an  earlier  stage.    Thus,  a  plea  to  the  Dilatory  Pleas,  vol.  6,  p.  665.    More 

jurisdiction,  l^ing  the  first  in  regular  particular  applications  of  the  rules  of 

order,   and   analogous    to   a    plea    in  pleading  relating  to  such  pleas  will  be 

abatement,  is  waived  if  a  plea  to  the  found    in   particular  articles,   as  An- 

merits,  as  the  general  issue,  is  filed,  other  Suit  Pending,   vol.  i,  p.  770; 

Lyman  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co.,  59  Jurisdiction,  vol.  12,  p.  114;  Names, 

Vt,  167;  Webb  f.  Mann.  3  Mich.   139.  vol."  14,    p.    270.      See    also    articles 

See  also  article  Jurisdiction,  vol.  12,  Amendments,    vol.   i,   pp.    519,    701; 

p.  114.  Carriers,  vol.  3,  p.  857;    Demurrers 

Xattor   in  Abatement   Is  Wftlvod  by  at    Common    Law   and    under   the 

Pleading  in  Bar. —■  Robertson  ».  Lea.  i  Codes,  vol.  6,  pp.  332,  354;   Dower, 

Stew.  (Ala.)  141;  Cleveland  V.  Chandler,  vol.   7,    p.    164;    Equitable  Attach- 

3  Stew.  (Ala.)  489;  Hamilton  v,  James  ment,  vol.  7,  p.  796;  Executors  and  Ad- 

A.  Cushman  Mfg.  Co.,  15  Tex.  Civ.  ministrators.  vol.  8.  p.  713;  Forcible 

App.  338;  Martin  V.  Com.,  I  Mass.  358.  Entry  and  Detainer,   vol.  9,  p.  64. 

A   plea    in    abatement     cannot    be  For  general  denial  as  plea  in   abate- 

pleaded  at  the  same  time  with  a  plea  ment,   see  article  Answers    in  Code 

in  bar.     Douglass  v.  Belcher,  7  Yerg.  Pleading,  vol.  i,p.  827:  for  joinder  of 

(Tenn.)  105.  defenses,  see  article  Answers  in  Code 

Half  and  Full  Defenses,  — **  It    has  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  854;  for  nul  tiel 

been  laid  down  as  a  rule  of  pleading  corporation  see  article  Corporations, 

that  a  defendant  cannot  plead  in  abate-  vol.  5,  p.  83. 

ment  after  making  full  defense  (Alex*  Pleas  falling  under  the  second  classi- 
ander  v,  Mawman,  Willes  41),  for  the  fication,  f.  ^.,  pleas  in  bar,  in  so  far  as 
nature  of  which  see  Co.  Litt.  127^;  x  the  questions  connected  therewith  refer 
Chitty's  PI.  (3d  Am.  ed.)4i3.  But  it  is  to  the  sufficiency  of  such  pleas  in  par- 
settled  that  going  no  farther  than  de-  ticular  actions,  are  the  proper  subjects 
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any  cause  of  action,^  but  must  contain  a  direct  and  positive 
answer  to  the  declaration  so  as  to  bar  the  action  if  true  in  fact.* 
2.  Travene  or  ConfeMdon  and  Avoicbuioe  —  a.  Necessity  of  One 
Form.  —  A  plea  to  the  merits  must  either  traverse  the  cause  set 
up  by  the  plaintiff,  or  confess  it  and  allege  matters  which  will 
l^ally  avoid  the  effect  thereof,  otherwise  it  will  be  fatally 
defective.* 

b.  Nature  of  Traverse.  —  Traverses  are  denials  of  one  or 
more  allegations  in  the  pleading  adversely  alleged,  and  are  of 
three  kinds,  specific,  general,  and  special.^ 

c.  Specific  Traverse.  —  A  specific  traverse  is  a  denial  by 
the  defendant  in  his  plea  of  a  particular  and  material  fact  alleged 
by  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  to  defeat  the  cause  of  action 
dependent  upon  such  fact.* 

d.  General  Traverse  or  General  Issue  —  (i)  Nature.  — 
The  general  issue  is  a  comprehensive  denial  of  the  whole  cause 

for  articles  dealing  with  those  actions,  boken  v.  Evans,  31  N.  J.  L.  343.    See 

Thus,  for  pleas  in  assumpsit,  see  article  also  Berry  v.  Kenney,  5  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 

Assumpsit,  vol.  3,  p.  987.  120;  White  v,  Clayes,  3a  III.  325. 

1.  Pitts  Sons'  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Commer-  In  AMmnpsit  on  a  Speelal  Agrowwit 

cial  Nat.  Bank,  I3i  111.  583;  Archer  v.  where  the  right  of  action  depends  upon 

Claflin,  31  lU.  306;  Gearhart  v,  Olm-  a  condition  precedent,  performance  of 

stead,  7  Dana  (Ky.)  441;  M*  Waters  v.  which  is  alleged  in  the  declaration,  the 

Draper,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  494;  Lord  defendant  may,  instead  of  pleading  the 

r.  Brookfield,  37  N.  J.  L.  553  \ciHng  x  general   issue,   deny  the  aUeged  per- 

Chitty  on   Pleadings  469;    Greene  v.  formance  of  the  condition  and  put  him- 

Jones,  X  Saund.  209^,  note  K\,  self    upon    the    country.     Dewees   v. 

8*  Seeiff/ra,  IV.  3.  Compute  Defense,  Manhattan  Ins.  Co.,  34  N.  J.  L.  253. 

S.  Landis     v.     People,    39    111.    79;  See  also  infra^  II.  2.  g.  Social  FUa 


Galena,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Batrett,  95  III.  Amounting  to  General  Issue. 
467;  Wadhans  v.  Swan,  109  111.  46;  By  Statute  15  &  16  VicL,  c.  65,  §  76,  a 
Tojo  V.  Illinois,  etc.,  Bridge  Co.,  13  defendant  may  either  traverse  gen- 
Ill.  App.  589;  Gradle  v,  Hoffman,  105  erally  such  facts  contained  in  the  dec- 
Ill.  147;  Smith  V,  Hall,  8  Me.  353;  laration  as  might  have  been  denied 
Johnson  v,  Kittredge,  17  Mass.  77.  by  one  plea,  or  select  and  traverse  sep- 

4.  Traverse  and  Denial  the  fkune.  —  arately  any  material  allegation  in  the 
There  is  no  distinction  between  a  declaration,  although  it  might  have 
traverse  and  a  denial.  Lambert  v.  been  included  in  a  general  issue.  Be- 
Stroother,  Willes  224.  fore  this  a  defendant  was  not  at  liberty 

5.  White  V,  Clayes,  32  111.  325;  Cur-  to  traverse  a  single  material  fact  which 
tiss  V,  Martin,  20  III.  557;  Berry  v,  would  be  included  in  the  general  issue. 
Kenney,  5  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  122;  Dough-  Sutherland  v,  Pratt,  11  M.  &  W.  296, 
erty  v,  Bethune,  7  Ga.  90,  holding  that  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  813. 

in  an  action  against  an  assignee  a  plea        Vnder  the  Code  the  defendant  is  only 

that  there  never  was  an   assignment  to  answer  denying  "  each  and  every 

made  to  the  defendant  denies  the  right  allegation    of    the    complaint."      See 

of  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  article  Answers  in  Code    Pleading, 

goes  to  the  merits.  vol.  i,  p.  777.     This  provision  was  said 

In   Covenant,    for  example,   non  est  to  apply  to  every  species  of  action,  and 

faetum  denies  only  that  the  deed  is  the  it  was  thus  distinguishable  from  the 

deed  of  the   defendant.     All  matters  common-law  practice,  under  which  it 

which  make  the  deed  voidable  must  was  necessary  so  to  plead  only  in  such 

be  pleaded  specially.    There  being  no  actions  wherein  there  was  no  general 

plea  which  puts  the  whole  declaration  issue  or  plea  which  put  in  issue  the 

in  issue  in  such  an  action,  facts  essen-  whole  declaration.      Benedict  v,  Sey- 

tial  to  the  legality  of  the  assignment  mour,  6  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

of  a  breach  may  be  traversed.    Ho-  303. 
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of  action  or  the  principal  part  thereof/  putting  in  issue  those 
facts  the  burden  of  proving  which  rests  primarily  on  the  plaintiff, 
but  none  other.* 

(2)  Form  and  Nature  of  General  Issue  in  Particular  Actions  — 

(»)  In  e«MnL  —  The  form  of  the  general  issue  varies,  and  is  not 
the  same  for  every  form  of  action,  but  most  of  the  forms  of 
action  have  an  appropriate,  distinct,  and  fixed  general  issue.' 

fltvccml  Aeti  XiUng  Ont  Point.  —  A  rule  that  every  defense  which  cannot 

traverse    may  be  to  any  number  of  be  thus  specially  pleaded  may  be  given 

facts  making  together  a  single   point  in  evidence  upon  the  general  issue  at 

necessary    to    a    defense.      Strong  v,  the  trial.     But  the  science  of  special 

Smith,  3  Cai.  (N.  V.)  160.  pleading  having  been  frequently  per- 

SpMifto  Travarse  and  OtnaralDMiial.  —  verted  to  the  purposes  of  chicane  and 

The  general  issue  and  a  traverse  of  a  delay,  the  courts  have  of  late  in  some 

particular  allegation  cannot  be  pleaded  instances,  and  the  legislature  in  many 

at  the  same  time.    Curtiss  v,  Martin,  more,  permitted  the  general  issue  to 

TO  III.  557.  be  pleaded,   which  leaves  everything 

1.  Osbom  V,   Lovell,   36  Mich.  250;  open,  the  fact,  the  law,  and  the  equity 

Edwards  v.  Chandler,    14  Mich.  471;  of  the  case;  and  have  allowed  special 

Kinnie  v,  Owen,  x  Mich.  349;  Dudley  matter  to  be  given  in  evidence  at  the 

V,  Sumner,  5  Mass.  438;  Van  Dusen  v.  trial.    And  though  it  should  seem  as  if 

Pomeroy,  24  III.   289;    Stephen's  PI.  much  confusion  and  uncertainty  would 

(Tyler's  ed.)  168.  follow   from   so  great  a  relaxation  of 

Tha  natatory  Qenaral  Imm  is  at  least  the  strictness  anciently  observed,  yet 

a9  broad  as  that  at  the  common  law.  experience  has  shown  it  to  be  other- 

Osborn  v,  Lovell,  36  Mich.  250  [citing  wise;  especially  with  the  aid  of  a  new 

Kinnie  r.  Owen,  i  Mich.  249;  Ingalls  trial,  in  case  either  party  be  unfairly 

V.   Eaton,   25    Mich.    32;    Rawson    v.  surprised    by    the   other,"    3    Black. 

Finlay,  27  Mich.  268].  Com.  305. 

▲  Genaral   Itanial  VBdMr  ths  Gods  is  S.  In  quare  impedit  the  general  issue 

scarcely  recognizable  from  the  plea  of  it  tu  disturba   tas.      In  Jormedon  the 

the  general  issue  at  common  law,  and  general  issue   is  ne   dona  pas  or  non 

the  same  kind  of  proof  is  admissible  dedit,    Stephen's  PI.  (Tyler  s  ed.)  168. 

under   the  one  as  under   the    other.  In  SsalAetioiisittf//S9r/,  that  no  wrong 

Fairhaven  v,   Cowgill,   8  Wash.   688,  was  done,   and   nul  disseisin^   no  dis- 

€iHn/»  Griffin  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  loi  seisin,  were  general  issues.     3  Black. 

N.  Y.  348.  Com.  305, 

Th«GeB«ralI«nwIiaalHniabIa])tiniae  Aetion  with  Ho  Genaral  Ismw — Writ 

on  the  merits  and  cannot  be  stricken  of  Bight  and  Dowor.  —  There  seems  to 

out  so  as  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  be  no  general  issue,  properly  speak- 

jury.    Woolfolk  v.  Beach,  61  Ga.  67;  ing,    in    writ    of     right    and    dower. 

Jordan  v.  Carter,  60  Ga.  443;  Causey  Stephen's  PI.    (Tyler's  ed.)   168.    See 

V,  Cooper,  41  Ga.  409.  also  infra^  II.  2.  </.  (2)  (A)  Non  Est  Fac^ 

8.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Tram-  turn, 

mell,  93  Ala.  352.    See  also  citations  Scope  of  Denial.  —  The  issue  in  each 

in  preceding  note.  form  of  action   is  determined  by  the 

Origia  of  OoMral  liiiio.  —  "  Formerly  scope  of  the  denial,  and,  on  the  other 

the  general  issue  was  seldom  pleaded,  hand,  the  issue  itself  as  raised  by  the 

except  when  the  party  meant  wholly  to  denial  determines  the  relevancy  of  the 

deny  the  charge  alleged  against  him.  evidence.     It  is  not  intended  to  treat 

Bat  when    he    meant    to  distinguish  exhaustively  at  this  place  the  appropri- 

away  or  palliate  the  charge,   it  was  ateness  and  scope  of  particular  pleas 

always  usual  to  set  forth  the  particular  or  the  evidence  admissible  under  them, 

facts  in  what  is  called  a  special  plea.  For  the  general  Issue  in  particular  ac- 

which  was  originally  intended  to  ap-  tions  reference  should  be  had  to  the 

prise  the  court  and  the  adverse  party  specific  titles,  as  Accounts  and  Ac- 

of  the  nature  and  drcumsunces  of  the  counting,  vol.  i,  p.  83;  Assumpsit,  vol. 

defense,  and  to  keep  the  law  and  the  2,  p.  987;    Covenant,  vol.  5,  p.  342; 

fact  distinct.    And  it  is  an  invariable  Debt,  vol.  5,  p.  894;  Detinue,  vol.  6, 
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(b)  V<m  0«pit.  —  In  S«ptoTln  the  general  issue  is  non  cepii^  that  the 
•defendant  did  not  take.  ^ 

(o)  Von  Dotinot.  —  In  Botinno  the  general  issue  is  non  detinei^  that 
the  defendant  did  not  detain.* 

(d)  Hot  Gvilty.  —  In  Troror,  Tmpaw,  and  Omo  the  general  issue  is  not 
guilty.' 

In  TroTor  and  Tmpaw  on  fho  Omo  the  scope  of  this  general  issue  is 
very  broad,  admitting  any  defense  which  will  defeat  the  cause  of 
action.'* 

Gonoral  Inno  in  Troipaw  and  Cuo  IHitingviiliod.  —  But  there  is  held  to 

^e  an  essential  difference  between  the  scope  of  this  issue  in  tres- 
pass and  in  case.  Actions  of  trespass  are  strictijuris^  and,  there- 
fore, a  former  recovery,  release,  or  satisfaction  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue;  but  actions  on  the  case  are 
founded  on  the  justice  and  conscience  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and 
are  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity,  and  whatever  in  equity  and 
conscience  will  preclude  the  plaintiff's  recovery  may  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  general  issue.* 

(o)  Kon  Airampeit.  —  In  Aitampeit  the  general  issue  is  non  assumpsit,^ 
Spodal  and  Oononl  Aitampiit.  —  In  an  action  of  special  assumpsit 
founded  upon  an  express  promise,  non  assumpsit  originally  denied 
only  the  fact  of  the  promise,  or  that  the  promise  was  legal,  but 
in  general  assumpsit  founded  upon  an  implied  promise  the 
defendant  was  at  liberty  to  prove  all  facts  which  tended  to 
exclude  the  implication  of  the  promise. ''' 

p.  643;  Ejectment,  vol.  7,  p.  260;  Rs-  5.  Green  wait  v.  Horner,  6  S.  ft  R. 

PLEViN;   Trespass;    Trespass  on  the  (Pa.)  76;  Plowman  v.  Foster,  6  Cold w. 

Case;  Trover.    And  for  what  may  be  (Tenn.)  54;  Hall  v,  Snowhill.  14  N.  J. 

proved  thereunder    reference  may   be  L.  551.     See  also  article  Trespass. 

had  to  the  same  titles,  as  well  as  articles  6.  Carroll  v.  Com,  i  Mo.  161 ;    Ber 

treating    on    the    particular    subject-  ringer  v.  Lake  Superior  Iron  Co.,  41 

matters;    as  Awards,   vol.  3,   p.   126;  Mich.  305;  Wellsburg:  First  Nat.  Bank 

Carriers,  vol.  3,  p.  812;  Corporations,  v.   Kimberland,  16  W.  Va.  555.    See 

vol.  5,  p.  52;  Executors  and  Adminis-  also     article     Assumpsit,    vol.    2,    p. 

TRATORS,  vol.  8,  p.  650;  FALSE  IMPRISON-      987. 

ment,  vol.  8,  p.  841;   Infants,  vol.  lo,  7.  Stephen's    PI.    (Andrews's    ed.), 

p.  581;  Insane  Persons,  vol.  10,  p.  1169,  g  117.    See  article  Assumpsit,  vol.  2, 

and  so  on  throughout  this  work.  p.  1027. 

1.  Davis  V.  Calvert,  17  Ark.  85.    See  Pita  in  Spaelal  Aiwunpilt  Snlarfed.— 

also  article  Replevin.  But  later  the  liberal  view  applied  to  the 

8.  Clements  v.  Flight,   16  M.  &  W.  plea  of  non  assumpsit  in  general   as- 

42;  T    Chitty's  PI.  (z6lh  Am.  ed.)  516;  sumpsit  was  extended  to  the  plea  in 

2    Chitty's    PI.   (i6th   Am.    ed.)    728;  special  assumpsit.     Wailing  &.  Toll,  9 

Stephen's  PI.  (Tyler's  ed.)   169.     See  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  141 ;    Edson  r.  Weston, 

also  article  Detinue,  vol.  6,  p.  643.  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  278:   Wilt  v.  Ogden,  13 

S.  Wilson  V.  Clark,  4  N.  J.   L.  442.  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  56;  Stansbury  9.  Marks, 

See  also  articles  Assault  and  Bat-  4  Dall.  (Pa.)  130;    Duncan  v.  McCul- 

terv,  vol.  2,  p.  835;    Ejectment,  vol.  lough,  4  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  480;  Webster  «r. 

7,  p.  340;   Trespass;   Trespass  on  the  Woodford,  3  Day  <Conn.)  90;    Mitchell 

Case.  v.  Kingman,  5  Pick.  (Mass.)  431;  Vir- 

4.  In  Trover  the  general  issue  of  not  ginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  r.  Buck,  88  Va. 

guilty  is  said  to  admit  every  defense  517;    Vasse  v.  Smith,  6  Cranch  (U.  S.) 

-except     the     statute    of    limitations.  231,  4   Min.   Inst.,  p.  645.    See  fully 

J  Chitty's  Pi.  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  181.  article  Assumpsit,  vol.  s,  p.  1027. 
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(f)  Fil  DtlMt.  —  In  DtM  on  a  ttmplo  Oontraet  the  general  issue  is  nil 
debet, ^  This  plea  denies  that  the  defendant  owes  the  debt  at  the 
time  of  pleading,  and  this  being  the  fact  which  the  plaintiff  must 
prove,  any  matter  which  defeats  the  right  of  recovery,  though  it 
be  in  confession  and  avoidance,  may  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  plea.* 

(g)  Vnl  Tiol  Booord.  —  In  Dobt  on  Booord  the  general  issue  is  nul  tiel 
record^ 

(h)  Kon  Bit  Faetnnu  —  In  Dobt  on  flpedalty  and  in  Cortnant  the  general 
issue  is  non  est  factum.^  This  plea  denies  that  the  deed  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration  is  that  of  the  defendant,  and  admits 
proof  that  the  defendant  never  in  fact  executed  the  deed  or  that 
it  was  void  in  law  as  distinguished  from  being  merely  voidable. 
Matter  making  the  deed  merely  voidable  must  be  speciall}^ 
pleaded.* 

Vatnro  af  Oonoral  Ime.  —  While  the  plea  of  non  est  factum  is  gen- 
erally called  and  considered  a  general  issue  plea,  it  is  pointed  out 
that  in  covenant  there  is  properly  no  general  issue,*  and  the  plea 
of  non  est  factum  is  not  strictly  such,  because  it  denies  only  the 
execution.'' 

Alteration  of  Instnunont,  —  Such  a  material  alteration  of  an  instru- 
ment as  has  the  effect  of  rendering  the  instrument  void  may  be 
shown  under  the  plea  of  non  est  factum,^ 

1.  Roanoke    Grocery,    etc.,    Co.    v,  Non  est  factum  may  be  pleaded  with 

"Watkins,  41  W.  Va.  788;  McGavock  v,  notice  of  special  defense.     Bollinger  v, 

Puryear,  6  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  34;    Fidler  Thurston,  2  Mill  (S.  Car.)  447;    Law- 

V.   Hershey,  90  Pa.  St.  363;    Poole  v.  rence  v.  Dole,  11  Vt.  549. 

Vanlandingham,  i  111.  47.  Where  a  Deed  Is  Only  Indnoemmit  to 

The  Hilary  Boles  substituted  for  nil  the  Action,  and  matter  of  fact  is  its 

4i£det  the  plea  **  never  indebted."    See  foundation,  nil  debet  is  a  good  plea. 

also  article  Debt,  vol.  5,  p.  922.  See  article  Bonds,  vol.  3,  p.  664;    i 

S.  McGavock  v.  Puryear,  6  Coldw,  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  511. 

<Tenn.)  34;    Shrowders  v.    Harper,  i  6.  See  article  Covenant,  vol.  5,  p. 

Harr.  (Del.)  444;  Fidler  v.  Hershey,  qo  378. 

Pa.  St.  363;  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  7.  Reeves    v.   Forman,   26  III.   313; 

V,   Buck,   88  Va.   517;    Stephen's   PI.  Reed  v,  Hobbs,  3  III.  297;  i  Chitty  on 

{Tyler's  ed.)    173.      See    also    article  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  514. 

Debt,  vol.  5,  p.  894.  It  LeaTSs  Undenied  the  Breaches  As- 

S.  See  article  Judgments,  vol.  zi,  p.  signed,  and  for  this  reason  it  has  been 

Ji4<)etseg.  said   that  the  plea    of  covenant  per* 

4,  Stepnen's  PI.  (Tyler's  ed.)  z6q.  formed  would  be  nearer  a  general  issue 
See  articles  Bonds,  vol.  3,  p.  635;  than  any  other.  Reeves  v,  Forman,  26 
Covenant,  vol.  5,  p.  342;  Debt,  vol.  5,  111.  313.    See  article  Covenant,  vol.  5, 

p.  894.  p.  378. 

Plea  to  the  Xeriti.  —  The  plea  of  non  8.  Rudesill  v.  Jefferson  County  Ct., 

£st  factum  is  a  plea  to  the  merits,  and  85  111.  446;    Powers  v.  Ware,  2  Pick, 

cannot  be  rejected  where  the  delay  in  (Mass.)  457;   Whitmer  v.  Frye,  10  Mo. 

offering  it  is  sufficiently  accounted  for.  349;   Zeigler  v.  Sprenkle,  7  W.  &  S. 

Franklin  v.  Cox,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  448.  (Pa.)  175;    Ogle  9.  Graham,  2  P.  &  W. 

5.  See  articles  Bonds,  vol.  3,  p.  635;  (Pa.)  132;  Heath  v.  State,  14  Tex.  App. 
Covenant,  vol.  5,  p.  342;  Debt,  vol.  5,  215;  Smith  v.  U.  S.,  2  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
p.  924.  And  see  I  Tidd's  Pr.  648;  Ste-  219:  Pigot's  Case,  zi  Coke  26^.  See 
phen's  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.),  g  113.  also  article  Negotiable  Instruments, 

General  lesne  with  Fotiee  ef  Defense.  —    vol.  Z4,  p.  657. 
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Spaefaa  KoA  Est  FaetniiL  —  Circumstances  showing  that  the  instru- 
ment sued  on  is  not  the  act  of  the  party  destroy  it  for  all  pur- 
poses. The  effect  of  such  a  plea  is  to  admit  the  execution  of  the 
instrument  in  fact,  but  at  the  same  time  to  exhibit  circumstances 
showing  that  it  is  not  in  law  the  deed  of  the  party.  Such  a  plea 
is  a  special  non  est  factum.^ 

Veriiioation.  —  It  is  not  necessary  at  common  law  that  the  plea  of 
non  est  factum  should  be  verified.*  But  the  subject  is  now  gen- 
erally controlled  by  statutes,  under  which  it  is  necessary  that  such 
a  plea  should  be  sworn  to.* 

(3)  Plea  Must  Be  Appropriate  to  Action,  —  Pleas  of  the  general 
issue,  as  above  enumerated,  cannot  be  indiscriminately  used,  but 
each  must  be  confined  to  the  particular  form  of  action  to  which 
it  is  appropriate.* 

0«ntral  Denial.  —  In  Fairhaven  v.  case  in  bar  did  not  faU  under  the  doc- 
Co  wgUl,  8  Wash.  686,  it  was  held  that,  trine  that  if  a  material  alteration  ap- 
in  analogy  to  the  general  issue  of  non  peared  upon  the  face  of  an  instrument 
est  factum  at  common  law,  a  general  the  burden  of  explaining  it  was  upon 
denial  was  sufficient  to  reach  an  objec-  the  party  claiming  under  the  special 
tion  of  the  alteration  of  a  bond  sued  on.  plea  setting  up  an  alteration   nor  ap- 

SpedalPlaa  —  Vorifioation.— In  Heath  pearing  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 

V.  State,  14  Tex.  App.  2x5,  it  was  held  ment;    Burgess  v,  Lloyd,  7  Md.   178. 

that  a  special  plea  setting  up  altera-  But  where  the  alteration  appears  upon 

tions  in  the  bond  was  not  a  plea  of  non  the  face  of  the  instrument  the  burden 

est  factum;  that  under  a  plea  of  ncn  est  of  proof  is  not  shifted,  it  seems,  by  this 

/a^/tfm,  only  the  execution  of  the  deed  special    manner    of    setting    up  such 

was  denied,  and  the  defendant  cannot  alteration.     Brown  v,  Colquitt,  73  Ga« 

deny  its  validity  in  point  of  law;  and  59;  Hill  v,  Nelms,  86  Ala.  442. 

that,  therefore,  such  a  special  plea  was  8.  Tindal  v.  Bright,  Minor  (Ala.)  103; 

not  such  a  pleading  as  under  the  stat-  Evans  v.  Southern  Turnpike   Co.,   18 

ute  in  Texas  is  required  to  be  verified  Ind.    Z02.    See  also  generally  article 

by  the  oath  of  the  party  pleading  it  Verification. 

where  such  party  denies  the  execution  S.  Tindal  v.  Bright,  Minor  (Ala.)  105; 

of  the    instrument    in    writing    upon  Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Gilmer,  85  Ala. 

which  the  pleading  is  founded.  422;  McFarland  v.  State  Bank,  4  Ark. 

1.  Denial  of  Authority  to  Execute  Initrn-  44;    Fowler  v.   Bender,  18  Ark.  262; 

ment.  —  A  plea  averring  a  want  of  au-  Evans  v.  Southern  Turnpike  Co.,   18 

thority  on   the  part  of  town    officers.  Ind.  Z02;  Riley  v,  Harkness,  2  Blackf. 

executing  a  bond  is  held  to  be  a  denial  (Ind.)  34;  Ferrand  v.  Walker,  5  Blackf. 

of  the  legal  existence  of  the  bond  and  (Ind.)    424;     Barber    v.    Summers,    5 

amounts   to  a  special  plea  of  non  est  Blackf.  (Ind.)  339;    Neely  v,  Chinn,  8 

factum,     Hudson  v.  Winslow  Tp.,  35  Blackf.   (Ind.)  84;     Merkle  v.    Bolles, 

N.  J.  L.  444,  holding  that  where  such  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  288.    See  also  articles 

circumstances  exist  the  defense  can  be  Answers  in  Code  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p. 

raised  either  by  the  general  or  special  777;  Negotiable  Instruments,  vol.  14, 

non  est  factum;  Johl  v,  Fernberger,  10  p.  590;  Verification. 

Heisk.  (Tenn.)  39;    Fowler  v.  Bender,  EffiMt     of     Omitting     AAdayit.  — la 

18  Ark.  262.  Snowden   z/.   McDaniel,  7  Mo.  313,  it 

Difbrence  as  to  Burden  of  Proof.  —  A  was  held  that  non  est  factum  need  not 

general  plea  of  non  est  factum  includes  be  sworn  to  except  for  the  purpose  of 

every  possible  special  plea.     The  latter  admitting   the  defense  of  a  denial  of 

limits  the  denial  to  some  special  mat-  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  the 

ter,  and  in  such  a  case  the  burden  of  omission  of  the  affidavit  merely  reliev- 

proof    is   on   the  defendant.     Johl   v.  ing  the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of 

Fernberger,  10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  39;  Car-  proving  the  execution, 

ter   V.  Turner,  5   Sneed  (Tenn.)   183;  4.  Cunyus  v.  Guenther,  96  Ala,  564; 

Brown  v.  Phelon,  2  Swan  (Tenn.)  630,  Mauldin  r.  Branch  Bank,  2  Ala.  502; 

wherein  the  court  pointed  out  that  the  Davis  v,  Calvert,  17  Ark.  85;    Heaton 

546  Volume  XVI. 


Pleas  to  tlie  Aetion.  PLEA  S  AT  LA  W.     ConfonioA  and  AToldaiiof« 

e.  Special  Traverse  —  Absque  Hoc.  —  A  special  traverse 
consists  of  a  statement  of  new  matter  amounting  to  an  argu« 
mentative  denial  of  facts  adversely  alleged,  as  an  affirmative 
inducement  to  a  specific  traverse  of  some  allegation  in  the  plead- 
ing opposed  to  it.*     It  consists  of  an  affirmative  not  compatible 

V.  Myers,  4  Colo.   59;    Craft  v.   Ken-  cause  under  the  issues  presented  went 

drick,  39  Fla.  90:  San  ford  v.  Cloud,  17  against  him   to  object  tor  such  infor- 

Fla.  532;  Sammis  t^.Wightman,  31  Fla.  mality.     Moore  v,  Leseur,  iS  Ala.  6o6. 

10:  Lamb  v.  Holmes,  60  111.  497;  Hin-  The  same  ruling  was  made  where  nil 

ton  V,  Husbands,  4  111.  187;  Harlow  v.  debet  was  pleaded  to  an  action  of  debt 

Bos  well,  15  111.  56;  Bradford  v,  Ross,  3  on  a  judgment.     Meyer  v.  M'Lean,  x 

Bibb.  (Ky.)  238;  Scott  v,  Colmesnil,  7  J.  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  509. 

J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  4^6;    Hoover  «/.  Hays,  De&et  Kot   Cured  by   Vwdiot.  —  Non 

5   Mo.  125;    Gebhart  t'.  Francis,  32  Pa.  Arj«imr/ji/cannot  be  pleaded  in  an  action 

St.  l%\  Lynn  v,  Glidwell,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  sounding  in  tort,  and  where  issue  and 

I;    Standard   Loan,   etc.,    Ins.   Co.   v.  verdict  follow  such  a  plea  the  defect  is 

Thornton,  97  Tenn.  i;  Richmond,  etc.,  not  cured  by  verdict.     Pleas  which  are 

Land,  etc.,  Co.  v.  West  Point,  94  Va.  bad  on   demurrer   because   wrong  in 

668;  Garland  v,  Davis,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  form  may  be  cured  by  verdict  if  they 

131;  Sneed  v,  Wister,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  contain  enough  in  substance  to  put  all 

690.  material   parts  of  the  declaration    in 

Illiistratioiis.  —  Non  est  factum   is    a  issue,  otherwise  they  cannot  be  cured, 

bad  plea  in  an  action  on  a  simple  con-  Garland  v,  Davis,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  131. 

tract.    Gebhart  v,  Francis,  32  Pa.  St.  Inappropriate  Plea  Disregarded. — 

78;    Windsor  v.    Hallett,   97   111.  207;  Where  i»^»  orxMmt/ji/ and  not  guilty  are 

Lamb  v.  Holmes,  60  III.  497.     But  see,  pleaded  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the 

where  the  general  issues  may  be  sworn  plea  of  not  guilty  may  be  regarded  as 

to,   article   Negotiablb  Instruments,  a  nullity  after  verdict.    Ship  Milwaukie 

vol.  14,  p.  347.  f .  Hale,  i  Dougl.  (Mich.)  306. 

So  non  assumpsit  is  not  a  good  plea  OenfMrmlty  to  Count.  — ;  Where  a  count 

in   debt.     Harlow  v.   Boswell,  15  III.  in  case  and  one  in  trespass  were  joined, 

56;    Hoover  v.  Hays,  5  Mo.  125;  Van  it  was  held  that  it  is  irregular  to  plead 

Vechten  v.  Cowell,  i  Hill  (N.  Y.)203;  one  general  issue  to  both,  and  that  if 

Lancaster  v,   Lancaster,   29   III.  App.  the  plea  is  framed  in  case  it  will  be 

510.  taken   to  apply  only   to  the  count  in 

And  nil  debet  \%  not  proper  in  an  ac-  case.     Truax  v,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co., 

tion  on  a  specialty.     Bradford  v.  Ross,  58  N.  J.  L.  218. 

3  Bibb  (Ky.)  238;  Scott  v.  Colmesnil,  7  Waiver  of  Want  of  Bole  to  Plead.  — 

J.  ].  Marsh.  (Ky.)  416.  Though  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit  is  not  a 

The  Gharaeter  of  a  Bait  is  determined  good  plea  to  an  action  of  debt,  it  is  a 

by  the  declaration  and  not  by  the  plea,  waiver  of  want  of  a  regular  rule  to 

Thus  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit  to  a  decla-  plead,  and  will  enable  the  plaintifif  to 

ration  in  trespass  would  not  change  the  sign  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea, 

character  of  the  suit  ox  convert  it  into  Perry  v,  Fisher,  6  East  549,  citing  Lock- 

an  action  of  assumpsit.     Lyon  v.  Mot-  hart  v,  Mackreth^  5  T.  R.  661. 

tnsc,  19  Ala.  463.  1.  Finley  ».  Woodruff,  8   Ark.   328; 

DefiBMit  Cured  \ij  Verdiet.  —  Where  a  Fox  v,  Nathans,  32  Conn.  348;  Smith 

plea  of  nil  debet  "wsls  pleaded  in  an  ac-  r.   Frazier,   53  Pa.  St.  226;    U.   S.    v» 

tion  of  indebitatus  assumpsit y  it  was  held  Hunter,  4  Mackey  (D.  C.)  531. 

that  the  defect  was  cured  by  verdict  Illustrations.  —  *' A  special  traverse  in 

and   that  the    appellate  court    would  its  simplest  form  is  not  very  unlike 

treat  the  plea  as  if  it  had  been  non  as-  some  of  the  Eastern  forms  of  speech 

sumpsit.    Smith  v,  Townsend,  21  W.  found  in  the  Holy  Scriptures:  '  Thou 

Va.  486.  shalt  die  and  not  live; '  *  He  shall  see 

Where  nil  debet  was  pleaded   to  a  for  himself  and  not  another.*  "     Day 

count  on  an  instrument  under  seal,  it  v,  Essex  County  Bank,  13  Vt.  97. 

was  held  that  the  plea  might  be  con-  EJEset  of  Failure  to  Plead.  —  Wbere  the 

ceded  to  be  bad,  but  as  the  plaintiff  only  plea  to  a  declaration  in  covenant 

took  issue  upon  it  without  objection  was  '*  covenants  performed,"  this  ad- 

and  went  to  trial,  he  treated  it  as  a  mits  the  plaintiff's  narr.    The  defense 

legal  plea,  and  it  was  too  late  after  the  rests  not  on  the  failure  of  the  perform. 
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with  the  adversary's  former  pleading,  and  a  negative  in  direct 
contradiction  to  it.* 

The  Induoaieiit  Cannot  Bo  TraTonod  or  Gonfonod  and  AToided,  under  the 
general  rule  applicable  to  all  good  traverses.  There  cannot  be  a 
traverse  upon  a  good  traverse,  nor  can  there  be  a  confession  and 
avoidance  upon  a  good  traverse,  but  issue  must  be  taken  upon  it.* 

/.  Confession  and  Avoidance  —  Special  Pleading.  —  As 

has  been  shown,  a  defendant,  if  he  pleads  to  the  merits,  must 
traverse,  or  he  must  plead  specially,  that  is,  confess  and  avoid,^ 
by  setting  up  matter  precedent  which  shows  that  the  plaintiff 
never  had  a  cause  of  action,  called  an  avoidance  in  law,  or  matter 
subsequent  which  discharges  the  cause  of  action,  called  an  avoid- 
ance in  fact.* 

VaooMity  for  Speoial  Plea.  —  Whenever  the  defense  consists  of  such 
matters  —  in  other  words,  matters  which  are  not  denied  by  the 
general  issue  and  the  proof  of  which  does  not  rest  primarily  upon 
the  plaintiff,*  or  are  not  proper  for  a  specific  traverse  •  —  they 

ance  by  the  plaintiff,  but  on  the  per-  erse  must  go  to  a  material  point  which 

formance  by  the  defendant.     Had  the  will  try  the  merits  of  the  cause.     State 

addition    of    absque    hoc    appeared,    a  v,  Chrisman,  2  Ind.  129. 

different  result  would  have  followed.  2.  State   v,   Chrisman,   2    Ind.   130; 

Zents  V.  Legnard,  70  Pa.  St.  194.  Prosser  v.   Woodward,  21   Wend.  (N. 

1.  Indiroct  Donialin  Indnooment.  —  An  Y.)  205;  Stephen's  PI.  (Tyler  s  ed.)  197- 

inducement  of  a  special   traverse  can  199.     See  also  article  Replication. 

properly  be  of  no  other  nature  than  an  ^material  Spedal  Traverse.  —  Where 

indirect  denial.     Hubbard   v.   Mutual  the  special  traverse  is  upon  an  imma- 

Reserve  Fund  L.  Assoc,  80  Fed.  Rep.  terial  point  it  may  be  disregarded,  and 

684;    Stale  V.  Chrisman,    2    Ind.    126;  in  such  a  case  the  inducement  may  be 

Finley  v.  Woodruff,  8  Ark.  328.  traversed.     Benner  «/.  Elliott,  5  Blackf. 

Replioatlon  to  Bad  Plea.  —  In  Day  v,  (Ind.)  451;    Breck  v.  Blanchard,  20  N. 

Essex  County  Bank,   13  Vt.   102,   the  H.  323;    King  v.  Bolton,  i  Stra.   117; 

special  inducement  of  the  traverse  and  Richardson  v.  Orford,  2   H.   Bl.  182; 

the  negative  or  absque  hoc  clause,  in-  Thrale  v,  London,  i  H.  Bl.  376. 

stead  of  being  one  the  affirmative  and  When  the  Indactment  Ii  a  Saffldeat 

the  other  the   negative  of    the  same  Aniw«r  in  itself  the  plea  is  good  with- 

proposition,  were  wholly   independent  out  the  absque  hoc^  and  the  latter  may 

of  each  other,  and  upon  a  demurrer  to  be  disregarded  as  surplusage.     In  such 

a  replication  thereto  it  was  held  that  a  case  the  inducement  cannot  be  trav- 

the  replication  was  good  enough  for  a  ersed.     State  v.  Chrisman,  2  Ind.  126; 

bad  plea.  Anonymous,   3  Salk.   353;    Huish    c. 

Baffioienoy.  —  Generally  each   part  of  Philips,  Cro.  Eliz.  754. 

such  a  plea,  that  is,  the  inducement  Where  the  inducement  is  a  direct 

and  the  special  traverse  or  absque  hoc^  denial  it  is  good  without  \Xi<t  absque  hoc^ 

is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  plea  the  objection  being  one  of  form,  but  at 

as    a    whole.     If    the    inducement    is  common  law  such  a  plea  would  be  bad 

faulty  in  an^  respect,  as,  for  example,  upon  demurrer.     Finley  v.  Woodruff, 

in  not  containing  a  sufficient  answer  in  8  Ark.  328. 

substance,  or  ingit^ingan  answer  by  Absque  Hoe  Complete  Aoiwer.  —  Where 

way  of  direct  denial  or  by  way  of  con-  the  absque  hoc  is  a  complete  answer  in 

fession  or  avoidance,  the  opposite  parly  itself,  it  is  held  that  the  inducement  is 

may    demur    to    the   whole    traverse,  surplusage  and   cannot  be  traversed. 

Finley  v.  Woodruff,  8  Ark.   328.     See  Thorn  v.  Shering,  Cro.  Car.  586. 

-also  the  next  succeeding  note.  8.  See   supra^    II.    2.  a.  Necessity  0/ 

The  Indnoement  Must  Be,  iu  Suhotanee,  One  Form. 

a  SuAdent  Answer  to  the  declaration,  4.  i  Tidd's  Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.)  643. 

though  not  a  direct  denial  nor  yet  a  6.  See  supra,  II.  2.  d,  (i)  Nature. 

confession  and  avoidance,  and  the  trav-  6.  See  supra,  IL  2.  c.  Special  Traverse, 
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must  be  specially  pleaded.^ 

sututorj  DotaM.  —  Where  a  defense  is  statutory,  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  must  be  observed  in  pleading  it.* 

g.  Special  Plea  Amounting  TO  General  Issue  —  (i)  Rule 
Against.  —  Bearing  in  mind  that  the  general  issue  denies  every 
fact  the  proof  of  which  rests  primarily  upon  the  plaintiff,  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  a  special  plea  setting  up  such  matter  is  bad  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue,'  unless  by  statute  the  rule  is 

1.  Delaware,  —  Easton    v.    Jones,    I  of  the  general  issue  so  as  to  give  the 

Harr.  (Del.)  433,  note  a\    Reading  v.  defendant  the  right  to  open  and  close. 

State,  I  Harr.  (Del.)  190.  Carpenter  v.  Joliet  First  Nat.  Bank,  119 

Florida,  —  Ferguson    v.    Porter,    3  111.  352.    Sec  articles  Arguments  of 

Fla.  27.  Counsel,  vol.   2,  p.  698;    Open    and 

Illinois,  —  Cleveland   v.  Skinner,  56  Close,  vol.  15,  p.  181. 

111.  500;   Carpenter  v.  Joliet  First  Nat.  Votiee  ttf  Defenia  and  Britf  Statomeiit 

Bank,  119  111.  352;    Mount  v,  Scholes,  — Spedal  Pleading  Aboliilied. —  In  some 

lao  111.  394.  states   special    pleading  is  abolished, 

Indiana.  —  Payton  v,  Secur,  4  Ind.  and  what  is  called  a  brief  statement  of 

645;    Hubler  v.   Pullen,   9    Ind.   273;  special  matter  of  defense,  or  the  general 

Brown  v.  Perry,  14  Ind.  32;    Page  v,  issue  with  notice  of  special  defenses,  is 

Prentice,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  322.  substituted.  See  article  Notice  or  Brief 

Massachusetts,  —  Blanchard  v.  Wild,  Statement  of  Defense,  vol.  14,  p.  1074; 

1  Mass.  342;  Martin  v.  Woods,  6  Mass.  Patents,  ante^  p.  i. 

6;     Ayer    r.    Spring,    10     Mass.    80;  Pleas  in  Bar,  —  The  statute  In  AfntW 

Thayer  v.  Brewer,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  2x9.  (Act   1831,   c.    514)  abolishing  special 

New  Jersey. — Todd  v,  Jackson,  26  pleading  was   held    to  be   limited    to 

N.  J.  L.   525;    Hetfield  v.  Central  R.  pleas  in  bar.    Gordanc/.  Peirce,  11  Me. 

Co.,  29  N.  J.  L.  571;  Cook  V.  Barkley,  215. 

2  N.  J.  L.  Z56;  Carson  v.  Wilson,  11  N.  Special  Pleading  Voluntarily  Adopted, 
J,  L.  43.  —  Such  a  statute  has  been  held  not  to 

Pennsylvania,  —  Bellas  v.  Hays,  5  S.  ^o  so  far  as  to  render  special  pleading 

&  R.  (Pa.)  427;    Johnson  v.  Kerr,  i  S.  ipso  jure  void  where  the  parties  have 

&  R.  (Pa.)  25.  voluntarily    adopted    that    system    of 

Tennessee,  —  Blair  v,  Cofifman,  2  pleading  and  without  objection  pro- 
Overt.  (Tenn.)  176.  ,  ceeded   to  trial.     Wales    v,    Lyons,   2 

Vermont,  —  Seaver  v.  Wilder,  68  Vt.  Mich.  279. 

423.  Notice  of  Defense  and  Special  Pleading 

United  States,  —  Thomas  v.  Page,  3  at  Same  Time,  —  A  part^  cannot  plead 

McLean  (U.  S.)  167;    Barrows  v.  Car-  specially   and  give  notice  of    special 

penier,  i  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  204.  matters  of  defense  at  the  same  time. 

See  article  Confession  and  Avoid-  Brocaw  v.  Marlatt,  8  N.  J.  L.  89;  Gil- 

ANCE,  vol.  4,  p.  664.  more  v.  Nowland,  26  111.  200.     See  arti- 

Pica  Ineapabto  oif  Teehnkal  Detigna-  cle  Notice  or  Brief  Statement  of  De- 

tion.  —  A    state  of  facts  may  be    set  fense,  vol.  14,  p.  1074. 

forth  in  a  special  plea,  sufficient  to  bar  2.  Anderson  v.  Jacobson,  66  111.  522, 

the   action,  though   the   plea  be  inca-  wherein  this  rule  was  applied  to  the 

pable  of  being  designated  by  any  tech-  defense  that  the  note  sued  on  was  pro- 

nical  name  known  in  the  law.     Bonaffe  cured    by   fraud    and    circumvention. 

V.  Woodberry.  12  Pick.  (Mass.)  456.  See  also  article  Equitable  Defenses, 

AH  Xattan  in  DIsdharge.  —  Sometimes  vol.  7,  p.  799. 

by  statute  all  matters  which  go  in  dis-  8.  Arkansas,  —  Davis  v,  Calvert,   17 

charge  of  any  action  must  be  pleaded.  Ark.  85. 

Parker  v.  Lowell,  11  Gray  (Mass.)  353.  Connecticut.  —  Allen  v.  New  Haven, 

fltipiilation  —  Oen«ralIimia  to  Stand  for  etc.,  Co.,  49  Conn.  243. 

Apodal  Floa.  —  Where  it  is  stipulated  Illinois.  —  Cook  v.  Scott,  6  III.  333; 

that  the  defendant  may  show  under  the  Abrams     v.     Pomeroy,    13     111.    133; 

general   issue  any   matters   which  he  Quincy  t^.  Warfield,  25  111.  317;  Quincy 

could  have  shown  under  special  pleas,  v.  Chapman,  25  111.  283;    Knoebel  v. 

this  does  not  make  a  special  plea  out  Kircher,  33  III.  308;  Illinois  Cent.  R. 
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abrogated.  * 

Soopo  of  Bnlo.  —  The  rule  does  not  mean  that  a  defendant  is  pre- 
cluded from  pleading  special  matters  which  may  be  shown  in  evi- 
dence under  the  general  issue,  but  only  such  of  said  matters  as 
amount  to  the  general  issue,  that  is,  which  the  plaintiff  must 
prove.'    A  plea  cannot  be  said  to  amount  to  the  general  issue 

Co.  V.  Johnson,  34  lU.  389;  Manny  v.  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Laffertys,  14  Giatt.  (Va.) 

Rixford,  44  lU.  129;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  478. 

V.   Blakeman,  54  lU.  201 ;  McCord  v,  IVgs/    Virginia,  —  Merchants',    etc.. 

Mechanics'    Nat.    Bank,    84    111.    49;  Bank  v,   Evans,   9  W.  Va.  373;   Van 

Wadhams  v.  Swan,  Z09  111.  46;  Mosher  Winkle  v.  Blackford,  28  W.  Va.  670. 

V,    Rogers,    117   111.    446;    Bradley  v.  United  States. — Vowell  v.   Lyles,   I 

People,  21  111.  App.  78;    Edwards  v,  Cranch  (C.  C.)  329;  Van  Ness  v.  For« 

School    Trustees,    30  111.    App.    528;  rest,   8  Cranch  (U.  S.)  30;    Dibble  v. 

Travelers'    Preferred    Ace.    Assoc,  v.  Duncan,  2  McLean  (U.  S.)  553;  Curtis 

Moore,  38  111.  App.  634.  v.   Central   R.  Co.,  6  McLean  (U.  S.) 

Indiana.  —  Payton  o.  Secur,  4  Ind.  401 ;    Liter  v.  Green,  2  Wheat.  (U.  S. 

645;  Jones  V.  Blane,    5   Blackf.  (Ind.)  306. 

28;  Crookshank  v,  Kellogg,  8  Blackf.  England,  —  Brind  v.   Dale,   2  M.  & 

(Ind.)  256;  Jackson  v,  Yandes,  7  Blackf.  W.  775. 

(Ind.)  526.  Fotios  of    DetaiM.  —  The  same  rule 

Maryland,  —  Spencer    v.   Patten,  84  applies  when  a  notice  of  defense  or 

Md.  414.  brief  statement,  which,  under  the  stat- 

Massachusetts.  —  Martin  v.  Woods,  6  ute,  takes  the  place  of  a  special  plea, 

Mass.  6;  Thayer  v.   Brewer,  15  Pick,  amounts  to  the  general  issue.     Corthell 

(Mass.)  217;    Gardner  v,   Webber,    17  v.  Holmes,  87  Me.  24;  U.  S.  v.  Stone, 

Pick.  (Mass.)  407.  106  U.  S.  525.    See  also  article  Notice 

Mississippi,  —  Anderson  v.  Patrick,  7  or  Brief  Statement  of  Defense,  voL 

How.  (Miss.)  347;  Bingham  v.  Sessions,  14,  p.  1074. 

6  Smed.   &   M.  (Miss.)  13;    Moore  v,  1.  Abby  v,  Ferguson,  i  T.  B.  Mon. 

McKie,    5   Smed.   &   M.   (Miss.)    238;  (Ky.)  100;  Surlott  v,  Beddow,  3  T.  B. 

Green  v,  McCarroU,  24  Miss.  427.  Mon.  (Ky.)   109.      See  also   Davis  v. 

New  Jersey,  —  Camp  v.  Allen,  12  N.  Calvert,  17  Ark.  85. 

J.   L.   i;    Little   v,   BoUes,   12  N.  J.  L.  8.  Maggort  v,   Hansbarger,  8  Leigh 

171;  Phillips  V,  Phillips,  21  N.  J.  L.  42.  (Vk,)  532;  Thayer  v.  Brewer,  15  Pick. 

New  York,  —  Wheeler  v.  Curtis,  11  (Mass.)  219;  Castner  v,  Styer,  23  N.  J. 

Wend.    (N.    Y.)    653;     Underwood    v,  L.  236. 

Campbell,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  78;  Ken-  In  Carr  v,  Hinchliff,  4  B.  &  C.  547, 

nedy  v.  Strong,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  289;  10  E.  C.  L.  408,  it  was  said  that  there 

Auburn  Bank  v.  Weed,  19  Johns.  (N.  are  instances  in  which  a  defendant  has 

Y.)  300;  Richards  v.  Cuyler,  2  Hall  (N.  the  option  of  giving  his  defense  in  evi- 

Y.)2oi.  dence    under     the    general    issue    or 

Ohio,  —  State  v.  Daily,  14  Ohio  91.  putting  it  on  the  record,  and  those  in- 

Pennsylvania,  —  McElroy  v.  Railroad  stances  are  said   to  be  (i)  where  the 

Co..   7   Phila.   (Pa.)  206:    Callicott  v,  right  of  action  is  confessed  and  avoided 

Freeman,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  209,    31  Leg.  by  matter  ex  post  facto,  e,  g„  by  a  plea 

Int.  (Pa.)  204;  Scotesbury  V.  Insurance  of  payment,   accord  and  satisfaction, 

Co.,  q  Phila.  (Pa.)  210,   31  Leg.   Int.  and  the  like,  and  (2)  where  the  plea 

(Pa.)  204.  does  not  deny  the  declaration,  but  an- 

Vermont,  —  State  University  v,  Bax-  swers  it  by  matter  of  law.     Kimball  v, 

ter,  42  Vt.  99;  Kimball  v,  Boston,  etc.,  Boston,  etc..  R.  Co.,  55  Vt.  95. 

R.  Co.,   55  Vt.  95,  13  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Blaekstona    says:    "  It  is  a   rule  of 

Cas.  55;  Potter  v.  Stanley,  i  D.  Chip,  pleading  that  no  man  be  allowed  to 

(Vt.)  243.  plead  specially  such  a  plea  as  amounts 

Virginia.  —  Baltimore,   etc.,  R.  Co.  only  to  the  general  issue,  or  a  total  de- 

V.   Whittington.    30  Gratt.   (Va.)  805;  nial  of  the  charge;  but  in  such  case  he 

Baltimore,  etc.,    R.   Co.   v,    Polly,    14  shall   be  driven   to  plead  the  general 

Gratl.  (Va.)  447;    Crews   v.   Farmers'  issue   in   terms;    whereoy   the    whole 

Bank,  31  Gratt.  (Va.)  351;  Baltimore,  question   is    referred   to    a    jury."    3 
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where  it  does  not  specially  set  up  matter  which  the  plaintiff  would 
be  bound  to  prove  if  the  general  issue  were  pleaded.*  And  it 
has  been  held  that  it  is  not  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
special  plea  that  the  general  issue  is  preferred,  but  because  the 
former  tends  to  swell  the  record.* 

Oremiliiig  Spedal  Plea  When  General  Ime  Ii  Tiled.  —  When  the  general 
issue  is  filed  together  with  a  special  plea  setting  up  matter  avail- 
able under  the  general  issue,  the  court  may  reject  the  special 
plea.* 

Black.  Com.  309.  See  also  Bacon's  been  inquired  into  by  a  jury  under  the 
Abridgment,  Pleas  and  Pleadings,  G.  plea,  oi  non^sf /actum,  the  court  hoiding 
3;  Com.  Dig.,  Pleader,  £.  14;  Co.  Litt.  that  the  only  reason  assigned  in  the 
303^.  books  why  the  treneral  issue  must  be 
Performaaoe  of  Condition  Preeedent. —  pleaded  in  preference  to  the  special 
In  assumpsit  and  special  agreement  plea  was  not  for  the  insufficiency  of  the 
where  the  right  of  action  depends  upon  plea,  but  because  the  plea  in  bac  tended 
a  condition  precedent,  the  performance  to  swell  the  record,  observing  further 
of  which  is  alleged  in  the  declaration,  that  though  the  plea  in  bar  concluded 
the  defendant  may,  instead  of  pleading  to  the  court,  yet  the  plaintiff  was 
the  general  issue,  deny  the  performance  abridged  of  no  right  by  it,  for  he  might 
of  the  condition.  Dewees  v.  Manhattan  traverse  the  fact  alleged  in  bar,  and 
Ins.  Co.,  34  N.  J.  L.  253.  this  would  draw  the  bond  to  the  con- 
Payment.  —  In  McCord  v.  Mechanics'  sideration  of  the  jury. 
Nat.  Bank,  84  111.  49,  it  was  said  that  Liberality  of  Constmotion.  —  When  it 
"  payment  (and  perhaps  some  other  de-  is  considered  that  it  is  to  the  advantage 
fenses  which  may  be  given  in  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  defense  should 
under  the  general  issue)  may  be  be  specifically  set  out  in  a  special  plea 
pleaded  specially:  but  this  is  excep-  the  court  will  not  be  astute  in  discover- 
tional."  See  also  article  Payment,  ing  or  inventing  technical  reasons  to 
anie,  p.  164.  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  benefit  of 
Coverture.  —  In  assumpsit  coverture  such  a  plea.  Lycoming  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
may  be  pleaded  specially  or  given  in  Wright,  55  Vt.  526. 
evidence  under  the  general  issue.  8.  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carrugi,  41  Ga. 
Streeter  v.  Streeter,  43  111.  155.  660;  Travelers'  Preferred  Ace.  Assoc. 
In  an  Action  on  the  Case  matters  in  v.  Moore,  58  111.  App.  634;  Brown  v. 
justification  or  excuse  may  be  proved  Point  Pleasant,  36  W,  Va.  290:  Fire 
under  the  general  issue  or  specially  Assoc,  v.  Hogwood,  82  Va.  342  [citing 
pleaded.  Collins  v,  Bilderback,  5  Crews  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  31  Gratt. 
Harr.  (Del.)  133.  (Va.)  349;    Baltimore,   etc.,   R.  Co.  v. 

1.  White  V.  Clayes,  32  111.  325:  Page  Whittington,  30  Gratt.  (Va.)  805;  Balti- 
V.  Prentice,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  322;  more,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Polly,  14  Gratt. 
Thayer  v.  Brewer,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  219;  (Va.)  453]. 

Reed  v,  Windsor  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  ^     Evidenoe     Admissible    under    General 

Co.,  54  Vt.  413;  Lycoming  F.  Ins.  Co.  'issue. —  Where   a  special    plea   is   re- 

z\  Wright,  55  Vt.  526;  Thomas  v.  Page,  jected  and  the  matter  set  up  by  it  is 

3  McLean  (U.  S.)  167;  Smart  v,  Hyde,  admissible   under   the  general    issue, 

8  M.  &  W.  723.  evidence  thereof  may  be  admitted  un- 

Where  StricUy  Vo  General  Israe  —  Cov-  der    the    latter.     Levy    v.   Gadsby,   3 

enant.  —  See  article  Covenant,  vol.  5,  Cranch  (U.  S.)  180. 

p.  377.  Withdrawal  of  General  Issue.  —  If  a 

2.  Davis  V,  Cole,  i  Tyler  (Vt.)  262,  general  denial  is  withdrawn  after  a 
wherein  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  a  demurrer  lo  a  special  plea  is  sustained, 
bail  bond  dated  January,  1799,  and  the  the  fact  of  the  withdrawal  should  not 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  bond  was  be  allowed  in  any  way  to  affect  the  rul- 
in  fact  executed  November  I,  1800,  but  ing,  and,  therefore,  if  at  the  time  the 
was  antedated  to  January.  1799.  ^^  ruling  was  made  a  general  denial  was 
was  held  that  this  was  as  good  as  a  part  of  the  pleading  in  the  cause  sus- 
pleading  mm  est  factum^  over  the  con-  tained,  a  demurrer  to  a  special  answer 
tention  that  the  matter  should  have  because    the    fact    specially    pleaded 
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(2)  Matters  in  Mitigation,  —  Matters  in  mitigation  of  damages 
merely-  should  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  as  by 
that  plea  the  defendant  puts  upon  the  plaintiff  not  only  the  proof 
of  his  injury,  but  also  the  proof  of  its  extent.* 

(3)  Manner  of  Raising  Objection  —  SpeeUl  Dmurrer.  —  The  man- 
ner of  objecting  to  a  plea  that  amounts  to  the  general  issue  is  not 
uniform^  Under  the  common-law  practice  a  special  plea  amount- 
ing to  the  general  issue  is  defective  in  form  and  can  be  objected 
to  only  by  special  demurrer,*  and  cannot  be  raised  on  general 
demurrer.  • 

Xotion  toikrUM,  —  In  some  cases,  however,  a  motion  to  strike  out 

could  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  Mass.  459;  Smith  v.  Commercial  Bank, 

general    denial    could    not    be    made  6  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  83;  Allen  v.  Cro- 

erroneous    by  the   withdrawal  of  the  foot,   7  Cow.   (N.   Y.)  46;    Pendleion 

general  denial.    Sluyter  v.  Union*Cent.  County  v.  Amy,  13  V^all.  (U.  S.)  297; 

L.  Ins.  Co.,  3  Ind.  App.  312.  Brind  v.  Dale,  2  M.  &  W.  775.    See 

But  in  Hippach  v.  Makeever,  166  111.  also  Stotesbury   v.   Insurance   Co.,  9 

136,  it  was  held  that  upon  sustaining  a  Phila.  (Pa.)  210,  31  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  204; 

demurrer  to  a  special  plea  with  leave  CalHcott    v.  Freeman,  9   Phila.    (Pa.) 

to  show  under  the  general  issue  any.  209,  31  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  204;  McElroy  v, 

thing  which  could  have   been  shown  Railroad     Co.,    7     Phila.    (Pa.)    206; 

under  the  special  plea,  the  court  may  Richelieu   Hotel   Co.  v.   International 

permit  the  withdrawal  of  the  general  Military  Encampment  Co.,  140  111.  248; 

issue,  and   the  defendant   may  there-  Abrams  v,  Pomeroy,  13  III.  134;  Mc- 

upon  assign  error  upon  the  action  of  Cord  v.  Mechanics*  Nat.  Bank,  S4  111. 

the  court  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  49;  Sluyter  v.  Union  CenL  L.  Ins.  Co., 

the  special  plea.  3  Ind.  App.  312;  State  v.  Daily,  14  Ohio 

ttipulation.  —  Where  the  parties  stip-  91 ;  Kennedy  v.  Strong,  10  Johns.  (N. 

ulate    that    the  defense   which  could  Y.)  289:  Corthell  v.  Holmes,  87  Me.  24; 

properly  be  set  up  by  special   pleas  Thomas  v.   Page.   3   McLean  (U.  S.) 

might  be  introduced  under  the  general  167. 

issue,  the  case  stands  in  the  same  con-        The  Plaintiff  Xust  Demur  or  Join  Iwno 

dition  as  though  the  general  issue  and  on  the  material  facts  raised  by  the  plea, 

special  pleas  properly  presenting  such  McElroy  v.  Railroad  Co.,  7  Phila.  (Pa.) 

defense  had  been  pleaded.     Richelieu  206. 

Hotel  Co.  V.  International  Military  8.  Rake  v.  Pope,  7  Ala.  161;  Cush- 
EncamomentCo.,  140  III.  248;  Carpen-  man  v.  Hayes,  46  111.  155;  Wadhams 
ter  V.  joliet  First  Nat.  Bank,  119  III.  v.  Swan.  109  111.  54;  Lair  v.  Abrams,  5 
352,  the  latter  case,  however,  holding  Blackf.  (Ind.)  191;  Jones  v.  Blane,  5 
further  that  such  a  stipulation  does  Blackf.  (Ind.)  28;  Freeport  v.  Edge- 
not  make  the  general  issue  a  special  cumbe,  i  Mass.  459;  Pendleton  County 
plea  so  as  to  change  the  rights  of  the  v.  Amy,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  297.  Contra, 
parties  as  to  which  is  entitled  to  open  Horner  v,  Frazier,  65  Md.  i;  Miller  s^. 
and  close.  Miller,  41  Md.  625,  which  cases  were 

1.  SeetM/riz,  IV.  \\.  Plea  to  Damages ;  decided  under  the  code  provisions  of 
12.  Justification  of  Matters  in  Aggrava-  Maryland, 

tion,  Eflbot   of   Joining  In  Bonmrror.  —  In 

2.  Rake  v.  Pope.  7  Ala.  161;  Wad-  Kimball  z/.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  55  Vt. 
hams  V.  Swan,  109  111.  54;  Cushman  t/.  95,  the  court  expressed  no  opinion  as 
Hayes,  46111.  155;  Travelers' Preferred  to  the  proper  manner  of  taking  ad- 
Acc.  Assoc.  V,  Moore,  58  111.  App.  634;  vantage  of  this  defect,  but  held  that  by 
Crookshankv.  Kellogg.  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  joining  in  demurrer  the  defendant 
257;  Jones  T'.  Blane,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  28;  waived  whatever  right  he  might  have 
Wilson  V.  Black,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  509;  had  to  appeal  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Abby  V.  Ferguson,  i  T.  B.  Mon  (Ky.)  court,  and  that  the  question,  under 
100;  Surlott  V.  Beddow,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  these  circumstances,  might  be  decided 
(Ky.)  109;    Freeport  v,  Edgecumbe,  i  on  demurrer. 
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the  special  plea  is  adopted  as  an  appropriate  remedy.* 

nL  Foxic  07  Plsa  —  1.  Oaneral  Divitioxt  —  The  approved  form 
of  a  common-law  plea  embraces  the  following  parts:  (i)  the  title 
of  the  court;  (2)  the  date;  (3)  the  names  of  the  parties  in  the 
margin ;  (4)  the  commencement ;  (5)  the  body ;  (6)  the  conclusion ; 
and  (7)  the  signature  of  the  counsel.* 

2.  Commenoement  and  Prayer  —  a.  Fixed  Forms  Dependent 
UPON  Character  of  Matter.  —  Under  the  common-law  rules 
of  pleading  pleas  generally  commence  and  conclude  according  to 
certain  fixed  forms  appropriate  to  the  character  of  the  plea.' 

1.  WlMNthaOeiMrallMiialiliUd  with  pleading  a  nullity.     Hodson  v.  Pen- 

a  Special  Plaa  setting  up  matters  avail-  nell,  4  M.   &  W.    373;    2  Chitty  on 

able  under  tlie  general  issue  a  motion  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  19. 

to  strike  out  the  special  plea  is  proper.  Bookat  Zntry  Soflidflnt  Title.  —  It  is 

Lair  v,  Abrams,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  191;  held  enough  for  the  title  of  a  plea  if 

Jackson  V.  Yandes,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  526;  the   docket  entry  of  the  case  is  fol- 

Crews   V.   Farmers'   Bank,   31    Gratt.  lowed.     The  identity  of  the  suit  is  all 

(Va.)  348;    Fant  v.   Miller,   17  Gratt.  that  is  necessary  to  be  ascertained  from 

(Va.)  47;    Baltimore,   etc.,   R.   Co.   v.  the  title  of  the  plea.     Cleft  v,  Hosford, 

WhilUngton,  30  Gratt.  (Va.)  805;  Vir-  12  Vt.  296. 

ginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Buck,  88  Va.  The  Title  li  Vo  Fart  of  the  Plea,  and  a 

517;  Dewees  v.  Manhattan  Ins.  Co.,  34  mistake  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  par- 

N.  J.  L.  244;  Ellet  V,  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  ties  is  therefore  immaterial,  even  upon 

Co.,  76  Mo.  518, 12  Am.  &Eng.  R.  Cas.  special  demurrer.     Columbia  Bank  t/. 

183,    See  contra^  Smith  v.  Commercial  Ott,  2  Cranch  (C.  C.)  529,  overruling 

Bank,  6  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  83.  Columbia  Bank  v,  Jones,  2  Cranch  (C. 

Striking  IVithout  Notice.  —  In   such  C.)  516.     See  also  Miller  v.  Blow,  68 

a  case  it  has  also  been  held  to  be  the  111.  304. 

right  and  duty  of  the  court  to  strike  Plea  Entitled  as  of  Wrong  Court.  —  But 

oat  the  plea  of  its  own  motion.     Barco  if  a  plea  is  wrongly  entitled  as  in  one 

V,  Fennell,  24Fla.  378;  Wadet^.  Doyle,  court  it  will  not  be  taken  as  referring 

17  Fla.  522.  to  a  declaration  in  another  court,  not- 

Motion  to  Elect,  —  Davis  v,  Calvert,  withstanding  the  title  is  no  part  of  the 

17  Ark.  85.  plea.     Mattingby  v,  Cline,  7  Mo.  499. 

Ketlon  as   Danrarror.  —  In  Camp  v.  Bignatore.  —  A  plea    not   signed    by 

Allen,  12  N.  J.  L.  i,  it  was  said  that  a  counsel  is  wrong  on  its  face.     Hodson 

notice  of  a  motion  to  strike  out  a  notice  v,  Pennell,  4  M.  &  W.  373.     But  the 

of  special  matter  filed  with  the  general  Common-law  Practice  Act  made  such 

issue  is  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer.  signature   unnecessary.     2  Chitty    on 

Order  to    Plaad   Ganoral   Israe.  —  In  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  20. 

Connecticut^  on  motion  of  plaintiff  the  Special  Pleas  Must  Be  Signed  by  coan- 

defendant  was  ordered   to  plead  the  sel,  following  the  practice  of  the  Court 

general  issue.     Allen  v.  New  Haven,  of  King's  Bench.     Dubois  v.  Philips,  5 

etc.,  Co.,  49  Conn.  243.  Johns.  (N.  V.)  236;    Satterlee  v.  Satter- 

Wkere    a  tpeelal    Demnrrer   Is   Kot  lee,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  327. 

Allowed  a  special  plea  amounting  to  the  Con/lid  Between  Venit  and  Signature, 

general  issue  may  be  stricken  out  on  —  Where  a  plea  is  required  to  be  made 

motion.    Pendleton   County  v.   Amy,  by  the  defendant  in    proper    person, 

13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  297.  and  purports  to  have  been  so  made,  it 

1  I  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  will  be  taken  to  have  been  made  by 

ed.)  575.  him,  notwithstanding  it  is  signed  by 

TiUe — Sato.  —  In     England^    before  counsel    and    verified    by    an    agent, 

the  Common-law  Practice  Act,  a  rule  State    Bank    v.    Anderson,    3    Sneed 

requiring  pleadings  to  bear  the  date  (Tenn.)  669. 

when  delivered  meant  that  they  should  8.  itopben  in  his  work  on  Pleading 

not  be  entitled  generally  of  the  term,  (Andrews's  ed.),  gg  208  et  seq,,  sets  out 

but  the  wrong  dating  was  in  the  nature  the  various  forms  as  follows: 

of  a  mistake  and  did  not  render  the  To  Jurisdiction, —  No  commencement 
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in  general  pleaded  without  formal 
commencement.  Its  conclusion  is 
thus: 


d.  Matters  in  Bar  or  Abatement. —  some  luttm  luy  b«  piaad^a 

EttlMr  in  Abfttanwnt  or  in  Bar,  as  best  suits  the  convenience  of  the 

pleader;  and  in  such  a  case,  if  the  plea  is  in  bar,  it  cannot  be 

is  usual,  and  the  conclusion  is  as  fol-  existed,  the  plea,  instead  of  actt'^  ncn, 

lows:  has  the  following  commencement  and 

the  said  C  D  prays  judgment,  conclusion: 

if  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here        says   that  he  ought  not  to  be 

will  or  ought  to  have  farther  cognizance  charged  with  the  said  debt  by  virtue 

of  the  plea  aforesaid.  of  the  said  supposed  writing  obliga- 

Or  (in  some  cases)  thus:  tory,  because  he  says,  etc. 

the  said  C  D  prays  judgment  if wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if 

he  ought  to  be  compelled  to  answer  to  he  ought  to  be  charged  with  the  said 

the  said  plea  here  in  court.  debt  by  virtue  of  the  said  supposed 

A  Plea  in  Suspension  seems  also  to  be  writing  obligatory. 

A  Plea  in  Bar  Puis  Darrein  C^nHnU' 
ance  has  instead  of  the  ordinary  actio 
non,  a  commencement  and  conclusion 

the  said  C  D  prays  that  the  suit  aelio  tion  ulterius  thus,  commencing: 

may  remain  or  be  respited  without  de-        ought  not  farther  to  have   or 

lay  until,  etc.  maintain  his  aforesaid  action  against 

A  Plea  in  Abatement  is  also  usually  him,  etc. 

pleaded  without  a  formal  commence-  And  concluding: 

ment  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule.        wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if 

The   conclusion   is  thus  in  case  of  a  the  said  A  B  ought  farther  to  have  or 

plea  founded  on  objection  to  the  frame  maintain  his  aforesaid  action  against 

of  the  original  writ  (in  real  or  mixed  him. 

actions)  or  the  declaration  (in  personal  Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.)>  §  77* 

actions):  See  also  Pickering  v,  Pickering,  19  K. 

prays  judgment  of  the  said  writ  H.  389, 

or  declaration,  and  that  the  same  may  ]^coeption  —  Ploai  Tondoring  Uno.  — 

be  quashed.  Pleas   which   tender  issue  instead  of 

In  case  of  a  plea  founded  on  the  dis-  concluding  with  a  prayer  of  judgment, 

ability  of  the  party:  as  in  the  above  forms,  conclude  to  the 

prays  judgment  if  the  said  A  B  country  or  (if  a  different  mode  of  trial 

ought  to  be  answered  to  hib  said  deda*  be   proposed)    with  other  appropriate 

ration.  formulae,  though  they  have  the  formal 

But  where  the  matter  in  abatement  commencement,  unless  pleaded  in  bar 

is  such  as  abates  iht  vtrii  de  facto,  xYi^  or   maintenance  of  the   whole  action 

only   use  of  the   plea  is  to  give  the  generally.      Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews's 

court  notice  of  the  fact,  and  the  plea  ed.),   §  209.     See  also  infra.   III.  3. 

should  conclude:  Tender  of  Issue —  Conclusion  to  Country 

whether  the  court  will  farther  or  with  Verificaiion, 

proceed.  Venit  ot  Defandit.  —  After  the  names 

Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.),  §  209,  of  the  parties  in  the  margin  is  a  state- 


citing  Foxwist  v.  Tremaine,  2   Saund. 
210,  note  i;   Hallowes  v,  Lucy,  3  Lev. 

T20. 


ment  that  the  defendant  comes  and  de- 
fends, either  in  person,  by  attorney,  or 
otherwise,  in  particular  cases,    i  Chitty 


Plea  in  Bar  —  Actio  Non,  —  A  plea  on   Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  443,  576. 

in  bar  has  this  commencement:  See  also  article  Appearances,  vol.  2,  p. 

says  that  the  said  A  B  ought  588. 

not  to  have  or  maintain  his  aforesaid  A  Plea  by  a  Corporation  must  purport 
action  against  him,  the  said  C  D,  be-  to  be  by  attorney,  because  a  corpora- 
cause  he  says,  etc.  tion  is  incapable  of  a  personal  appear- 

The  conclusion  is:  ance.       Nixon    v.   Southwestern    Ins. 

prays  judgment  if  the  said  A  B  Co.,  47   III.   444;    Nispel    v.   Western 

ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  aforesaid  Union   R.  Co.,  64  111.  311,  overruling 

action  against  him.  Mineral  Point  R.  Co.  v.  Keep,  22  111. 

In  debt  on  bond,  if  matter  is  pleaded  9;    i  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th   Am. 

tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  never  ed.)  577.     See  also  article  Appearances, 

had  any  right  of  action,  and  not  mat-  vol.  2,  p.  588. 
ter  in  discharge  of  a  right  which  once        Joint    Defendants,  —  A    plea    which 
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complained  that  the  matter  might  have  been  set  up  in  abate- 
ment. *     Generally,  however,  these  two  classes  of  matters  should 

not  be  indiscriminately  pleaded.  Matter  in  abatement  should  be 
pleaded  as  such  and  not  in  bar,*  and  conversely,  matters  in  bar 
should  not  be  pleaded  in  abatement,'  and  a  plea  commencing  as 
in  bar  and  concluding  as  in  abatement,  or  vice  versa,  is  bad.* 
Matters  Arliing  After  the  Commenoement  of  the  suit  and  before  issue 

commences  *'And  now  comes  the  de-  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  269;    Nowlan  v. 

fendant  and   defends,  etc.,  and   says  Geddes,  i  East  634. 

that  defendants  did  not  make,"  etc..  General  Ime.  —  Such  matter  cannot 

and  is  signed  by  one  defendant  alone,  be    shovvn    under  the  general    issue. 

is  held  to  be  a  plea  of  the  defendant  Goodrich  v.  Atlanta  Nat.  Bldg.,  etc., 

alone  who  signed  it.     Mott  v.  Hall,  41  Assoc.,  96  Ga.  803;    Sims  v.  Hundley, 

Ga.  117.  6   How.   (U.   S.)   i.     See    also    article 

In  an  attachment  suit  against  sev-  Abatement  in  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  i. 

cral,  a  plea  of  the  general  issue  "  and  Judgment  for  Want  of  Pica.  —  If  a  de- 

the  said  defendants  come  and  defend  fendant  pleads  in  assumpsit  that  the 

the  wrong,"  etc.,  was  held  to  be  the  promise  was  by  the  defendant  and  one 

plea  of  all,  there  being  nothing  in  the  of  the  plaintiffs  jointly,  and  not  by  the 

previous    proceedings    by    which    the  defendants  severally,  it  is   matter  in 

word  "  defendants  "could  be  limited  to  abatement  and  should  be  so  pleaded; 

a  less  number  than  all  of  them.     Kerr  and  if  pleaded  in  bar  the  plea  may  be 

V.  Swallow,  33  III.  379.  treated  as  a  nullity  for  want  of  an  affi- 

1.  Tintanmw  When  Pleader  Has  Choioe.  davit  and  judgment  taken  as  for  want 
—  Of  this  examples  are  given,  as  in  re-  of  plea.  Robertson  v.  Fisher,  3  Cai. 
plevin  for  goods,  where  the  defendant  (N.  Y.)  99. 

may  plead  property  in  himself  or  in  a  Hatter  in  Sospeneion  of  an  action  must 

stranger  either  in  abatement  or  in  bar, .  not  be  pleaded  in  bar.     A  plea  in  bar 

or  in  case  of  an  outlawry  for  felony,  setting  up  matter  merely  in  suspension 

alien  enemy,  or  attainder,  where  the  will   be    bad.     Frith  v,   WoUaston,    7 

cause  of  action  is  thereby  forfeited,  the  Exch.  194. 

defendant  may  plead  in  abatement  or  8.  Jones  v.  Yarborough,  2  Ala.  524; 

in  bar,  and  if  he  omits  to  plead  such  Waterman  v,  Tuttle,  18  111.  292. 

matters  in  abatement,  he   must   then  Where  the  matter  pleaded  shows  that 

plead  them  in  bar.     i  Chitty  on  Plead-  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  any  ac- 

ings   (i6th    Am.    ed.)   462.     See    also  tion,  it  should  be  pleaded  in  bar  and 

Trimmier  v.  Hamilton,   3  McCord  L.  not  in  abatement.     Trimmier  v,  Ham- 

(S.  Car.)  425;    Benthall  v.  Hildreth,  2  ilton,  3  McCord  L.  (S.  Car.)  425;    Pitts 

Gray  (Mass.)  288;    Dewey  v.  Brown,  5  Sons*    Mfg.   Co.  v.   Commercial  Nat. 

Pick.  (Mass.)  238,  holding  that  a  spe-  Bank,  121  III.  582. 

cial   nontenure  might  be  pleaded    in  Plea  Taken  as  Plea  in  Bar.  —  A  plea 

abatement  or  in  bar;  Parks  v,  McClel-  framed  as  a  plea  in  abatement,  and 

Ian,    44    N.    J.    L.    555.     See    article  presenting  facts  which  are  good  in  bar 

Dower,  vol.  7,  p.  164.  of  the  action,  but  too  late  as  a  plea  in 

Pleading  Matter  in  Bar  After  Plea  in  abatement,  will  be  good  as  a  plea  in 

Abatement    Overruled.  —  Where    matter  bar  if  exception  is  not  taken  to  it  as  a 

has  been  pleaded  in  abatement  and  the  plea  in  abatement.     Hamilton «/.  James 

plea   has    been    overruled,    the    same  A.  Cushman   Mfg.   Co.,  15  Tex.  Civ. 

matter  cannot  be  set  up  in  bar.     If  a  App.  338. 

party  has  an  election  to  plead  either  in  4.  Rogers  v.  Smiley,  2  Port.  (Ala.) 

abatement  or  in  bar  this  does  not  give  249.     See  also    article   Abatement  in 

him    a   right  to  plead  in  both  ways.  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  27. 

Coxe  V.  Higbee,  11  N.  J.  L.  395.  Plea  Taken  at  Plea  in  Bar.  —  A  plea 

2.  Standifer  v.  White,  9  Ala.  527;  which  commences  in  abatement  and 
Buck  V.  Fouchee,  i  Leigh  (Va.)  64;  concludes  in  bar  may  be  considered  a 
Mattel  V.  Conant,  156  Mass.  418;  Sul-  plea  in  bar,  and  judgment  final  may 
lings  V.  Goodyear  Dental  Vulcanite  Co.,  be  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  on  demur- 
36Mich.  313;  Hippachz/.  Makeever,  166  rer  to  it  as  a  plea  in  bar.  Schoon- 
111.  136;  Tones  v,  Tennessee  Bank,  8  maker  v,  Elmendorf,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
B.  Mon.  (ky.)  123;    Boswells  v.  Blue,  49;  Nowlan  v,  Geddes,  i  East  634. 
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joined  should  be  pleaded  to  the  further  maintenance  of  the  suit, 
but  not  in  bar  generally.* 

c.  Effect  of  Improper  Prayer  or  Commencement.  —  But 

it  is  held  that  the  court  is  not  bound  by  a  prayer  for  improper 
judgment,*  and  if  the  proper  judgment  is  prayed  in  the  com- 
mencement an  improper  prayer  in  the  conclusion  will  not  be 
material,  or  if  the  commencement  is  not  formal  it  will  not  be 
material  where  the  prayer  in  the  conclusion  is  sufficient.' 

d.  Protestation.  —  See  infra,  IV.  14.  c.  Protestation. 

3.  Tender  of  latue  —  Conclnsion  to  Country  or  with  Yeriflcation  — 
a.  To  Country.  —  Whenever  the  facts  upon  which  the  cause  of 

So  where  the  plea  begins  in  bar  and  allowed  to  replead  or  go  to  trial  on  the 
concludes  in  abatement  it  is  held  to  be  general  issue.  Alexander  v.  School 
a  plea  in  bar,  and  on  sustaining  a  de-  Dist.  No.  6,  62  Vt.  277. 
murrer  thereto  as  a  plea  in  bar  judg-  Sarpluiags,  —  Words  in  the  com- 
ment final  goes  for  the  plaintiff.  Bos-  mencement  which  do  not  qualify  the 
wells  V,  Blue,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  26g:  plea  and  are  not  responsive  to  the  dec* 
Lowe  V,  Blair,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  282;  laration  may  be  rejected,  and  if  a  good 
Casey  v,  Cleveland,  7  Port.  (Ala.)  445;  plea  in  substance  is  left  it  will  be  good 
Hargis  v.  Ayres,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  on  demurrer.  Johnson  v,  KiUian,  6 
467;  Foxwist  V.  Tremaine,  2  Saund.  Ark.  172. 
209,  note  z.  Aetio  Fon.  —  When   the   words  iuti^ 

1.  Rowell  V.  Hayden,  40  Me.  582.  non  are  used  in  the  commencement  in 
A  Pl0a  to  the  Fortiier  KaliitinaiiM  of  the  place  where  it  is  usually  said  the 

tho  Salt  which  is  not  expressly  confined  plaintiff  his  action  ought  not  to  main- 

to  that  purpose  is  not  demurrable  if  tain,  the  plea  will  not  be  bad  because  the 

facts  are  so  stated   that  the  material  words  are  not  English,  but  they  will  be 

issue  can  be  taken  on  them.     Wright  regarded  as  merely  insensible  and  will 

V,  Evans,  53  Ala.  103.     See  article  Puis  be  rejected.     Berry  v,  Osborn,  28  N. 

Darrein  Continuance.  H.  279. 

2.  Rowles  r.  Lusty,  4  Bing.  433,  15  But  It  appears  not  to  be  improper  to 
E.  C.  L.  30  [citing  Street  v.  Hopkinson,  use  the  Latin  actio  non,  instead  of  its 
2  Stra.  1055,  Lee  temp.  Hardw.  345].  translation,  in  the  introductory.     Wil- 

Tho  Common-law  Praetioe  Aet  made  Hams  v.  Harris,  2  How.  (Miss.)  634; 

formal  defenses  and  conclusions   un-  Sheldon  v.  Lewis,  97  111.  640.     And  in 

necessary.     2  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  many  other  cases  this  form  has  passed 

Am.  ed.)  19,  note/.  unchallenged. 

8.  Pickering  er.  Pickering,  19  N.  H.  Clerieal    Error  — "Aetio    HaTO.**  — A 

389;  Hall  V.  Marks,  56  III.  125;  Knapp  plea  commencing  in  the  introductory 

V,  Hoboken,  39  N.  J.  L.  394;  Stephen's  part  actio  have  instead  of  actio  non  is 

PI.  (Andrews*s  ed.),  g  210.  good  on  general  demurrer;  at  most  the 

Diiforenoo  Botwoen  PIm  In  Bar  and  FIm  use  of  the  word  have  for  non  was  a 

in  Abatement.  —  But  there  is  a  distinc-  clerical  mistake,  and  if  objectionable 

tlon  in  this  respect  between  a  plea  in  at  all  it  is  only  so  on  special  demurrer, 

bar  and  a  plea  in  abatement.     In  the  Sheldon  v,  Lewis,  97  III.  643. 

latter  a  right  judgment  cannot  be. had  Tochnieid    Aeonraej  is   not  required, 

on  a  wrong  prayer.     Attwood  v,  Davis,  Thus,  the  rule  of  law  being  that  the 

I  B.  &  Aid.  172;  Rex  v.  Shakespeare,  plea  must  be  an  answer  to  the  whole 

10  East  83.  declaration  or  count,  or  all  that  it  as- 

A  Plea  Commenoing  in  Bar  of  Further  sumes  to  answer  in  strict  pursuance  of 

Xalntenanoe  of  the  action  and  conclud-  precedent,  the  plea  to  a  part  should  be: 

ingin  bar  generally,  the  subject-matter  *'And  the  said  defendant,  as  to  all  the 

not  being  alleged  to  have  arisen  after  said  sum  of  money  in  the  declaration 

suit  brought,  is  held  to  be  a  plea  in  mentioned,  except  as  to  the  sum  of 

bar,  and,  not  being  sufficient  as  such,  seven  hundred  dollars,  s^ys  actio  non," 

judgment  is  properly   given    for    the  etc.;    but  if  instead  a  plea  is  pleaded 

plaintiff  upon  sustaining  his  demurrer  **  actio  non  any  further  than  the  sum  of 

thereto;    but  the  defendant    may    be  seven  hundred  dollars,*' it  is  held  to  be 
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action  is  based  are  directly  denied ,  or  no  new  matter  is  intro* 

duced  into  the  plea,  so  that  an  issue  of  fact  between  the  parties 
is  reached,  the  plea  must   tender  issue  by  concluding  to  the 

country,*  the  form  of  which  is:  "And  of  this  the  said puts 

himself  upon  the  countiy."  • 

t.  Verification.  —  But  when  new  matter  is  introduced  into 
a  plea,  or  where  the  issue  is  one  which  is  not  triable  by  jury,  the 
conclusion  is  not  to  the  country,  but  with  a  verification.^ 

equally  as  good  as  the  other.     While  it  8.  Stephen's    PI.    (Andrews's    ed.), 

is  true  that  actio  non  goes  to  the  whole  §  135. 

cause  of  action,  the  exception  and  ad-  8.  Baily  v.  Smith,  i  Root  (Conn.)  243; 

mission  directly  connected  with  it  must  Burgess  v.  Lloyd,  7  Md.  178;  Hooper 

be  understood  as  limiting  it  to  the  part  v.  Jellison,  22  Pick.  (Mass.)  250;  Serv- 

excepted  and  not  admitted.     Williams  ice  v,  Heermance,  i  Johns.  (N.  Y.)9i; 

V.  Harris,  2  How.  (Miss.)  634.  M'Clure  v.  Erwin,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  321; 

1.  Baily  v.  Smith,  i  Root  (Conn.)  243;  Wallace  v.  Taylor,  i  Phila.  (Pa.^  74,  7 

Wait  r.  Maxwell,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  87,  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  114;  Sherwin  v.  Bliss, 

holding  that  in  an  action  on  covenants  4  Vt.  99;    Smith  v.  Walker,  i  Wash, 

of  seizin,  right  to  convey,  and  freedom  (Va.)  135.     See  in  general  article  Veri- 

from  incumbrances,  the  breaches  being  fication. 

set  up  in  the  words  of  the  covenants,  a  Comnon    and    Spaeial    V«rifloation.  — 

plea  that  the  defendant  was  seized  in  **  The  verification  is  of  two  kinds,  com- 

fee   and  had  a  good  right  to  convey  mon  and  special.     The  common  verifi- 

properly    concluded    to    the    country,  cation  is  that  which  applies  to  ordinary 

there  being  a  direct  affirmation  and  cases,  and  is  in  the   following  form: 

denial  between  the  declaration  and  the    ' and  this  the  said  A  B  [or  C  D] 

plea;    Everett  v.  Bartlett,  20  N.  J.  L.  is  ready  to  verify.*     The  special  verifi- 

117;  Stevens  v.  Bowers,  x6  N.  J.  L.  16;  cations  are  used  only  where  the  matter 

Gazley  v.  Price.  16  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  267;  pleaded   is  intended    to    be    tried   by 

Terboss  v.  Williams,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  record  or  by  some  other  method  than 

407:    Ellis  r.   Imperial  F.   Ins.  Co.,  9  a    jury.    They    are  in   the   following 

Phila.  (Pa.)  239,  29  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  4;     forms:  * and  this  the  said  A  B  [or 

Callicott  V.  Freeman,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  209,  C  D]  is  ready  to  verify  by   the  said 

31  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  204;  Wallace  v,  Tay-    record;'  or  * and  this  the  said  A  B 

lor,  I  Phila.  (Pa.)  74,  7  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  [or  C  D]  is  ready  to  verify  when,  where 

114;  Sherwin  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt.  99.  and  in  such  manner  as  the  court  here 

Pwfonnaiioe.  —  In  an  action  on  a  bond  shall    order,    direct,     or    appoint.'" 

a  plea  of  performance  concluding  with  Stephen's     PI.     (Andrews's     ed.),     g 

a  verification   is  held   to  be   right  or  225. 

wrong  according  to  the  nature  of  the  Where  the  TraTene  Ooet  to  a  Fart  of 

plea.     If  there  is  nothing  but  a  general  the  Faoti  Alleged,  it  is  held  that  the  plea 

plea  of  performance  for  one  alleged  in  must    conclude    with    a    verification, 

terms  not    contradicting    the    specific  Baily  v.  Smith,   i    Root  (Conn.)  243. 

allegations  of  the  breach  in  the  decla-  But  see  otherwise  Allis  v.  Bender,  14 

ration,  or  which  brings  new  matter  into  Ark.  625. 

controversy,  it  is  proper  to  conclude  Spedal  TraTene.  —  A  special  traverse 

with  a  verification.     And  if  it  consists  or  absque  hoc  concluded  with  a  verifica- 

in  nothing  but  an  averment  of  perform-  tion,  as  it  introduced  new  matter,  but 

anceof  all  things  specifically  alleged  in  by  the  Hilary  Rules  it  was  provided 

the  declaration  not  to  have  been  per-  that  this  traverse  should  conclude  to 

formed,   it  ought  to  conclude  to  the  the  country.     Gen.  Reg.  Hil.  T.  4  Wm. 

country.     Sherwin  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt.  99;  IV.;  Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.)  246, 

Burgess  v,  Lloyd,  7  Md.  178.  note  i. 

Special   Plea   Amountiiig    to    General  In    Sampson    v.    Henrv,    11    Pick. 

Issue.  —  A  special  plea  amounting  to  (Mass.)  379,  it  was  said  that  although 

the  general  issue  and  concluding  with  a  general   traverse  ought  to  conclude 

a  verification  is  bad.    Callicott  v.  Free-  to  the  country,  notwithstanding  new 

man,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  209, 31  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  matter  is  introduced  by  way  of  induce- 

ao4«  ment,   it  is    different  from  a  special 
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The  BeMon  for  Beqvirlng  the  Ooaelniion  with  %  Yerifleation  where  new 
matter  is  alleged  is  that  otherwise  the  plaintiff  might  be  pre* 

traverse.     Hooper  v,  Jellison,  22  Pick,  with  the  verification.     See  also  StoU  v. 

(Mass.)  251.  Wilson,  38  N.  J.  L.  198. 

Seeord.  —  When  matter  of  record  is  Halter  of  Faet  and  Beoord.  —  When  a 

pleaded  the  conclusion  should  heprcut  plea  puts  in  issue  matter  of  fact  as  well 

paM  per   recordum,     Shafer  v.  Stone-  as  matter  of  record,  it  is  held  that  the 

brake r,  4  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  345;  White-  conclusion  should  be  to  the  country, 

hurst  V.  Rogers,  38  Md.  515.  Grimes  v.  Alsop,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  369. 

Vol  Tiel  Seeord.  —  A  plea  of  nul  tiel  See  also  Lytle  v.  Lee,  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
record  %\koy3XA  not  conclude  to  thecoun-  112;  Karihaus  v.  Owings,  2  Gill  &  J. 
try,  but  with  a  verification,  because  it  (Md.)443;  Clerk  v.  Hoskins,  3  Mod.  79. 
is  to  be  tried  by  an  inspection  of  the  When  matters  of  record  and  fact  are 
record.  Wittemore  v.  Malcomson,  28  pleaded  together  as  one  defense  there 
Fed.  Rep.  605;  Endicott  v,  Morgan,  66  should  be  a  general  verification  and  not 
Me.  456;  Steele  v.  Hanna,  8  Blackf.  prout  patet  per  recordum.  Shafer  v. 
<Ind.)  326;  Wilbur  v.  Abbott,  59  N.  H.  Stonebraker,  4  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  34s; 
132;  Hall  V.  Williams,  6  Pick.  (Mass.)  Rowles  v.  Lusty,  4  Bing.  428,  15  E.  C. 
232.  Though  if  the  action  be  upon  a  L.  28,  in  which  case  there  was  a  gen- 
foreign  judgment  it  seems  that  the  rule  eral  verification  to  the  plea,  but  the 
is  different.  Endicott  v.  Morgan,  66  matter  of  record  was  verified  by  the 
Me.  456;  Thornton  v.  Lane,  11  Ga.  460;  record  in  that  part  of  the  plea  where  it 
Collins  V.  Mathew,  5  East  473.  was  pleaded,  and  the  court  held  that  it 

In  Mississippi  it  was  held  that  a  plea  would  have  been  improper  to  conclude 

of  nul  tiel  record  was  a  negative  plea  the  whole  plea  by  the  record,  since  the 

and  as  such  wrongly  concluded  with  a  whole  plea  was  not  to  be  proved  by  the 

verification,   but  that  such  conclusion  record. 

would    be    rejected     as    surplusaffe.  (hnas  Probandi.  —  The  conclusion  of 

Wright  V,  Weisinger,  5  Smed.  &  M.  the  plea  does  not  determine  the  onus 

(Miss.)  210.     See  also  Fanshaw  v,  Mor-  probandi^  because  it  often  happens  that 

rison,  2  Salk.  520,  the  party  concluding  to  the  country 

Bankmptej.  —  A  plea  of  bankruptcy  takes  upon  himself   this  burden,   or, 

pleaded  under  the  statute,  though  in-  more  properly  speaking,  the  law  casts 

troducing  new  matter,  should  follow  it  upon  him  in  cases  where  he  can  con- 

the  statute  and  conclude  to  the  coun-  elude  in  no  other  way  consistently  with 

try.     Sheen  v.  Garrett,  6  Bing.  686,  19  established  rules,  and  if  he  holds  the 

E.  C.  L.  205;    I  Chitty  on  Pleadings  affirmative,  no  matter  what  the  con* 

(i6th  Am.  ed.)  584.  elusion  may  be,  he  has  the  burden  of 

A  Plea  of  Bisdiarge  as  an  insolvent  is  proof.  Burgess  v,  Lloyd,  7  Md.  196, 
held  tu  be  mere  matter  of  record,  and  wherein  the  court  said:  "The  plead- 
where  pleaded  in  an  action  on  an  in-  ings  in  an  action  of  replevin  serve  to 
solvent  bond  should  conclude  prout  illustrate  this  rule.  The  plea  of  prop- 
patet  per  recordum.  Murphy  v.  Rich-  erty  in  the  defendant  concludes  with  a 
ards,  5  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  279;  Service  v,  verification;  the  replication  asserts  the 
Heermance,  i  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  91 ;  Mayer  right  of  property  to  be,  not  in  the  dc- 
V,  Gimbel,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  90,  30  Leg.  fendant,  but  in  the  plaintiff,  and  ten- 
Int.  (Pa.)  5,  wherein  the  court,  advert-  ders  an  issue  to  the  country,  which  is 
ing  to  Sheen  v,  Garrett,  6  Bing.  686,  19  accepted.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on 
E.  C.  L.  205,  said  that  it  was  the  Eng-  the  plaintiff,  and  not  on  the  defendant, 
lish  practice  that  a  plea  of  discharge  although  the  pleading  of  the  latter  con- 
in  bankruptcy  should  conclude  to  the  eludes  with  an  averment,  and  that  of 
country,  resulting  from  the  language  the  plaintiff  is  merely  a  traverse.  Col- 
of  the  English  Bankrupt  Act  or  from  lum  v,  Bevans,  6  Har.  &  J  (Md.)  470; 
the  long-continued  usage  of  the  pro-  Warfield  v,  Walter,  ix  Gill  &  T.  (Md.) 
fession,  and  that  this  practice  was  an  80;  Smith  v,  Morgan,  8  Gill  (\ld.)  134. 
anomaly,  and  there  being  nothing  in  The  same  principle  governs  in  issues 
the  Bankrupt  Act  of  Pennsylvania  to  framed  on  the  pleas  of  no  assets  and 
require  the  adoption  of  the  English  plene  administravit.  They  conclude  with 
rule,  the  principle  was  applied  that  the  a  verification,  and  the  replications  con- 
plea  introducing  new  matter  in  confes-  elude  to  the  country,  yet  in  both  the 
sion  and  avoidance  ought  to  conclude  burden  of    proof    is  on  the  plaintiff. 
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eluded  from  setting  forth  matter  which  would  maintain  his  action, 
though  the  matter  pleaded  by  the  defendant  be  true.* 

c.  Effect  of  Wrong  Conclusion.  —  If  a  plea  does  not 
properly  conclude,  within  the  requirements  of  the  foregoing  rules, 
it  is  bad  on  special  demurrer,*  but  the  defect  is  regarded  as  one 
merely  of  form,  to  be  reached  only  in  this  way,'  and  is  amendable.* 

4.  Short  Pleas — Kfttare.  —  A  plea  in  short,  or  a  short  plea,  is 
one  which  does  not  state  or  profess  to  state  the  facts  relied  on  as 
constituting  the  defense,  but  is  a  mere  statement  of  the  nature  of 
the  plea  intended  to  be  interposed,  or  a  skeleton  outline  thereof, 
filed  as  a  plea  or  merely  entered  upon  the  record.* 

Morgan  v.  Slade,  2  Har.  &  J.  (Md.)  38;  Demur  or  Flead  Over.  —  If  the  plea 

Wilson  V.  Slade,  2  Har.  &  /.  (Md.)  281.  erroneously  concludes  with  a  verifica- 

It   appears  then  that   the   conclusion  tion,  it  is  held  that  the  plaintiff  ought 

does  not  depend  on  the  character  of  either  to    demur    specially  or  reply, 

the  averment,   that  is,  whether  it  be  praying  an   inquiry   by   the   country, 

affirmative  or  negative,  but  on  the  in-  but  that  merely  adding   the  similiUr 

qairy  whether  the  affirmation  and  de-  amounts  to  nothing.    Sherwin  v.  Bliss, 

nial  form  an  issue."     See  also  Wilson  4  Vt.  99.     But  see,  as  to  joining  issue, 

V,  Hodges,  2  East  312;  Calder  v.  Ruth-  article  Similiter. 

erford,  3  Brod.  &  B.  302,  7  £.  C.  L.  447.  4.  Wittemore  v,  Malcomson,  28  Fed. 

1.  Service   v.   Heermance,  i   Johns.  Rep.  605;  Endicott  v.  Morgan,  66  Me. 
(N.  Y.)  91.  456;    Thornton  v.   Lane,  11   Ga.  459; 

2.  Baily  v.  Smith,  i  Root  (Conn.)  243;  Brown  v,  Foster,  6  R.  I.  564;  State  v, 
Steele  v,  Hanna,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  326;  Saddler,  6  Ark.  235. 

Endicott  v.  Morgan,  66  Me.  456;  Shafer  6.  Todd  v,  Todd,  15  Ala.  743;  Shields 

V.  Stonebraker,  4  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  345;  v,  Byrd,  15  Ala.  818;  Steele  v.  Walker, 

Leslie  v.  Harlow,  18  N.  H.  518;  Ste-  115  Ala.  485;  Cunningham  tf.  Cureton, 

vens  V,  Bowers,  16  N.  J.  L.  16:  Everett  96  Ga.  489;   Haak  v,  Breidenbach,  6 

V.  Bartlett,  20  N.  J.  L.  T17;  Terboss  v.  Binn.  (Pa.)  15.     See  also  Weaver  v, 

Williams,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  407;  Gazley  Cryer,  i  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  337;  Love 

V.  Price,  16  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  267;  Service  v.  Howell,  3  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  (iar.)  69. 

V.   Heermance,    i  Johns.   (N.   Y.)  91 ;  Suilieieney.  —  It  has   been  held   that 

Wallace  v.  Taylor,  i  Phila.  (Pa.)  74,  7  when  special  pleas  are  agreed  to  be 

Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  114:  Mayer  v.  Gimbel,  taken  in  short  by  consent  of  counsel, 

9  Phila.  (Pa.)  90,  30  Leg.   Int.  (Pa.)  5;  it  can  be  understood  by  the  court  only 

Ellis  V,  Imperial  F.  Ins.  Co.,  9  Phila.  that  matters  of  form  are  waived,  and 

(Pa.)  239,  29  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  4.  the   pleas   must  contain  substance  or 

Kotion  Initdsd  of  Bemnrrar.  —  Stoll  v,  that  which  if  admitted  will  make  out  a 

Wilson,  38   N.   J.   L.  198;   Dime  Sav.  case  for  the  party  pleading.     Gayle  v. 

Inst.  V.  Hoboken,  42  N.  J.  L.  283;  Cop-  Randle,  4  Port.  (Ala.)  232. 

perthwait  v.  Pummer,  18  N.  J.  L.  258.  "  The  Lottery  Act  "  was  held  in  Reed 

8.  See  the  cases  in  the  last  preceding  v.   Pedan,  8  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  263,  to  be 

note.  an   insensible  plea.     The  court  said: 

A  Goural  ]>«iiiiirr«r  will  not  reach  an  "  However  loose  our  practice  may  be, 

improper  conclusion.     Terboss  v.  Wil-  however  informally  pleas  are  entered, 

liams,   5  Cow.   (N.   Y.)  407:    State  v,  whatever  brevity  is  allowed,  the  prac- 

Saddler,  6  Ark.  235;  Dime  Sav.  Inst,  tice  has  not  arrived  at  such  a  state  of 

V,  Hoboken,  42  N.  J.  L.  283;  Roberts  deformity  as  to  allow  this  to  stand  for 

V.  Mariett,  2  Saund.  190,  note  5.  a  plea.    ♦    ♦    ♦    For,  of  all  possible 

But  in  Murphy  v.  Richards,  5  W.  &  things,  the  pretended  plea  of  '  The  Loi- 

S.  (Pa.)  279,  an  action  on  insolvent's  tery  Act '  is  the  most  insensible.     It  is 

bond,  the  defendant  pleaded  discharge  not  even  the  act  prohibiting  lotteries, 

and  concluded  to  the  country  instead  for  though  there  is  one  act  prohibiting 

of  fnmt  patet  per  recordum^   and   the  lotteries,  there  is  another  legalizing  the 

plaintiff  replied,  to  which  reply  there  Union   Canal   lottery.       But  if    there 

was  a  demurrer,  and  the  court  carried  could  be  no  legal  lottery,  would  the 

the  demurrer  back  to  the  plea,  holding  *  Lottery  Act  *  be  a  defense  for  every 

the  latter  defective  in  substance.  action  on  contract?    As  much  so  would 
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Propriety.  —  This  is  not  a  proper  method  of  pleading,  in  the 
absence  of  statute,  unless  adopted  by  consent.^  But  if  the  plain- 
tiff accepts  it  by  replying  thereto,  or  consents  that  such  a  plea 
shall  be  pleaded,  he  cannot  complain,  and  since  he  has  treated  it 
as  a  plea  the  court  cannot  at  his  instance  hold  it  to  be  nothing;' 
and  the  result  of  such  acceptance  or  consent  is  that  both  parties 
are  in  the  same  condition  as  if  the  pleadings  were  set  out  in  form.' 

the  plea  of  the  Fornication  Act,  or  any  i^sue  was  considered  as  filed.  Simon 
act  forbidding  anything,  be  an  answer  v,  M^ers,  68  Ga.  78.  And  to  this  gen- 
and  defense  to  everything.  This  plea  eral  issue  might  be  added  by  ameod- 
was  a  mere  nullity;  it  stated  nothing;  ment  any  other  issuable  defense  at  any 
it  did  not  plead  that  the  bond  was  stage  of  the  case,  such  defense  being 
given  on  a  lottery  transaction,  forbid-  supported  by  an  oath.  Barrett  v.  Pas- 
den  by  the  Lottery  Act;  for  on  that  coe,  90  Ga.  826;  Simon  v.  Myers,  68 
there  could   be  a  replication  and  an  Ga.  74. 

issue,  '  that  it  was  not  given  on  such        Plea  by  Seroral  Constrtted  as  Joiat  — 

transaction;'  it  was  not  a  short  minute  In  Love  v.  Howell,  3  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (K. 

of  a  plea,  to  which  a  form  might  have  Car.)  69,  it  was  held  that   where  the 

been  given;  it  contained  no  matter  or  plea  of  more  than  one  defendant  stands 

substance  capable  of  form;  it  was  not  on  the  record  as  "general  issue  and 

an  informal  plea;  it  was  nothing;  and  justification,"  it  must  be  taken  as  de- 

ex  nihilo  nihil  fit, ' '  noting  that  the  defendants  have  pleaded 

1.  Shields    v.    Byrd,    15    Ala.    818;  jointly;  the  court  saying:  *'  The  roles 

Abercrombie  v.  Mosely,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  of  pleading  required  by  law  have  been 

147;    Grant    v,    Jennings,    i    Coldw.  too  much  neglected;  this  court  cannot 

(Tenn.)  54;  Boon  v.  Planters'  Bank,  3  give  countenance  to  any  further  relai- 

Humph.  (Tenn.)  84,  wherein  the  court  ation." 

said:  "  In  this  case  the  defendant  be-        8.  Todd  v,  Todd,  15  Ala.  743;  Got- 

low   pleaded   in   short,  nil  debet^  pay-  ernor  v.  Bancroft,  16  Ala.  611 ;  Barbee 

ment,  and  set-off,  which  pleas  were  not  v.  Williams,  4Heisk.  (Tenn.)526;  Carr 

noticed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  of  course,  v,  Stevenson,  5  Humph,  (Tenn.)  560. 

as  is  admitted,  amount  to  nothing."  following    Crutcher    v,     Williams,    4 

Consent      Keoessary.  —  Short     pleas  Humph.  (Tenn.)  345,  in  opposition  to 

ought  not  to  be  received  but  by  con-  Theavenought  v.  Hardeman,  4  Yerg. 

sent.     Haak  v.   Breidenbach,  6  Binn.  (Tenn.)  565,  wherein  it  was  held  that  if 

(Pa.)  15.  two  or  more  pleas  are  filed  in  short 

Praotioe  Hot  Commendable.  —  In  Abe r-  and  a  jury  is  sworn  to  try  the  issue 

crombie  &.  Mosely,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  145,  joined   the  judgment  will  not  be  re- 

Goldthwaite,  J.,  said:  "  It  is  to  be  re-  versed,  the  court  saying  that  such  pleas 

gretted  that  this  laxity  of  pleading  was  were  always  treated  as  something  or 

ever  countenanced  by  the  court,  but  it  nothing,   and    the  court    has    always 

has  prevailed  too  long  and  been  sane-  suited  them  to  the  finding, 
tloned  by  too  many  decisions  to  be  now        Beqnirisg  naa  in  Proper •Porm.  —  The 

overturned.     If  the  parties  to  a  cause*  plaintiff  may  require  the  defendant  to 

will  consent  to  this  course  of  pleading,  draw  out  his  plea  at  length  and  put  it 

perhaps  no  very  evil  consequences  will  in  proper  form.     Todd  v.  Todd,  15  Ala. 

flow  from  it."  743;  Brooks  v.  Miller,  i  Grant's  Cas. 

General    Ime  —  Dooktt    Entry   "  An-  (Pa.)  302. 
■wered."  —  In    Georgia^    prior     to    the        If  either  party  requests  his  adversary 

adoption  of  the  Pleading  Act  of  Dec.  to  draw  up  his  plea  at  large,  a  refasal 

15,  1893,  the  marking  of  **  ansi^ered  "  is   good  cause   for  special  demarrer. 

on  the  docket  was  a  sufficient  plea  of  Haak  v.  Breidenbach,  6  Binn.  (Pa.)  15. 
the  general  issue  to  authorize  the  de-        8.  Steele    v.  Walker,  115   Ala.  48s; 

fendant  to  submit  his  defense.    Cun-  Alsbrook  v,  Hathaway,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.) 

ningham  v,  Cureton,  96  Ga.  489;  Rus-  455. 

sell  V.  Hubbard,  76  Ga.  618;  Barrett  v.        PlaintiiFs  Eights.  —  Where  the  plea 

Pascoe,  90  Ga.  826.     Or  if  there  was  no  is  in  short,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 

calling  of  the  appearance  docket  it  was  meet  any  claim  that  may  be  offered 

sufficient  to  mark  the  names  of  counsel  under  it  with  all  the  defenses  to  which 

alone  at  the  first  term,  and  the  general  he  is  in  law  entitled,  as  fully  as  if  they 
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IT.  BianiZTif  AVD  SinmczBVOT  or  Pleas— 1.  In  Oenenl  — 
Tntyent  or  Confmion  and  Avoidanoo.  —  A  plea  in  bar  must  set  up 
a  complete  defense  of  what  it  purports  to  answer,  either  by  a 
traverse  or  by  confession  and  avoidance.^ 

8.  Complete  D^nie  —  a.  In  General.  —  Every  plea  pleaded 
in  bar  of  the  whole  action  goes  to  the  merits  of  the  case  and 
denies  that  the  plaintiff  has  any  cause  of  action.  It  must,  there- 
fore, contain  a  direct  answer  to  the  declaration,  so  that  if  true  in 
fact  it  will  bar  the  action.^  If  the  circumstances  alleged  in  the 
plea  may  be  true,  and  yet  the  plaintiff  have  a  good  cause  of  action 
on  the  facts  stated  in  the  declaration,  the  plea  is  insufficient.' 

b.  Each  of  Several  Pleas  Must  Stand  Alone.  —  When 

several  pleas  are  filed  each  must  contain  a  complete  defense.'* 
Each  is  separate  and  distinct  in  itself,  except  when  one  is  con- 
were  specially  replied.  Alsbrook  v.  School  Dist.  No.  6,  62  Vt.  273;  Bar- 
Hathaway,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.)  455.  rows  v.  Carpenter,  i  Cliff.  (U.  S.)  209; 

Ycrdkt  Kust  IMspoM  of  "Wliold  BeftaM.  Greene  v.  Jones,  i  Saund.  299^,  note. 

—  Where  the    defendant    pleaded  nil  Xattar   of  IndBComant    need  not  be 

debet^  payment,  and  set-off  in  short,  and  stated  with  as  much  certainty  as  other 

the  plaintiff  filed  replication  in  short,  a  parts  of  the  pleading,  because  it  is  not 

▼erdict  that   the  defendant  owed  the  traversable,  but  the  introduction  into 

debt  in  the  declaration  was  held  not  to  a  pleading  of  mere  irrelevant  facts,  for 

dispose  of  the  whole  defense  and  could  no  conceivable  purpose,  is  a  method  of 

not  stand.    Crutcher   v.   Williams,  4  pleading  which  should  be  discounte- 

Hamph.  (Tenn.)  345.  nanced  as  tending  to  prolixity.     Van 

1.  See  supra^   II.   2.   a.  Necessity  of  Ness  v.   Hamilton,   19  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

One  Form.  370. 

IgAoruiM  of  Facta.  —  Where  the  de-  8.  McDougald   v.  Dawson,   30  Ala. 

fendant  could  neither  admit  nor  deny  a  553:  Pratt  v,  Humphrey,  22  Conn.  317; 

fact  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  Gradle  v.  Hoffman,  105  111.  155;    Gist 

of  his  ignorance  thereof,  it  was  pro-  v.  Steele,  i  Bibb  (Ky.)  572;  Hudson  v, 

▼ided  by  the  Practice  Act  of  Massachu-  Winslow  Tp.,  35  N.  T.  L.  444;    Burrall 

setts  (Stat.  1852,  c.  312,  gg  14,  26)  that  t/.  Acker,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  606;   State 

an  answer  setting  up  that  the  defend-  v.  Purcell,  31  W.  Va.  44;  Smith  v.  Ely, 

ant  could  neither  admit  nor  deny  leaves  5  McLean  (U.  S.)  76;   Curtis  v.  Central 

the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  allegations  in  R.  Co.,  6  McLean  (U.  S.)  401;  Cook  v. 

the    declaration,    and    the    defendant  Tribune  Assoc.,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  355; 

might  introduce  evidence  in  rebuttal.  Peyatte  v,   English,  Hempst.  (U.  S.) 

Knapp  V,  Slocomb,  9  Gray  (Mass.)  73.  24. 

Matter    Admitted    by    Beolaratlon. —  For  Example,  a  plea  which  sets  up 

Where  matter  admitted  by  the  declara-  that  the  engagement  or  debt  sued  on 
tion  is  set  up,  the  plea  is  bad  on  de-'  '*  was  a  promise    to  assume  for  the 

murrer.    Cassady  v.   Clarke,   7    Ark.  debt,   default,   or  miscarriage  of  an- 

131.  other,"  is  bad  because  it  fails  to  aver 

Keoeisitj  of  Traverse.  —  Whenever  a  that  the  contract  sued  on  was  not  evi- 
material  fact  is  alleged  which,  if  de-  denced  by  a  writing  signed  by  the  de- 
nied, will  upon  issue  joined  decide  the  fendant.  The  matter  set  up  in  the 
cause,  if  the  adverse  party  pleads  a  plea  might  be  altogether  true,  and  yet 
fact  inconsistent  with  and  contrary  to  it  would  be  no  defense  in  the  absence 
such  allegation  he  must  traverse  it.  of  the  existence  of  the  fact  indicated 
Smith  V,  Hall,  8  Me.  348;  Spear  v,  by  the  omitted  averment.  Hunt  v, 
Bicknell,  5  Mass.  125.  Johnson,  96  Ala.  130. 

8.  Lord  V.  Brookfield,  37  N.  J.  L.  553;  4.  One  Plea  Cannot  Be  Considered  as  a 

Van  Ness  v,   Hamilton,  19   Johns.  (N.  Supplement  to  another  so  that  the  mat- 

Y.)  370;  Griswold  f/.  National  Ins.  Co.,  ter  pleaded  in  one  may  avail  the  de- 

3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  119;  McGhee  v.  Smith,  fendant  in  the  other.     Sevey  v,  Black- 

6   Heisk.    (Tenn.)  316;    Alexander  v,  lin,  2  Mass.  543. 
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nected  with  the  other  by  words  of  reference,  and  one  cannot  be 
taken  advantage  of  to  help  or  vitiate  another ;  the  plaintiff  cannot 
prove  his  case  on  one  issue  by  what  the  defendant  admits  in  his 
plea  on  another  issue  in  the  same  action.^ 

3.  Deflniteness  and  Certainty.  —  A  plea  in   bar   is  sufficiently 

certain  if  it  is  capable  of  being  fully  understood  by  the  adverse 

party,  the  counsel,  the  jury,  and  the  court,'  and  it  must  be  suffi- 

1.  Clements  v,  Cribbs,  19  Ala.  242;  ment  will  go  for  him.  Shook  v.  FaU 
Pope  V.  Welsh,  18  Ala.  632;  Farnam  v.  ton,  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  424. 
Childs,  66  111.  544;  Derby  Cycle  Co.  v.  8.  Posey  v.  Hair,  12  Ala.  567;  Davis 
White,  64  III.  App.  246;  McCormick  v.  Calvert,  17  Ark.  85;  Desha  v.  Rob- 
Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  V.  Snell,  23  111.  inson,  17  Ark.  233;  People  v.  Shaw,  14 
App.  79;  Sevey  v,  Blacklin.  2  Mass.  III.  476;  Mitchell  v.  Williamson,  6  Md. 
543:  Bartlett  V.  Prescott,  41  N.  H.  499;  210;  Oystead  v.  Shed,  12  Mass.  508; 
Noonan  v.  Bradley,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  394;  Spencer  v.  Southwick,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
Kirk  V.  Nowill,  i  T.  R.  118;  Grills  v.  314;  Hollingsworth  v.  Holshousen,  17 
Mannell,  Willes  380;  Harington  v.  Tex.  41;  Lightfoot  v.  Cole,  i  Wis.  26; 
Macmorris,  5  Taunt.  228,  i  £.  C.  L.  88.  Barrows  v.  Carpenter,  i  Cliff.  (U.  S.) 
See  in/ra,  V.  DoubU  Pleading.  204.     See  also  generally  article  Defi- 

Bnlo  nioftrated.  —  This  question  often  nitbness  and  Certainty  in  Pleadings, 

arises  in  actions  of  libel  and  slander,  vol.  6,  p.  246. 

as  appears  from  the  cases  cited  above.  Differonoe  Between  Fleas  in  Bar  and 
In  Jackson  v.  Stetson,  15  Mass.  48,  and  Abatement,  —  *'  Pleas  in  bar  are  never 
in  Alderman  t/.  French,  i  Pick.  (Mass.)  construed  with  the  severity  which  is 
I,  it  was  held  that  under  the  pleas  of  applied  in  testing  pleas  which  are 
the  general  issue  and  justification  the  merely  dilatory;  and  are  always  to  be 
special  plea  might  be  used  as  evidence  taken  according  to  their  entire  subject- 
to  prove  the  speaking,  and  that  the  matter,  and  will  be  sustained  accord- 
plaintiff  under  the  general  issue  need  ingly,  as  taken  altogether;  and  are  not 
not  prove  such  speaking.  But  in  to  be  determined  by  a  disjointing  of 
Whitaker  v.  Freeman,  i  Dev.  L.  (N.  their  members,  or  by  laying  stress  on 
Car.)  280,  in  speaking  of  one  of  the  what  may  be  immaterial  or  upon  the 
Massachusetts  cases  above  referred  to,  prayer  for  judgment  or  conclusion  of 
Marshall,  C.  J.,  observed:  "  I  believe  such  pleas.**  Desha  v.  Robinson,  17 
it  stands  alone,  and  that  no  similar  de-  Ark.  233. 

cision  has  been  made  in  any  state  of        Abiolnte  Certainty  Vet  Beqvired.  —  A 

the  Union."     Pope  e/.  Welsh,  18  Ala.  plea  in  bar  need  not  be  of  such  a  degree 

633.     See  also  article  Libel  and  Slan-  of  certainty  as  absolutely  to  preclude  a 

DER,  vol.  13,  p.  89.  conclusion  otherwise,  and  it  is  suffi- 

One  Good  Plea  Sni&oient. —  If  anyone  cient  \i  prima  facie  it  shows  a  bar  to 

plea  is  good  it  is  sufficient.     Brown  v,  the  action  as  stated  in  the  declaration; 

Hamlin,  23  Miss.  392.  and  if  another  fact  or  circumstance  not 

Ezpreis  Beferenoe.  —  Even  if  the  rules  shown  by  the  declaration  or  plea  would 

of  pleading  permit  a  reference  in  one  avoid  the  bar,   it  should  be  replied, 

plea  to  matters  stated  in  another  plea,  Roland  v,  Logan,  18  Ala.  313;  Oystead 

if  the  matters  referred  to  are  not  suffi-  v.  Shed,  12  Mass.  508. 
cient,  the  plea  making  the  reference  is        The  Certaintyto  a  Conunon  Intent  which 

also  bad.     Spahr  v.  Tartt,  23  111.  App.  is  sufficient  in  a  plea  may  be  called 

420.  certainty  without  recurring  to  possible 

But    Where    the    Plaintiff  Fails    to  facts.     Spencer  v,  Southwick,  9  Johns. 

Demur^  and  two  distinct  pleas  taken  (N.  Y.)  314. 

together  constitute  a  good  defense,  Altemative. —  In  Urquhart  z^.  Powell, 
though  neither  separately  would  be  54  Ga.  32.  a  defendant  pleaded  the  gen- 
sufficient,  and  the  issue  presented  by  eral  issue  and  denial  of  the  partner- 
such  pleas  is  found  for  the  defendant  ship,  and  a  plea  in  the  alternative  that 
after  the  plaintiff  replies  thereto,  the  if  there  was  a  partnership,  ^en  the 
cause  being  with  the  defendant  on  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  firm;  and 
whole  record,  the  pleas  will  be  consid-  the  indebtedness  was  set  forth.  It  was 
ered  as  substantially  one,  and   judg-  held  that  while  by  the  strict  rules  of 
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ciently  certain  for  this  purpose.* 

Certainty  to  a  Certain  Intent.  —  This,  however,  seems  to  be  the 
certainty  to  a  certain  intent  in  general  which  is  required  of  a 
declaration,  though  it  is  said  that  pleas  in  bar  admit  of  a  less 
degree  of  certainty  than  declarations.* 

General  Pleading.  —  There  are  instances  in  which  a  party  is  allowed 
a  general  pleading.  Thus,  in  pleading  a  discharge  under  the 
Insolvent  Act,  if  the  proceedings  are  set  out  they  must  be  set 
out  correctly,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  state  enough  to  give  the 
magistrate  who  granted  it  jurisdiction  and  then  to  plead  the  dis- 
charge without  stating  all  the  facts  which  took  place.'  General 
pleading  is  also  allowed  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  expense 
and  unnecessary  prolixity  to  which  a  statement  of  a  great  number 
of  facts  involved  in  the  defense  would  lead.* 

Matter  InformaUy  Pleaded.  —  If  a  plea  goes  directly  to  the  gist  of 
the  action  it  will  be  good  although  the  matter  may  not  be 
formally  pleaded,  and  the  court  cannot  strike  it  out  as  frivolous.* 

pleading  at  common  law  such  a  plea  '*As  in  debt  or  bond  conditioned  for 
would  be  demurrable,  this  strictness  the  performance  of  several  special 
should  not  obtain  in  all  its  stringency  things,  the  defendant  pleaded  '/^r- 
nnder  the  system  of  pleading  in  formanit  omnia^*  etc.  Upon  demurrer 
Georgia^  because  it  would  often  impose  this  was  adjudged  insufficient,  *  for  the 
a  disability  upon  a  conscientious  de-  particulars  being  expressed  in  the  con- 
fendant  which  would  bar  him  from  dition,  he  ought  to  plead  each  particu- 
setting  up  an  honest  defease,  especially  larly  by  itself.'  Wimbleton  v.  Hold- 
as  the  law  required  the  defendant  to  rip,  i  Lev.  303."  Morehouse  v. 
swear  to  all  issuable  defenses.  Fowler,  6g  111.  App.  50. 

1.  Morehouse  w.  Fowler,  69  111.  App.  3.  Frary  v.  Dakin,  7  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
50;  McGhee  v.  Smith,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  78;  Cantillon  v.  Graves,  8  Johns.  (N. 
316.  Y.)  472;    Hines  v.  Ballard,    11  Johns. 

An  Attempt  to  Plead  a  FaUure  of  Con-  ^N.  Y.)  491 ;  Morgan  v.  Dyer,  10  Johns. 

dderation  by  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  (N.  Y.)  161 ;    Roosevelt  v.  Kellogg,  20 

did  not,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  208. 

the   note  sued   on,    nor  at    any   time  4.  Frary  r.  Dakin,  7  Johns.^N.  Y.)  78. 

thereafter,  make  a  good  and  sufficient  5.  Culbertson  v.  Stanley,  6   Blackf. 

deed,  and  that  he  had  no  title  to  the  (Ind.)  67;  Smith  v.  Commercial  Bank, 

land,   was  held   bad    because   it   was  6  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  83;    Morgan  v. 

doubtful   whether  the   defendant    did  Rhodes,  i  Stew.  (Ala.)  70. 

not  base  his  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  Snbftanoe  Bather  than  Form  Begarded. 

did  not  execute  a  good  and  sufficient  —  In  Lynch  v.  Withers,  2  Bay  (S.  Car.) 

deed   on   the  ground   that  he  had  no  115,  an  action  for  trespass  to  try  title, 

title  to  convey.     Merriwether  v.  Smith,  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defend- 

3  III.  30.  ant  upon  grounds  which  were  not  no- 

Yalidity  of  Defense  in  Bonbt.  —  The  ticed    nor    formally    pleaded    by    the 

plea   must   necessarily  disclose   a   de-  defendant.     The  court  said:     '*  It  may 

fense,  and  if  the  facts  averred  leave  it  be  thought  that  we  go  too  far  in  taking 

in   doubt    whether    the    defense    is  a  a  ground  which  was  not  insisted  on  by 

valid  one  or  not  the  plea  is  deficient  in  the  defendant  himself,  and  is  not  for- 

substance.     Hudson   v.  Winslow  Tp.,  mally  pleaded.     But  it  is  sufficient  if  it 

35  N.  J.  L.  444.  appears  substantially  in  the  pleadings. 

2.  Davis  V.  Calvert,  17  Ark.  87;  If  there  is  sufficient  matter  apparent  in 
Gould's  PI.  (5th  ed.),  c.  3,  §  53.  them,  it  is  our  duty  to  take  notice  of 

Certainty  in  Plea  and  Declaration  Com-  it.     The  want  of    form   in  setting  it 

pared.  —  It    has    also    been  said    that  forth,  unless  specially  demurred  to,  is 

greater  certainty  is  sometimes  required  not  to  be  regarded,  but  the  substantial 

in  a  plea  in  bar  than  in  a  declaration,  merits  of  the  case;  and  the  court  is 
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4.  Veceisity  of  Pleading  Facti  —  Lagal  Oo&elwloat.  —  It  is  an  ele- 
mentary rule  that,  the  plea  must  set  up  the  facts  which  constitute 
the  defense,  so  that  an  issue  triable  by  jury  may  be  joined  or  the 
legal  sufficiency  of  the  defense  tried  by  the  court,  and  not  the 
legal  conclusion  deducible  from  such  facts.  ^ 

Kere  Katter  of  Eyldonoe,  however,  need  not  be  pleaded,'  and  if 
evidence  of  a  fact  be  pleaded  instead  of  the  fact  itself,  the  plea 
is  bad.' 

6.  Argnmentativeneu,  —  The  facts  set  up  in  a  plea  must  be  by 
direct  and  positive  averment,  and  not  by  way  of  argument ;  "*  but 
this  vice  is  only  the  subject  of  a  special  demurrer  under  the  com- 
mon-law practice.* 

6.  Bepngnanoy.  —  While  a  defendant  may  file  as  many  pleas  as 
he  thinks  necessary  for  his  defense,  though  they  may  be  incon- 
sistent, this  does  not  apply  to  a  single  plea,  for  where  a  single 

bound  to  give  judgment  according  to  Law  and  Fact.  —  A  plea  staling  mat- 

the  very  right  of  the  case;  and  this  is  ter  of  law  as  well  as  matter  of  fact  is 

expressly  enjoined  upon  us  by  the  stau  bad,  because  it  should  set  out  the  facts 

ute  of  Anne,  which  is  of  force  in  this  from    which    the    law    is    deducible. 

state."  Harrison  v.  Wilson,  2  A.  K.   Marsh. 

1.  See    article  Lbgal   Conclusions,  (Kv.)  54.7. 

vol.  12,  p.  1020;  and  also  the  following  A  Bamiimr  Doas  Hot  Admit  a  legal 

cases:  conclusion     pleaded.      Alexander    r. 

Alabama.  —  McKeagg    v,    Collehan,  School   Dist.   No.  6,  62  Vt.  277.     See 

13  Ala.  828 ;  Savage  2/.  Walshe,  26  Ala.  also  article    Demurrers    at   Common 

619;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moog,  78  Ala.  Law  and  under  the  Codes,  vol.  6,  p. 

284;  Electric  Lighting  Co.  v.  Elder,  115  292. 

Ala.  138;    Maness  v,  Henry,  96  Ala.  8.  Carpenter  v.  McClure,  37  Vt.  127; 

454.  Ohio,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Anderson,  10  111. 

Colorado.  —  Winne     v.    Colorado  App.  313. 

Springs  Co.,  3  Colo.  155.  8.  Fidler  v.  Delavan,  20  Wend.  (N. 

Georgia.  —  Kimbro  v.  Fclton  Bank,  Y.)  57;  Hobbs  v.  Henning,  17  C.  B.  N. 

49  Ga.  419.  S.   791,    112   £.  C.   L.   791.    See  also 

Illinois.  —  Clay  F.  '&  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Knapp  v.  Hoboken,  39  N.  J.  L.  398. 

Wusterhausen,  75  111.  285;    Spahr  v.  At  fh«  Choiee  of  Both  Parties,  as  where 

Tartt,  23  111.  App.  420.  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  act  upon  such  a 

Indiana.  —  Scott     v.    Brokaw,    6  plea,  a  mere  plea  of  evidence,  provided 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  241;   Stonsel  v.  Abrams,  it  be  plenary  in  its  details,  is  available 

7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  516.  upon  the  merits.    Coldvin  v.  Burnet, 

Kentucky . — Jones  v.  Tennessee  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  567. 

Bank,  8  B.  Nlon.  (Ky.)  122;  Templeton  4.  Spahr  v.  Tartt,  23  III.  App.  420; 

».  Sharp,  (Ky.  1888)  9  S.  W.  Rep.  507.  Mitchell  v.   Williamson,  6    Md.    210; 

Missouri.  —  Thomas  v.  Van  Doren,  Quimby  v.  Melvin,  28  N.  H.  250;  Gris- 

"6  Mo.  203.  wold  V.  National  Ins.  Co.,  3  Cow.  (N. 

New  Jersey.  —  Connor    v.     Dundee  Y.)  no;    Fidler  v.  Delavan,  20  Wend. 

Chemical    Works,    50    N.   J.    L.   257;  (N.  Y.)  59;    Alexander  v.  School  Dist. 

Hudson  V.  WinslowTp.,  35  N.J.  L,  437.  No.  6,  62  Vt.  273;    Pendleton  County 

New  York.  —  Van  Ness  v.  Hamilton,  v.  Amy,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  297. 

19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  349.  5.  Rake  v.  Pope,  7  Ala.  166;  Spencer 

Pennsylvania,  —  Weed     v.     Hill,     2  v.   Southwick,   9   Johns.  (N.  Y.)  314; 

Miles  (Pa.)  122.  Mitchell  v.    Williamson,   6    Md.    2to; 

Tennessee.  —  Columbia  v.  Beasly,  i  Pendleton   County   v.  Amy,   13   Wall, 

Humph.  (Tenn.)  232.  (U.  S.)  297.     See  also  article  Definitb- 

United  States.  —  Pumpelly  v.  Green  NEss   AND   Certainty   in  Pleadings, 

Bay,  etc..  Canal  Co.,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  vol.  6,  p.  246. 

t66;  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston,  3  Woods  Where  a  Speolal  Douirrar  Ii  KotPer- 

^U.  S.)  287.  mitted  the  objection  for  argumentative- 
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plea  is  filed  it  must  be  consistent  with  itself,  because  conflicting 
material  averments  will  destroy  each  other.* 

7.  Snrplniage.  —  Matter  which  is  wholly  foreign  and  irrelevant 
may  be  rejected  as  surplusage  in  a  plea  as  well  as  in  a  declara- 
tion, and  such  irrelevant  matter  will  not  vitiate  the  plea,  even  on 
special  demurrer.' 

8.  Kateriality.  —  A  plea  must  not  traverse  allegations  which  are 
not  material  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  nor  set  up  matter 
which  is  immaterial,  and  if  it  does  so  it  is  bad  on  demurrer,'  or  it 
will  be  stricken  out  as  frivolous.*  A  plea  cannot  traverse  what 
is  not  alleged  in  the  declaration  *  if  it  is  not  necessarily  implied, 
but  in  this  case  the  traverse  is  good.* 

Traveniiig  Ligal  Ooneliiiioiui.  —  A  plea  which  traverses  a  mere  con- 
clusion of  law  is  bad  upon  special  demurrer.^ 

9.  Katter  of  Record.  —  Whatever  is  of  record  in  the  suit  itself 
need  not  be  pleaded.  If  a  fact  is  established  by  the  record  a  plea 
setting  it  up  is  idle.® 

ness  of  the  plea  is  not  presented  at  all  lone,  14  Gratt.  (Va.)  24.     See  also  arti- 

by  a  demurrer,  all  demurrers  being  cle  Repleader. 

general,  no  matter  in  what  form  they  5.  Gradle  v,  Hoffman,  105  111.   147; 

may  be  interposed.     Rake  v.  Pope,  7  State  v.  Campbell,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  138; 

Ala.  166.  Lock  t/.  Furze,  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  96,  115 

1.  Ansley  v.   Piedmont    Bank,    113  £.  C.  L.  96. 

Ala.  467;  Stotesbury  v.  Insurance  Co.,  On  Spedml  Bemuxrer  such  a  plea  is 

9  Phila.  (Pa.)  210,  31  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  clearly  bad.    Gradle  v,  Hoffman,  105 

204:    Barber  v.   Summers,   5    Blackf.  111.  147. 

(Ind.)  339.  BrsMhfli  Hot  Aiiigned. — Thus  in  debt 

2.  Barrows  v.  Carpenter,  i  Cliff.  (U.  on  bond  where  breaches  are  not  as- 
S.)  208.  signed  in  the  declaration,   the   usual 

Unaeoeisary  Detell  will  not  vitiate  a  course  is  for  the  defendant  to  set  out 

plea,  as  in  setting  out  the  nature  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  on  oyer  and 

duress  pleaded.   Bingham  v.  Sessions,  plead  performance  generally,  and  for 

6  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  13.  the    plaintiff    to    assign    breaches    in 

8.  Cassady   v,   Clarke,   7  Ark.   131;  the  replication.    State  v,   Campbell,  8 

Knoebel  v,  Kircher,  33  111.  308;  Brew-  Blackf.   (Ind.)   138.     See    also    article 

ster  V.  Hobart,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  306;  Bonds,  vol.  3,  p.  635. 

Quimby  v.  Melvin,  28  N.  H.  265;  Ho-  6.  Morris  Canal,   etc.,   Co.   v.    Van 

boken  v,  Evans,  31  N.  T.  L.  345;  Duval  Vorst,  21  N.  J.  L.  100. 

V.  Malone,  14  Gratt.  (Va.)  24:  Harrison  7.  Safford  v.  Miller,  59  111.  209;  Grills 

V.  Farmers'  Bank,  6  W.   Va.  i.     See  v,  Mannell,  Willes  378. 

also  Howe  v.  Lawrence,  22  N.  J.  L.  99.  8.  Tweedy  v,  Jarvis,  27   Conn.  42; 

Finding  Bisregarded.  —  Where  a  plea  People  v.  Harding,  53  Mich.  481;  Com- 

set  up  matter  which   was  altogether  mercial  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Conrad.  9  Phila. 

immaterial,  it  was  held  that  a  finding  (Pa.)  24,  29  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  308;  Day  v. 

for  the  defendant  upon   issue  joined  Clarke,  i  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  521. 

might  be    disregarded.      Harrison    v.  If  a  Case  Is  Set  fdr  Trial  After  Jndg- 

Farmers'  Bank,  6  W.  Va.  i.  msnt  has  been  duly  entered  for  the  de- 

4.  See  Howe  t/.  Lawrence,  22  N.  J.  fendant,  the  defendant  ought  not  to 

L.  99.  raise  a  new  issue  by  filing  a  plea,  but 

Plea  Striekon  Out  or  Judgment  Hon  Ob-  should  ask  the  court  to  strike  the  case 

itaate. —  If  a  plea  presents  an  immate-  from  the  list  or  let  the  plaintiff  take 

rial  issue  it  may  be  stricken  out,  or  the  his  own  way  secure  that  it  will  end  in 

court  may  refuse  to  receive  it,  or  set  nothing.     If,  on  the  contrary,  the  judg- 

aside  the  issue  during  the  trial  or  after  ment  is  invalid  or  the  court  has  been 

verdict,  or,  in  a  proper  case,  render  authorized  to  proceed  notwithstanding 

judgment  non  obstante.    Duval  r.  Ma-  the  judgment,  it  is  useless   to  allege 
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Oontradiotloft  of  Baoord.  —  So  it  is  incompetent  for  a  party  to  plead 
in  contradiction  to  the  record  itself  in  the  same  cause.  The 
record  itself  stands  as  a  perpetual  estoppel  of  such  a  pleading, 
and  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  demurrer  to  the  plea,  or  per- 
haps the  plea  may  be  treated  as  a  nullity.  ^ 

10.  Hatter  Which  Should  Come  from  Plaintiff  —  It  is  a  general 
principle  of  pleading  that  matter  which  should  come  more  prop- 
erly from  the  other  side  need  not  be  stated,  and  this  principle  is 
applicable  to  pleas  as  well  as  to  other  pleadings,'  and  a  defendant 
is  not  required  to  negative  a  fact  which  the  plaintiff  should  have 
pleaded  affirmatively  in  his  declaration.' 

11.  Plea  to  Damages.  —  A  plea  in  bar  should  not  be  directed  to 
the  damages,  but  should  go  to  the  action.  Mitigation  of  dam- 
ages may  be  shown  under  the  general  issue.^ 

12.  Justification  of  Katten  in  Aggravation.  —  A  plea  need  only 
answer  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  if  matters  are  alleged  in  aggra- 
vation as  a  substantive  trespass  they  should  be  replied  to  by  way 
of  new  assignment.* 

13.  Scope  of  Traverse.  —  While  a  special  traverse  of  a  material 
allegation  may  be  a  good  plea,  the  traverse  must  be  as  broad  as 
the  allegation,  else  it  will  be  bad  on  demurrer.  • 

that  which  app<:ar5  already  and  which        8.  Griswold  v.  National  Ins.  Co.,  3 

must    be    disregarded.     The    plea    is  Cow.  (N.Y.)ii8.   See  also  Stephen's  PI., 

therefore  simply  an  excrescence.    Com-  p.  350,  citing  Bovy's  Case,  i  Vent,  317. 
mercial  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Conrad,  9  Phila.        8.  Lightfoot  v.  Cole,  i  Wis.  38. 
(Pa.)  29,  29  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  308.  4«  Grayson  v.  Brooks,  64  Miss.  410; 

Omission  in  FlmidiiLgs.  —  It  is  a  rule  of  Hopple  v.  Higbee,  23  N.  J.  L.  343; 
pleading  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  make  Archer  v.  Archer,  8  Gratt.  (Va.)  539; 
allegations  of  matters  of  fact  of  which  Pope  v,  Davidson,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
the  court  takes  official  notice;  and  as  it  404.  See  also  Joy  v.  Hull,  4  Vt.  455. 
will  take  such  notice  of  all  matters  ap-  Snilioieney  of  Gnioral  Inno.  —  In  ac- 
parent  on  the  record  of  the  case,  it  will  tions  of  tort  everything  which  may 
take  notice  that  certain  facts  are  properly  be  construed  by  the  jury  in 
omitted  to  be  stated,  as  well  as  that  mitigation  of  damages  may  be  given 
other  facts  are  actually  alleged  in  it.  under  the  general  issue,  for  such  mat- 
Hence,  where  advantage  is  sought  to  ters  cannot  be  pleaded.  Delevan  v. 
be  taken  of  the  omission  of  any  mate-  Bates,  i  Mich.  97;  Sutherland  v.  In- 
rial  averments  in  pleadings,  the  course  galls,  63  Mich.  620;  Osborn  v.  Lovell. 
is  to  rely  on  the  knowledge  of  the  omis-  36  Mich.  250. 

sion  by  the  court,  derived  from  its  in-        APleainConfotiionuidAToidaiiM  does 

spection  of  the  record,  and  not  to  state  not  admit  the  damages.     The  plea  ad- 

as  a  matter  of  fact  that  there  is  such  an  mits  only  the  traversable  facts.     Ran- 

omission.     Perhaps  no  more  striking  del  v.  Chesapeake,  etc..  Canal  Co.,  i 

instance  of  the  practice  in  this  respect  Harr.  (Del.)  234. 

can  be  adduced  than  the  precedents  of        5.  Knapp  v.  Slocomb,  9  Gray  (Mass.) 

pleas  in  abatement  for  the  nonjoinder  73;    Hathaway  v.   Rice,   19    Vt.    102; 

of  co-contractors,  which,  after  alleging  Sterling    v.    Warden,    51   N.    H.    230; 

that  there  were  such  contractors,  did  Kingsbury  v.  Pond,  3  N.  H.  513;  Gels- 

not  aver  that  they  were  not  made  de-  ton  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  246;  Dye 

fendants,  but  relied  upon  the  knowl-  v.  Leatherdale,  3   Wils.   20;    Gates  v. 

edge  of  the  court  derived  from  previous  Bayley,  2  Wils.  313;  Taylor  ».  Coc.  3 

parts  of  the  record,  from  which  it  ap-  T.  R.  292,  i  H.  Bl.  555:  Monprivatt  v, 

peared     that    such    was     the     case.  Smith,  2  (^ampb.  175  and  noie. 
Tweedy  v,  Jarvis,  27  Conn.  42.  6.  White  v,  Clayes,  32  111.  328;  Wad- 

1,  People  V,  Shaw,  13  111.  583.  hams  v.  Swan,  109  III.  54. 
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KegatiTo  Praguat  —  A  negative  pregnant  is  the  statement  of  a 
negative  following  the  language  of  the  allegation  traversed  and 
implying  or  suggesting  that  a  part  of  the  all^ation  traversed  may 
be  true  standing  alone.^ 

14.  Admission  by  Failure  to  Deny  —  a.  General  Rule.  — 
Whatever  is  not  denied  by  the  plea  is  admitted,  as  it  is  a  general 
rule  of  pleading  that  a  party  confesses  all  such  traversable  allega- 
tions on  the  opposite  side  as  he  does  not  controvert ;  •  but  such 
implied  admission  is  no  broader  than  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff's 
declaration.' 

b.  Exceptions.  —  There  are  exceptions  to  this  rule,  however, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  dilatory  plea,  new  assignment,  or  plea  of 
estoppel.* 

One  Good  Plea  Bnilloie&t.  —  If  any  one  of  several  pleas  is  a  sufficient 

1.  Stephen's  Pleading  (Andrews's  Raymond  v,  Wheeler,  9  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
cd.),  §  200.  295. 

niiiftrations.  —  In  an  Action  of  Waste        If  Ko  Pl«a  Ii  Filed  to  OiM  Ooimt  and  a 

for  cutting  twenty  trees,  the  defendant  demurrer  is  filed  to  another  count,  the 

ought  to  plead  that  he  did  not  cut  the  count  to  which  no  plea  is  filed  will  be 

said   trees  or  either  of    them,   other-  taken  as   admitted.     Dwight  v.  Hol- 

wise  the  traverse  wonld  be  too  large,  brook,  i  Allen  (Mass.)  560. 
I  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  cd.)       Dcmuxrer  of  Ko  Use.  —  Under  a  statute 

550,  citing  Robsert  v.   Andrews,  Cro.  providing  that  all  material  allegations 

Eliz.  84;  Cobb  V,  Bryan,  3  B.  &   P.  not  denied  by  the  plea  will  be  taken  to 

348.  be  admitted  or  true,  a  demurrer  to  a 

In  an  Action  upon  a  Policy  of  Insurance  plea  because  it  does  not  admit  nor  deny 

in  which  the  declaration  alleged  a  total  a  material  allegation  is  unnecessary  for 

loss,  the  defendant  pleaded  fraud  only,  any  useful  purpose.    Cofifman  v,  Wil- 

and  at  the  trial  abandoned   this  de-  Hams,  4  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  233. 
fense,  but  insisted  it  was  liable  for  the        8.  Extent    of   Admission.  —  Thus    in 

average  loss  only.     It  was  held  that  by  Tappan  v.  Tappan,  36  N.  H.  109,  three 

not  traversing  the  averment  of  a  total  defendants  were  sued  as  joint  tenants 

loss  the  defendant  admitted  only  a  par-  in  a  writ  of  entry;  two  of  them  pleaded 

tial  loss,  the  court  saying :*' Under  this  severally    sole    tenure    of    the   whole 

form  of  declaration  the  plaintiff  might  demanded-   premises,    and    the    third 

recover  an  average  loss,  and  a  traverse  pleaded  sole  tenure  of  all  but  forty 

of  a  total  loss  would  consequently  have  acres,  and  as  to  the  forty  acres  said 

been  bad  in  substance  for  not  answer-  nothing.     Issue  was  joined   on  all  of 

ing  the  whole  complaint."      King  v.  the  pleas  and  found  for  the  defendants. 

Walker,  3  H.  &  C.  209.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 

In  Avowry  for  Rent  for  a  certain  take  judgment  against  the  third  de- 
amount  a  plea  that  the  said  amount  fendant  for  the  forty  acres,  betause  he 
was  not  due  was  held  bad  on  demurrer  had  not  alleged  that  the  said  defendant 
for  not  denying  that  any  part  thereof  alone  disseized  him,  or  was  sole  seized 
was  due.  Cobb  v,  Bryan,  3  B.  &  P.  of  the  forty  acres,  nor  did  the  said  de- 
348.  fendant  by  nil  dicit  admit  that  he  was 

Immaterial   Ai&rmatiTO.' —  But  if  the  chargeable  alone  for  the  forty  acres,  or 

implied  afiSrmative   is  immaterial  the  for  any  part  or  any  undivided  share  of 

traverse  is  not  objectionable.    Gould's  them,  but  he  admitted  only  that  jointly 

PI.  (5th  ed.),  c.  6,  g  36.  with  the  other  defendants  he  disseized 

2.  Dana  v.  Bryant,  6  111.  104;  Wil-  the  demandant  of  the  forty  acres  and 
liams  V,  Boyden,  33  111.  App.  478;  was  jointly  seized  with  them,  and  con- 
Coppinger  v,  Armstrong,  8  111.  App.  sen  ted  that  a  joint  judgment  should  be 
210;  Ayers  v.  Spring,  10  Mass.  80;  rendered  against  him  and  the  other 
Dwight  V,  Holbrook,  i  Allen  (Mass.)  defendants  for  the  forty  acres. 

560;  Tappan  v,  Tappan,  36  N.  H.  109;        4.  Dana  v.  Bryant,  6  111.  Z04. 
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answer  to  the  whole  cause  of  action  it  will  be  enough  to  support 
a  judgment  for  the  defendant.* 

c.  PROTESTATION.  —  A  protestation  is  an  inferential  denial  in 
the  commencement  of  the  plea  of  an  averment  in  the  opposite 
pleading  which  is  not  directly  denied.  Its  use  was  adopted  to 
counteract  the  effect  of  the  rule  that  a  material  fact  not  denied 
is  admitted  and  saves  to  the  party  protesting  the  right  to  dispute 
the  fact  in  another  action.* 

16.  Statutory  Defense.  —  Where  a  plea  is  interposed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  setting  up  a  defense  provided  by  statute  its  sufficiency 
will  depend  upon  and  be  determined  by  the  terms  of  the  statute, 

1.  Brown  v,  Hamlin,  23  Miss.  392.  this  means  he  is  not  concluded  by  any 

A  Partial  Befonie  in  One  Plea  will  not  of  the   rest  of  the  matter  which  he 

operate  as  an  admission  if  the  whole  has  by  protestation  so  denied,  but  may 

cause  of  action  is  answered  in  another  afterwards  take  issue  upon  it.*'     Hol- 

plea.      McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  dipp  v.  Otway,  2  Saund.  103^,  note. 

Co.  V,  Snell,  23  111.  App.  85;  Dana  v.  A  Protastation  Is  Hot  a  Denial  of  the 

Bryant,  6  111.  104.  facts  alleged  and  has  no  operation  in 

8.  Stephen's     PI.    (Andrews's  ed.),  the  case  in  which  it  is  made.     Smith 

%  132.  V.  Hall,  8  Me.  352;  Holdipp  v,  Otway, 

Katnra'  and  Kinds.  —  ''A  protestation  2  Saund.  103^,  note, 

is  defined  to  be  a  saving  to  the  party  A  Protestation  Should  Bo  Mado  After 

who  takes  it  from  being  concluded  by  Pleading  to  the  action,  that  is,  foUow- 

any  matteralleged,  or  objected,  against  ing  the  commencement  actio  non^  and 

him  on  the  other  side,  upon  which  he  not  before.    Graysbrook  v.  Fox,  Plowd. 

cannot  take  issue.     Graysbrook  z^.  Fox,  276. 

Plowd.  276.     Or,  as  expressed  by  Lord  Where  the  Issne  Is  Vonnd  Agalnet  tho 

Coke,  it  is  a  safeguard  which  keeps  Party  Proteeting,  the  protestation  is  of 

the  party  from  being  concluded  by  the  no  force  except  where  the  matter  passed 

plea  he   is  to  make,  if  the  issue  be  over  could  not  be  denied.     Holdipp  v. 

found  for  him.     Co.  Litt.  124^;    Doc  Otway,  2  Saund.  103^,  note;  Co.  LitL 

Piac.  295.      And  it  is  of  two  sorts:  first.  124^,  126/x;  i  Tidd's  Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.) 

when  a  man  pleads  anything  which  he  688. 

dares    not    directly  affirm,  or  cannot  That  WUeh  Ii  the  Ground  of  tho  Party^ 

plead   for    fear  of    making    his    plea  Suit  cannot  be  taken  by  protestation, 

double;  as  if,  in  conveyingto  himself  fot  it  may  be  denied  by  answer  and 

by  his  plea  a  title  to  land,  the  defend-  issue  may  be  joined  upon  it.     Holdipp 

ant  ought  to  plead  divers  descents  from  v,  Otway,  2  Saund.  103^,  note;  Grays- 

several  persons,  but  dares  not  affirm  brook  v.  Fox,  Plowd.  276. 

that  they  were  all  seized  at  the  time  of  The  Protestation  Knit  Hot  Bo  flnporfliu 

their  death;  or,  although  he  could  do  one,  and  if  the  second  protestation  in- 

90,  it  would  make  his  plea  double  to  eludes  matter  which  is  embraced  in  the 

allege  t^ro  descents,  when  one  descent  first  it  is  subject  to  this  objection,  as 

would  be  a  sufficient  bar;  then  the  de-  where  the   first  protestation  was  that 

fendant  ought  to  plead  and  allege  the  '*  the  said  Thomas  Kene  did  not  make 

matter,  interlacing  the  word  '  protest-  any  testament,"  and  the  second  was 

ing,'  thus,  *  protesting  that  such  a  one  that  '*  he  did  not  constitute  the  plaintiff 

died  seized,'  etc.,  and  this  the  adverse  his  executor,"  because  if  he  made  no 

party  cannot  traverse.     The  other  sort  testament    he  did   not  make    an    ex- 

of  protestation  is  when  a  person  is  to  ecutor.      Graysbrook  v.   Fox,    Plowd. 

answer  two  matters,  and  yet  by  law  he  276. 

can  only  plead  to  one  of  them,  then  in  The  Hilary  Bnles,  4  Wm.  IV.,  declare 

the  beginning  of  his  plea  he  may  say  that  **  no  protestation  shall  hereafter  be 

'  protesting,*    or  '  not  acknowledging  made  in  any  pleading,  but  either  party 

such  part '  of  the  matter  to  be  true,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  advantage 

adds,  *  but  for  plea  in  this  behalf,'  etc.,  in  that  or  other  actions  as  if  a  protesta- 

and  so  take  issue,  or  traverse,  or  plead  tion  had  been   made."     i   Chitty  on 

to  the  other  part  of  the  matter;  and  by  Pleadings  585. 
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and  it  is  held  that  if  such  a  plea  substantially  adopts  the  language 
of  the  statute  it  will  be  good.^ 

V.  Double  Puabdio  —  1.  The  Eight  to  File.  —  At  common  law 
the  defendant  was  not  permitted  to  plead  more  than  one  plea.* 
The  right  to  plead  several  pleas  or  several  matters  to  the  same 
declaration  is  derived  entirely  from  statute.' 

Statute  of  Ansa.  —  Under  the  common-law  rule  it  was  sometimes 
found  difficult  to  comprise  the  merits  of  a  defense  in  a  single  plea, 
and  the  statute  of  Anne  *  permitted  a  party,  with  leave  of  court, 
to  plead  as  many  matters  as  might  be  necessary  to  his  defense.* 
This  statute  has  been  followed  in  the  United  States  in  the 
absence  of  other  provisions  upon  the  subject.* 

The  Extent  of  the  Sight  to  plead  double  is  controlled  by  the  statute. 
And  it  is  an  absolute  right  under  some  statutes,  no  matter  what 
the  nature  of  the  pleadings  may  be,  and  leave  of  court  is  not  a 
prerequisite,^  while  under  others  the  court,  it  seems,  may  restrict 
the  pleas  to  such  as  do  not  contradict  each  other,  requiring  that 
when  double  pleas  are  filed  they  shall  be  consistent,^  and  leave 
is  necessary  as  under  the  statute  of  Anne,  though  it  is  granted 
as  of  course  if  the  pleas  are  consistent,   when  consistency   is 

1.  McAllister  v.  Ely.  i8  111.  250;  for  his  defense,  said :  '*  The  statute  of 
Payne  v.  Webster,  19  III.  los.  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16,  allows  the  defendant 

2.  Gully  V,  Exeter,  5  Bing.  45,  15  E.  to  plead  several  matters  only  with  the 
C.  L.  362;  State  v.  Roe,  26  N.J.  L.  leave  of  the  court.  The  English  stat- 
215;  Chapman  v.  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464.  ute  gives  the  court  a  controlling  power 

8.  State  V.  Roe,  26  N.  J.  L.  215.  over  the  admission  of  the   plea;    the 

Proooeding  Kust  Come  Within  Statata.  statute  of  Virginia  gives  the  court  no 

—  The  statute  permitting  several  pleas  such  power.    •    •    *    The  defendant 

with  leave  of  court  has  been  held  not  in  England  is,  when  he  first  pleads,  in 

to  apply  to  informations  in  the  nature  the  same  situation  as  to  a  double  plea 

of  quo  warranto,  such  a  proceeding  not  as  the  defendant  in  Virginia  is  after 

being  an  action  in  the  sense  of  that  his  right  to  plead  depends  on  the  favor 

term  as  used  in  the  statute.    State  v.  of  the  court.*' 

Roe,  26  N.  T.  L.  215,  following  the  con-  After  Regular  Order  of  Pleading,  —  So 

struction  of  the  statute  of  Anne  in  Rex  where  a  defendant  has  availed  himself 

V,    Leigh,  4   Burr.   2143,   ^^^  ^^^^  v-  of  b>s  right  to  plead  he  must  obtain 

Grimes,  4  Burr.  2147.  leave  to  file  other  pleas.      Bemis   v. 

4.  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16,  g§  4,  5.  Homer,   145  III.  571;    Lincoln  r.   Mc- 

6.  Gully  V,  Exeter,  5  Bing.  45,  15  E.  Laughlin,  74  111.  11 ;  Millikin  v,  Jones, 

C.  L.  362.  77  111.  372;  Hallberg  v,  Brosseau,  64. 

6.  Chapman  v,  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464.  111.  App.  520;  Fisher  v,  Greene,  95  111. 

7.  Popcv.  Welsh,  18  Ala.  632;  Ansley  94;  Dow  v,  Blake,  148  111.  88;  Ander- 
V.  Piedmont  Bank,  113  Ala.  467;  son  Transfer  Co.  v.  Fuller,  73  111.  App. 
Lincoln  v.  Wilamowicz,  7  Ark.  378;  48,  affirmed  174  111.  221.  But  if  there 
Pickering  v.  Pickering,  19  N.  H.  391,  is  no  unreasonable  delay  In  asking 
under  a  statute  subsequent  to  the  de-  leave  the  court  cannot  refuse  to  grant 
cision  in  Chapman  v,  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  it.  Bemis  v.  Homer,  145  111.  571; 
464,  supra.  See  also  article  Answers  Misch  v.  McAlpine,  78  III.  507.  See 
IN  Code  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  852.  also  article  Time  to  Plead. 

CoBitnwtioA     of    Statute  —  Time     to  8.  Richardson  v,  Whitfield,  2  McCord 

Plead.  — In  Furniss  :.  Ellis,  2  Brock.  L.  (S.  Car.)  148. 

(U.  S.)  14,  Marshall.  C.  J.,  in  constru-  When   KotioA    Made.  —  A  motion  to 

ing  a  statute  of   Virginia^  which  gave  plead  double  cannot  be  made  in  a  court 

the  defendant  a  right  to  plead  as  many  having    only    appellate     jurisdiction, 

matters  as  he  conceived  to  be  necessary  Eraser  v,  M*Leod,  2  Bay  (S.  Car.)  407. 
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required,  or  if  they  are  proper  in  other  respects.^ 

2.  Contistenoy.  —  In  some  courts,  especially  in  early  cases,  leave 
to  file  double  pleas  was  refused  when  the  pleas  were  inconsistent' 
But  not  only  are  the  books  full  of  double  pleas  which  cannot  be 
reconciled  with  each  other,'  but  it  is  said  that  if  the  opinion 
formerly  entertained,  that  mere  inconsistency  between  two  pleas 
is  a  decisive  objection  to  their  being  pleaded  together,  should 
prevail,  the  statute  would  in  a  great  measure  be  practically 
repealed,^  and  according  to  the  modem  practice  and  authorities 
mere  inconsistency  in  pleas  is  not  a  good  reason  why  they  may 
not   be  pleaded   together,*   at   least  where  the  one  does  not 

1.  Richardson  v,  Whitfield,  2  McCord  asked,  but  the  court  will  strike  out  all 

L.  (S.  Car.)  148;  Miller  v.  Ftsk,  i  Mc-  such  pleas  as  it  would  not  have  granted 

Cord  L.  (S.  Car.)  50;  Pickens  v,  Shackel-  leave  to  plead  if  leave  had  been  applied 

ford,  2  Brev.  (S.   Car.)  96;    Parks    v.  for.     Parks  v,  McClellan,  44  N.  J.  L. 

McClellan,44N.  J.  L.  554;  States^.  Roe,  554;  Copperthwait  v.  Dummer,  18  N. 

26  N.  J.   L.  215;  Chapman  v.  Sloan,  J.  L.  258. 

2  N.  H.  464;  Slocomb  v.  Powers,  10  R.  8.  See  Anderson  v.  Anderson.  2  W. 

I.  255.  Bl.  1157;   Peters  ».  Ulmer,  74  Pa.  St, 

Answer  Instead   of  Plea.  —  Under  a  403;  Chapman  t^.  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  466. 

statutory  system   substituting  an   an-  In  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  2  W.  Bl. 

swer  for  a  plea  it  was  held  that  differ-  1 157,  a  defendant  was  not  allowed  to 

ent  and  consistent  defenses  might  be  plead  ne  urtques  seisie  que  dower  and  ne 

made  in  the  same  answer  to  the  same  unques   accouple^  one  of    the    reasons 

extent  as  double  pleas  could  have  been  being  that  the  pleas  were  inconsistenL 

filed    before.       Montague    v,   Boston,  But  in   Robins  v.  Crutchley,  2  Wils. 

etc.,  Iron  Works,  97  Mass.  502;  Pay-  118,  these  pleas  had  been  pleaded  to- 

son  v.  Macomber,  3  Allen  (Mass.)  69.  gether,  and  Nares,  J.,  in  Anderson  r. 

Leave  Kay  Be  Granted  at  Any  Time  Anderson,  supra^  gave  no  opinion,  oat 

where  it  does  not  operate  as  a  surprise  of    deference   to  the  precedent  estab- 

to  the  adverse  party.     Van  Holten  v,  lished  by  this  case. 

Lewis,  I  McCord  L.  (S.  Car.)  12;  Stew-  Beleate  and  General  Ime.  —  A  plea  of 

art  V.  McCully,  5  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  80,  a  release  of  the  trespass  complained  of 

holding  that  leave  may  be  granted  at  a  in  an  action  of  trespass  has  been  held 

subsequent  term  so  as  to  protect  pleas  to  be  improper  with  the  general  issue 

already  filed  without  leave  from  objec-  in  such  a  case,  because  it  contains  a 

tion  on  that  ground.  virtual   if   not  an  explicit    admission 

Plea    CQiowing  Leave  Granted.  —  The  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the 

omission  to  state  that  the  plea  is  filed  trespass.     But  a  general  release  may 

with  leave  has  been  held  to  be  at  most  be  so  pleaded,  because  it  contains  no 

a  mere  matter  of  form  which  must  be  such  admission.     Prinnel   v.   Preston, 

specifically  pointed  out  on  special  de-  Barnes  351;    Steele  v.  Pindar,  Barnes 

murrer.     Ryley  v.  Parkhurst,  i  Wils.  347,   cited  in   Alderman   v,   French,  i 

219.  Pick.  (Mass.)  6. 

''According  to  Form  of  the  Statute,''  —  8.  Granite  State  Bank  v,  Otis,  53  Me. 

When    pleas  severally  commence   by  133. 

stating  that  they  are  pleaded  by  leave  4.  Granite  State  Bank  v.  Otis,  53  Me. 

of  the  court,  it  is  unnecessary  to  add  133;  Chapman  v,  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  466; 

•'  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  Com.  v,  Myers,  i  Va.  Cas.  188;  Peters 

in  such  case   made    and    provided."  v.    Ulmer,   74  Pa.   St.  402.    See  also 

Conover  v.  Tindall,  20  N.  J.  L  513.  article  Notice  or  Brief  Statement  of 

Leave  Hot   Asked  in   Tiust  — Where  Defense,  vol.  14,  p.  1074. 

the  pleader  is  permitted  to  plead  by  6.  Union  Bank  r.  Ridgely,  i  Har.  k 

leave  of  court  as  many  several  matters  G.  (Md.)  324;  Mott  v.  Burnett,  2  E.  D. 

as  he  may  think  necessary  for  his  de-  Smith  (N.  Y.)  52;  Langford  v.  Frey,  8 

fense,  he  ought  to  state  that  the  ad-  Humph.  (Tenn.)  444;  Wilson  r.  Ames, 

ditional  pleas  are  pleaded  by  leave  of  5  Taunt.  340,  i  E.  C.  L.  127;  Wilkin- 

the  court.    Such  leave  is  never  in  fact  son  v.  Small,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  564;  Merry 
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expressly  deny  what  the  other  expressly  admits.^ 

Eaeh  Plea  Stands  upon  Ita  Own  Oronnd  and  is  not  affected  by  any  other 

plea,  and  the  admissions  made  in  one  plea  cannot  be  used  as  a 
cause  of  demurrer  to  or  as  evidence  to  destroy  another.* 

3.  Diflcretion  in  Permitting  the  Filing.  —  In  allowing  or  disallow- 
ing the  filing  of  such  pleas  the  court  is  controlled  by  the  con- 

V.  Gay,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  388,  wherein  action.  Union  Bank  v,  Ridgely,  i 
Parker,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  courts  were  Har.  &  G.  (Md.)  324;  Williams  v.  Har- 
less  concerned  to  ascertain  the  pre-  ris,  2  How.  (Miss.)  634;  Chew  z/.  Close, 
ponderance  of  authority  in  the  £nglish  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  211,31  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.) 
books  than  to  adopt  the  most  reason-  204;  Maclellan  v.  Howard.  4  T.  R.  194; 
able  and  beneficial  rule  for  their  own  Dowgall  v.  Bowman,  3  Wils.  145;  Jen- 
guidance;  that  the  practice  of  the  court  kins  v.  Edwards,  5  T.  R.  97;  Orgill  v. 
in  Massachusetts  in  regard  to  granting  Kemshead,  4  Taunt.  459;  Shombeck 
leave  to  plead  double  more  resembled  v,  De  La  Cour,  10  East  326. 
that  of  the  King's  Bench  than  that  of  Reason  for  Rule,  —  In  Peters  v, 
the  Common  Pleas;  and  that  in  all  Ulmer,  74  Pa.  St.  402,  it  was  held  that 
courts  less  strictness  now  prevailed  the  discretion  vested  in  the  court  by  the 
than  formerly.  statute  of    Anne  existed    only    when 

1.  ninstratioiit.  —  Non     Est    Factum  there  was  reason  to  refuse  permission 

may  be  joined  with  the  plea  of  pay-  to  plead  double,  and  did  not  apply  to 

ment.     Merry  v.  Gay,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  the  general  issue  and  justification  in 

388.  slander;    and   the  action   of   the  trial 

Non  Est  Factum^  Usury^  Duress^  and  court  in  refusing  to  allow  the  plaintiff 

Payment    may    be    pleaded    together,  to  plead  not  guilty,  as  well  as  justifica- 

Granite  State  Bank  v.  Otis,  53  Me.  133.  tion,  was  held  to  be  reversible  error, 

Non  Est  Factum  and  Accord  and  Sat-  the  court  saying  that  the  only  excep- 

}x/a^-/x<7»  are  held  not  to  be  incompatible  tion  which  appeared  to  be  recognized 

and  may  be  pleaded  together.     Acci-  to  the  modern  rule  that  leave  should 

dent    Ins.   Co.  of    North  America   v.  be  granted    to  file    inconsistent'  pleas 

Baker,  34  W.  Va.  668.  was    the    general    issue    and    tender. 

Nan  Est  Factum  and  Nul  Tiel  Record  for  which   exception    theie  was  good 

may   be  pleaded  together.     Brown  v,  reason,  because  in  such  a  case  if  a  ver- 

Bickle,  7  Ark.  410.  diet  were  found  for  the  defendant  on 

Non  Est  Factum  and  Nil  Debet  are  not  the  general  issue  it  would  appear  upon 

inconsistent.   Grand  Chute  v,  Winegar,  the     record     that    nothing    was    due, 

15  Wall.  (U.  S.)  355.  although  the  defendant  had  admitted 

Nil  Debet  and  tfu  Statute  of  Limita-  on  the  record  by  pleading  the  tender 

tions  may  be  pleaded  together.     U.  S.  that  something  was  due. 

Bank  v.  Donnally,  8  Pet.  (U.  S.)  361.  The  Test  Where  IiLoonsistency  Ii  an  Ob- 

Non  Demisit  and  No  Rent  in  Arrear ,  jeotion. —  In    Chapman  v.  Sloan,  2  N. 

—  A  plea  of  non  demisit  and  no  rent  H.  466,  it  was  said  that  probably  no 

in   arrear  may   be   pleaded    together,  single   lest  is  so  accurate  as  that  two 

Van  Holten  v.  Lewis,  i  McCord  L.  (S.  pleas  are  inadmissible  in  the  same  ac- 

Car.)  12.  tion  if  one  expressly  admits  what  the 

^^Want  of  Consideration^^*    and   that  other  denies;  but  that  should  they  be 

"  the  note  sued  on  was  not  the  note  of  deemed    inadmissible   when   one    im- 

the   alleged   maker  thereof."    furnish  pliedly  admits  what  the  other  denies, 

distinct  and  independent  defenses,  and  almost  every  case  of  double  pleading 

are  not  so  inconsistent  as  to  preclude  would   be  denied.     See  also  Com.  v. 

their  being  interposed  together  in  the  Myers,    i    Va.    Cas.    188;     Peters    v, 

same  suit.     Barnes  v,   Scott,  29  Fla.  Ulmer,  74  Pa.  St.  402. 

285.  8.  See  supra^  IV.  2.  b.  Each  of  Sev- 

Oeneral  Issue  and  Tender.  —  The  only  eral  Pleas  Must  Stand  Alone. 
pleas  now  disallowed  on  the  ground  of  Xotion  to  Strike  Out  or  Compel  Eleo- 
inconsistency  are  the  general  issue  and  tion.  —  The  remedy  is  to  have  the  in- 
tender,  and  the  reason  is  that  one  goes  consistent  plea  stricken  out  or  to  compel 
to  deny  the  existence  of  any  cause  an  election.  Noonan  v,  Bradley,  9 
while  the  other  admits  some  cause  of  Wall.  (U.  S.)  394. 
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sideration  whether  such  pleas  will  hinder,  delay,  or  embarrass  a 
fair  trial,  and  may  confine  the  defendant  to  such  as  are  deemed 
essential  to  the  justice  of  the  case.^ 

liUag  Additioaal  Plau  —  And  the  court  will  exercise  the  same 
discretion  where  a  defendant  asks  leave  to  file  additional  pleas 
after  he  has  availed  himself  of  his  opportunity  to  plead,  though 
the  pleas  might  have  been  filed  as  his  right  in  the  first  instance.* 

Plots  of  Uko  Import.  —  The  court  will  not  receive  two  pleas  of  a 
like  import  if  objected  to,  because  both  are  unnecessary  and 
occasion  useless  trouble  in  replying  to  them,'  of  which  class  of 
pleas  the  general  issue  and  a  special  plea  tantamount  thereto  are 
instanced.* 

1.  Parks  tf.  McClellao,  44  N.  J.  L.  affidavit  that  they  were  necessary  to 

554;  Chapman  v,  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  466;  the  justice  of  the  case. 

Slocomb  V.  Powers,  10  R.  I.  255;  Gully  8.  Hallberg  r.  Brosseau,  64  III.  App. 

V.  Exeter,  5  Bin^:.  45,  15  E.  C.  L.  362.  522  [citing  Bemis  v.  Homer,   145   lU. 

Yozatioiu  PloM.  — A  defendant  will  567]:  Dow  t/.  Blake,  148  111.  7^. 

not  be  allowed  to  plead  several  mat-  Beviow  of  Sisoretioii.  —  Leave  to  file 

ters  where  the  defense  is  vexatious  and  additional  pleas  is  discretionary  with 

soms  of  the  pleas  are  technical.     Cool-  the   court,   and  its  action  in  refusing* 

ing  I'.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  15  Q.  B.  such  leave  will  not  be  reviewed  unless 

486,  6q  E.  C.  L.  486,  14  Jur.  875.  there  is  a  gross  abuse  of  the  discretion. 

And  a  statute  permitting  a  defend-  Gormley  v.   Bunyan,   138    U.   S.  623; 

ant  to  plead  as  many  defenses  as  he  Bequette  v.  Lasselle,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.) 

thinks  proper  is  held  not  to  deprive  the  443.     See  article  TiiCB  to  Plead. 

court  of  its  common-law  power  to  pre-  8.  Prewett  v.  Vaughn,  21  Ark.  417; 

vent  an  abuse  of  such  privilege.   Wood-  Martin  v.  Woods,  6  Mass.  6;  Sevey  v. 

ruff  e/.  Brice,  18  Wend.  (M.  Y.)  512.  Blacklin,   2   Mass.   543;    Chapman  v. 

Although  pleas  mav  be  consistent,  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464;  Thayer  v,  Rogers, 

the  court  may  rescind  a  rule  to  plead  i  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  152;  Governor  7. 

double  if  improper  use  has  been  made  Lagow,  43  111.  134. 

of  the  leave  for  the  purpose  of  delay  Iho  Statute   Poraiittiiig  a  Bdltadaiit 

and  of  throwing  difficulties  in  the  plain-  to  Set  Up  as  Xaay  BeCeneei  as  He  Thinki 

tifif's  way.    Chitty  v,  Hume,  13  East  Proper  is  held  to  be  for  the  purpose  of 

255;   Gully  V.   Exeter,  5   Bing.  42,  15  relieving  against  the  hardship  of  re> 

E.  C.  L.  360.  stricting  a  defendant   having  several 

Leave   Granted   ae    of  Goune.  —  The  matters  of  defense  of  such  a  nature 

leave    to    plead    double    Is    generally  that  proof  of  them  cannot  be  previously 

granted  with  very  little  consideration,  ascertained  with  certainty.     Cames  9. 

undoubtedly  because  it  is  known  that  Duncan,  Coi.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  35;  Chap- 

the  order  cannot  have  any  important  man  v.  Sloan,  2  N.   H.  464;  Currie  r. 

influence  on  the  cause.     In  the  King's  Almond,  5  Bing.  N.  Cas.  224,  35  E.  C. 

Bench  the  motion  for  this  purpose  is  L.  96. 

considered  as  a  motion  of  course,  and  To  Prevent  the  Abuse  of  the  PiiTlIege 

when  the  license  is  abused  the  plaintiff  of  double  pleading   restri6tions   were 

moves  to  discharge  the  rule;  and  in  imposed  in  England  by  Reg.  $  of  Reg. 

the   Common   Pleas  the   authority  in  Gen.    Hil.   Term,   4  Wm.  IV.,    which 

case  of  these  applications  is  exercised  prohibited  more  than  one  plea  stating 

only  to    prevent    oppression    on    the  the  same    subject-matter    of    defense 

plaintiff  from  the  expense  and  delay  to  varying  only  in  statement.     Inconstst- 

which  he  would  be  subjected  in  reply-  ent    pleas    might,    however,    still    be 

ing  to  several  pleas  when  one  or  more  pleaded  under  these  rules  if  they  sup- 

of    them    is    manifestly   unnecessary,  ported  grounds  of  defense  that  were 

Jackson  v.  Stetson,  15  Mass.  54.  substantially   different.       i  Chitty  on 

Affidavit  for    InoouisteBt   Plea.  —  In  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  590;  Trieb- 

Pleading  Several  Matters,  3  Bing.  635,  nerr  v.  Duer,  i  Bing.  N.  Cas.  266,  27 

the  court  gave  out  that  thereafter  the  E.  C.  L.  383. 

filing  of  inconsistent  pleas  would  not  4.  Chapman  9.  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464; 

be  allowed  without  an  accompanying  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  r.  Whictington, 
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PlM0  Trift1»U  in  IMiBnrtnt  TrilmnAlf,  —  Two  pleas  which  must  be  tried 

by  different  tribunals  will  not  be  received.* 

Silbrent  IniiM  la  Same  Court.  —  But  it  is  also  held  that  the  reason 
for  the  rule  that  two  pleas  which  must  be  tried  by  different 

50    Gratt.    (Va.)    805;    Hammond  v,  given   in  evidence  under  some  other 

Teague,  6  Bing.   199,  19  E.  C.  L.  54;  plea  interposed,   the  proper  mode  of 

Shaw  V.  Everett,  i  B.  &  P.  222.    See  raising  the  objection  is  to  apply  to  the 

supra,  IL  2.  g.  Special  Plea  Amounting  court   to  compel   him    to    elect  upon 

to  General  Issue,  which  plea  he  will  rely  and  strike  out 

Special  PlMAmonntiiig to  General  liras  the  other,  and  not  to  demur.    Davis 

:Vot  Pormittod. —  It  has  been  held  that  v,  Calvert,  17  Ark.  89,  citing  Lincoln  v. 

a   statute    allowing    double   pleading  Wilamowicz,  7  Ark.  378,  and  Lawson  v, 

means  legal  pleas,  and  must  not  be  in.  State,  10  Ark.  28. 

terpreied  so  as  to  extend  the  license  be-  1.  Chapman  v.  Sloan,  2  N.   H.  464; 

yond  the  rules  of  strict  legal  pleading;  Riley  v.  Riley,  20  N.  J.  L.  114;  Ander- 

and  under  this  construction  a  special  son  v.  Anderson,  2  W.  Bl.  1157;  Hiliier 

plea   which    amounts  to  the  general  v.  Fletcher,  2  W.  Bl.  1207. 

issue  may  be  rejected    as    frivolous.  Biiferent  Kodes  of  Trial  —  Kul    Tiel 

Moore  v.  McKie,  5  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  Baoord  and  Other  Pleas —  Payment,  —  In 

238.  Witherwax  v,  Averill,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 

PlM  and   Demurrer.  —  The  right   to  589,  it  was  held  that  a  plea  of  nul  tiel 

plead  several  matters  of  fact  or  law  record  to  a  declaration  on  a  judgment 

does  not  mean  the  right  to  plead  and  in  a  justice's  court  was  triable  by  a 

demur  at  the  -same  time,  but  the  de-  jury  and    might   therefore  be  joined 

fendant  will  be  held  to  the  order  of  with  a  plea  of  payment,  the  court  say- 

? leading    matters    of    fact    and    law.  ing  that  the  ground  upon  which  a  de- 

incoln  v,  Wilamowicz,  7  Ark.  378.  fendant  is  compelled  to  elect  between 

General  Ime  and  Speeial   Plea.  —  In  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  and   other 

Virginia,     under    the  code    provision  pleas    is  that  their  mode  of  trial   is 

allowing  the  defendant  to  file  as  many  different,    one    being    by    record  and 

pleas  as  he  wishes,  it  is  held  that  there  others  by  jury. 

IS  no  absolute  right  to  file  with  the  gen-  Discharge  in  Insolvency,  —  In  Trotter 

eral  issue  a  special  plea  which  amounts  v.  Mills,  6  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  512,  nul  tiel 

to  the  general  issue.     Virginia  F.  &  M.  record  and  a  discharge  in  insolvency 

Ins.  Co.  V.  Buck,  88  Va.  517;  Campbell  were  permitted  to  be  pleaded  together, 

V.   Angus,  91  Va.  438.    See  also  Davis  upon  the  ground,  it  seems,  that  both 

V,  Calvert,  17  Ark.  85.  present  issues  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a 

But  it  is  also  held  in  Alabama  that  jury, 
under  such  a  statute  it  is  no  objection  Notice  of  Special  Matter,  —  In  Bar- 
to  the  special  plea  filed  with  a  general  heydt  v.  Haverly,  i  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  70, 
issue  that  the  former  sets  up  matter  it  was  held  that  notice  of  special  matter 
which  may  be  shown  under  the  latter,  cannot  be  given  under  a  plea  of  nul  tiel 
Hopkinson  v,  Shelton,  37  Ala.  307;  r^r<?r</,  because  the  plea  did  not  present 
Dunham  v,  Ridgel.  2  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  an  issue  to  be  tried  by  a  jury.  Ray- 
403.  But  in  Stephenson  t/.  Wright,  iii  mond  v.  Smith,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  329. 
Ala.  579,  it  was  held  that  a  demurrer  See  also  Card  v,  Sargeant,  15  Vt.  393, 
to  a  special  plea  was  properly  sustained  where  the  same  point  was  decided,  but 
when  the  said  plea  defectively  pleaded  another  plea  was  filed  setting  up  the 
special  matter  and  combined  in  its  same  facts  which  were  noticed  with  the 
averments  the  elements  of  the  general  plea  of  nul  tiel  record,  which  facts,  how- 
issue  which  was  also  filed,  the  defend-  ever,  were  tried  by  the  trial  court. 
ant  having  the  benefit  of  his  defense  No  Other  Pleas  Permissible,  —  In 
under  the  latter.  Carnes  v.  Duncan,  Col.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  35, 

Kotion  to  Compel  Election.  —  It    has  it  was  held  that  nul  tiel  record  could 

been  held   that  the  defendant  has  a  not  be  joined  with  other  pleas,  because 

right  to  plead  as  many  several  matters  nul   tiel   record   being    a    matter    the 

as  he  may  think  necessary  for  his  de-  knowledge  of  the  proof  of  which  the 

fense,  and  that  even  if  a  special  plea  defendant  might    reduce    to  absolute 

anaounts  to  no  more  than  the  general  certainty,  it  was  not  within  the  reason 

issue,  or  sets  up  matter  which  may  be  of  the  statute  enabling  defendants  to 
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tribunals  will  not  be  received  rests  upon  the  inconvenience  of 
settling  different  issues  in  distinct  courts,  and  that  it  does  not 
apply  to  the  trial  of  different  issues  by  different  persons  in  the 
same  court.* 

VI  Pleas  to  Dibtivct  Pabtb  of  Dsclabatiok —  1.  In  OeneraL 
—  A  defendant  may  plead  several  matters  to  different  parts  of 
the  declaration.* 

2.  Plea  to  Part  of  Caiue  or  Count.  —  If  the  cause  of  action  is 
divisible,  or  one  count  in  the  declaration  is  severable  so  that  a 
part  thereof  can  be  the  basis  of  a  recovery,  a  plea  may  be  confined 
to  that  part.*  And  in  such  a  case  it  is  held  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  demur  because  the  residue  of  the  count  or  declaration  is 
unanswered,  but  that  he  should  first  take  a  judgment  for  such 
residue  by  nil  dicit.^ 

There  Is  Some  Conlliot  and  Confuion  in  the  decisions  upon  this  ques- 

plead  several  pleas,  for  that  the  sole  4.  Deshler  v,   Hodges,   3  Ala.  509; 

intent  of  the  statute   was    to   relieve  Hunt  v,  Mansur,  5  Blackl.  (Ind.)  214; 

against  the  hardship  of  restricting  a  Gearhardt  v.  Olmstead,  7  Dana  (Ky.) 

defendant  having  several   matters  of  441;    Dwight    9.    Holbrook,    i    Allen 

just  defense  —  all  of  thera,  however,  of  (Mass.)  560;     Williams    v.    Harris.    3 

such  a  nature  that  the  proof  of  them  How.  (Miss.)  627;    Hogan  v.  Ross,  13 

cannot  previously  be  positively  ascer-  How.  (U.  S.)  173;    Weeks  v.  Peach,  i 

tained — to  rest  his  cause   on  one  of  Salk.  179;    Market  z'.  Johnson,  i  Salk. 

them   only.      See    also    Le    Conte    v,  180;    Manchester  v.  Vale,  i  Saund.  2S, 

Pendleton,    i  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  104;  note  2;  Vincent  v.  Beston,  i  Ld.  Raym. 

Riley  v.  Riley,  20  N.  J.  L.  114.  716;    Tippet  v.   May,  I   B.  &  P.  411; 

1.  Shafer  v.  Stonebraker,  4  Gill  &  J.  Herlakenden's  Case,  4  Coke  62;  Ever- 
(Md.)  354.  ard  v.  Paterson,  6  Taunt.  645,  i  E.  C. 

Kal  Tiel  Beoord  and  Other  Pleat.  —  It  L.   502;    Wilcox  v.  Newman,   i  Chiu 

is  therefore  held  \\v2Xnultiel  record ^LtkA.  Rep.  132, 18  E.  C.  L.  49;  Wood  v.  Farr, 

payment    may    be    pleaded    together.  5  Bing.  N.  Cas.  248,  35  E.  C.   L.  107; 

Chapman  v,  Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464.  Woodward  v,  Robinson,  i  Stra.  302. 

2.  I   Tidd's   Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.)  654;        Tender.  —  Where  the  defendant  ad- 
Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.),  §  155.  mils  a  portion  of  the  sum  sued  for  to 

Plea  and  Demurrer  to  Separate  Connti.  be  due  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  a 

—  A  defendant  may  plead  to  one  count  formal  tender  of  the  amount,  but  the 
and  demur  to  another.     Patterson  v,  plaintiff   may   take  judgment   for  the 
Wilkinson,    55    Me.    42.     See    article  sum  admitted  by  nil  dicit,     Williams 
Demurrers    at    Common    Law    and  v.  Harris,  2  How.  (Miss.)  627. 
UNDER  THE  CoDES,  vol.  6,  p.  292.  In  U.  S.  V,  Dashiel,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

8.  Cross  V,  Watson,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  182,  which  was  an  action  on  the  official 

130;    Culbertson  v,  Stanley,  6  Blackf.  bond  of  a  paymaster  in   the    United 

(Ind.)  67;  Gearhartv.  Olmstead,  7  Dana  States  army,  a  plea  set  up  that  a  part 

(Ky.)  441;    Flemming  v,   Hoboken.  40  of  the  money  sued  for'was  stolen  from 

N.  J.  L.  270;    Harwood  v.  Tompkins,  the  defendanx  and  insisted  thai  he  was 

24  N.  J.  L.  425;  Citizens   Bank  v,  Wie-  liable  only  for  the  remainder.     Nelson, 

gand,  II  Phila.  (Pa.)  326,  33  Leg.  Int.  J.,    in    delivering    the    opinion    said: 

(Pa.)  100;    Carpenter  v.  Briggs,  15  Vt.  This  plea  in  answer  is  but  a  notice  of 

40;  Clarkson  v,  Lawson,  6  Bing.  587,  special   matter  by   way  of  set-off,  or 

19  £.  C.  L.  169;  McGregor  v.  Gregory,  abatement    of    the    amount    claimed 

II  M.  &  W.  287.  against  the  defendants.     It  went  only 

Judgment  by  Default  and  General  Isine.  to  part  of  the  cause  of  action.     To  have 

—  A  party  may  suffer  judgment  by  de-  constituted  it  a  plea  in  bar  of  the  action 
fault  on  a  part  of  a  count  and  plead  the  the  amount  beyond  the  sum  lost  should 
general  issue  to  the  remainder.  Car-  have  been  tendered  and  brought  into 
penier  v,  Briggs,  15  Vt.  34;  Penton  v.  court,  setting  up  the  theft  as  to  the 
Robart,  2  East  88.  balance.*' 
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tion,  though  the  rule  stated  is  the  one  supported  by  the  weight 
of  authority.*     According  to  the  early  authorities,  which  have 

1.  Berlew  of  Authorltief.  —  The  con-  the  cause  of  action,  but  must  take  his 
£ici  and  confusion  in  the  authorities  judgment  as  hy  nil  dicit  ior  that  part 
extends  both  to  the  right  of  the  defend-  unanswered,  it  follows  that  the  defend- 
ant to  file  such  a  plea  and  to  the  effect  ant  may  give  what  he  pleases.     But 
of  the  plaintiff's  course  when  such  a  the  rule  is  in  truth  but  half  stated  in 
plea  is  filed.  the   authority  referred  to.     If  such  a 
In  Gould's  PI.  (5th  ed.),  c.  6,  g  105,  plea  is  interposed,    the  plaintiff   may 
the  rule  is  laid  down  that  if  a  plea  is  demur  or  reply  to  the  part  answered, 
confined  to  a  part  of  the  declaration,  and  take  his  judgment  by  nil  dicit  for 
and  is  a  good  answer  to  that  part,  "  the  the  part  unanswered." 
plea  is  void,  and  of  course  considered  In  Flemming  v.  Hoboken,  40  N.  J. 
as  no    plea.     The    plaintiff    therefore  L.  270,  Dixon,  J.,  reviewed  early  au- 
should  not,  in  such  a  case,  demur,  but  thorities   to  the  contrary   as  follows: 
should  sign  judgment  as  hy  nil  dicit ^  **  In  Sterling  z^.  Sherwood,  20  Johns, 
that  is,  as   for  want  of  a  plea.     For  (N.  Y.)  204,  Spencer,  C.  J.,  sustaining 
such  a  plea,  being  considered  in  law  a  demurrer  to  pleas,  censures  the  rule 
as  no  plea,  is  a  discontinuance  on  the  laid  down  by  Chitty,  and  cites,  as  op- 
defendant's  part."     CV/fME^  I  Saund.  28,  posed    to    it,    Riggs  v,    Denniston,   3 
note  3;    I  Salk.  179,  180;    i  Stra.  302;  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  205,  and  the  opin- 
2  Ld.  Raym.  841;  7  Mod.  124.  ion  of  Willes,  C.  J.,  in  BuUythorpe  v, 
Chitty  lays  down  the  rule  that  if  a  Turner,  Willes  475.     The  case  of  Riggs 
plea  is  an  answer  to  a  i>art,  and  the  v.  Denniston,  however,  by  no   means 
other    part    is    left    unanswered,    the  justifies   his    position,    for    there    the 
plaintiff  cannot  demur  to  the  plea,  be-  pleas  condemned  professed  in  their  in- 
cause  it  is  sufficient  as  far  as  it  ex-  troduction  to  answer  the  whole  count, 
tends.      I   Chitty  on   Pleadings  (r6th  but  set  up  what  answered  only  part. 
Am.  ed.)  549  \citing  1  Saund.  28,  note^  Such  pleas  are  clearly  bad,  and   the 
(5th  ed.);  Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  6  Bing.  proper  way  to  meet  them  is  by  demur- 
595,  19  E.  C.  L.  173;  Henry  v.  Earl,  8  rer.     Of  the  cases  cited  in   Riggs  v, 
M.  &  W.  228;    Wood  V,  Farr,  5  Bing.  Denniston  by  Kent,  J.,  to  support  his 
N.  Cas.  248,  35  E.  C.  L.  107).  judgment,    Thornel  v.    Lassels,   Cro. 
Stephen  lays  down  the  rule  that  the  Jac.  27,  and  Ascue  v,  Sanderson,  Cro. 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  sign  judgment  as  Eliz.  433,  were  both  demurrers  to  pleas 
hy  nil  dicit  in  respect  to  the  part  which  manifestly  infected  with  this  vice;  and 
is'unanswered,  but  that '' if  he  demurs  the  other  so  cited,  Carr  v.   Donne,  2 
or  replies  to  the  plea  without  signing  Vent.   193,  seems  to   be  of   the  same 
judgment  for  the  part  not  answered,  character,  although  the  report  is  some- 
the  whole  action  is  said  to  be  discon-  what    obscure.     The    case    of    Bully- 
tinued."       Stephen's    PI.    (Andrews's  thorpe  v.  Turner,  Willes 475,  is  opposed 
ed.),  §  132,  citing  i  Saund.  28,  note  3,  to  the  rule  as  given  by  Chitty,  but  I 
and  Herlakenden's  Case,  4  Coke  62.  cannot  help  thinking  that  it  rests  upon 
It  will  thus  appear  from  the  state-  a  misapprehension  of  Thornel  v.  Las- 
men  ts  taken  from  these  several  authors  sels,  Cro.  Jac.  27,  which  it  improperly 
on  the  subject  of  common-law  pleading  regards  as   being  contrary  to   Herla- 
that  there  is  some  disagreement.    They  kenden's  Case,  4  Coke  62,  and  ^s  hold- 
all cite  I  Saund.  28«  note  3.     The  gen-  ing    that  a    plea    which    purports    to 
eral  doctrine  there  laid  down  is  that  if  answer  and  answers  only   part  of  a 
a  plea   begins  only  as  an  answer  to  count   must  be  bad.     The  remarks  of 
part,  and  is  in  truth  but  an  answer  to  Chief  Justice  Willes  are  also,  I  think, 
part,  it  is  a  discontinuance,  and  the  founded  on  error,  for  he  seems  to  sup- 
plaintiff  must  not  demur,  but  take  his  pose  that,  under  the  rule,  the  defend- 
judgment  for  that,  as  by  mV  ^/rfV.  ant  has  only  to  plead  such  a  partial 
In  Harrison  v.  Balfour,  5  Smed.  &  plea  in  order  to  drive  the  plaintiff  into 
M.  (Miss.)  307.,  it  was  said  that  if  the  a  discontinuance,  and  he  does  not  dis- 
rule  stated  in  i  Saund.  28,  note  3,  was  tinguish  between  a  defective  plea  to 
to  be  understood  literally,  it  led  to  an  the  whole  of  a  count  and  a  valid  plea 
absurdity.      "  If     the     plaintiff    can  to  part  of  a  count.     Sterling  v,  Sher- 
ncither    reply    nor    demur  to  a  plea  wood,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  204,  was  fol- 
which  professes  to  answer  but  part  of  lowed  in  Hickok  v.  Coates,   2  Wend. 
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been  often  cited  and  adopted,  if  the  plaintiff  should  demur  to  or 

take  issue  upon  such  a  plea»  it  was  held  that  he  operated  a  dis- 
continuance of  his  cause.     Upon  this  feature  of  the  subject,  how- 

(N.    Y.)  419;    Slocam   v.   Despard,   8  which  make  it  obooxions  to  the  severe 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  615;    and  Etheridge  v,  reprobation  of  the  unprofessional,  and 

Osborn,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  399;    but  in  render  it  an  instrument  of  entangle- 

the  last  case.  Judge  Sutherland,  who,  ment  and  mystification,  rather  than  a 

in  Slocum  v.  Despard,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  means  of  simplifying  and  abridging 

^15,  had  followed  Sterling  v.  Sherwood  the  sometimes  involved  and  tortttOQS 

without  criticism,  states  that  if  it  were  processes  of  judicial  investigatioo." 

an  open  question  he  would  regard  the  In   Hallett  v.  Holmes.  18  Johns.  (N. 

rule  laid  down  by  Chitty  as  the  sound  Y.)  28,  it  was  held  that  a  plea  which 

one,  but  that  the  rule  in  New  York  is  began  with  an  answer  to  the  whole 

settled  otherwise.*'  declaration,  but  answered  only  a  part 

In  Carpenter  r.  Briggs,   15  Vt.  34,  thereof,   was    bad  on    demurrer,  bat 

Redfield,  J.,  states  the  English  rule  to  Spencer,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion, 

be  that  if  a  plaintiff  demurs  to  a  plea  said  that  "  had  the  plea  begun  only  as 

which  is  good  in  part  he  thereby  dis-  an  answer  to  part,  and  answered  only 

continues  his  action  and  should  take  a  part  of  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff 

judgment  by  nil  dicit^  treating  the  plea  must  have  taken  his  judgment  for  the 

as  no  plea  at  all.    After  adverting  to  part  unanswered  hy  nil  didt"    Bat  in 

the  doctrine  held  in  Sterling  v.  Sher-  Sterling  v,  Sherwood,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

wood,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  204,  that  such  204,  the  same  court  repudiated  the  rule 

a  plea  is  bad  on  demurrer,  and  to  Ed-  laid  down  in  the  text,  holding  that  a 

wards  v.  White,   12  Conn.  28,  which  plea  must  answer  the  whole,  and  that 

states  the  rule  as  stated  by  himself,  if  confined  to  apart  it  was demarrable, 

but  holds  it  never  to  have  been  adopted  Spencer,  C.  J.,   saying   that  the  rule 

in  Connecticut,  he  says  of  the  rule  in  stated  in  the  early  English  authorities 

Vermont:    **  We    adopt    the    English  was  not  a  correct  statement  of  the  law. 

rule  as  it  exists  at  present,  with  two  See  also  Hickok  v.  Coates,  2  Wend.(N. 

qualifications,  that,  under  our  rules  of  Y.)  419;   Slocum  v.  Despard,  8  Wend, 

pleading,  every  portion  of  the  declara-  (N.  Y.)  615. 

tion  which  is  not  answered  is  admitted.  In  Tennessee  the  same  doctrine  was 

and  that  the  defendant  may  plead  to  announced  as  that  laid  down  in  the 

part  of  one  count  as  well  when  there  is  New    York    cases    above.    Young  r. 

no  general  or  full  answer  to  the  decla-  Fentress,  10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  151.    Bat 

ration  upon  the  record  as  when  there  see,   under  a  statute   providing  that 

is.     Pleas  to  a  part  of  the  declaration  what  is  not  denied  by  plea  is  taken  to 

or  to  a  part  of  a  count  have  been  con-  be  admitted,  Coffman  p.  WiUiams,  4 

stantly   received   in  our  practice  and  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  233. 

their  validity  tested    upon   demurrer,  In  Edwards  v.  White,  12  Conn.  28, 

without  any  question  being  made  of  however,  the  English  rule  was  stated 

the    propriety  of  this   mode  of  trial,  to  be  that  a  plea  which  purported  only 

**    *    *    And  at  this  late  day,  to  go  to  answer  a  part,  leaving  the  residue 

back  and  attempt  to  dig  up  an  absurd  unanswered,  was  bad;  and  it  was  held 

refinement  of  the  seventeenth  century,  that  it  had  never  been  the  practice  in 

in  regard  to  which  such  men  as  Chief  that  state  for  the  plaintiff  to  sign  jndg- 

Tustice  Spencer  and  Judge  Gould  are  ment  by  nil  dieif^  And  that  the  discon- 

in  exact  contradiction,  and  to  say,  at  tinuance  under  the  English  rule  did 

the  same  time,  that  an  answer  to  part  not  result  there, 

of  a  declaration  is  to  be  regarded  as  One    Plea   Aniwering    Whols.  — Bat 

nothing  because  the  party  did  not  say  where  a  plea  to  one  count  contained  an 

he  had  no  answer  to  make  to  the  re-  averment  that  the  instrument  sued  on 

mainder  of  the  declaration,  when,  by  therein  was  the  same  as  that  set  forth 

our  rules  of  practice,  had  he  interposed  in  another  count  to  which  there  was  no 

no  plea  his  silence  must  have  been  so  plea,  it  was  held  that  it  could  not  be 

construed  as  to  the   whole  count  or  objected  on  general  demurrer  that  the 

declaration,  is,  we  think,  pushing  the  plea  was  a  defense  to  only  one  caase 

matter  of  special  pleading  (which  is  in  of  action  set  forth.     Case  v.  Boughton, 

the    main    a    useful    and    improving  11    Wend.  (N.    Y.)    106;     Sheldon  v. 

study)  into  some  of  those  subtleties  Lewis,  97  III.  643. 
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ever,  later  authorities  have  relaxed  the  rule,  and  have  allowed  the 
plaintiff  to  take  his  judgment  by  nil  dicit  at  any  time  during  the 
term,  or  even  at  a  subsequent  term,  when  no  discontinuance  has 
been  entered.^ 

3.  Plea  Too  Broad  —  Bpeciflo  Direction  to  Part  Covered.  —  A  plea 
must  sufficiently  meet  the  allegations  which  it  purports  to  answer, 
otherwise  it  will  be  bad  on  demurrer.  If  it  answers  only  a  part 
of  the  declaration  it  must  be  restricted  to  that  part,'  and  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  if  a  plea  is  to  the  whole  ^declaration,  or  to  any 
part  thereof,  it  must  be  good  for  the  whole  or  the  entire  part 
which  it  purports  to  answer,  for  if  bad  as  to  a  part  it  will  be 
wholly  bad  on  demurrer,  even  for  that  which  it  in  fact  answers.* 

Bopanito  ?leas  to  DUEnroat  Parts.  —  In  547;  Torrey  v.  Field,  10  Vt.  353;  Hath- 

Edwards  v.  White,  12  Conn.  28,  cited  away  v.  Rice,   19  Vt.  loa;    Peyatte  v. 

supra^  the  English  rule  is  stated  with  English,  Hempst.  (U.  S.)  25;    Cook  v, 

A  further  qualification,  as  made  in  Tribune  Assoc.,  5  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  352. 
Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  6  Bing.  587,  19  E.        Boparato  ?leas  to  Biftront  Counts.  — 

C.  L.  169,  that  a  plea  purporting  to  be  But  where  to  a  count  on  a  bill  of  ex- 

for  a  part,  which  is  good  for  that  part,  change  and  one  on  an  account  stated 

is  good  if  there  be  upon  the  record  the  defendant  pleaded  two  pleas,  one 

some  other  plea  which  answers    the  appropriate  to  each  count,  but  omitted 

whole  declaration.    See  also  Younff  v,  to  confine  each  plea  to  its  appropriate 

Fentress,  10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  151;  Car-  count,  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  au- 

penter  v.  Briggs,  15  Vt.  41;   Gray  v,  thorize  the  plaintiff  to  sign  judgment. 

Pindar,  2  B.  jr  P.  427,  where  a  plea  to  Vere  v.  Goldsborough,  i  Bing.  N.  Cas. 

a  part  which  answered  the  whole  was  353,  27  E.  C.  L.  418,  i  Scott  265. 
filed  with  the  general  issue,  and  the        Good  Dofonso  to  Count  Hot  Cororod.  — 

former  was  held  to  be  inconsistent  on  The  plea  must  be  confined  to  the  count 

special  demurrer.  to  which  it  is  alone  applicable,  and  if 

1.  Cross  V,  Watson,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  it  is  an  answer  to  one  count  but  pur- 

130;  Hunt  tr.  Mansur,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  ports  to  be  an  answer  to  a  different 

214;    Harrison  v,  Balfour,  5  Smed.  &  count  it  is  bad.     Barclay  v,  Ross,  3a 

M.  (Miss.)  308;    Market  v,  Johnson,  i  111.  211. 

Salk.   180;   Vincent  v,  Beston,   i   Ld.        8.  Alabama,  —  Deshler  v,  Hodges,  3 

Raym.  716;  Woodward  v.  Robinson,  i  Ala.   509;    Standifer  r.   White,  9  Ala. 

Stra.  302.  527;  Mills  v,  Stewart,  12  Ala.  90;  White 

Some  of  the  authorities  are  directly  v.  Yarbrough,    z6  Ala.   109;   Tomkies 

against  the  doctrine  that  the  plaintiff  v.  Reynolds,  17  Ala.  109;    Wittick  v. 

operates  a  discontinuance  by  demur-  Traun,  27  Ala.  562;  Wilkinson  v.  Mose- 

ring  or  taking  issue  upon  such  a  plea,  ley,  30  Ala.  562;  Livingston  v.  Pippin, 

Frost  V,  Hammatt,  11  Pick.  (Mass.)  70;  31'Ala.  542;  Adams  v,  M*Millan,  7  Port. 

Sterling  v,  Sherwood,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  (Ala.)  73. 

204;   Young  V.   Fentress,   10  Humph.        Arkansas. — Jones  v,  Cecil,  lo  Ark. 

(Tenn.)  151;   Carpenter  v,  Briggs,  15  592. 

Vt.  34;  Edwards  v.  White,  12  Conn.  28.  Illinois,  —  Nichols  v,  Stewart,  2Z  III. 
These  cases,  however,  go  upon  the  xo6;  Marsh  v,  Bennett,  22  111.  313; 
ground  that  such  a  plea  is  bad.  See  Moir  v.  Harrington,  22  111.  40;  Good- 
last  note,  preceding.  rich  v.  Reynolds,  31  111.  490;  Bonham 

S.  Barclay  v.  Ross,  32  III.  2Zi;  Bon-  r.  People,  102  111.  434;  Allen  v,  Breus- 

ham  V.  People,  Z02  III.  434;  Smith  v,  Ing,  32  111.  505;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,, 

Baxter,  13  Ind.  151;    Davis  v.  Bush,  4  Read,  37  111.  484;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co. 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  330;    Grain  v.  Yates,  2  v,  Leidig,  64  111.  151;  Gilbert  v.  Bone, 

Har.  &  G.  (Md.)  332;  Williams  v.  Har-  64  111.  5x8;  People  v,  McCormack,  68 

ris,   2   How.  (Miss.)  634;    Brehen    v.  111.  226;  George  v,  Bischoff,  68  III.  236; 

O'Donnell,  34  N.J.  L.408;  Underwood  Glickauf  tr.   Hirschhorn,   73   111.   574; 

V,    CampbeU,   13   Wend.  (N.  Y.)    78;  Hatfield    r.    Cheaney,     76    III.    488; 

Cooper  V.  Greeley,  i  Den.  (N.  Y.)  347;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holly,  81  111.  353; 

Phelps  V,  Sowles,  19  Wend.  (N.   Y.)  Mix  v,  Peoj^e,  86  111.  329;  Dickerson 
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Dinvntr  th«  Only  ItBMdy.  —  A  demurrer  must  be  interposed,  and 
a  judgment  cannot  be  taken  for  the  part  unanswered,  where  the 
plea  does  not  answer  all  it  purports  to  answer,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  plea  good  for  the  part  to  which  it  is  confined.^ 

UarMtrleUd  71m  Takta  m  PIm  to  WIloU.  —  If  the  plea  is  not  confined 
to  a  particular  part,  it  will  be  taken  as  a  plea  to  the  whole 
declaration.* 

V.  Hendryx,  88  111.  66;  Mix  v.  People,  cott,  9  N.  H.  531;  Leslie  v.  Harlow,  18 

92  III.  549;    People  V.  Weber,  92  111.  N.  H.  518. 

288;     Morehead     v,    Yeazel,    10    111.  New  Jersey,  —  Grafflin  v.  Jackson,  40 

App.  263;  Brown  V.  Burnett,  10 111.  App.  N.  J.  L.  440;    Hog^ncamp  v.  Acker- 

279;   Tipton  tr.  Carrigan,  zo  111.  App.  man,  24  N.  J.  L.  133;    Knapp  v.  Ho> 

318;    Horan  v.  People,  10  111.  App.  21;  boken,   39  N.  J.  L.  394;    Bennins^too 

Tojo  V,  Illinois,  etc..  Bridge  Co.,  13  111.  Iron  Co.  v,  Rutherford,  18  N.J.  L.  467; 

App.  589;   Gebbie  v.  Mooney,  22  111.  Brehen  v.  O'Donnell,  34  N.  J.  L.  40B. 

App.  369,  affirms  121  111.  255;  Shunick  New    York,  —  Hickok  v.   Coates,  2 

V.  Thompson,  25  111.  App.  619;    Tit-  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  419;  Slocum  zr.  Despard, 

comb  V.   Straight,   57   111.   App.    331;  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  615;  Loder  v,  Phelps, 

Frink  v.  King,  4  111.  144;    Snyder  v.  13    Wend.    (N.    Y.)   46;    Gillespie   p. 

Gaither,  4  111.  91 ;  Hinton  v.  Husbands,  Thomas,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  464;  Latdn  v. 

A  111.  187;    Buckmaster  v,  Beames,  9  Vail,  17  Wend.  (N.   Y.)  188;    Nevins 

111.  443.  V,  Keeler,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  63;  HaUeu 

Indiana, — Cornwell  v.   H  ungate,   i  v.  Holmes,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  38;  Van 

tnd.  156;  Puett  V,  State  Bank,  4  fnd.  45;  Ness  v.  Hamilton,!i9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  349. 

Foley  r.  Cowgill,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  18;  Ohio.^^tvdt  v.   Wilson,   14   Ohio 

Wlilte  i/.  Conover,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  462;  257. 

Howk  V,  Pollard,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  108;  Pennsylvania,  —  Naglee  v.  IngersoU, 

Hickley  v,  Grosjean,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  7  Pa.  St.  185. 

351 ;  Feaster  v.  Woodfill,  23  Ind.  493;  Vermont,  —  State's      Treasurer     v. 

Curran  v,  Curran,  40  Ind.   '473;    Al-  Holmes,  4  Vt.  no;  Hathaway  v.  Rice, 

vord  V,  Essner,  45  Ind.  156;    Davis  v,  19  Vt.  102;    Ellis  v,  Cleveland,  54  Vt. 

Bush,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  330;  Griffith  v,  437. 

Fischli,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  427;   Ferrand  UniUd  S'Ai/f j.  —  Hogan  v,  Ross,  13 

Walker,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  425;    Plant  v.  How.  (U.  S.)  182;    U.  S.  v,  Willard,  i 

V,   Wormager,   5    Blackf.    (Ind.)  236;  Paine  (U.  S.)  539;  Wood  v,  Franklin,  3 

Rust  V,  Smith,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  352;  Cranch  (C.  C.)  115;  Postmaster-Gen.  9. 

Mahan  v,   Sherman,  7   Blackf.   (Ind.)  Reeder,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  678. 

378;    Cottingham  v.   State,   7   Blackf.  England.  —  Woodward  v,  Robinson, 

(Ind.)   405;    Conard    v,    Dowling,    7  iStra.  302;  Wilcox  v.  Newman,  z  Chit 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  481;  Mullikin  v.  State,  7  Rep.  132,  18  E.  C.  L.  49;   Crump  v, 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  77;    Mahan  v,  Sherman,  Adney,  3  Tyrw.  279,1  Cromp.  &  M. 

8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  63.  362. 

Kentucky,  —  Clark     v.    Schwing,     i  Xaosptfon  —  8«t-«ft  —  A  plea  of  set-off 

Dana  (Ky.)  333;  Gearhart  v,  Olmstead,  has  been  considered  to  be  an  exception 

7  Dana  (Ky.)  441;   Smalley  v,  Ander-  to  the  general  rule  that  if  a  plea  which 

son,  2  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  56;  M' Waters  is  entire  is  bad  in  part  it  will  be  bad 

V,   Draper,  $  T.   B.   Mon.   (Ky.)  494;  for  the  whole.     Shearman  v.  Fellows, 

Taylor  v.  State  Bank,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  5   Blackf.  (Ind.)  4S9;    Downsland  tr. 

(Ky.)  564;  Farquhar  v,  Collins,  3  A.  K.  Thompson,   2  W.   Bl.  910.    See   also 

Marsh.  (Ky.)  31.  Stotsenburg  v,  Fordice,  142  Ind.  49^, 

Maryland,  —  Lake    v,    Thomas,    84  and  article  Skt-off  and  Counterclaim. 

Md.  608;   Grain  v,  Yates,  2  Har.  &  G.  1.  (^arhart    v,    Olmstead,   7    Dana 

(Md.)  332;    Mitchell  v,  Sellman,  5  Md.  (Ky.)  441;   Jones  v,  Cecil,  10  Ark.  592; 

376.  Wood  V,  Farr,  3  Jur.  124,  7  Dowl.  P. 

Massachusetts,  —  Brewster  v,  Hobart,  C.  263;    Putney  v,  Swann,  2  M.  &  W. 

15  Pick.  (Mass.)  302.  74;    Wilcox  v,  Newman,  x  Chiu  Rep. 

Missouri,  —  Weimer  v,  Shelton,  7  132,  18  E.  C.  L.  49;  Everard  v,  Pater- 
Mo.  237;  Beall  V,  January,  62  Mo.  434.  son,  6  Taunt.  647,  i  E.  C.  L.  503. 

New  Hampshire. '^Tti^^n  v.  Pres-  2.  Hathaway  v.   Rice,   19    Vt.  loa; 

578  Volume  XVI. 


'3? 


J«int  ud  8tT«nl  FlMW.        PLEAS  AT  LA  IV.       Joi&t  and  ltT«na  PlMi 

4.  Several  Oounte  —  One  Plea.  —  Although  there  are  several 
counts  in  a  declaration  it  is  not  necessary  to  file  a  several  plea  to 
each,  but  one  plea  may  be  pleaded  to  all  if  it  is  applicable.^  But 
if  a  plea  purports  to  answer  more  than  one  count,  while  it  is  in 
fact  applicable  to  one  count  only,  it  is  bad  for  the  whole,  under 
the  rule  just  stated.* 

Vn.  Jonri  AFD  BsvssAL  PLSA&  — Where  there  are  several 
defendants,  each  may  plead  a  single  matter  to  the  whole  cause  of 
action,  or  several  matters  to  different  parts,*  or  they  may  join  in 
one  plea ;  *  but  if  two  or  more  defendants  join  in  a  plea  it  must 
be  good  as  to  all,  for  if  it  is  bad  as  to  either  it  will  be  bad  as 
to  all.* 

Wood  V.  Farr,  3  Jur.  124,  7  Dowl.  P.  defendants.     Friend  v.  Duryee,  17  Fla. 

C.  263.  117. 

1.  Colby  V.  Everett,  10  N.  H.  420;  4.  Party  Hot  Strred.  —  A  plea  pur- 
Vermont  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Dodge,  48  Vt.  porting  to  be  by  defendants  generally 
157;  Cook  V.  Tribune  Assoc.,  5  Blatchf.  will  not  preclude  defendants  who  have 
(U.  S.)355;  Howard  v,  Jennison,  i  Salk.  not  been  served  with  process.  Crump 
223.  V.  Bennett,  2  Litt.  (Ky.)  209. 

8.  Spedal  Plea  to  Common  and  Speoial  In  Bar  or  to  Further  Kaintenanoo.  —  In 

GonnU.  —  So  a  special  plea  to  a  declara-  Rowell  v.  Hayden,  40  Me.  582,  it  is 

tion  which  contained  a  special  count  held   that  matters  in  defense  arising 

and  the  common  counts  was  held  bad.  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  and 

Brehen  v.  O'Donnell,  34  N.  J.  L.  408;  before  issue  joined  cannot  be  pleaded 

Gebbie  v.  Mooney,  121  111.  255,  22  111.  in  bar  jointly,  but  may  be  as  to  the 

App.  369;   Goodrich    v,  Reynolds,  31  further  maintenance  of  the  suit. 

III.  490;   American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holly,  Conttmction  of  Plea.  —  A  plea,  "And 

8x  111.  353.  now    comes    the    defendant    ♦    »    ♦ 

Bnt  Whoro  the  Oenoral  Issno  Wai  Alio  and  says  that  defendants  did  not 
Filed  it  was  held  that  the  special  plea  make,"  etc.,  which  is  signed  and 
would  be  taken,  on  demurrer  to  the  sworn  to  by  only  one  of  the  def end- 
replication  to  the  special  plea,  as  con-  ants,  is  construed  to  be  a  plea  by  that 
'fined  to  the  special  count.  Holbrook  one  only.  Mott  v.  Hall,  41  Ga.  117. 
V.  Vibbard,  3  111.  465,  But  Brehen  v.  General  Issue  and  Justification,  — 
O'Donnell,  34  N.  J.  L.  408,  supra^  was  Where  the  record  snowed  simply 
decided  upon  the  same  conditions  of  '*  general  issue  and  justification  "  it 
the  pleadings.  was  held  that  the  defendants  were  to 

Addhig  Count  After  Ploa  Filod.  —  If  a  be  considered  as  having  pleaded  jointly, 

count  is  added  after  the  filing  of  a  spe-  and  that  the  plea  of  justification  being 

cial  plea,  the  plea  does  not  go  to  such  bad  as  to  one  of  the  defendants  was 

count.     Gadsden    Land,   etc.,    Co.   v,  bad  as  to  both.     Love  v.  Howell,  3 

Gadsden  First  Nat.  Bank,  96  Ala.  618;  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  69. 

8.  Friend    v,   Duryee,    17  Fla.   1x7;  Improper  Bostrietion  in  Conelnsion. — 

Tappan  v,  Tappan,  36  N.  H.    109;  An-  Where   two  of  three    defendants    ap- 

derson  v,  Henshaw,  2  Day  (Conn.)  272;  peared  and  pleaded  to  the  action  and 

z  Tidd*s  Pr.  (4th  Am.  ed.)  654.  concluded  by  restricting  the  plea  to 

On  a  Joint  Contract  if  any  joint  de-  the  defendants  who  pleaded,  it  was 
fendant  plead  matter  going  to  the  va-  held  that  the  plea  was  bad  on  demur- 
Hdity  or  discharge  of  the  whole,  it  will  rer.  Bryan  z/.  Wilson,  27  Ala.  208. 
discharge  all  the  defendants.  But  5.  Overdeer  v,  Wiley,  30  Ala.  709; 
when  the  matter  pleaded  goes  only  to  Hayden  v,  Nott,  q  Conn.  371;  Beesley 
the  personal  discharge  of  the  party  v.  Hamilton,  50  III.  88;  Gleason  v.  Ed- 
pleading  the  others  are  not  discharged,  munds,  3  111.  448;  Sandusky  v.  Ex- 
Ferguson  v.  State  Bank,  11  Ark.  512.  change   Bank,   81   111.    353;    Supreme 

Partners.  —  It  is  the  right  of  each  of  Council  v,  Boyle,  (Ind.  App.  1896)  42 

two  defendants  who  are  sued  as  part-  N.  E.  Rep.  827;   Morton  v.  Morton,  10 

ners  to  plead  separately  any  defense  Iowa  58;    Moors  v,   Parker,  3   Mass. 

available  to  himself  alone  or  to  both  310;  Bordentown  Tp.  v,  Wallace,  50  N. 
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lUtter  Hat  Joint.  —  A  joint  plea  by  several  defendants  setting  up 
matter  which  is  the  personal  privilege  of  one  of  them  is  bad,^*and 
defenses  which  are  not  in  their  nature  joint  should  be  pleaded 
separately  and  not  jointly,  for  if  pleaded  jointly  the  rule  applies 
that  a  joint  plea  bad  as  to  one  is  bad  in  Mo.* 

Brr«nAM  After  PlMdlag  Joi&tly.  —  If  two  defendants  sued  jointly 
appear  and  plead  jointly,  one  of  the  defendants  cannot  thereafter 
sever  and  plead  matter  which  is  available  to  both  defendants.* 

Tlia  Oenaral  Lwue  in  Aetioni  of  Tort,  however,  is  several,  although  it 
may  be  pleaded  jointly,  and  the  rule  refers  only  to  pleas  of  justifi- 
cation in  which  the  facts  charged  are  necessarily  confessed.^ 

Tin  AlDSB  BT  PUA.  —  when  a  declaration  omits  material 
allegations  which  are  supplied  by  the  plea,  the  omission  is  thereby 
cured. ^    But  it  is  held  that  while  a  plea  may,  by  a  direct  admis- 

.  L.  13;  Bradley  v.  Powers,  7  Cow.  (N.  2.  Bordentowa  Tp.  r.  WaUace,  50  N. 

.)  330;  Ellis  V.  Cleveland,  54  Vt.  437;  J.  L.  14. 

Clark   V,   Lathrop,   33  Vt.   140;    Man-  8.  Caldwell  v.  May,  i  Stew.  (Ala.)435; 

Chester  v.  Vale,  i  Saund.  a8,  note  2.  Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.).  §  I44- 

Tha  Baaion  is  that  the  court  cannot  Illnitrations.  —  Thus    if   defendants 

sever  the    plea  and  say  that  one  is  join  in  a  plea  in  bar  to  an  action  of 

guilty  and   the  other  not  when  they  debt  on  a  bond  they  cannot  afterwards 

both    put    themselves    on    the    same  sever  and  plead  matter  of  personal  dis- 

terms.     Hayden  v.  Nott,  9  Conn.  367;  charge.    Andrus  v.  Waring,  20  Johns. 

Manchester  v.  Vale,  i  Saund.  28,  note  (N.  Y.)  153. 

3;  Duffield  v,  Scott,  3  T.  R.  374.  Bat  where  two  defendants  join  in  a 

Sqnitabla    Safsnse.  —  In    Wilson     r.  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  which 

Hawthorne,  14  Colo.  530,  it  was  held  is  bad  as  to  one,  it  is  not  a  gross  abase 

that  the  common-law  rule  stated  in  the  of  discretion  to  permit  the   other  to 

text  is  not  extended  to  an  equitable  plead  the  statute  alone.     Robinson  v. 

defense  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro-  Smith,  14  Cal.  254. 

cedure  in  that  state.  4.  Hayden    v.    Nott,  9    Conn.  367; 

Joint  Promise.  —  In  Butman  v.  Abbot,  Brown  v,  Wheeler,  18  Conn.  203;  Dow- 
2  Me.  36X,  it  was  said  that  in  an  action  ner  v.  Flint,  28  Vt.  527;  Weaver  v. 
against  two  persons  on  a  joint  promise,  Cryer,  i  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  337;  Drake 
if  one  of  the  defendants  alone  appears  r.  Barrymore,  14  Johns.  (N.  V.)  166; 
and  pleads  the  general  issue,  he  should  Govett  v.  Radnidge,  3  East  62. 
plead  that  he  and  the  other  defendant  Short  Plsaa.  —  In  Love  v.  Howell,  3 
did  not  promise.  But  in  Bradley  v,  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  69,  the  defend- 
Barbour,  65  III.  431,  the  case  was  dis-  ants'  pleas  stood  on  the  record  '*  gen- 
approved,  and  it  was  held  that  the  eral  issue  and  justification."  It  was 
general  issue  by  one  defendant  *'  that  held  that  such  an  entry  must  be  taken 
he  did  not  undertake  and  promise  in  as  denoting  that  the  defendants  had 
manner  and  form,"  etc.,  is  a  complete  pleaded  jointly,  and  that  the  plea  of 
traverse  of  the  joint  undertaking,  as  justification,  being  bad  as  to  one  of  the 
well  as  of  every  other  material  fact  defendants,  was  bad  as  to  both, 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  And  although  justification   may  be 

1.  Joint  Plea  of  Iniiuiey.  —  Thus  the  shown    under    the    general   issue  bj 

defense  of  infancy  of  one  of  the  de-  either  of  two  joint  defendants,  yet  if  it 

fendants  contained  in  the  joint  plea  of  is  jointly  pleaded  the  justification  must 

all  is  informal  and  bad.     Infancy  is  a  be    shown    as    to    both.      Weaver  v. 

personal  privilege  of  which  no  one  can  Cryer,  i  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  337. 

take  advantage  but  the  infant  himself.  6.  Connecticut,  —  Wall  v,  Toomey,  S^ 

Bordentown  T p.  v.  Wallace,  50  N.  J.  Conn.  37. 

L.  13,  citing  Voorhees  v.  Wait.  15  N.  J.  Illinois.  — Wallace  v.  Curtiss,  36  IlL 

L.  343,  and  Patterson  v.  Lippincott,  47  159;  Barrett  v,  Lingle,  33  111.  App.  91. 

N.  J.  L.  457.     See  for  other  examples  Maint.  —  Elliot  v.  Stuart,  15  Me.  160. 

articles  Infants,  vol.  10,  p.  692;  Hus-  Massachusetts,  —  Slack    v,    Lyon,    9 

BAND  AND  WiFE,  vol.  lo,  p.  270.  Pick.  (Mass.)  6i;  Vinal  v,  Richardson, 
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sion  of  facts  omitted  or  obscurely  expressed,  aid  the  declaration, 
or  by  intendment  aid  that  which  is  defectively  set  forth,  it  will 
not  by  intendment  aid  an  omission  of  that  which  is  the  very  gist 
and  point  of  the  plaintiff's  action.^ 

23  Allen  (Mass.)  535;   Whittemore  v.  Badcock    v,    Atkins,    Cro.    Eliz.  416, 

Ware,  zoi  Mass.  353.  which    case    has    been    overruled  in 

New  York,  —  Vaughan  v.  Havens,  8  Osborne  c.  Brooke,  Alley n  7;  Drake  v. 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  109.  Corderoy,     Cro.     Car.    288.     And    in 

Tennessee.  —  Harmon    v.    Crook,     3  Vaughan  v.  Havens,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

Yerg.  (Tenn.)  133.  109,  Spencer,  J.,  seems  to  have  admit- 

Tex€Ls,  —  Hill  V,  George,  5  Tex.  87.  ted  the  authority  of  this  last  case.     In 

Vermont.  —  Wood  c^.  Scott,  13  Vt.  43;  this    case,    which    was    an  action  of 

Hoyt  V,  Smith,  32  Vt.  304;  Sanderson  slander,   it   was  held   that  while   the 

V,  Hubbard,  14  Vt.  462;    Lycoming  F.  words  *'  he  has  s.vorn  false  "  or**  has 

Ins.  Co.  V.  Wright,  55  Vt.  536.  uken  a  false  oath  "  are  not  actionable 

England.  —  Drake  v.  Corderoy*  Cro.  and  cannot  be  enlarged  by  innuendo. 

Car.  388;  Brooke  v.  Brooke,  i  Sad.  184;  if  the  defendant  in  his  plea  of  justifica- 

Stephen's  PI.  (Andrews*s  ed.),  §  109;  tion  alleges  or  confesses  that  he  spoke 

I  dhitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  the  words  by  reason  of  a  false  oath 

703.  taken   by   the  plaintiff  in  a  court  of 

VnAir  StatntM  and  Codes.  —  At  first  competent  jurisdiction  he  will  aid  the 
blush  it  would  seem  that  the  statutes  declaration,  but  if  the  defendant  pleads 
which  repudiate  the  technical  rules  of  the  general  issue  and  gives  notice  of  his 
common  law  are  applied  under  the  justification  it  will  not  help  the  declara- 
doctrine  of  express  aider,  but  this  is  tion,  because  the  notice  is  not  con- 
not  correct,  as  there  is  nothing  techni-  side  red  as  a  special  plea  nor  as  a  part 
cal  or  artificial  in  the  doctrine,  but,  on  of  the  record. 

the  contrary,  it  rests  on  principles  of         Where    the    Defendants     Tender  an 

justice  peculiarly  appropriate  to  the  Issue^  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  accept 

theory  of  the  statutes  which  repudiate  it  and  go  to  trial  upon  it,  and  will  be 

such   technicality.     Wall    v.   Toome^,  presumed  to  prove  the  issue  notwith- 

52  Conn.  37;  Erwin  v.  Shaffer,  9  Ohio  standing  there  is  no  allegation  of  the 

St.  43.    See  also  article  Complaints  facts  in  the  declaration  and  although 

AHD    Petitions    in    Cods    Pleading,  the  plaintiff  might  have  demurred  to 

vol.  4,  p.  608.  the  plea  as  being  no  answer  to  the 

1.  Ralston  v.  Strong,  i  D.  CLip.  (Vt.)  declaration.    Wallaces.  Curtiss,  36  III. 

387;  Lycoming  F.  Ins.  Co.  v,  Wright,  156;  Elliot  v.  Stuart,  15  Me.  160. 
55  Vt.  526.  In  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecu- 

KatUn  •!  SabfteBM.  —  The  old  rule  tion  of  a  civil  suit  it  must  appear  that 

in  Co.  Litt.  303^,  that  where  a  count  the  suit  has  been  terminated;    but  if 

is  defective  "  by  omission  of  some  cir-  the  plaintiff  does  not  allege  this  fact, 

cumsunce,  as  time,  place,  etc,  there  and  the  defendant  sets  up  that  he  him- 

it  may  be  made  good  by  the  plea  of  self  settled  the  suit,  this  is  a  sufficient 

the  adverse  party,  but  if  it  be  insuffi-  termination,  and  the  averment  thereof 

cient  in  matter,  it  cannot  be  salved,'*  cures  the  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  plea, 

meant  only  that  matters  of  form  and  Wall  v,  Toomey,  53  Conn.  38. 
not  of  substance  were  waived  by  mere        A  BaAoian^  Wliioh  Is  Hot  of  Sabstaa* 

pleading    over.    See    Anonymous,    3  tial  AUagatimi,  but  of  mere  colloquium, 

Salk.  519;  Harmon  v.  Crook,  3  Yerg.  in  an  action  for  libel,  is  supplied  bv  an 

(Tenn.)  137.     See  further  article  De-  anvwer  which  sets  out  the  facts  omitted 

MUEiERS  AT  COMMON  Law  AND  UNDER  in  order  to  found  upon  them  the  de- 

THE  Codes,  vol.  6,  p.  373.     For  aider  fense  of  privilege,  and  upon  the  trial 

by  verdict,  see  article  Verdict,  in  ad-  of  the  issue  so  made  by  the  pleadings 

dition  to  article  Arrest  of  Judgment,  the  defendant  cannot  avail  himself  of 

vol.  3,  p.  793.  the  original  defect  in  the  declaration. 

\Ti  New  K9r/(  it  was  laid  down  in  the  Whittemore  v.   Ware,  xoi   Mass.  353; 

early  cases  that  a  count  defective  in  Vinal  v.  Richardson,  13  Allen  (Mass.) 

substance  could  not  in  any  way  be  531. 

cured  bv  the  defendant's  plea.     Pelton        Upon  an  objection  that  an  averment 

9.  Ward,  3  Cai.  (N.  Y.)  73,  approving  was  defective  in  not  having  a  proper 
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IZ.  Objbctiokb  —  DsmrBXXB  ob  Kotiok  to  Btbixb  —  1.  Pro- 
priety of  Kotion  or  Demurrer.  —  A  merely  defective  plea  cannot  be 
tested  by  a  motion  to  strike  from  the  files,  but  in  such  a  case  a 
demurrer  is  the  proper  remedy.*  The  court  will  not  decide  the 
legal  sufficiency  of  a  plea  on  such  a  motion  where  a  good  defense 

is  defectively  stated/*  but  if  a  party  files  a  plea  not  authorized 
by  the  rules  of  pleading,*  or  one  which  is  wholly  unauthorized  in 

colloquium  it  was  held  that  the  notice  justify  the  court  in  striking:  them  out 

of  defense  setting  forth  and  admitting  when    they  deny    allegations    in    the 

the  speaking  of  the  words  and  that  th«ty  declaration   which    the  plaintiff  must 

were  spoken   of    and  concerning   the  establish    bv  evidence  before  he  can 

plaintiff  supplies  any  omissions  in  this  recover.      Klyce    v.    Black,    7    Baxt. 

respect  in   the  declaration.     Hoyt  v,  (Tenn.)  278. 

Smith,  32  Vt.  313     See  also  Wood  9.  8.  Qsatral  Issus  with  Kotios  tad  Bspsdal 

Scott,  13  Vt.  42;    Sanderson  v.   Hub-  Pleas.  —  So  where    the  general    issue 

bard,  14  Vt.  462.  with  notice  and  special  pleas  are  filed 

1.  Bemis  v.  Homer,  145  111.  567;  at  the  same  time,  it  is  held  that  the 
Orne  v.  Cook,  31  111.  238;  Shot  well  v.  defendant  can  plead  in  either  form. 
Dennis,  14  N.  J.  L.  503;  Wilson  v,  but  cannot  pursue  both  methods,  and 
Marks,  18  Fla.  322;  Printuo  v.  Rome  that  his  special  pleas  should  be  stricken 
Land  Co.,  90  Ga.  z8o;  Mynatt  v.  out.  Gilmore  c^.  Nowland,  a6  Ill«  203. 
Mynatt,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  3x1.  See  supra^  II.  2.^.  Special PUa  AmmmU 

Laavtto  Amsad.  —  In  such  a  case  the  ing  to  General  Issue ^  and  article  Nonci 

plaintiff  is  at  libertv  to  demur,  and  o&  Brief  Statement  of  Defense,  vol. 

then  the  defendant,  if  he  thinks  proper,  14,  p.  1074. 

may  apply  for  leave  to  amend.    Shot-  fhortPlea,—  Where,  under  a  statute, 

well  r.  Dennis,  14  N.  J.  L.  503;  Thel-  the  court  was  authorized  to  strike  out 

lusson  V.  Smith,  5T.  R.  152;  Knapp  v.  a  pleading  for  duplicity  or  for  being 

Hoboken,  39  N.  J.  L.  399.  unnecessarily    prolix,    irrelevant,    or 

But  where  there  are  several  pleas  of  frivolous,  on  motion  of  the  adverse 
the  same  kind,  some  of  which  have  party,  audit  was  funher provided  that 
been  held  bad  on  demurrer,  the  others  the  plea  shall  contain  a  succinct  slate- 
may  be  stricken  out.  Dime  Savings  ment  relied  on  as  a  defense  to  the 
Inst.  V.  Hoboken,  42  N.  J.  L.  293.  action,  except  the  plea  of  a  general  de- 

A  Plea  Whieh  Ckies  t#  the  Gist  of  the  nial,  a  plea  in  short  is  frivolous  and  is 

action  cannot  be  stricken  out.      Mor-  to  be  treated  as  a  nullity;  and  it  is  the 

gan  V.  Rhodes,  i  Stew.  (Ala.)  70.  duty  of  the  court  to  disregard  such  a 

Xotion  Insttad  af  Demurrsr.  —  Where  plea  and  order  it  stricken  out  or  to  pro- 
a  plea  is  defective  in  form  as  being  ceed  to  render  judgment  as  if  no  such 
argumentative,  or  the  like,  it  should  be  plea  had  been  put  in,  either  on  motion 
objected  to  by  special  demurrer,  or  of  the  adverse  party  or  on  its  own 
where  a  motion  instead  of  a  special  motion.  Shirley  v,  Keathy,  4  Coldw. 
demurrer  is  provided  by  sutute  that  (Tenn.)  33;  Grant  v,  Jennings,  i 
method  should  be  pursued,  but  a  gen-  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  54. 
eral  demurrer  raises  only  the  question  •  Pisa  KuUlty  Baoause  Hot  Sworn  to.  — 
as  to  whether  the  plea  presents  a  sub-  Where  a  plea  must  be  sworn  to  under 
stantial  defense.  Pendleton  County  statute,  as  a  plea  denying  the  execu- 
te Amy,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  297.  See  tion  of  a  written  instrument,  such  a 
also,  where  the  motion  to  strike  was  plea  without  the  required  verification 
substituted  for  a  special  demurrer,  is  held  to  be  a  nullity  and  may  be 
Trabue  v,  Higden,  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.^  stricken  out  on  motion.  Merkle  v, 
62o;Shirleyv.  Keathy,  4 Coldw.  (Tenn.)  Bolles,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  288;  Barber 
32.  See  also  articles  Demurrers  at  o.  Summers,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  339;  Riley 
Common  Law  and  under  the  Codes,  v,  Harkness,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  34;  Mc- 
vol.  6,  p.  292;  Duplicity,  vol.  7,  p.  244.  Farland    v.    State   Bank,  4  Ark.    44; 

2.  Shotwell  V.  Dennis,  14  N.  J.  L.  Fowler  v.  Bender,  x8  Ark.  262  UiHng 
503.  Wilson  V,  Shannon,  6  Ark.  198;  Hard- 

Xaterial    Allegations  Denied.  —  Pleas  wick  v,  Campbell,  7  Ark.   118;  Little 

are  not  technically  immaterial  so  as  to  Rock  v.  State  Bank,  8  Ark.  227;  Wil- 
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the  particular  form  of  action,^  or  files  a  plea  out  of  time,  a  motion 
to  strike  out  is  proper.* 

Whin  th«  PlM  If  nilaly  VriTolow  and  trifling,  or  where  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  plea,  although  accurately  and  technically  set  out 
according  to  the  soundest  rules  of  pleading,  is  entirely  destitute 
of  merit  and  fails  to  answer  the  declaration,  it  may  be  stricken  out 
on  motion.' 

Hams  V.  Williams,  13  Ark.  431;  Allis        ?1m  ia  AbatfMBt  fUod  with  neain 

9.  Bender,  14  Ark.  62 j;  and  Alexander  Bar.  —  Where  a  plea  in  abatement  is 

V.  Foster,  16  Ark.  660].  pleaded  at  the  same  time  with  a  plea 

Ylohktionsl  Tanns  of  Ordsr  to  71oad«  —  in  bar,  it  will  be  stricken  out  on  mo- 

If  a   defendant  obtains  an  order  for  tion.     Douglass   v.   Belcher,   7    Yerg, 

time  to  plead  upon  terms  that  he  plead  (Tenn.)  105.    See  article  Abatxmknt  in 

issuably,    and     instead    of    pleading  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  i. 
issuably  he  pleads  the  statute  of  lim-        8.  Marshall    v.  Hamilton,  41   Miss, 

itations,  or  any  other  plea  which  does  229;  Pool  Vi  Hill,  44  Miss.  310;  Bacon 

not  go  to  the  merits,  the  plea  will  be  f.  Green,  36  Fla.325;  Rivers  &.  Rivers, 

stricken  out  on  motion.    Stadholme  v.  38  Fla.  65;  State  v,  Purcell,  31  W.  Va. 

Hodgson,  2  T.  R.  390.  44;  Wcstervelt  v.  Marinus,  3  N.  J.  L. 

1.  Bemis  v.  Homer,  145  111.  567.  266;  Coryell  v.  Croxall,  5  N.  J.  L.  879; 

Kil  Dobot  ia  Assvmpiit.  —  If  a   plea  North  Brunswick  Tp.  v.  Booraem,  10 

in  bar  is  not  adapted  to  the  nature  of  N.  J.  L.  257;  Shotwell  v,  Dennis,  14  N. 

the  action  or  conformable  to  the  count,  J.  L.  503;  Duval  v,  Malone,  14  Gratt. 

as  if  nil  debet  be  pleaded  to  an  action  of  (Va.)  24. 

assumpsit,  the  plaintiff  may  treat  it  as        Contradietion  of  Booord.  —  If  a  fact  in 

a  nullity  or  move  to  set  it  aside.    Shot*  a  c«se  is  so  conclusively  established  by 

well  r.  Dennis,  14  N.  J.  L.  503;  Staf-  the   record   that  a  contrary  avermen; 

ford  V,  Little,  Barnes  257.  would  not  be  admissible,  a  plea  setting 

Vot  CKdlty  in  Aisnmprit.  —  So  where  up  the  fact  would  be  idle,  and  a  motion 

*'  not  guilty  "  is  pleaded  in  assumpsit  should  be  made  to  strike  such  a  plea 

it   may   be  stricken    out.     Cunyus   v,  from  the  files  instead  of  demurring  to 

Guenther,  96  Ala.  564.  it.     People  v.  Harding,  53  Mich.  481. 

Where  non  assumpsit  and  not  guilty  Eonitablo  Pitas  Prooentiag  Vo  Sqiiita- 
are  pleaded  in  assumpsit,  it  is  held  bio  SofniBO.  —  Where  pleas  are  inter- 
that  after  verdict  the  plea  of  not  guilty  posed  upon  equitable  grounds,  if  they 
should  be  treated  as  a  nullity  and  present  no  defense  properly  cognizable 
stricken  from  the  record.  Ship  Mil-  on  such  grounds,  it  is  settled  by  the 
waukie  v.  Hale,  z  Dougl.  (Mich.)  306.  practice  in  Florida  that  a  motion  to 

8.  Soopo  of  Xotion  to  Striko  Out.  —  A  strike  them  is  2>roper.    Bacon  v.  Green, 

motion  to  strike  out  pleas  brings  to  the  36  Fla.  337,  citing  Spratt  v.  Price,  18 

notice  of  the  court  the  right  of  the  de-  Fla.  289;  Home  v.  Carter,  20  Fla.  4s; 

fendant   to  file   them,  both  as  to  the  Johnston   v.   Allen,   22   Fla.   224,  and 

order  of  time  and  also  as  to  whether  it  Dickson  v.  Gamble,  16  Fla.  687. 
would  subserve  the  ends  of  justice  and         Uncertainty,  —  Where,  on  account  of 

the  merits  of  the  defense  to   require  indefiniteness  and  uncertainty  in   its 

them  to  be  answered.     Pool  v.  Hill,  44  allegations,   it    is    impossible    to  tell 

Miss.  310;  Price  v,  Sinclair,  5  Smed.  &  whether  the  facts  sought  to  be  set  up 

M.  (Miss.)  258.    See  also  State  v.  Pur-  in  a  plea  would  constitute  a  legal  or  an; 

cell,  39  W.  Va.  44.  equitable  defense,  the  plea  should  be. 

Demnnor    Impropor.  —  An    objection  stricken  out.     Rivers  v.  Rivers,  38  Fla. 

that   the  plea  was  not  put  in   proper.  65.   But  see  Mynatt  v,  Mynatt,  6  Heisk. 

time,  or  that  it  was  not  accompanied  by  (Tenn.)  311. 

proper  affidavit,  or  that  it  was  accom-  Reinstating  —  Harmless  Error,  — 
panied  by  another  plea,  must  be  taken  Where  a  plea  is  properly  stricken  out 
by  motion  to  set  aside,  and  cannot  be  because  it  is  not  framed  with  such  par- 
taken by  demurrer.  Pool  v.  Hill,  44  ticularity  as  to  disclose  whether  an 
Miss.  311;  Ludlow  zr.  McCrea,  I  Wend,  equitable  or  a  legal  defense  is  at- 
(N.  Y.)  228;  Nicholl  V,  Mason,  21  tempted  to  be  set  up,  but  the  court 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  339;  Morgan  v.  Dyer,  10  afterwards  erroneously  reinstates  it  and 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  161.  takes  it  into  consideration  in  ma^cing 
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When  XotioB  Should  B«  Hade.  —  The  correct  practice  requires  that  a 
motion  to  strike  out  pleas  should  be  made  before  the  evidence  is 
in,  and  it  is  not  in  order  to  rule  out  evidence  which,  as  the  pleas 
stand,  is  legal  and  admissible.^ 

VatoN  of  Motioii  to  Btriko.  —  A  motion  to  discharge  a  plea  made  in 
due  time  presents  the  same  question  as  if  an  application  were 
made  to  file  the  plea.* 

2.  Sarmleis  Error  in  Striking  Out  or  Snitaining  Semnrrer  to  Plea^ 
—  If  a  plea  is  stricken  out  or  held  bad  on  demurrer,  but  the 
defendant  has  the  benefit  of  any  defense  raised  thereby  under 
another  plea  on  file,  it  is  held  that  any  error  in  striking  out  the 
former  or  sustaining  the  demurrer  thereto  is  rendered  harmless.^ 

up  its  judgment,  the  error  is  harmless,  reject  a  plea  in  bar  for  insufficiency  ad- 

where  all  the  evidence  admitted  was  mits  the  truth  of  the  matters  pleaded, 

properly  admissible  under  the  defend-  State  f.  Purcell,  31  W.  Va.  44. 
ant's  plea  of  the generalissue.    Rivers        8.  Rake  i/.  Pope,  7  Ala.  161;  Bacon 

V,  Rivers,  38  Fla.  65.  v.   Green,  36  Fla.  324:    Wadhams  v, 

1.  Johnson   v,   McCullough,   59  Ga.  Swan,   100  111.   54;    Clark  v.   Bell,   S 
812.  Humph.  (Ten n.)  26;  Sanders  v.  Young» 

Upon  striking  out  a  plea  the  court  i  Head  (Tenn.)  3ig;  Grand  Chute  v. 

may,  in  its   discretion,  allow  further  Winegar,  15  Wall.  (U.  S.)  355. 

time  to  plead.     And  if  a  plea  is  frivo-  Vlaa  to  Amimdsd  Deolaration.  —  Where 

lous  or  IS  intended  for  the  purpose  of  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  is  improperly  sus- 

delay,  no  such  indulgence  should  be  tained,  and  the  declaration  is  thereafter 

granted.      Trimmier  v.   Hamilton,   3  amended,  and  the  plea  to  the  amended 

McCord  L.  (S.  Car.)  425.    See  articles  count  is  in  substance  the  same  as  if  it 

Sham  and  Frivolous  Pleading;  Time  had  been  overruled  on  demurrer,  and 

TO  Plead.  the  defendant  has  the  benefit  of  this 

2.  Pool  V.  Hill,  44  Miss.  306.  plea  on  the  trial,  the  overruling  of  the 
Aad  Whtn  Ofejsotioa  Ii  Xade  to  tho  first  plea  is  harmless.     Bacon  v.  Green, 

filing  of  tho  Vloa  it  should  not  be  re-  36  Fla.  324. 

ceived  if  the  facts  set  up  constitute  no  Snstaliiiiig  Domimor  to  Spooial  Itai. 

defense.   State  v,  Purcell,  31  W.  Va.  44.  —  Although  it  is  permissible  under  the 

Upon    Amendment,  —  If,  after  pleas  statutory  system  of  pleading  to  file  a 

are  adjudged  bad  on  demurrer,  the  de-  special  plea  setting  up  matters  which 

fendant  is  given  leave  to  amend,  and  are  available  under  the  general  issue 

files  pleas  which  would  not  have  been  also  pleaded,  erroneously  sustaining  a 

received  by  the  court  if  tendered  at  the  demurrer  to  the  special  plea  is  not 

time  when  such  leave  was  granted,  a  ground  for  reversal,  because  the  proof 

fortiori  the  court  ought  to  strike  them  can  be  made  under  the  general  issue 

out  when  filed  under  indulgence  giving  and    no    injarv  results.      Rodgers  v. 

time  to  amend  the  pleadings.     Parker  Brazeale,  34  Ala.  512;    Hopkinson  v, 

t/.  Lewis,  Hempst.  (U.  S.)  72.  Shelton,  37  Ala.  307;  Stein  v.  Ashby, 

In  Vaturo  of  Demnrror.  —  A  notice  of  24  Ala.  521 ;  Rake  v.  Pope,  7  Ala.  161 ; 

a    motion    to    strike  out  a  notice  of  McKenzie    v,    Jackson,  4    Ala.    230; 

special  matter  filed  with  the  plea  of  the  Shehan  v.  Hampton,  8  Ala.  943;  Mer- 

general  issue  is  in  the  nature  of  a  de-  chants*,  etc..  Bank  v,  Evans,  9  W.  Va. 

murrer.    Camp  r.  Allen,  12  N.  J.  L.  i.  373;  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  v,  Carrugi,  41  Ga. 

Admission  by  Xotion.  —  A  motion  to  660. 
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PLEAS  IN   EQUITY. 

By  John  Lxhman 

I  SxFmTioK  Airs  Hatvxi,  587. 

1.  In  Generaly  587. 

2.  Plea  and  Answer  Compared^  588. 

a.  To  j4votd  Answering^  $SS, 

b.  To  Avoid  Expense  of  Answering^  588. 

c.  Special  Answer^  588. 

d.  Plea  as  Evidence^  588. 

e.  Defense  by  Plea  or  Answer^  588. 

3.  Plea  and  Demurrer  Compared^  585^. 

4.  Plea  Unusual  in  Practice^  590. 

5.  Pure  Plea^  591. 

6.  Pleas  Not  Pure^  591. 

a.  Negative  Plea^  591. 

b.  Anomalous  Plea^  592. 

n.  FsAXS  OF  Plza,  593. 

1.  Title  and  Commencement^  593, 

2.  Direction  to  Specific  Part  ofBiU^  S93» 

3.  Conclusion^  593. 

4.  Verification^  594. 

5.  Signature  of  Counsel^  595. 

lU  FiLXve,  595. 

1.  Time  of  Filing  in  General,  595. 

2.  ^«^r  -^»/^  /^  Answer,  595. 

3.  y^/fer  -^»//  Answer,  596. 

4.  -4A^r  Amendment  of  BUI,  596. 

IV.  Withdrawal  of  Plia,  597. 
y.  Vn  OF  Pleas  nr  Pabticvlab  0aii8»  597. 

1.  yurisdiction  Generally,  597. 

2.  jurisdiction  of  the  Person,  597. 

3.  jr/^a  /^  /^  Person,  597. 

4.  -P/(?ii  i«  Bar,  598. 

n.  Displacement  of  Equity  of  Bill,  598. 

^.  Matter  in  Pais  Generally,  598. 

c.  Defect  of  Parties,  ^^^. 

d.  Statutory  Bar,  600. 

(i\  Statute  of  Limitations,  600. 
^2)  Statute  of  Frauds,  600. 
^.  Matter  of  Record,  600. 

(i)  Former  Adjudication,  600. 
(2)  Another  Suit  Pending,  600. 
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Matter  Arising  After  Bill  FUed^  60 1. 
Plea  to  Bill  for  Relief  and  Discovery  y  6oi« 

7.  Plea  to  Pure  Bill  for  Discovery y  601. 

8.  To  Bills  to  Enforce  Decrees^  601. 

9.  To  Bills  to  Impeach  Decrees^  601. 

10.  To  CrosS'-billSy  602. 

11.  To  Bills  of  Revivor^  602. 

12.  To  Supplemental  BillSy  602. 

13.  To  Bills  of  Review y  602. 

VI  SiamsiTSB  AVB  SirmcnKCT,  602. 

1.  Same  Strictness  Required  as  cU  Law^  602. 

2.  Statement  of  Perfect  Defense  —  Certainty  ^  603. 

3.  Negative  Plea,  604. 

4.  Plea  Bad  in  Part  and  Good  in  Party  604. 

5.  Plea  to  Relief  and  Discovery y  605. 

6.  Plea  to  Relief  Good  for  Discovery  y  605. 

7.  Severed  Pleas  in  Order y  606. 

8.  Plea  to  Part  or  Whole  of  Billy  606. 

9.  Double  Pleadingy  607. 

a.  Rule  Against  Duplicityy  607. 

b.  Severed  Matters  Tending  to  One  Pointy  60& 

c.  SurplusagCy  608. 

d.  Severed  Pleas  by  Leave  of  Courty  608. 

YU  BirppoBTiKG  AVB  AoooMPAimire  Aviwui»  609. 

1.  In  Genercdy  609. 

2.  Plea  and  Answer  to  Different  Parts  of  Billy  609. 

3.  Plea  and  Answer  to  Same  Parts  of  Billy  609. 

4.  Supporting  Answers,  610. 

a.  Necessity  and  Propriety  in  Genercdy  610. 

b.  Pure  Pleay  610. 

c.  Negative  Pleay  611. 

d.  Plea  to  Bill  Anticipating  Defense  —  Anomalous  Pk»^ 

612. 

e.  When  Discovery  Is  Not  Necessary,  613. 

(i)  Matter  of  Bill  Insufficient  to  Require  Anmr^ 
613. 

(2)  Necessity  Dependent  on  Sufficiency  of  Billy  613. 

(3)  Effect  of  Waiver  of  Answer  under  Cathy  614. 
/.  Nature  of  Supporting  Ansu^ery  615. 

(i^  For  Discovery  Onfyy  615. 
(2^  Plea  Overruled  by  Supporting  Answety  615. 
g.  Dental  by  Plea  and  Answer y  616. 

5.  Answers  in  Subsidiumy  618. 

Ym  PKOCEEDnres  vpok  the  Plea,  618. 

1.  Replying  to  or  Setting  Down  for  Argumenty  618. 

2.  Test  of  Sufficiency  —  Setting  Down  for  Argumenty  61& 

3.  Effect  of  Setting  Down  for  Argumenty  620. 

4.  Pleas  Referred  Before  Argumenty  620. 

5.  Questions  of  Form  or  Irregularity  —  Motiony  6a i. 

6.  Effect  of  Allowing  Pleay  622. 
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7.  iSyV^/  of  Saving  Plea  to  the  Hearings  622. 

8.  ^^r/  ^  Overruling  Plea,  623. 

a.  Order  to  Answer ,  623. 

^.  /'/fu  Ordered  to  Stand  for  Answer,  624. 


^i)  In  General^  624. 


2)  Liberty  to  Except,  625. 
<.  Defense  Set  Up  in  Answer  After  Plea  Overruled,  626. 
9.  Nature  of  Order  Overruling  or  Allowing  Plea,  627. 

10.  Amendment,  627. 

a.  In  General,  627. 

b.  Liberty  to  Amend  Bill  and  Plead  De  Novo,  628. 

c.  Amendment  of  Bill  Before  Argument  of  Plea,  628. 

11.  Exception  to  Answer  Filed  with  Plea,  628. 

12.  Replication,  628. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Fleets  in  Actions  at  Law,  see  article  PLEAS  A  T  LA  W,  ante. 
Fleets  in  Particular  Suits  in  Equity,  see  specific  titles  throughout 

this  work,  and  consult  the  General  Index. 
Answers,  see  article  ANSWERS  IN  EQUITY  PLEADING, 

vol.  I,  p.  863. 
Time  to  Plead,  see  article  TIME  TO  PLEAD. 

L  Bmnnov  afd  Hatvbs  —  1.  In  Ctoneral.  —  A  plea  in  equity 
is  a  pleading  by  which  the  defendant  sets  up  a  single  fact,  or 
several  facts  converging  to  one  point,  as  a  cause  why  the  suit 
should  be  either  dismissed,  delayed,  or  barred.^  It  presents 
some  distinct  fact  which,  admitting  the  bill  to  be  true,*  of  itself 
creates  a  bar  or  avoids  the  necessity  of  the  discovery  sought  and 
the  expense  of  going  into  the  evidence  at  large.* 

1.  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  223.  being  replied  to,  it  affords  him  two  im- 

Dodftl  •!  Alltntittai  «f  BilL  —  "The  portant  advantages  over  an  answer: 
principle  of  a  defense  by  plea  is,  that  first,  the  admissions  are  constructive, 
the  defendant  avers  some  one  matter  and  only  for  the  purposes  of  that  suit, 
of  avoidance,  or  denies  some  one  alle-  while  the  admissions  given  by  an  an- 
gation  of  the  bill,  and  contends  that  swer  are  actual,  and  bind  the  defend- 
assuming  the  truth  of  all  the  allega-  ant  for  all  purposes;  secondly,  in  bills 
tions  in  the  bill,  or  of  all  except  that  for  an  account  and  similar  bills,  if  the 
which  is  the  subject  of  denial,  there  is  plea  is  sustained,  it  protects  the  de- 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  claim.'*  fendant  entirely  from  rendering  an  ac- 
Adams's  Equity,  p.  336.  See  also  count,  or  giving  any  discovery  as  to 
infra^  I.  6.  Pleas  Not  Pure.  the    amount    to    which     the    plaintiff 

8.  Gage  v.  Smith,  142  111.  191 ;  Gold-  would  be  entitled  if  he  could  maintain 

smith  V.  Gilliland,  24  Fed.  Rep.  154;  his  bill.     If,  indeed,  the  defendant  is 

Lilienthal  v.  Washburn,  4  Woods  (U.  willing  to  give  the  plaintiff  all  the  dis- 

S.)   65;   Bayley  v,  Adams,  6  Ves.  Jr.  covery  that  he  asks  for,  a  plea  has  no 

594;  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  243.  advantage  over  an  answer,  and  should 

Eibetof  Admission  and  Advantages  of  never  be  resorted  to."     Langdell's  Eq. 

TImu  —  Professor  Langdell  thus  states  PL,  §99,  nVirni^  Wigram  on  Discovery, 

the  effect  of  such  admissions  and  the  g  44,  note  (g). 

advantages  of  a  plea  over  an  answer:  8.  Farley  v,  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  314; 
"  Notwithstanding  the  admissions  U.  S.  v.  California,  etc.,  Land  Co.,  148 
which  a  defendant  is  compelled  to  U.  S.  39;  U.  S.  v.  American  Bell  Tele- 
make  by  a  plea,  in  the  event  of  its  phone  Co.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  524;  Donnell 
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TlM  Criterion  by  which  to  determine  how  far  a  defense  is  proper 
by  way  of  plea  is  to  ascertain  whether  the  cause  is  thereby 
reduced  to  a  single  point  as  creating  a  complete  bar  to  the  suit.^ 

2.  Plea  and  Aniwer  Compared  —  a.  To  Avoid  Answering.  — 
One  of  the  peculiar  and  principal  effects  of  a  plea  is  to  present 
such  a  defense  as  shows  that  the  defendant  cannot  be  compelled 
to  make  or  will  be  excused  from  making  such  an  answer  as  the 
bill  calls  for.* 

b.  To  Avoid  Expense  of  Answering.  —  The  uses  of  a  plea 
and  the  reason  for  its  allowance  are  that  it  saves  time,  trouble, 
and  expense;  and,  therefore,  if  a  party  wishes  to  set  up  different 
facts  in  avoidance  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  an  answer  is  the  course 
of  pleading.* 

c.  Special  Answer.  —  A  plea  in  equity  is  defined  to  be  a 
special  answer,  different  from  an  answer  in  the  common  form  in 
that  it  demands  judgment  of  the  court  in  the  first  instance 
whether  the  special  matter  set  up  does  not  preclude  the  plaintiff 
from  his  right  to  the  answer  or  relief  prayed  by  the  bill.* 

d.  Plea  as  Evidence.  —  A  plea  is  always  in  avoidance  of  the 
bill,  and  never  responsive  to  it.  It  stands  for  nothing  as  evidence 
of  facts  which  are  stated  therein.^ 

e.  Defense  by  Plea  or  Answer.  —  An  answer  in  chancery 
has  in  general  a  twofold  property;  first,  it  meets  the  allegations 
of  the  bill,  and  second,  it  contains  a  statement  to  the  court  of  the 
nature  of  the  defense  on  which  the  defendant  means. to  rely;  and 
in  this  respect  the  answer  fulfils  the  duty  of  a  plea,  either  by 
denying  the  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff's  equity  as  stated  in  the 
bill  arises,  or  by  confessing  such  facts  and  avoiding  them  by  the 

V,  King,  7  Leigh  (Va.)  398;  Bailey  v.  time  avoid  answering  in   fall;   if  he 

LeRoy,  a  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  514;    Loud  wishes  to  avoid  answering,  he  miisi 

V.  Sergeant,  x  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  165;  plead.    Weisman  v.  Heron  Min.  Cou,  4 

Newton  v,  Thayer,  17   Pick.   (Mass.)  Jones  Eq.  (N.   Car.)    112;    Reade    f. 

129;  Union  Branch  R.  Co.  tr.  East  Ten-  Woodrooffe,   24   Beav.  421.    See  also 

nessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  14  Ga.  327;  Hind-  articles  Answers  in  Equity  Pleading, 

man  v,  Taylor,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  10;  Reiss-  vol.  z,   p.    863;    Discovery,   Produc- 

ner  v,  Anness,  3  Ban.  &  Ard.  149.  tion,  and  Inspection,  vol.  6,  p.  728. 

1.  Loud  V,  Sergeant,  z  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  And  see  infra^  VI I.  4.  /.  (2)  Pka 
Y.)  165;  Goodrich  v,  Pendleton,  3  Overruled  by  SupporHng  Anstter, 
Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  384;  Spangle r  r.  8.  Relssner  v,  Anness,  3  Ban.  ft  Ard. 
Spangler,  19  111.  App.  28;  Albany  City  149;  Rowe  v.  Teed,  15  Ves.  Jr.  377; 
Bank  v.  Dorr,  Walk.  (Mich.)  317:  D wight  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co.,  20 
Habbell  v.  De  Land,  zz  Biss.  (U.  S.)  Blatchf.  OJ.  S.)  200;  Milligan  v.  MU- 
387;  Chapman  v.  Turner,  z  Atk.  54;  ledge,  3  Cranch  (U.  S.)  220;  Fariey  v. 
Wing     V,    Murrells,     zz     Price    723;  Kittson,  Z20  U.  S.  3Z4. 

Ritchie  v,  Aylwin,  zs  Ves.  Jr.  84.    See  4.  Hagthorp  v.   Hook,   z  Gill  &  J. 

f'lf/ra,  VI.  9.  Double  Pleading ;  and  see  (Md.)  283;    Rouskulp  p.  Kershner,  49 

article  Duplicity,  vol.  7,  p.  235.  Md.  521;    Davison  v,  Schermerhom,  z 

2.  Chase's  Case,  i  Bland  (Md.)  2Z7;  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  480*,  Donnell  v.  King,  7 
U.  S.  V,  California,  etc..  Land  Co.,  Z48  Leigh  (Va.)  398;  Sims  tr.  Lyle,  4  Wash. 
U.  S.  39;  Fariey  v,  Kittson,  Z2o  U.  S.  (U.S.)  303;  Wing  r.  Murrells,  zz  Price 
314.  723.     See  also  infra^  III.  Filinfi, 

Full  Answer.  —  Therefore,  the  defend-  6.  Gemon  v,  Boccaline,  2  Wash.  (U. 
ant  cannot  answer  and  at  the  same    S.)  Z99. 
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introduction  of  some  new  matter  from  which  contrary  inferences 
may  be  drawn,  ^  so  that  many  matters  which  reduce  the  defense 
to  a  single  point  may  be  set  up  by  answer  as  well  as  by  plea. 
Such  are  the  defenses  of  the  statute  of  frauds,*  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations,' a  former  recovery,*  the  pendency  of  another  suit,*  pur- 
chase for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,*  usury,^  a  defect 
of  parties,*  an  account  stated  to  a  bill  for  an  accounting  gen- 
erally,* and  multifariousness.  ^*  But  a  simple  denial  of  some  aver- 
ment in  the  bill  is  generally  the  province  of  an  answer  and  not  of 
the  plea.** 

8.  Plea  and  Demurrer  Compared.  —  A  demurrer  can  extend  to 
such  objections  only  as  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill,**  whereas 
a  plea  generally  proceeds  upon  matters  dehors  the  bill.**   There- 

1.  Stone  V.  Moore,  26  111.  165.    See  i   Del.   Ch.   390.      But  see  Servis    v, 

also  article  Answers  in  Equii-y  Plead-  Beatty,  3a  Miss.  52. 

ING,  vol.  I.  p.  863.  7.  Dyer  v,  Lincoln,  11  Vt.  300.    See 

t.  Cranston  v.  Smith,  6  R.  I.  831;  also  article  U sua y. 

Swiuer  v.  Skiles,  8  III.  531;  Cozine  v.  S.  Mitchell  v.  Lenox,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

Graham,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  177;   Barnes  280;  Prentice  v.  Kimball,  19  III.  320; 

V.  Teague,  i  Jones  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  277.  Allen  v.  Woodruff,  96  111.  11.    See  also 

See  article  Fkauds,  Statute  of,  vol.  article  Parties. 

9,  p.  690.  ••  Bollock  V.  Boyd,  2  Edw.  Ch.  (N. 

i.  Pnnce    v,    Heylin,    i    Atk.    493;  Y.)  393.    See    also  article   Accounts 

Miller  v,  M'Intyre,  6  Pet.  (U.  S.)  61;  and  Accounting,  vol.  i,  p.  83. 

Highstone  v.   Franks,    93    Mich.    52;  10.  Bell  cf.  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  181; 

Rnckman  v.  Decker,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  283.  Abbot  v.  Johnson,   32  N.  H.  9.     See 

See  also  article  Limitations,  vol.  13,  p.  also  article  Multifariousness  and  Mis- 

176.  JOINDER,  vol.  14,  p.  194. 

4.  Cates  v,  Loftus,  4  T.   B.    Mon.  11.  Benson  v.  Jones,  i  Ten n.Ch.  499; 

(Ky.)44i;  Jonrolmon  v,  Massengill,  86  Bailey  v,  LeRo^,  2  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 

Tenn.  81;    Pearse  v.  Dobinson,  L.  R.  i  514.    See  also  tn/ra^  I.  6.  0.  Negative 

Eq.  241.    See  also  article  Former  Ad-  Plea, 

JUDICATION,  vol.  9,  p.  6x1.  It.  See  article  Demurrers  in  Chan- 

ft.  AmoflMr  Suit  Fiodlag  may  be  cery,  vol.  6,  p.  391. 
pleaded  in  the  answer,  in  which  case  IS.  '*  Tht  Distinetioa  betwtsn  a  Ds- 
all  the  certainty  of  a  plea  Is  reauired.  marrer  and  a  Plea  dates  as  far  back  as 
Macey  v.  Childress,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  23;  the  time  of  Lord  Bacon,  by  the  58th  of 
Connell  v.  Furgason,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  whose  Ordinances  for  the  Administra- 
404.  Bat  the  plea  seems  to  be  the  tion  of  Justice  in  Chancery  *  a  demur- 
proper  method.  See  also  article  An-  rer  is  properly  upon  matter  defective 
other  Suit  Pending,  vol.  i,  p.  750.  contained    in    the  bill  itself,  and  no 

6.  Donnell  v.   King,   7  Leigh  (Va.)  foreign  matter;  but  a  plea  is  of  foreign 

393;  Rhea  v.  Allison,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  matter  to  discharge  or  suy  the  suit,  as 

177;   Cardwell  v,  Cheatham,  2  Head  that  the  cause  hath  been  formerly  dis- 

(Tenn.)  14;   Craig  v,  Leiper,  2  Yerg.  missed,  or  that  the  plaintiff  is  outlawed 

(Tenn.)  193;  Servis  v.  Beatty,  32  Miss,  or  excommunicated,  or  there  is  another 

52;    Cummings  v,  Coleman,   7   Rich,  bill   depending    for   the  same   cause, 

Eq.  (S.  Car.)  509;   Gahee  v.  Sneed,  i  or    the    like.'      Orders    in    Chancery 

Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  333;  Boone  v,  (Beames's  ed.)26.     Lord  Redesdale,  in 

Chiles,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  211;  Secombe  v.  his  Treatise  on  Pleadings,  says:   *  A 

Campbell,  18  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  xo8;  Dick  plea  oHust  aver  facts  to  which  the  plain- 

V.  Doughten,  i  DeL  Ch.  320.  tiff  may  reply,  and  not,  in  the  nature 

Baqnblts  Csrtaiatj.  —  And  an  answer  of  a  demurrer,  rest  on  facts  in  the  bill.' 

setting  up  that  the  defendant  is  an  in-  Mitford  PI.  297.    And  Mr.  Jeremy,  in 

nocent  purchaser  should  contain  all  the  a  note  to  this  passage,  commenting  on 

certainty  of  a  plea.    Rhea  v,  Allison,  3  the  ordinance  of  Lord  Bacon,  observes: 

Head  (Tenn.)  177;    High  v.  Batte,  10  '  The  prominent  distinction  between  a 

Yerg.  (Tenn.)  335;   Dick  v,  Doughten,  plea  and  a  demurrer,  here  noticed,  is 
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fore  if  objections  which  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  are  raised 
by  plea  the  plea  will  be  overruled.^  And  in  most  cases  what 
would  have  been  a  good  defense  by  demurrer  if  it  had  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  bill  will  be  a  good  defense  by  plea  if  it  does 
not  so  appear,  and  conversely,  what  would  be  a  good  defense  by 
way  of  plea  is  held  to  be  good  bv  way  of  demurrer  if  the  objection 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  bill.^ 

4.  Plea  XTnufual  in  Praotioe.  —  A  plea  is  not  a  frequent  mode  of 
defense  in  the  equity  practice,'  but  when  used  the  same  rules  of 
procedure  which  govern  in  the  English  chanceiy  practice,  in  the 
absence  of  statute  or  rules  otherwise  providing,  obtain  in  the 
United  States.* 

PlM  in  Aiifwsr.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  matter  proper  for  a 
plea  is  expressly  reserved  in  the  answer  by  way  of  plea.* 

strictly  true,  even  of  that  description  mnrrer,  it  is  also  true  that  he  may  pre- 

of  plea  which  is  termed  negative,  for  it  sent  a  good  plea  by  averring  the  facts 

is   the  affirmative  of    the  proposition  contained  in  the  bill  and  along  with 

which  is  stated  in  the  bill;'  in  other  them  other  and  additional   facts  not 

words,  a  plea  which  avers  that  a  cer-  contained  therein,  provided  the  facts 

tain  fact  is  not  as  the  bill  affirms  it  to  taken  from  the  bill  and  the  new  facts 

be  sets  up  matter  not  contained  in  the  together  establish  a  defense  to  the  bill, 

bill."     Farley  V.  Kittson,  laoU.  S.  315,  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v,  Texas,  etc.,  R. 

per  Gray,  J.     See  also   Ferguson    v.  Co.,  50  Fed.  Rep.  151. 

Miller,  5  Ohio  460;  Cosine  v,  Graham,  t.  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  235. 

2  Paige  (N.  V.)  177;  Southern  L.  Ins.,  S.  Rouskulp    v.   Kershner,   49   Md. 

etc.,  Co.  V.  Lanier,,  5  Fla.  no;  Black  521. 

V.  Black,  15  Ga.  445.  **  Vow  that  a  IMsoortry  Is  Baldom  Songhft 

Ths  BeaiOA  of  this  is  that  the  bill  may  by  a  bill,  and  parties  are  competent 

be  so  artificially  drawn  as  to  avoid  dis-  witnesses,  the  old  necessity  for  pleas  in 

closing  the  whole  of  the  case,  which,  bar  has  to  a  great  extent  ceased  to 

if  it  had  done  so,  would  have  made  it  exist,  and  they  are  therefore  seldom 

open  to  demurrer.     Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  used."    Gibson's  Suits  in  Chancery, 

235.  8  329. 

1.  Phelps  V,  Garrow,  3  Edw.  Ch.  m.  Mattar  in  AbataoMiit.  —  In  Tennessee^ 

Y.)  139;  Varick  v.  Dodge,  9  Paige  (N.  by  Code,  %  4318,  a  defendant  Is  not  re- 

Y.)  149;  Bell  V,  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  quired  to  plead  in  any  case  except  to 

181;  Black  V,  Black,  15  Ga.  445;  Mc-  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  all 

Closkey  v.   Barr,   38  Fed.   Rep.    165;  other  defenses  may  be  embraced  in  his 

Goldsmith  v.  Gilliland,  24  Fed.  Rep.  answer.      Witt    v.     Ellis,     2    Coldw. 

154;    Plummer  v.   May,    i  Ves.  426;  (Tenn.)  38.    This  section,  however.  Is 

Billing  V.  Flight,  i  Madd.  234;  Steff  v,  held  not  to  include  matter  in  abate- 

Andrews,  2  Madd.  5;  Brownsword  v.  men t,  which  must  be  specially  pleaded. 

Edwards,  2  Ves.  245.  Connell  v,  Furgason,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 

Bpeakiiig  Dsmurrw  ~  Esets  in  Support  404,  HHng  Kendrick  v.  Davis,  3  Coldw. 

of  Plea.  —  In  a  plea  it  is  proper  to  bring  fTenn.)  524. 

in  facts  and  averments  to  support  the  4.  Chase  v,  M'Donald,  7  Har.  k,  J. 

plea,   whereas  a  demurrer  can  be  to  (Md.)  160;    Rouskulp  v,  Kershner,  49 

nothing  but  what  appears  on  the  face  Md.  516. 

of  the  bill,  otherwise  it  will  be  a  speak-  6.  Scott    v.   Rand,    xi8  Mass.    216; 

ing  demurrer.       Brownsword  v.   Ed-  Wanmaker  v.  Van  Buskirk,  x  N.  J.  Eq. 

wards,  2  Ves.  245.  685. 

Pleading  Faets  AUogod  in  BUI.  —  And  80  under  tho  Oodo  answers  may  con- 
while  it  is  true  that  a  defendant  cannot  tain  what  are  in  fact  pleas,  as  a  plea  of 
plead  merely  the  facts  averred  in  the  the  statute  of  limitations.  McClanahan 
bill,  and  if  he  objects  to  their  suffi-  v.  West,  100  Mo.  319.  See  also  article 
ciency  to  authorize  recovery  he  must  Answers  in  Code  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p. 
himself  present  his  objection  by  de-  777. 
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6.  Pure  PIml  —  A  pure  plea  is  always  one  which  sets  up  some 
matter  dehors  the  bill  in  displacement  of  the  equities  of  the  bill,^ 
so  that  in  the  main  what  has  been  said  up  to  this  point  has  refer- 
ence to  pleas  of  this  character. 

6.  Pleu  Hot  Pure  —  a.  Negative  Plea.  —  It  is  not  always 
true,  however,  that  a  plea  presents  matter  not  appearing  upon  the 
face  of  the  bill,  for  if  the  bill  contains  a  material  averment  the 
falsity  of  which  would  defeat  it  such  a  fact  may  be  traversed,'  as 
in  the  case  of  pleas  to  the  person.' 

tapportiiig  Aiifwsr.  —  But  a  negative  plea  alone  is  not  always  suffi- 
cient, for  where  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  discovery  as  to  the 
matter  denied  by  the  plea  a  supporting  answer  is  necessary.^ 

Hot  Pirt  of  Original  VyittBL  —  Negative  pleas  are  not  part  of  the 
original  system  of  equity  pleading,  and  became  a  part  of  the  more 
modern  practice  only  after  a  series  of  confused  and  conflicting 
decisions.* 

WlMM  th*  PIm  in  Iqvitj  Ii  Aboliihod  between  a  plea  and  a  demurrer  is  true 

the  defenses  presenting  the  issues  of  even  of  that  description  of  plea  which 

the   fact    must    be   ms^e  by  answer,  is  termed  negative,  for  it  is  the  affirm- 

Moore  v.  Bush,  5  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  141.  ative  of  the  proposition  which  is  stated 

1.  Benson  V.Jones,  I  Ten  n.  Ch.  498;  in   the   bill.     In  other  words,  a  plea 

Armengaud  v.  Coudert,  23  Blatchf .  (U.  which  avers  that  a  certain  fact  is  not  as 

S.)  484;  Dwight  V.  Central  Vermont  R.  the  bill  affirms  it  to  be  sets  up  matter 

Co.,  20  Blatchf  (U.  S.)  200,  9  Fed.  Rep.  which  is  not  contained  in  the  bill.     Far- 

788;  West  Portland  Homestead  Assoc,  ley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  314. 

v.  Lownsdale,  17  Fed.  Rep.  205;  Gold-  When    Vot   Proper  —  Tnfringemtnt  of 

smith  V.  Gilliland,  24  Fed.  Rep.  154.  Patent.  —  In  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  v. 

S.  Rhino  v,  Emery,  79  Fed.  Rep.  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep. 
483;  Champlin  v,  Champlin,  2  Edw.  833,  a  plea  amounting  to  a  denial  that 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  362;  Self  red  v.  People's  the  defendants  infringed  certain  pat- 
Bank,  X  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  200;  Sanders  v.  ents  in  the  manner  alleged  In  the  bill, 
King«  Hud  in  Thring  v,  Edgar,  2  Sim.  that  is,  by  conjoint  use,  was  not 
&  S.  277;  Robertson  v,  Lubbock,  4  allowed,  the  court  saying  that  though 
Sim.  161;  Cooke  v.  Gittings,  21  Beav.  expense  might  be  avoided  by  having 
497;  Armitage  v,  Wadsworth,  i  Madd.  the  single  point  as  to  infringement  first 
188;  Hitchins  v.  Lander,  Cooper  34;  investigated  and  determined,  yet  the 
Winn  V,  Fletcher,  i  Vern.  473;  Hall  v,  allowance  of  such  a  plea  might  increase 
Noyes,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  483;  Cartwright  the  expense,  and  that  no  authority  was 
cr.  Hately,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  238.  cited  where    such    a    plea    had   been 

BUforonoo  Botwoon  Pnro  and  Vogativo  allowed  in  a  suit  for  the  infringement 

Floao.  —  A    negative   plea    is  a    mere  of  a  patent.     Citing  Sharp  v.  Reissue r, 

traverse  of  a  material  allegation  in  the  o  Fed.   Rep.  447,   and    Matthews    v. 

bill,  differing  from  the  pure  plea  in  that  Lalance,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  2  Fed.  Rep. 

Che  latter  admits  the  truth  of  the  bill  232,  in  which  latter  case  the  court  said: 

but  states  some  matter  dehors  which  "  Undoubtedly  pleas    in    some    cases 

destroys  the  effect  of  the  allegation,  are  allowable,  in  equity,  which  deny 

Benson  v.  Jones,  iTenn.  Ch.  498;  Bell  merely  an  allegation  of  the  bill;"  but 

cr.  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  193;  Denys  v.  held  that  the  plea  in  the  particular  case 

Locock,  3  Myl.  &  C.  234.  before  it  was  not  an  allowable  one. 

Whether  a  plea  be  affirmative  or  ncg-  S.  See  infra^  V.  3.  Plea  to  the  Person, 

ative  it  must  be  an  allegation  or  denial  4.  See  infra,  VII.  4.  c.  Negative  Plea, 

of  some  leading  fact  or  of  some  mat-  5.  In  Gunn  v.   Prior,  2  Dick.  657,  i 

ters  which  taken  collectively  make  out  Cox  197,   Lord  Thurlow   overruled  a 

some     general     fact.      Robertson     v,  negative  plea,  and  in  Newman  v,  Wal- 

Lubbock,  4  Sim.  t6i.  lis,   2   Bro.  C.  C.  143,  adhered  to  his 

Difisroneo  Botwoon  Ploa  and  Bomnrror  former  opinion  that  such  a  plea  was 

—  The  prominent  distinction  not  good.     Afterwards,   however,   he 
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ITtgatiy*  Averment  in  Pure  Plea.  —  A  plea  is  not  affirmative  or  negative 
by  reason  of  the  nature  of  its  averments  alone.  A  pure  plea  may 
necessarily  consist  of  negative  averments  where  such  averments 
are  necessary  to  a  complete  statement  of  the  defense  relied  on,^ 
but  when  the  bill  anticipates  such  an  agreement  it  will  become 
the  negative  part  of  an  anomalous  plea,  and  a  supporting  answer 
as  to  such  matter  will  be  necessary. 

AfflmiatiTe  Averment  in  Vegative  Plea.  —  So  a  negative  plea  is  none 
the  less  negative  though  it  contains  affirmative  averments  of  facts 
in  support  of  the  denial.* 

b.  Anomalous  Plea.  —  When  the  defendant's  defense  is 
anticipated  by  the  bill,  and  equitable  circumstances  are  charged 
to  overcome  it,  he  may  nevertheless  set  up  the  defense  by  plea, 
denying  the  equitable  circumstances  charged  in  avoidance ; '  but 
he  must  support  his  plea  with  an  answer  as  to  such  anticipatoiy 

changed  his  former  opinion,  holding  a  notice,  the  notice  must  be  equally  de- 
negative  plea  to  be  good.  Hall  v,  nied  by  averment;  in  which  case  the 
Noyes,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  489.  See  also  averment  will  be  a  negative  avermenL" 
Armiuge  v,  Wadsworth,  i  Madd.  i  Daniell's  Ch.  Pi.  and  Pr.  (6ih  Am. 
188.  ed.)  613. 

1.  BiiEereneeXxj^lained.  —  "  If  the  plea  A  plea  averring  to  a  charge  of  con* 

amounts  merely  to  a  denial,  direct  or  struct! ve  notice  that  to  the  defendant's 

argumentative,  of  some  fact  which  the  knowledge  and    belief  there   was  no 

plaintiff  must  prove  in  order  to  obtain  notice,   without    answering    the  facts 

relief,  whether  such  fact  be  alleged  in  charged  as  affecting  him  with  notice, 

the  bill  or  not,  the  plea  will  be  nega-  is  bad.    Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  2  Ves.  Jr. 

tive;  for  if  the  plea  be  replied  to,  the  187.    See  also  in/ra^  VII.  4.  d,  PUa  ta 

only  fact  to  be  tried  will  be  the  fact  Bill  Anticipating  Defense  —  Anomakus 

thus  denied,  and  as  to  that  the  plaintiff  Pleas, 

will  have  the  burden  of  proof.    *    *    *  f.  Cheatham  v,  Pearce,  89  Tenn.  674. 

Oh  the  other  hand,  if  the  plea  alleges  S.  Souzer  v.  De  Meyer,  2  Paige  (N. 

some    fact    which  is    consistent  with  Y.)  577;  Weed  v,  SmuU,  7  Paige  (N. 

every  fact  necessary  to  be  proved  bv  Y.)  573;    Somerset    County    Bank  v. 

the  plaintiff,  but  which,  if  true,  will  Veghte,  42  N.  J.   E<}.  42;   Greene  v. 

still  prevent  the  plaintiff's  recovering  Harris,  11  R.  I.  5;  Knight  9.  Bampfield, 

(and  unless  such  be  its  effect,  the  plea  i  Vern.  179;  Willis  v.  Jemegan,  2  Atk. 

will  necessarily  be  oad),  in  that  case  251;  Pusey  v.  Desbouvrie,  3  P.  Wms. 

the  plea  will  be  affirmative;  for  If  it  be  315,  wherein  a  plea  of  release  was  filed 

replied  to,  the  only  fact  to  be  tried  will  to  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  release,  and  it 

be  the  fact  alleged  by  the  plea,  and  as  was  argued  that  as  the  bill  was  brought 

to  that  the  defendant  will  have  the  bur-  to  set  aside  the  release  the  defendant 

den   of  proof."      Langdell's   Eq.    PI.,  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  plead  the 

g  108.  release  in  bar;  but  the  lord  chancellor 

**  Thus,  the  very  fact  of  want  of  no-  was  of  a  different  opinion,  saying  that 

tlce,  in  a  plea  of  purchase  for  a  valuable  this  was  every-day  practice,  and  that  if 

consideration,    may    be    both    affirm-  the  practice  were  otherwise  no  release 

ativelv  and  negatively  averred;  for  If  could  be  pleaded  to  a  bill  brought  to 

the  bill  merely  sets  out  the  plaintiff's  set  it  aside. 

title  and  does  not  charge  the  defendant  Instead  ef  Beplieatlea.  —  In  such  cases 

with  having  any  notice  of  it,  the  want  the  bill,  instead  of  reserving  the  avoid- 

of  notice,   being  one  of  the  circum-  ing  matter  for  a  replication,  charges 

stances    necessary    to  constitute    the  that  the  respondent  sets  up  a  pretended 

equitable    bar,    must    be    averred    in  defense  or  excuse  and  then  alleges  cir- 

the  plea;  In  which  case,  according  to  cumstances  as  reasons  why  the  bar 

the  distinction  above  pointed  out,  the  should  not  be  available.    Greene   v. 

averment  is  affirmative.    And  so,  if  the  Harris,  11  R.  I.  5;    Somerset  County 

bill  actually  charges  the  defendant  with  Bank  v,  Veghte,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  42. 
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matter.  This  is  called  an  anomalous  plea,  on  account  of  its 
double  character  of  a  pure  and  a  negative  plea.^ 

n.  FsAXB  07  Plea  —  1.  Title  and  Commencement  —  Tha  Titi«  of 
a  plea  in  equity  should  agree  with  the  title  of  the  cause  at  the 
time  when  the  bill  was  filed.* 

CommoioeBio&t  —  ProtMUtion.  —  A  plea  in  equity  commences  with  a 
protestation  against  any  admission  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill, 
so  that  the  defendant  may  not  be  concluded  in  another  suit  by 
the  constructive  admission  of  his  plea.' 

S.  Direction  to  Specilio  Part  of  BUL  —  A  plea  should  then  con- 
fine its  effect  to  the  part  of  the  bill  to  which  it  is  directed.* 

3.  Condnsion.  —  Strictly,  a  plea  which  is  informal  in  that  it  does 
fiot  conclude  with  a  proper  prayer,  as  that  the  defendant  ought 
not  to  be  called  upon  for  further  answer,  is  defective  in  form,* 

1.  LangdeH's  Eq.  Pl.,§  loi.    See  iif-  but  the  remedy  for  such  a  defect  is 

yra,  VII.  4.  d.  Plea  to  Bill  Anticipating  mild  and  liberal.     It  is  only  to  order 

Defense  —  Anomalous  Pleas,  the  plea  to  stand  for  so  much  of  the 

2.  I  Daniell's  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  (6th  bill  as  it  properly  covers  and  no  more,  * 
Am.  ed.)  68i;  Pike  v,  O'Connor,  7  Ir.  and  to  recjuire  the  defendant  to  answer 
£(}.  Rep.  65,  holding  that  a  plea  to  an  to  the  residue  of  the  bill."  Citing  AUi- 
<onginal  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  son  v.  Sharpley,  Hardr.  216,  an  ancient 
revivor  entitled  as  a  plea  to  a  bill  of  case  in  point  wherein  the  conclusion  of 
revivor  was  bad  in  form  as  not  follow-  the  plea  was  to  the  whole  bill  and  the 
ing  the  nature  of  the  bill.  matter  pleaded   was  special,  and  the 

Soxpliiiage  in  Titla.  —  Where  a  plea  plea  was  corrected  by  an  order  that  as 
l>y  husband  and  wife  was  entitled  as  to  what  was  not  contained  in  the  plea 
joint  and  several,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  must  answer, 
though  such  a  plea  could  not  be  sev-  A  statement  that  the  plea  is  to  **  the 
«ral,  the  word  *'  several  "  was  mere  whole  of  said  bill,  or  to  so  much  and 
"surplusage  and  did  not  vitiate  the  plea,  such  part  of  it  as  prays  an  account- 
Fitch  V,  Chapman,  2  Sim.  &  S.  31.  ing,"  was  held  to  be  good  where  the 

S.  Story's  £q.  PI.  (loth  ed.),  §  694.  principal  object  of  the  suit  was  an  ac- 

"See  also  article  Plkas  at  Law,  ante^  count.     Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38  N. 

p.  539-  J-  Eq-  358. 

4.  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (loth  ed.)*  §  694.        A  Pisa   Containing   an   Ezoeption  of 

See  also  infra^  Vl.  4.  Plea  Bad  in  Part  matters  thereinafter  mentioned  is  bad 

^nd  Good  in  Part;   VII.   3.  Plea  and  and  must  be  overruled.     So  a  plea  of  a 

Answer  to  Same  Parts  of  Bill,  release  **  further  and  other  than  in  the 

SoAflient    Designation.  —  No    definite  plea  set  forth "   was  held    incorrect, 

rule  has  been  found  as  to  the  manner  though   not  so  bad  as   to  justify   its 

io  which  a  plea  shall  state  to  what  part  being  overruled,  and  it  was  therefore 

of    the    bill  it  is  intended   to  apply,  ordered    to    stand    for    answer    with 

Where  the  intention  appears  from  the  liberty  to  except.     Salkeld  v.  Science, 

plea  itself  and  from  the  nature  of  the  2  Ves.    107.     See  also    Chambers    v, 

facts  stated  or  denied,  an  express  limi-  Howell,  14  Jur.  536. 

tation  in  the  introductory  part  to  any  6.  Danels  v.   Taggart.  i  Gill.  &  J. 

specified  part  of  the  bill  does  not  seem  (Md.)  322;    Merrewether  v,  Mellish,  13 

necessary.     Bell  v,  Vl^oodward,  42  N.  Ves.  Jr.  437. 

H.  192.  Floa  IMstingnished  i^m  Answer.  —  A 

In  French  v.  Shotwell,  5  Johns.  Ch.  plea  in  equity  is  defined  to  be  a  special 

(N.  Y.)  562,  Chancellor  Kent  said  of  a  answer,  differing  from   an  answer  in 

plea  which  in  its  commencement  ap-  the  common  form  in  that  it  demands 

plied  to  one  part  of  the  bill,  but  the  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  the  first 

conclusion  of  which  was  in   express  instance    whether    the    subject-matter 

terms  to  the  whole  of  the  relief  prayed:  set  up  by   it  does    not  preclude   the 

"  The  plea  was  more  extensive  than  plaintiff  from  his  right  to  the  answer 

the  subject-matter  to  which  it  related,  or  the  relief  prayed  by  the  bill.     Rous- 
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though  the  informality  is  amendable.^ 

4.  Tarifioatioii  —  VMenitj  to  y«ri4r  pioa.  —  Under  the  rules  of 
chanceiy  pleading  a  plea  of  matters  in  pais ^  or  in  bar  of  matters 
in  pais f  must  be  sworn  to,*  and  it  is  held  that  the  waiver  of  an 
answer  under  oath  in  a  bill  does  not  waive  the  oath  to  a  plea.* 

A  Ploft  of  Mattor  of  Booord  need  not  be  filed  on  oath,  such  a  plea 
being  proved  by  the  production  of  the  record.* 

UiiAor  Bulo  or  ttatnto.  —  The  character  of  the  oath,  however,  is 
sometimes  provided  by  rule  or  statute,  as  by  the  equity  rule  in 
the  United  States  courts  requiring  an  affidavit  that  the  plea  was 
not  interposed  for  delay.* 

Ol^ootioa.  —  If  a  plea  is  not  verified  by  oath  the  complainant  may 
apply  for  an  order  to  set  it  aside  or  to  have  it  taken  off  the  files.* 

kulp  V.   Kershner,  49  Md.   521.     See  setting  up  the  statute    need    not   be 

supra^  I.  2.  c.  Special  Answer,  sworn  to.     Carroll  v,  Waring»  3  Gill  & 

Qoaml  Ooaoliuioii  to  WImIo  BilL —  J.  (Md.)49i. 

A    plea    which    concludes    generally  S.  Heartt  v.  Coming,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

whether  the  defendant  ought  to  make  566. 

answer  to  any  matters  contained  in  the  4.  Green  v.  Neal,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 

bill  in  any  other  manner  is  a  plea  to  219;  Bank  of  Scotland  v,  Ker,  8  Sim. 

the  whole  bill.     Bell  v.  Woodward,  42  2461    Wall  v.  Stubbs,  2  Ves.  &  B.  354; 

N.    H.    194;     French    r.    Shotwell,   5     Urlin  v,  Hudson,  i  Vern.  332;  v, 

Johns.   Ch.   (N.   Y.)    561;    Allison    v,  Davies,  19  Ves.  Jr.  81. 

Sharpley,  Hardr.  2x6;  Beames's  PI.  in  Mattors    of  Sooord  and  in  Vals.->A 

Eq.  47*  plea  of  matter  of  record   with   aver- 

1.  Merre wether  v.  Mellish,  13  Ves.  ments  of  matters  in  pais  must  be  upon 
Jr.  437.  oath,  as  a  plea  of  the  statute  against 

2.  Dunn  v.  Keegin,  4  111.  292;  Cates  selling  pretended  titles,  with  necessary 
V.  Loftus,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  441;  Bas-  averments  of  want  of  possession,  etc. 
sett  V.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  Wall  v,  Stubbs,  2  Ves.  &  B.  354.  So  a 
251;  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  plea  of  former  recovery  setting  up  that 
566;  Graham  v.  Nelson,  5  Humph,  the  land  recovered  in  the  first  suit  was 
(Tenn.)  605;  Wild  v.  Gladstone,  19  L.  the  same  as  that  involved  in  the  second 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  286,  15  Jur.  713;  Wall  r.  must  be  sworn  to,  for  although  most  of 
Stubbs,  2  Ves.  &  B.  354;  Jefferson  the  facts  are  verified  by  the  record, 
r.  Dawson,  2  Ch.  Cas.  208;  rarrot  v.  yet  the  immediate  fact  of  the  identity  of 
Bowden,  2  Vern.  37;  Gibson  v.  Whit-  the  land  requires  the  oath  of  the  pany 
acre,  2  Vern.  83.  tendering  the  plea.     Cates  v.  Loftus,  4 

Joint  Ploa  8wom  by  Ono.  —  Where  a  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  441. 

husband   puts  in   a  plea  in   his  own  ft.  Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut 

name  and  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  but  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  104  U.  S.  54;  Painter 

the  latter  refuses  to  swear  to  it,  it  is  v.  Harding,  3  Phila.  (Pa.)  214,  15  Leg. 

held  that  the  plea  should  stand  as  that  Int.  (Pa.)  325,  under  a  similar   rule; 

of  the  husband  alone.     Pavie  p.  Acourt,  Harrison  v,  Farrington,  38  N.  J.   Eq. 

I   Dick.   13.      See   also  Atty.-Gen.    v,  360,  under  a  statute  providing  that  the 

Cradock,  8  Sim.  466.  oath  to  a  plea  shall  be  that  it  is  not  in- 

Upon   Belief.  —  Where    the  negative  terposed  for  delay,  in  which  case  it  is 

averments  in  a  plea  of  an  executor  re-  held   that,  the  statute  directing  what 

late  to  transactions  in  the  lifetime  of  the   verification   shall   be,  it  must  be 

the  testator,  or  to  acts  done  by  others,  assumed  that  no  further  or  other  veri- 

it  is  sufficient  if  the  averments  are  made  fication  is  necessary, 

upon  the  defendant's  belief  only,  and  6.  Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43 

they  need  not  be  sworn  to  positively.  N.  H.  251;  Dunn  v,  Keegin,  4  111.  292; 

Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  569.  Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38  N.  J.   Eq. 

Vaot  Appoarimg  apon  Taoo  of  BIU.  —  360;    Wall  v.  Stubbs,  2  Ves.  &  B.  354, 

Where  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  wherein  the  plea  was  ordered   to  be 

bill  that  the  suit  is  barred  by  the  stat-  taken  off  the  files  although  it  had  been 

vte  of  limitations.  It  is  held  that  a  plea  set  down  by  the  plaintiff  for  argument. 
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PwnisiioB  to  XUo  Vow  Ploa  Dvly  YorUod.  —  If  a  plea  is  taken  off  the 
files  for  irregularity  because  it  is  not  properly  sworn  to,  the 
defendant  will  be  allowed  to  file  a  new  plea  properly  verified.^ 

6.  Signature  of  ConnsaL  —  A  plea  should  h^  signed  by  counsel, 
but  when  taken  by  commission  the  signature  of  counsel  is  not 
necessary.* 

in.  Fnnre  —  1.  Time  of  Filing  in  Oeneral.  —  A  plea  should  be 
filed  within  the  time  allowed  for  a  defendant  to  plead,  though 
the  court  may  give  further  time.' 

8.  Under  Knle  to  Answer.  —  A  plea  being  in  some  senses  a 
special  answer,  as  has  been  shown,  a  defendant  may  put  in  a  plea 
under  the  usual  order  for  time  to  answer.^     But  where  the  order 

See  also  Wild  v»  Gladstone,  19  L.  J.  Alabama^  do  not  authorize  such  amend- 
Ch.  N.  S.  286,  15  Jur.  713.  ments  to  be  made  against  the  consent 
Vpen  Arnmont  of  Ploa.  —  But  it  is  of  the  adverse  partv  after  submission 
held  that  the  objection  cannot  be  taken  of  the  cause  for  final  decree,  unless  the 
upon  the  argument  of  the  plea.  Heartt  submission  be  first  set  aside,  of  which 
r.  Coming,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  566;  Harri-  notice  should  te  given,  and  therefore 
son  V.  Farrington,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  360,  It  was  held  in  Wilkinson  v.  Buster.  1x5 
under  a  statute  requiring  an  oath  that  Ala.  578,  that  the  court  erred  in  allow- 
the  plea  is  not  interposed  for  delay.  ing  the  defendant  to  file  a  plea  of 
PIm  IMsrtgardtd.  —  Under  United  infancy  after  the  cause  had  been  sub- 
States  E<^uity  Rule  No.  31,  requiring  mitted,  and  that  the  decree  rendered 
an  affidavit  to  a  plea  in  equity,  that  it  on  such  plea  should  be  reversed  un- 
was  not  interposed  for  delay,  and  a  less  it  could  be  sustained  upon  other 
certificate  of  counsel  that  the  plea  in  grounds. 

his  opinion  is  well  founded  in  point  of  4.  Heartt  v.  Coming,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.) 
law,  a  plea  may  be  disregarded  which  566;  Dunn  v.  Keegin,  4  111.  292; 
is  not  so  sworn  to  or  accompanied  with  Bracken  v.  Kennedy,  4  111.  558;  Rob- 
such  a  certificate.  Central  Nat.  Bank  erts  v.  Hartley,  x  Bro.  C.  C.  56;  Bar- 
er. Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  Z04  ber  v,  Crawshaw,  6  Madd.  284. 
U.  S.  54.  See  also  to  the  same  effect  Pisa  under  <M«r  to  Answsr.  —  It  Is 
Trower  v.  Bernard,  37  Fla.  226.  said  to  be  doubtful  whether  the  defend- 
When  Taken  upon  OomniseieA.  —  ant  could  put  in  a  plea  under  an  order 
Where  an  answer  and  plea  were  taken  or  agreement  to  answer  by  a  day  in 
by  commission,  and  the  return  was,  vacation.  Dunn  v.  Keegin,  4  111.  292. 
"  This  answer  was  taken  upon  oath,"  And  where  by  agreement  the  time  to 
it  was  held  that  the  plea  should  be  re-  answer  is  extended  for  the  defendant 
jected  because  it  was  not  on  oath,  but  to  answer  to  the  merits,  he  cannot  put 
without  costs,  because  it  was  the  fault  in  a  plea  in  abatement.  Morgan  v. 
of  the  commissioner.  Jefferson  v.  Corlies,  81  III.  72.  So  where  a  plea  was 
Dawson,  2  Ch.  Cas.  208.  offered  under  an  order  for  time  to  an- 
1.  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  swer  and  it  was  moved  that  the  plea 
569.  See  also  article  Amendments,  vol.  should  be  suppressed  as  irregularly 
I,  p.  495.  put  in,  the  motion  was  denied,  but  the 
Amendment  by  Censent.  —  A  plea  not  court  ordered  the  plea  to  be  argued  the 
properly  sworn  to  may  be  cured  by  next  day,  it  appearing  that  the  defend- 
consent  to  amend  in  that  particular,  ant  was  using  the  plea  as  a  method  for 
Cowart  V,  Perrine,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  454.  delay  in  order  to  keep  possession  of  a 
t.  Simes  v.  Smith,  4  Madd.  366.  large  sum  of  money.  Roberts  v.  Hart- 
s' Duncan  r.  Manchester,  etc..  Water  ley,  i  Bro.  C.  C.  56. 
Works  Co.,  8  Price  698.  See  generally  While  a  Defondaat  Is  in  Contempt  no 
articles  Filing  Pleadings  and  Papers,  plea  or  demurrer  can  be  admitted  but 
▼ol.  8,  p.  922;  Time  to  Plead.  upon  motion  in  open  court.    Lane  v* 

After  Tisal  Bahmission  of  Cause.  —  The  EUzey,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (Va.)  504. 
power  of  the  court  and  its  discretion  in        After  an  Attachment  for  Want  of  An* 

allowing  amendments,  under  the  lib-  swer^  it  is  irregular  to  file  a  plea  with- 

eral  system  of  chancery  practice    in  out  first    tendering    the  costs  of  the 
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manifestly  indicates  that  it  was  not  intended  that  the  defendant 

should  have  leave  to  file  a  plea,  but  that  he  should  be  restricted 

to  an  answer,  a  plea  may  not  be  filed  under  such  an  order.^ 

3.  After  t^  Aiiiwar.  —  A  full  answer  to  the  merits  will  waive 
matters  not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  and  which  should 
have  been  pleaded.* 

4.  After  Amendment  of  BilL  —  Where,  after  plea  filed,  the  bill 
is  amended  in  substance,  the  defendant  will  be  allowed  to  plead 
anew.* 

contempt.     Foulkes  z/.  Jones,  2  Beav.  should   be  denied.    See  also  i  Barb. 

274.  Ch.  Pr.  195. 

After  nemnrrer  OTemdod.  —  Under  a  Flea  Siupeiided  by  Amtndmnit.  —  It  is 

statute  requiring^  the  defendant  to  an-  held  that  by  amending  the  bill  the  plea 

swer  after  either  a  demurrer  or  a  plea  on  file  is  superseded,  and  the  defendant 

has  been  overruled,  it  was  held  that  should  proceed  as  if  no  plea  had  been 

the  true  construction  of  the  statute  was  filed.     Peck  v.  Burgess,  Walk.  (Mich.) 

that  after  the  overruling  of  the  demur-  485;    Tompkins  v.  Hollister,  60  Mich, 

rer  the  defendant  could  not  file  a  plea  470. 

under   a    general    order    to    answer.  Amwidmtnt  of  Bill  as  to  Discovery  Paly. 

White  V.  Dummer,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  527.  —  But  it  has  also  been  held  that  where 

And   where   the   plea  offered    upon  the  defendant  answers  the  original  bill 

leave  asked  to  file  a  plea  after  demur-  he  is  generally  precluded  from  filing  a 

rer  overruled  would  constitute  no  bar  plea  thereafter,  although   the  original 

to  the  relief  if  true  in  fact,  the  motion  bill    is    amended;    and    where    such 

will  be  denied.     Seeley  v.  Price,  5  N.  amendment  did  not  charge  the  parties 

J.  Eq.  231.    See  also  article  Demur-  or  subject-matter  of  the  original  bill, 

RERS  IN  Chancery,  vol.  6,  p.  391.  but  differed  from  the  original  bill  as  to 

1.  Brooks   V.  Purton,   i  Y.  &  Coll.  the  extent  of  discovery  sought,  it  was 

Ch.   278,  wherein   the  defendant  was  held  that  a  plea  should  be  overruled, 

ordered  to  **  answer,  plead,  or  demur,  Esdaile  v,    Molyneux,   10  Jur.  852,  2 

not  demurring  alone,"  and  afterwards  Colly.  636;  Ellice  v,  Roupell,  32  Beav. 

all  the  words  following  the  word  **  an-  299,  holding  that  the  9th  Rule  of  Con- 

■swer  "  were  stricken  out  of  the  order  solidated  Order  XIV.  did  not  give  the 

on  motion,  and  it  was  held  that  a  plea  defendant  who  had  answered  the  origi- 

thereafter  filed  should  be  taken  from  nal  bill  the  right  to  put  in  a  plea  after 

the    files.      The    vice-chancellor    pro-  amendment  where  the  issues  were  not 

ceeded    upon   the    particular    circum-  changed. 

stances  of  this  case,  the  application  Plea  Hade  Heoeisary  by  Amendment.  — 

having  been  special  and  the  aflidavit  When  a  defendant  puts  in  a  plea  for 

stating   grounds  and  reasons  having  want  of   parties  he  should  state  dis- 

reference  and  applying  only  to  the  an-  tinctly  what  his  objections  are.  and  if 

-swer  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  the  suit  is  defective  for  want  of  several 

term,  which  was  further  evidenced  by  parties,  and  he  makes  his  objection  as 

the  fact  that  the  words  above  indicated  to  one  or  more  but   retains  another 

had  been  expunged  from  the  order.  whom  he  may  bring  forward  by  a  plea 

8.  Tappan  v,  Evans,  11   N.   H.  311.  at  a  subsequent  occasion,  such  a  pro- 
See  also  Ellice  v,  Roupell,  32  Beav.  299.  ceeding  would  be  extremely  improper. 

8.  Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  Where,  however,  a  defendant  puts  in 

N.  H.  251;  Evans  t'.  Dunning.  4  Phila.  a   plea  for  want  of  parties  which  is 

(Pa.)  45,  17  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  117;  Peck  v.  allowed,   and   liberty  is  given  to  the 

Burgess,  Walk.  (Mich.)  485;  Tompkins  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill,  it  maj  hap- 

V.  Hollister,  60  Mich.  470;    Ritchie  v.  pen  that  the  amendment  of  the  bill  will 

Aylwin,  15  Ves.  Jr.  79,  holding  that  a  bring  forward  additional  circumstances 

proper  case  for  a  plea  may  arise  from  to  show  that  some  other  persons  are 

amendments  or  from  the  effect  of  the  necessary    parties.     In    such    a    case 

amendments   upon    the    original   bill,  there  can  be  no  greater  injustice  than 

and  that,  therefore,  a  motion  to  take  to  preclude  a  defendant  from  taking 

from  the  files  for  irregularity  a  plea  to  the  objection  for  want  of  parties  which 

a  bill   amended    in   the    usual    order  is  for  the  first  time  introduced  by  cbe 
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IV.  WiTHDXAWAL  OP  PUA.  —  The  court  may  in  its  discretion 
permit  the  defendant  to  withdraw  his  plea  and  plead  de  novo 
within  a  certain  time.^ 

SfEwt  of  Withdrawal  —  Codofradaatf.  —  And  where  a  plea  of  one  of 
several  defendants  is  withdrawn,  another  defendant  cannot  rely 
upon  it,  nor  can  he  complain  of  its  withdrawal.^ 

V.  XTSE  07  P1.EA8  IV  Paxticvlax  Ca8E8— 1.  Juriidiction  Gen- 
erally. —  Questions  of  jurisdiction  not  appearing  upon  the  face  of 
the  bill  are  properly  raised  by  plea.' 

2.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Person.  —  Want  of  jurisdiction  over  the 
defendant,  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  should  be  raised 
by  plea  and  not  by  demurrer.* 

3.  Plea  to  the  Person.  —  A  plea  to  the  person  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  plea  in  abatement,  traversing  the  plaintiff's  personal  right  to 
sue  or  the  defendant's  personal  liability  to  be  sued.^  When  such 
an  objection  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  it  is  proper 
to   raise  it  by  plea.*     But  a  plea  that  the  complainant  is  not 

• 

amendment.     Henley  v.  Stone,  4  Beav.  Wegg,   2   Bro.  C.   C.  341 ;   Gibson  v, 

391.  Whitacre,  3  Vern.  83;    Lane  v.  Smith, 

1.  Greene  v.  Harris,  11  R.  I.  5;  Gor-  14  Beav.  49. 

man    v.    M'Culloch,    5    Bro.     P.    C.  By    Some   Defendants,  —  A    plea    of 

(Toml.  ed.)  597;    Nobklssen  v.    Hast-  privilege  by  some  of   the  defendants 

ings,  2  Ves.  Jr.  85,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  353;  was  held  to  be  bad  if  there  was  another 

Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  234.  defendant    who    was    not    privileged. 

Aftor    A]iinidm«nt. —  A  plea    having  Fanshaw  v.  Fanshaw,  i  Vern.  346. 

been  once  amended,  the  court  refused  If  CitiiMiihip  Is  Properly  Averred  and 

to  allow  further  liberty  to  plead  anew,  the  defendant  means  to  deny  the  fact 

Kabob  r.  East  India  Co.,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  of  citizenship,  he  must  take  exception 

992.  by  way  of  plea,  as  it  is  a  preliminary 

8.  Foley   v,   Ruley,   43  W.  Va.  513,  inquiry.     Dodge  v.  Perkins,  4  Mason 

holding    that    a    plea    in    abatement,  (U.S.)  435.    A  negative  plea,  denying 

though  in  a  cliancery  suit  by  one  judg-  citizenship,    is    proper.     Burnham    v. 

ment  creditor  for  himself  and  all  lien-  Rangeley,  i  Woodb.  &  M.  (U.  S.)  7. 

ors,  may  be  withdrawn  by  the  defend-  5.  The  Dliference  Between  This  Plea  and 

ant  filing  it,   and  another  defendant  a  Plea  in  Bar  is  said  to  be  thai  in  the 

cannot  rely  upon  it  nor  complain  of  its  latter  the  defendant  never  traverses  but 

withdrawal  as  error.  states  some  matter  foreign  to  the  bill. 

S.  Parker  v.  Parker,  61  111.  369;  Bat-  Cooper's  Eq.   PI.  343.     But  see  supra^ 

telle  V,  Youngstown  Rolling  Mill  Co.,  1.6.  a.  Negative  Plea, 

16  Lea(Tenn.)  355;  Sharon  v.  Hill,  36  6.  Chicago  v.  Cameron,  33  111.  App. 

Fed.   Rep.   337:    Fremont    v,   Merced  105;  Hoy t  v.  Hoy t,  58  Vt.  538;  Hunter 

Min.  Co.,   I  McAU.  (U.  S.)  367.    See  v.   Ayre,   33    Beav.    15;    Kittredge  v, 

also  articles  Jurisdiction,  vol.  i3,  p.  Claremont  Bank,  3  Story  (U.S.)  591; 

114;  Remedy  at  Law.  Cooper'^  Leg.  PI.  343.     But  see  Innes 

Bat  ICattars  WUeh  Appear  on  the  Paee  v,  Evans,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  454. 

of  the  Bill  should  be  objected  to  by  an-  Insanity.  —  Hoyt  v,  Hoyt,  58  Vt.  538. 

swer  or  demurrer.    Varick  v.  Dodge,  9  See  also  article  Insane  Persons,  vol. 

Paige  (N.  Y.)  149.  10,  p.  1314. 

Analogy  Between  Plea  at  Law  and  in  Alien  Enemy.  —  A  plea  that  the  com- 

Eqnity.  —  On  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  plainant  was  an  alien  enemy  is  suffi- 

it  must  be  shown  what  other  court  had  ciently  answered  by  a  treaty  of  peace 

jurisdiction,    as    at    law.       Derby    v,  made  after  the  plea  was  filed  and  there 

Athol,  I  Ves.  303.  is  no  necessity  for  a  replication  setting 

4.  Bellows   Falls  Bank  v,  Rutland,  up  such  matter,  the  court  being  bound 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  38  Vt.  470.  to  take  notice  of  it  ex  ojficio,    Johnson 

Plea  of  Privilege.  —  Cunningham  v.  v.  Harrison,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  336. 
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capable  of  caring  for  himself  must  specify  the  particular 
incapacity.^ 

Dmiml  of  COiarMtor  in  Whieh  PlAintUT  Ibm.  —  If  the  plaintiff  states  a 
false  title  the  defendant  may  put  the  real  fact  in  issue  by  plea, 
as  by  denisd  that  the  plaintiff  is  heir,  partner,  executor,  or 
administrator.* 

Denial  of  COunoter  in  WUeh  DefendMit  Ii  Soed.  —  So  where  the  defend- 
ant is  sued  in  a  certain  character,  as  heir,  executor,  or  the  like,  he 
may  by  plea  deny  that  he  is  such  heir  or  executor,*  but  when 
particular  circumstances  are  alleged  as  evidence  of  the  character 
set  up,  the  plea  must  be  accompanied  by  an  answer  and  discovery 
as  to  such  circumstances.^ 

TkniaX  of  latoreit  in  PlAintlft  —  So  the  fact  that  a  party  complainant 
has  parted  with  his  interest  in  the  suit  presents  a  good  defense 
by  plea,*  but  where  an  assignment  of  such  interest  is  relied  upon 
the  facts  showing  a  want  of  interest  in  the  plaintiff  must  amount 
to  a  sufficient  assignment.* 

4.  Plea  in  Bar  —  ^1.  Displacement  of  Equity  of  Bill.  — 
A  plea  in  equity  does  not  deny  the  equity  of  the  bill,  but  brings 
forward  a  fact  which,  if  true,  displaces  it,'  and  in  equity  as  at 
law  its  office  is  to  confess  the  right  and  avoid  it  by  matter 
dehors.^ 

b.  Matter  in  Pais  Generally.  —  Any  matter  in  fiats  which 
creates  a  bar  may  be  set  up  by  plea,  as  a  purchase  for  a  valuable 

OoTortiire  —  Leave  to  Plied.  —  la  Hey-  See  also  article  Insanx  Persons,  voL 

gate  V.  Thompson,  L.  R.   8   Eq.  354,  10,  p.  12 14. 

there  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  a  t.  Hall  v.  Noyes,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  488; 

married  woman  for  leave  to  file  a  plea  Winn  v,  Fetcher,  i  Vem.  473;  Simons 

of  coverture.    James,  V.  C,  made  the  v.  Mllman,  2  Sim.  241.    See  also  Gait 

order,  observing  that  he  was  very  much  v.  Osbaldeston,  i  Russ.  158. 

astonished  that  it  should  be  necessary  Where  a  TlaiAtiff  Baes  as  Egeeutot  but 

to  get  an  order  to  take  that  which  was  the  probate  is  insufficiently  stamped, 

plainly  the  proper  course.  the  defendant  should  plead  that  ihe 

1.  Corlies  v,  Corlies,  23   N.   J.  Eq.  plaintiff  is  not  executor,  and  not  set 

X97.  up  matters  affirmatively  to  show  the 

Partioiilan  as  to  Insaaitj.  —  A  plea  insufficiency  of  the  stamp.    Roberts  v. 

Chat  the  complainant  '*  was  at  the  time  Madocks,  16  Sim.  55. 

of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  non  S.  Cooke  v.  Gittings,  21  Beav.  497. 

compos  mentis  and  incapable  to  sue,"  4.  See    infra,   VI f.    Supporting    ami 

without  alleging  that  the  complainant  Accompanying  Answers, 

had  been  found  to  be  ncn  compos  by  in-  6.  Wallace  v.  Dunning,  Walk.  (Mich.) 

quisttion  or  that  a  committee  had  been  416.     See  also  infra,  V.  4.  r.  Defect  of 

appointed    for    him,    was    held    bad.  Parties. 

Dudgeon  v,  Watson,  23  Fed.  Rep.  161.  6.  Pike  v,  O'Connor.  7  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  65. 

holding  further  that  where  the  objec-  7.  Per  Lord  Eldon  in  Rowe  v.  Teed, 

tion  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  15  Ves.  Jr.  377;  Central  Nat.  Bank  v. 

the  proper  practice  was  to  strike  the  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  104  U.  S. 

bill  from  the  files  or  to  apply  for  a  stay  76;  Black  v.  Black,  15  Ga.  445;  Ben- 

of  proceedings  until  a  committee  or  son  v,  Jones,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  498. 

oext  friend  might  be  appointed.     Citing  Except  when  negative  and  anomalous 

Wartnaby    v,   Wartnaby,   i  Jac.   377;  pleas   are    proper.      See  snpra^   I.   6. 

Atty.-Gen.  v.  Tyler,  2  Eden  230,  and  Pleas  Not  Pure, 

Norcom  v.  Rogers,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  484.  ••  See  supra^  I.  x.  In  Gemral, 
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consideration  without  notice/  usury ,*  an  award,  account  stated,* 
or  a  release,  being  facts  which  if  true  displace  the  equity  of  the 
bill  and  come  within  the  purview  of  a  plea,  as  stated  in  a  preced- 
ing paragraph.^ 

LapM  of  TiaM  —  PrtfunptioB.  —  The  presumption  arising  from  the 
lapse  of  time  is  properly  set  up  by  plea.* 

c.  Defect  of  Parties.  —  A  plea  to  a  bill  on  the  ground  of  a 
defect  of  parties  is  the  proper  remedy,  such  a  pleading  being  a 
pure  plea,  admitting  the  case  made  by  the  bill  but  maintaining 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  have  the  relief  sought  because  of  the 
defect  of  parties.*    Such  a  plea  is  a  plea  in  bar.' 

1.  Thomas  v.  Stone,  Walk.  (Mich.)  proved  by  evidence  aliunde.    See  also 

117;  Griffith  V,  Griffith,  i  Hoffm.  Ch.  (N.  article  Usury. 

Y.)  153;  Haughwout  v.  Murphy,  22  N.  S.  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  276;  Lingood  v. 

J.   Eq.   531;  Boone  v.  Chiles,   10  Pet.  Croucher,  2  Atk.  395.     See  also  article 

(U.  S.)  177;  Senhouse  v.  Earl,  2  Ves.  Accounts  and  Accounting,  vol.  i,  p. 

450:  More  V.  Mayhow,  z  Ch.  Cas.  34;  100. 

Bodman  v.  Vandenbendy,  i  Vern.  179;  4.  Armengaud  v.  Coudert,  23Blalchf. 

Trevanian  v.  Mosse,  i  Vern.  246;  Head  (U.  S  )  484;  Pusey  v.  Desbouvrie,  3  P. 

V.  Egerton,  3  P.  Wms.  279;  Story  v,  Wms.  315. 

Windsor,  2  Atk.  630,  per  Lord  Parker  SsImum  Aftsr  Suit  Brmight  cannot  be 

in  Aston  v.  Curzon,  nil.  17x9,  set  out  pleaded  after  issue  joined.     Hayne  v. 

in  the  note  to  Jones  v,  Thomas,  3  P.  Hayne,  3  Ch.  Rep.  19. 

Wms.  243.  6.  Blewitt  v,  Thomas,  2  Ves.  Jr.  669. 

Btnial    of  Hoties.  —  In    Bodman    v,  6.  Prentice  v.  Kimball,   19  til.  320; 

Vandenbende,  i  Vern.  179,  which  was  Allen  v.  Woodruff,  96  111.  11;  Case  v. 

a  bill  byadowress  to  remove  a  trust  Minot,    158     Mass.     587;    Parker   v. 

term,  the  defendant  pleaded  himself  a  Parker,  Walk.  (Mich.)  457;    Whitlock 

purchaser,   and    because  he   did    not  v.  Fiske,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  131 ;  Cook 

plead  that  he  was  a  purchaser  without  v,  Mancius,  3  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  427, 

notice  he  was  ordered  to  answer.  4  Johns.  Ch.   (N.   Y.)   166;    Mitchell 

As  of  What  Time,  —  Notice  should  v.  Lenox,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  280;  Gold- 
be  denied  not  only  at  the  time  of  the  smith  v.  Gilliland,  24  Fed.  Rep.  154; 
purchase  but  also  at  the  time  of  its  Howth  v.  Owens,  29  Fed.  Rep.  725; 
completion  and  the  payment  of  the  Tobin  v.  Walkinshaw,  i  McAll.  (U.  S.) 
money.  Thomas  v.  Stone,  Walk.  26;  Rawlins  v.  Dalton,  3  Y.  &  Coll. 
(Mich.)  117.  Exch.    447,    3    Jur.    478;     Henley   v. 

It  is  a  sufficient  denial  of  notice  to  Stone,  4  Beav.  391 ;  Plunket  t^.  Penson, 

say  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  the  2  Atk.  51;  Merrewether  v.  Mellish,  13 

defendant  had  no  notice,  without  say-  Ves.  Jr.  437.    See  also  article  Parties. 

ing  "  or  at  any  time  before."    Jones  v,  Amimdinftnt  of  BIU.  —  Where,  after  a 

Thomas,  3  P.  Wms.  243.  plea  for  want  of  parties,   the  bill   is 

CoBsidmlioii.  —  But    the    plea   need  amended  by  adding  the  required  party, 

not  set  forth  the   consideration  paid,  a    plea    for    want   of    parties    to  the 

More  V,  Mayhow,  x  Ch.  Cas.  34.  amended  bill  which  might  have  been 

Islsiii  and  Posssssisn.  —  A  plea  of  pur-  available  to    the  original  bill  Is  im- 

chase  for  a  valuable  consideration  must  proper.     Rawlins  r.   Dalton,   3   Y.   & 

allege  seizin  and  possession  in  the  per-  Coll.  Exch.  4^7;   Henley  v.  Stone,  4 

son    from    whom  the    purchase  was  Beav.  391. 

made,  Trevanian  v.   Mosse,   i    Vern.  But  where  such  a  plea  is  allowed  and 

246;  or  that  the  seller  or  mortgagor  liberty  is  given  to  amend  the  bill,  if  the 

pretended  to  be  seized  in  fee.     Head  amended  bill  brings  forward  additional 

V.  Egerton,  3  P.  Wms.  279.     But  where  circumstances  to  show  that  some  other 

the  purchaser  sets  up  a  fine  and  non-  person  was  necessary,  the  defendant 

claim  as  a  bar  he  must  aver  that  the  should  be  allowed  to  take  the  objection 

seller  was  actually  seized.     Story  v.  for  want  of  parties  thus  introduced  by 

Windsor,  2  Atk.  630;  Page  v.  Lever,  2  the  amendment.    Henley  v.  Stone,  4 

Ves.  Jr.  450.  Beav.  391. 

t.  Dyer  v,  Lincoln,  11  Vt.  300,  hold-  7.  Plnnket    v.    Penson,   2  Atk.    51, 

Ing  that  if  set  up  by  answer  it  must  be  and  the  cases  generally  in  the  last  note. 
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Bill!  for  Diieorery  Alont.  —  Want  of  parties  is  not  an  objection  to  a 
bill  for  discovery  only.* 

Denial  of  Interoft  in  Defendant.  —  A  person  who  is  merely  a  witness 
cannot  be  made  a  party  to  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  purpose  of  a 
discovery.  In  such  a  case,  however,  if  the  party  answers  he  must 
answer  fully,  though  he  may  plead  his  want  of  interest  and  avoid 
a  discovery.*  But  if  the  bill  charges  that  the  defendant  is  inter- 
ested, the  plea  must  be  supported  by  an  answer  denying  that 
allegation.' 

d.  Statutory  Bar — (i)  Statute  of  Limitations.  — A  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  plea  in  bar,  and  such  matter  is  prop- 
erly raised  by  plea  when  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
bill.-* 

(2)  Statute  of  Frauds,  —  The  statute  of  frauds  may  be  set  up 
by  plea.* 

e.  Matter  of  Record  —  (i)  Former  Adjudication.  —  A  former 
adjudication  or  recovery  is  properly  raised  by  a  plea  in  bar  •  if  the 
bar  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill,  and  in  that  event 
it  may  be  raised  by  demurrer.'^ 

(2)  Another  Suit  Pending.  —  The  pendency  of  a  prior  suit 
between  the  same  parties  and  for  the  same  cause  of  action  is  the 
proper  subject  of  a  plea  to  a  bill  in  equity,®  such  a  plea  being  in 

1.  Balls  V,  Margrave,  3  Beav.  448;  Holmes,  i  P.  Wms.  770;  Ridgway  r. 
Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  295.  See  also  article  Wharton,  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  677.  See 
Discovery,  Production,  and  Inspec-  also  article  Frauds,  Statute  of,  voL 
TiON,  vol.  6,  p.  764.  9,  p.  699. 

2.  Nutting  V.  Hebdin.  14  Beav.  11 ;  6.  Gates  v,  Loftus,  4  T.  B.  Mon. 
Cartwright  v,  Hately,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  238;  (Ky.)  441;  Baird  v.  Bardwell,  60  Miss. 
Cookson  V,  Ellison,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  252,  164;  Matthews  v.  Roberts,  2  N.  J.  Eq. 
wherein  the  Lord  Chancellor  observed  338;  Davis  v.  Hall,  4  Jones  Eq.  (N. 
that  the  discovery  might  be  lost  if  Car.)  403;  Redmond  v.  Coffin,  2  Dev. 
the  party  were  obliged  to  wait  for  the  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  437;  Ferguson  v.  Miller, 
hearing  of  the  cause,  whereas,  if  the  5  Ohio  460;  Menude  v.  Delaire,  5 
defendant  had  put  the  matter  shortly  Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  43;  Riley  v.  Lyons, 
in  issue  by  plea  the  delay  would  be  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  246;  Child  v.  Gibson, 
trifling.  Compare  Nutting  v.  Hebdin,  2  Atk.  603;  Leicester  v,  Pcrrj,  x  Bro. 
14  Beav.  II.  C.  C.   305;  Behrens  v.  Pauii,   i  Keen 

8«  Plummer  v.  May,  i  Ves.  426.  456.     See  also  article  Former  Adjudi- 

4.  Burditt  v.  Grew,  8  Pick.  (Mass.)    cation,  vol.  9,  p.  611. 

108;  Kane  v,  Bloodgood,  7  Johns.  Ch.  7.  Davis  v.   Hall,  4  Jones   Eq.   (N. 

(N.  Y.)  90;   Shelby  v,  Shelby,  Cooke  Car.)  403. 

(Tenn.)  179;  West  Portland  Homestead  Bemwrer  Impropflr.  —  Where  the  bill 

Assoc.  V,  Lownsdale,  17  Fed.  Rep.  205;  alleges  that  a  former  suit  was    dis- 

Wilson   V,   Koontz,   7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  missed  without  an  investigation  of  the 

202;  Harpending  v.  Reformed  Protes-  ultimate  liability  of  the  sureties  on  a 

tant  Dutch  Church,  16  Pet.  (U.  S.)  455;  bond,  the  defense  that  such  former  suit 

Sutton  V.  Scarborough,  9  Ves.  Jr.  75.  was  terminated  by  a  general  dismissal 

See  also  article  Limitations,  vol.  13,  p.  should  be  raised  by  plea  as  a  demurrer 

176.  admits  the  allegation  of  the  bill  as  to 

5.  Switzer  v,  Skiles,  8  111.  534;  Tarle-  the  nature  of  the  dismissal.  Ferguson 
ton  V,  Vietes,  6  111.  470;  Cozine  v,  Gra-  v.  Miller,  5  Ohio  460. 

ham,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  177;    Barnes  v,  t.  Curd  v.  Lewis,  i  Dana  (Ky.)  352; 

Teague,  i    Jones    Eq.  (N.  Car.)  277;  Thomas  v.  Brashear,  4  T.   B.   Xfon. 

Cranston  v.  Smith,  6  R.  I.  231;  Clerk  (Ky.)  67;    McEwen  v.  Broadhead,  ir 

r.   Wright,   I  Atk.    12;    Hawkins    v.  N.  J.  Eq.  129;  Pennsylvania  Co.,  etc«» 
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the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement/  though  it  is  said  to  be  not 
strictly  a  plea  in  abatement  but  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  bar.* 

5.  Katter  Arigiiig  After  Bill  Filed.  —  New  matter  arising  between 
the  filing  of  the  bill  and  the  defense  made  may  be  pleaded,  in 
analogy  to  the  rule  at  law,  but  when  such  matter  occurs  after  issue 
the  remedy  is  by  cross-bill  or  supplemental  bill.' 

6.  nea  to  Bill  for  Belief  and  Diicoyery.  —  Where  the  bill  seeks 
both  relief  and  discovery  incidental  thereto,  a  plea  directed  to  the 
whole  bill,  if  it  is  a  good  plea  to  the  relief,  will  bar  the  discovery.* 

7.  Plea  to  Piure  Bill  for  Diacovery.  —  The  general  rules  of  plead- 
ing and  practice  apply  to  all  pleas,  whether  to  bills  praying  relief 
or  to  bills  purely  for  discovery.  •  The  particular  subject-matter 
of  a  plea  to  a  bill  for  discovery  is  treated  in  another  article.* 

8.  To  Billi  to  Enforee  Deorees  —  Want  of  intontt  in  Plaintiit  —  If  a 
plaintiff  in  a  bill  to  enforce  a  decree  has  no  right  or  interest,  and 
this  fact  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill,  the  defendant 
may  offer  it  by  way  of  plea.'^ 

9.  To  Billi  to  Lnpeaoh  Deoreea  —  When  a  bill  is  filed  to  impeach 
a  decree  for  fraud,  it  is  proper  to  set  up  the  decree  in  bar  by  a 
plea  denying  the  fraud,  and  supporting  the  plea  by  an  answer,  also 
meeting  the  charges  of  fraud*  ^ 

V.  Philadelphia  Nat.  Bank,  14  Pa.  Co.  the  nature  of  a  plea /mV  darrein  contin^ 

Ct.  Rep.    193,   3   Pa.   Dist.   Rep.    93;  fMi^r^  at  law  is  not  permissible  in  chan* 

Green  v.  Neal,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  319;  cerv  practice.     Rowe  v.  Wood,  i  Jac. 

Macey  v.  Childress,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  2$;  &  W.  341. 

Searight  v.  Payne,   i  Tenn.  Ch.  186;        In  Morley  r.  White,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  731, 

Moore  v.   Holt,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  141;  Bat-  Jameis,   L.   J.,   said:   "  I  know  of  no 

tell  V,  Matot,  58  Vt.  271;  Johnston  v.  authority  or  principle  by  which  it  can 

Bower,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (Va.)  487;  Mutual  be  established  that  when  this  court  has 

L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Brune,  96  U.   S.   588;  been  properly  applied  to,  because  there 

Murray  v.  Shad  well,  17  Ves.  Jr.  353;  was  no  adequate  remedy  at  law,  the 

Neve  V,  Weston,  3  Atk.  557.     See  also  defendant  can  afterwards  put  in  a  plea, 

article  Anothxr  Suit  Pending,  vol.  i,  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  puis  darrein 

p.  750.  continuance ^  to  the  effect  that  since  he 

1.  See  article  Another  Surr  Pend-  put  in  his  answer  to  the  original  bill  he 
ING,  vol.  I,  p.  750,  and  the  cases  in  the  had  removed  the  obstacle  which  pre- 
preceding  note.  vented  the  plaintiff  from  suing  at  law. 

2.  Green  v.  Neal,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  It  would  be  a  monstrous  result  if,  after 
219;  Macey  v.  Childress,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  25.  a  plaintiff  had  rightly  commenced  pro- 

Aatwff  lastaadof  Flea,  —  In  Macey  t^.  ceedings  in    this  court,  a  defendant 

Childress,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  25,  it  was  said  could  sa^:  *  I  have  now  removed  the 

that  the  matter  of  another  suit  pending  legal  dimculty;  be  good  enough  to  dis- 

was  not  so  strictly  in  abatement  that  it  miss  your  bill  and  sue  me  at  law.'  '* 

must  be  relied  on  by  plea,  and  that  it  4.  See  in^ra,  VI.  6.   P/ea  to  Relief 

mif  ht  be  incorporated  m  an  answer,  in  Good  for  Discovery, 

which  case,  however,  all  the  certainty  Tht  Statute  of  limitatioiii  covers  the 

of  a  plea  was  required.     Connell  v.  discovery  always.    Welford  v,  Liddel,. 

Furgason.  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  404.  2  Ves.  400. 

8.  Payne  v.  Beech,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  708;  6,  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  291. 

Turner  v.  Robinson,  i  Sim.  &  S.  3;  6.  See  article    Discovery,   Produc- 

Hayne  V.  Hayne,  3Ch.  Rep.  10;  Redes-  tion,  and  Inspection,  vol.  6,  pp.  772 

dale's  Eq.  PI.  64.     But  see  Wright  v,  et  seq. 

Meek,  3  Greene  (Iowa)  472;  De  Mlnck-  7.  See  article  Bills  to  Enforce  De- 

witz  V,  Udney,  16  Ves.  Jr.  466.  crees,  vol.  3,  p.  601. 

Mi  Damiii  CoatiAuanM.  —  A  plea  in  t.  See  article  Bill  to  Impeach  Db> 
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10.  To  CroM-biUi.  —  Any  plea  in  bar  which  may  be  pleaded  to 
an  original  bill  may  be  pleaded  to  a  cross-bill,  with  the  genend 
exception  of  pleas  to  the  person  and  pleas  to  the  jurisdiction, 
because  the  filing  of  the  original  bill  affirms  the  sufficiency  of 
both  these  matters.^ 

11.  To  Bills  of  BaviTor.  —  The  right  to  file  a  bill  of  revivor  is  prop- 
erly put  in  issue  by  a  plea  virhere  the  objection  does  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  bill,  and  an  answer  is  held  to  be  insufficient 
for  this  purpose.* 

PlM  Prtrlmiily  Fitod  to  OriginAl  Bm.  —  A  plea  which  has  been  filed 
by  the  original  defendant  to  the  originsd  bill  and  overruled  cannot 
be  pleaded  by  the  defendant  to  a  bill  of  revivor.' 

18.  To  Sapplemental  Billi.  —  If  the  matter  of  the  supplemental 
bill  could  have  been  inserted  in  the  original  bill  by  way  of  amend- 
ment, as  having  arisen  before  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  thb 
objection  may  be  taken  by  plea  if  the  fact  is  not  apparent  upon 
the  face  of  the  bill.* 

13.  To  Bills  of  Baviaw.  —  See  article  Bills  of  Review,  vol.  3, 

p.  594- 
YL  BiavisiTES  AVD  SvFnoiBVOT  —  1.  8ama  Striotiiaia  Baqiiirad  ai 

at  Law.  —  In  pleading  matters  of  substance  the  same  strictness  is 

required  in  a  plea  in  equity  as  at  law.*     But  it  is  said  that  while 

the  general  rule  with  regard  to  a  plea  is  the  same  in  courts  of 

CRBBS  AND  JUDGMENTS,  vol.  3,  p.  614;  Sufficiency  of  the  stamp.     Roberts  v. 

Cooper's  £q.  PI  305.    And  see  infra^  Madocks,  16  Sim.  55. 

VII.  4.  d.  Flea  to  Bill  AtUicipaHng  De-  S.  Samuda  v,  Furtado.  3  Bro.  C.  C 

feme — Anomalous  Pleas.  70;  Cooper's  Eg.  PI.  303. 

1.  See  article  Cross-bills,  vol.  5,  p.  4.  Cooper's  £q.   PI.   304.    See  also 

624.  article  Supplemental  Puladings. 

t.  Lewis  V.  Bridgman,  2  Sim.  465;  Vo  Birbt  to  Ills  BajpplnMatal  BUL — 

Harris  v.   Pollard,   3    P.    Wms.   348;  "If  a  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  file  a 

Merre wether  v.   Mellish,   13  Ves.  Jr.  supplemental  bill,  and  such  objectioo 

438.    See  also  anicle  Revivor.  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  it,  so 

Plea  to  tha  Ptrsoa.  —  Where  personal  that  the  defendant    may    demur,   be 

representatives  were  made  parties  to  a  must  state  his  objection  by  way  <^ 

bill  of  revivor  after  the  death  of  their  plea."     Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  303. 

testatrix,  they  pleaded  that  the  testa-  6.  Cheney   v.    Patton,    134  111.  433; 

trix  had  assigned  pendente  Ute  and  that  Gage  v.  Smith,  142  111.  191 ;    Burditt  r. 

they  never  had  any  interest  in  the  sub-  Grew,   8   Pick.  (Mass.)  108;    Piatt  v. 

ject-matter  of  the  suit,  and  this  was  Oliver,  i  McLean  (U.  S.)  295;  Dobson 

held  to  be  the  only  mode  by  which  the  v,  Leadbeater,  13  Ves.  Jr.  233;  Fitxger- 

defense  could   be  made,  because  the  aid    v.    Burk,    2    Atk.  397;    Bnrk  v. 

defendants  could  neither  answer  nor  Brown,  2  Atk.  397,  wherein,  upon  the 

disclaim.    Nutting  v.  Hebdin,  14  Beav.  plea  of  an  alien,  it  was  held  that  it 

II.  must  be  averred  that  the  person  was 

Objection    at  Hearing,  —  But    where  an  alien,  the  court  saying:     "  There 

the  plaintiff  misrepresents  the  charac-  are  several    points    here    that    rarely 

ter  he  fills  the  objection  may  be  taken  come  before  a  court  of   equity,   bat 

at  the  hearing.     Harris  v.  Pollard,  3  when  they  do  I  must  judge  of  them 

P.   Wms.    348;    Stuart    v,   Burrowes,  strictly,  as  in  a  court  of  law." 

Drury  265.  Ksa  to  Jvriidiotimi.  —  Thus,  in  a  plea 

HegatiTt  Plea.  —  It  is  a  good  plea  to  to  a  jurisdiction,   it  must  be  shown 

a  bill  of  revivor  that  the  plaintiff  is  what  other  court  has  jurisdiction,  as 

not  executor,  and  matters  should  not  at  law.     Derby  v.  Athol,  i  Ves.  so^. 

be  stated  aflSrmatively  to  show  the  in-  And  in  this  instance  it  is  said  that  a 
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equity  as  in  courts  of  law,  it  is  exercised  with  a  more  liberal 
discretion  by  the  former.^ 

2.  Statement  of  Perfect  Defbnse  —  Certainty.  —  A  plea  must  set 
up  a  complete  defense  so  that  issue  may  be  taken  upon  it.*  It 
must  be  specific,  distinct,  and  perfect  in  itself,  stating  facts  which 
if  true  will  make  an  end  of  the  case  or  that  part  of  the  case  to 
which  it  is  directed,'  and  if  all  intendments  inconsistent  with  the 
case  made  by  the  bill  are  not  excluded  by  the  averments  of  the 
plea,  it  is  held  to  be  insufficient.'^ 

OtrtetBty  of  PIm  to  BUI  of  Borlyor.  —  A  plea  to  a  bill  of  revivor  must 
be  as  certain  as  in  other  cases,  and  if  it  does  not  exclude  an 
intendment  by  which  the  bill  can  be  sustained,  it  is  bad.* 

OoBoiwloA  of  Lew.  —  A  plea  may  be  disregarded  if  it  merely  alleges 
conclusions  of  law.* 

dose  analogy  between  pleas  at  corn-  fendant*s  own  acts  it  may  be  on  infor- 

mon  law  and  in  equity  is  peculiarly  mation  and  belief.     Parker  v.  Parker, 

obvioQS.     See  Beames's  PI.  in  Eq.  89,  Walk.  (Mich.)  457. 

90.  ArgMtntatiTonoM.  —  A  plea  in  bar 

Ai  Tboro  Cam  Bo  Vo  Bomwror  or  0po-  must  not  be  argumenutive,  but  argu- 

olal  Boplieatioa  to  a  plea  in  chancery,  mentatxveness  is  a  mere  slip  in  form 

ic  is  held  that  the  rules  are  more  strict  for  which  the  plea  will  be  overruled, 

jt8  to  the  necessary  averments  which  with    liberty    to    amend.     Dobson    v, 

should  be  embodied  in  such  a  plea.  Leadbeater,  13  Ves.  Jr.  230. 

Barrett  v,  McAllister,  35  W.  Va.  103.  4.  Whltlock  v,  Fiske,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N. 

1.  Per  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Foster  v.  Y.)  131.    See  also  the  cases  in  the  last 

Vassall,  3  Atk.  587:   Mutual  L.  Ins.  preceding  note. 

Co.  V,  Brune,  96  U.  S.  588.  Whmi  tho  BUI  Is  in  tho  Bjijimotlvo  the 

S.  Greene    v.    Harris,    11   R.   I.    5;  defendant  may  take  it  either  way  in 

Mount  V,  Manhattan  Co.,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  his  plea.    Cresset  v.  Kettleby,  i  Vem. 

311.  319. 

S.  Andrews   v,   Huckabee,  30   Ala.  ft.  BooMO  Without  Sonrloo  or  Appoav- 

143:    Lyoc  V.  Dees,  84  Ala.  595 ;  Gage  aaoo.  —  A   plea  by  representatives  of 

V.  Smith,  143  111.  X91;   Gage  v,  Har-  the  deceased  defendant  that  the  latter 

bert,  145  111.  535;   Cheney  v,  Patton,  was  never  served  with  process  to  ap- 

134  111.  432;  Danels  v.  Taggart,  i  Gill,  pear,  and  did  not  appear  nor  answer 

A  J.  (Md.)  332;  Meeker  v.  Marsh,  i  K.  the  original  bill,  was  held  to  be  bad 

J.  Eo.  198;  Allen  V.  Randolph,  4  Johns,  because  it  did   not  exclude   the    fact 

Ch.  (N.  Y.)  693;   Bogardus  v.  Trinity  that  the  deceased  party  might  by  other 

Church,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  178;  Madison,  means  have  been  bound  by  the  pro- 

etc..  Plank  Road  Co.  v.   Watertown,  ceedings  in  the  original  cause.     Raw- 

etc..  Plank  Road  Co.,  5  Wis.  174;  Mu-  lins  v.  Moss,  6  Hare  604. 

tual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v,  Brune,  06  U.  S.  588;  Assigunoiit  by  Plaintiff  in  Original  BiU. 

McDonald  v.  Salem  Capital  Flour  Mills  —  A  plea-  to  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a 

Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  577;  McCloskey  v.  bill  of  revivor,  that  the  plaintiff  in  the 

Barr,    38    Fed.    Rep.    165;     Piatt    v.  original  suit  assigned  her  interest,  was 

Oliver,  i  McLean  (U.  S.)  305;  Hubbell  held  to  be  insufficient  in  substance  for 

>  V.  De  Land,  11  Biss.  (U.  S.)  387:  Hast-  not  sutlng  facts  which  amounted  to  a 

ings  V.  Draper,  i  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  39;  sufficient  assignment  of  that  interest. 

Hardman  v.  Ellames,  5  Sim.  640;  Dob-  Pike  v.  O'Connor,  7  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  65. 

son    V.   Leadbeater,   13  Ves.  Jr.   330;  6.  Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut 

Mitford's  PI.  337.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  104  U.  S.  54:  Hudson 

On BoUflf— Matters  BotWithiaKaowl-  v.  Randolph,  66  Fed.  Rep.  316;   Mc- 

•dgo.  —  A  plea  must  be  positive  and  not  Closkey  v.   Barr,   38   Fed.    Rep.   165; 

on  belief  when  it  sutes  a  fact  within  Riley  v,  Lyons,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  346; 

the  defendant's  knowledge  or  touching  Whitthorne  v.  St.  Louis  Mut.  L.  Ins. 

his  own  acts,  but  when  it  relates  to  the  Co.,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  150.    See  also  article 

acts  of  third  persons  and  not  to  the  de-  Legal  Conclusions,  vol.  13,  p.  io3o. 
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XateriaUty  of  litM.  —  If  an  issue  raised  by  a  plea  in  equity  is  not 
a  material  one,  the  plea  will  be  overruled.^ 

inooniisteaey.  —  If  a  plea  makes  averments  inconsistent  with  and 
not  in  support  of  matter  pleaded  as  a  defense  it  will  be  bad.* 

3.  Hegative  Plea.  —  It  is  not  proper  to  plead  a  variety  of  matters 
affirmatively  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  negative  conclusion,  but 
merely  the  negative  conclusion  should  be  pleaded.' 

4.  Plea  Bad  in  Part  and  Good  in  Part  —  It  is  laid  down  as  a  gen- 
eral doctrine  that  a  plea  may  be  good  in  part  and  bad  in  part,  and 
that  in  this  event  it  will  be  allowed  to  stand  for  that  part  which 
is  good  and  overruled  for  the  balance.* 

Xeaning  of  Bnlo.  —  But  this  does  not  mean  that  a  plea  may  be 
separated  into  parts  and  one  part  thereof  declared  to  be  a  good 
defense  and  the  other  part  thereof  overruled.  It  means  that  if 
the  whole  plea  is  a  good  defense  to  one  part  of  the  bill,  but  not 
to  another  part,  it  may  stand  as  an  entirety  to  that  part  of  the 
bill  to  which  it  is  a  good  defense  and  be  overruled  as  an  entirety 
to  that  part  of  the  bill  to  which  it  is  not  a  good  defense.* 

Xoit  OoTor  AU  to  Wliioh  lUroetad.  —  And  it  is  held  that  a  plea  to  the 

1.  Andrews  t/.  Lockwood,  2  Phil.  398.     ment     having    been    entered    into." 
An  Imo  Hot  BaiMd  bj  tho  Bill  cannot    Jones  v,  Davis,  16  Ves.  Tr.  262. 

be  raised  by  the  plea,  and  a  plea  rais-  4.  French  v,  Shotwell,  5  Johns.  Ch. 

ing  such  issue  is  held  to  be  bad.     Em-  (N.   Y.)  561,   20  Johns.   (N;    Y.)   668; 

molt  V,  Mitchell,  14  Sim.  432.  Searight  v,  Payne,   i  Tenn.  Ch.  x86; 

2.  Emmott  v,  Mitchell,  14  Sim.  432;  Beard  v.  Bowler,  2  Bond  (U.  S.) 
Nobkissen  v,  Hastings,  2  Ves.  Jr.  85,  4  13;  Rhino  v,  Emery,  79  Fed.  Rep.  484; 
Bro.  C.  C.  253.  Kirkpatrick  v.  White,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.) 

8.  Roberts  v,  Madocks,  16  Sim.  55;  595;  Wythe  v.  Palmer,  3  Sawy.  (U.  S.) 

McDonald    v,    Salem    Capital     Flour  4x2;    Hardon   v,  Newton,  14   Blatcbf. 

Mills  Co..  31   Fed.  Rep.  577,  holding  (U.  S.)  376;   U.  S.  v.  McRae,  L.  R.  3 

that  a  fact  cannot  be  controverted  by  Ch.   91;    Huggins    v,   York-Buildings 

merely  alleging  another  fact  inconsist-  Co.,  2  Atk.  44;    Duncalf  v,  Blake,  i 

ent  with  it.  Atk.  52;   Fitzmaurice  v,  Sadlier,  12  Ir. 

A  HegatiTO  Plea  maybe  a  negation  of  £q.  Rep.  136;    Loudon  v.  Levy,  8  Ves. 

the   circumstances  stated   in  the  bill.  Jr.  403;    Turner  v,  Mitchell,   i  Dick. 

Shaw  V.  Ching,  11  Ves.  Jr.  305.  249:  Dormer  v,  Fortescue,  2  Atk.  284. 

Implisd  Ai&rniatiTe.  —  A  negative  plea  Plea  Too  SxtensiTe.  —  In   French  v, 

should  not  contain  an  implied  affirma-  Shotwell,  5  Johns.  Ch.  (K.  Y.)  562,  the 

live,  as  where  an  allegation  that  the  case  was  one  where  the  plea  in  its  com- 

complainant  and  one  of  the  defendants  mencement  applied  to  one  part  of  the 

are  sole  heirs  is  met  by  a  plea  denying  bill,  yet  the  conclusion  was  in  express 

the  allegation  in  the  very  terms  thereof,  terms  to  all  the  relief  prayed  by  the 

Rhino  V.  Emery,  79  Fed.  Rep.  483.  bill;  and  Chancellor  Kent  said:  "  The 

Denial  of  Xateirial  ATermtnts.  —  Where  plea  was  more  extensive  than  the  snb- 
a  bill  for  an  accounting  alleged  a  ject-matter  to  which  it  related,  but  the 
promise  to  keep  certain  accounts,  and  remedy  for  such  a  defect  is  mild  and 
that  such  accounts  had  been  kept,  a  liberal.  It  is  only  to  order  the  plea  to 
plea  which  denied  only  the  promise,  stand  for  so  much  of  the  bill  as  it  prop> 
and  not  that  the  accounts  had  been  erly  covers,  and  no  more,  and  to  re- 
kept,  was  overruled,  the  court  saying:  quire  the  defendant  to  answer  to  the 
'*  If  the  accounts  had  been  kept  by  the  residue  of  the  bill." 
company,  that  would  have  been  evi-  6.  Searight  v.  Payne,  z  Tenn.  Ch. 
dence  before  a  jury  of  such  an  agree-  186;  U.  S:  v,  McRae,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  91; 
ment  as  that  stated  in  the  bill,  and  Fitzmaurice  v.  Sadlier.  12  Ir.  Eq.  Rep. 
therefore  it  was  not  sufficient  for  the  136. 
defendant  merely  to  deny  the  agree-  Two  DeftaMi  Hot  Separated. —  In  U.S. 
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whole  bill  must  cover  the  whole  subject  to  which  it  applies  and 
which  it  professes  to  cover,  or  it  will  be  bad.^ 

5.  Plea  to  Belief  and  Disoovery.  —  Where  the  same  principle 
upon  which  a  plea  to  discovery  is  attempted  to  be  sustained  is 
equally  applicable  as  a  defense  to  the  relief  sought,  the  defendant 
will  not  be  permitted  to  plead  it  to  the  discovery  alone  and  answer 
as  to  the  relief.*  Upon  a  bill  for  discovery  and  relief  the  defend- 
ant may  answer  and  make  the  discovery  sought,  and  demur  to 
the  relief  only.* 

Xtftual  to  Xalw  MMonry.  —  There  is  also  a  class  of  cases  in  which 
the  defendant  may  refuse  to  make  a  discovery  as  to  particular 
charges  contained  in  the  bill,  although  a  demurrer  could  not  have 
been  sustained  as  to  the  relief  which  the  complainant  intends  to 
found  upon  those  chat^es,  viz.,  cases  in  which  the  discovery  asked 
for  would  tend  to  criminate  the  defendant  or  subject  him  to  a 
forfeiture,"*  and  a  plea  to  the  discovery  alone  on  such  ground  is 
held  to  be  proper,  though  the  defendant  answers  to  the  relief.^ 

8.  Plea  to  Belief  Oood  for  Diaoovery.  —  If  a  plea  pleaded  in  bar  to 

V.  McRae,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  91,  the  court  124;   Waring  v.  Mackreth,  Forr.  Exch. 

showed  that  the  class  of  pleas  which  Rep,  124;    Story's  PI.  254,  n.  i,  and  , 

are  bad  in  whole  if  bad  in  part  is  such  Welf.  Eq.  PI.  133. 

only  as  is  stated  in  the  text,  and  re-  8.  Brownell  v,  Curtis,  10  Paige  (N. 

f erred  to  the  treatise  of  Lord  Redesdale  Y.)  213;    Hodgkin  v.  Longden,  8  Yes. 

(Ea.  PI.,  5th  ed.  343),  where  it  is  said:  Jr.  3;  Todd  v.  Gee,  17  Yes.  Jr.  273. 

**  Yet  there  does  not  appear  any  case  in  4.  Brownell  i/.  Curtis,  10  Paige  (N. 

which  two  defenses  offered  by  a  plea  Y.)  214  [citing  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Brown,  i 

have  been  separated  and  one  allowed  Swanst.  294;  Dummer  v.  Chippenham, 

as  a  bar."     In  this  case  the  plea  was  14  Yes.  Jr.  245;  Hare  on  Discovery  5]. 

to  the  whole  bill,  and  it  was  allowed  as  Pisa   Oood   as   to   DisooTory  Only.  — 

to  the  discovery  and  overruled  as  to  the  Where  the  bill  seeks  relief  and  discov- 

relief.  ery  a  plea  to  the  whole  bill  upon  the 

1.  Snow  V,  Counselman,  136  111.  iqi;  ground  that  the  discovery  would  sub- 
Clark  V.  Saginaw  City  Bank,  Harr.  ject  the  defendant  to  a  penalty  or  for- 
(Mich.)  240;  Bell  v.  Woodward,  42  N.  feiture  is  good  as  to  the  discovery  that 
H.  192;  Noe  V.  Noe,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  469;  it  must  be  overruled  as  to  the  relief. 
Van  Hook  v.  Whitlock,  3  Paige  (N.  Y,}  U.  S.  v,  McRae,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  92.  in 
418;  Tarvis  v.  Palmer,  11  Paige  (K.  Y.)  which  case  it  was  admitted  on  both 
650;  Wood  c/.  Riker,  I  Paige  (K.Y.)  616;  sides  that  the  case  was  entirely  new 
Benson  v.  Jones,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  498;  and  that  there  was  no  precedent  to 
Sims  V.  Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  303;  direct  the  lord  chancellor  to  the  proper 
Barker  v.  Ray,  5  Madd.  64;  Hewitt  v,  mode  of  dealing  with  the  plea.  He 
Hewitt,  2  N.  R.  383;  Hook  v,  Dorman,  adopted  the  course  of  allowing  the  plea 
I  Sim.  &  S.  227;  Higgins  v.  Crawfurd,  as  to  the  discovery  and  overruling  it  as 
a  Yes.  Jr.  571;  Welford  v,  Liddel,  2  to  the  relief,  leaving  the  defendant  at 
Ves.  400.  liberty  to  put  in  a  voluntary  answer. 

Tht  Court  Xay  Allow  a  Plea  to  Stand  6.  Harnson    v,    Southcote,    i    Atk. 

ta  aa  Answtr  or  allow  the  defendant  to  528. 

insist  upon  the  same  matter  by  way  of  Plea  to  Sallof  and  Partial  IMseoTory.  — 

Answer  when  it  is  overruled  on   this  But  he  cannot  plead  to  the  relief  and  to 

ff round.    Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11   Paige  a  part  of  the  discovery  only,  and  at  his 

<N.  Y.)  650;    Higgins  v.  Crawfurd,  2  pleasure  answer  the  rest  of  the  bill. 

Ves.  Jr.  571 ;   Jones  v.  Pengree,  6  Yes.  Such  a  partial  answer  can  serve  no 

Jr.  580.  useful  purpose,  and  the  rule  applies 

8.  Brownell  v.  Curtis,  10  Paiee  (N.  here  that  he  who  submits  to  answer  at 

Y.)   214.     Pfr   Chancellor    Walworth,  all  must  answer  fully.*'    James  v.  Sad* 

^iing  Morgan  v,  Harris.  2  Bro.  C.  C.  grove,  I  Sim.  &  S.  4. 
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a  bill  for  relief  and  discovery  is  good  for  the  relief,  it  is  good  for 
the  discovery.* 

Plea  to  BtUaf  Oily.  —  But  such  a  plea  cannot  be  pleaded  to  the 
relief  only;  if  it  is  so  pleaded,  it  must  be  accompanied  by  an 
answer  as  to  the  discovery  sought.* 

7.  Several  Pleai  in  Order.  —  The  several  classes  of  pleas,  as,  to 
the  jurisdiction,  to  the  person,  or  in  bar,  may  be  pleaded  one 
after  another  in  order,  as  at  law.' 

8.  Plea  to  Part  or  Whole  of  Bill  —  A  plea  may  be  to  the  whole 
bill  or  to  any  part  thereof.* 

PlM  to  Put  of  BUI.  —  Where  the  bill  is  divisible  in  its  parts,  as 
where  it  seeks  relief  as  to  more  than  one  subject,  separate  pleas 
to  the  different  parts  may  be  interposed.* 

Ploft  to  Part  and  Aniwtr  or  Domvmr  to  Part.  —  The  defendant  may 
plead  to  a  part  of  the  bill  and  demur  to  another  part,*  or  be  may 
plead  to  a  part  and  answer  the  balance,^  but  he  must  meet  the 
whole  substance  of  the  bill,  and  if  the  plea  is  directed  to  a  part 
only  the  balance  must  be  met  in  some  form,  as  by  demurrer  or 
answer,^  else  the  court  will  consider  the  parts  not  embraced  by 
the  plea  to  be  true.* 

1.  Plunket    c.   Penson,   2  Atk.    51;  parties  to   pains   and    penalties,  etc. 

Leicester  v.  Perry,  i  Bro.  C.  C.  305;  Heriz  v.  Riera,  ix  Sim.  318. 
Sutton  V,  Scarborough,  e  Ves.  Jr.  71;        8.  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  237. 
James  v,   Sadgrove,   i  Sim.   &  S.  4;        4.  Graves  v,  Blondell,  70  Me.   iq2; 

King  V,  Heming,  9  Sim.  59;  Tittenson  French  t*.  Shotwell,  ao  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

V.  Peat,  3  Atk.  530;   Gait  v,  Osbaldes-  668;  Sims  v.  Lyle,4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  303; 

ion,  I  Russ.  158;  Hare  on  Discovery  Beard  v.  Bowler,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  13. 
10.  6.  Emma  Silver  Min.  Co.  v.  Emma 

But  if  tha  DisooTsry  Is  Vot  Merely  As-  Silver  Min.  Co.,  7  Fed.  Rep.  401;  Em- 

sistant  to  the  relief,  but  has  a  further  mott  v,  Mitchell,  14  Sim.  43a;  Hitchins 

purpose,  the  complainant  may  be  en-  v.   Lander,   Cooper  34;    Chambers  v. 

titled  to  it,  though  he  has  no  title  to  Howell,  14  Jur.  536. 
the  relief,  and  in  such  a  case  a  ground        To  Diseovery  lod  Sellaf.  —  So  a  plea 

of  demurrer  to  the  relief  may  not  ex-  may  be  pleaded  to  the  discovery  on  the 

tend  to    the   discovery.     Manning  v.  ground  that  it  will  subject  the  defend- 

Drake,  i  Mich.  34.    And  the  rules  with  ant  to  a  penalty,  and  another  plea  may 

regard  to  demurrers  and  answers  to  be  pleaded  to  the  relief.     Hitchins  v. 

relief  and  discovery  are  the  same  as  Lander,  Cooper  34;  Heriz  r.  Riera,  ir 

those  applied   to  pleas  and  answers.  Sim.  318,  5  Jur.  20. 
Brownell  v.  Curtis,   10  Paige  (N.  Y.)        6.  Ridgely  v,  Warfield,  i  Bland  (Md.) 

214.     But  see  Livingston  v,   Living^s.  494  note  r/   York  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cutts,  18 

ton,  4  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  296.    But  the  Me.  204.    See  also  Massachusetts  MuL 

bill  must  show  that  the  discovery  is  in-  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  13 

tended    for   other    purposes    than    as  Fed.  Rep.  861. 

assistant  to    the    relief.      Mitchell  v.        7.  Graves  v.   Blondell,  70  Me.  192; 

Green,  10  Met.  (Mass.)  loi.  Clark    v.  Saginaw  City  Bank,    Harr. 

8.  King  V,  Heming.  9  Sim.  59.  (Mich.)  240;  Sims  v,  Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U. 

Hatters  in  Bar  to  Relief  and  Dlioovery  S.)  303;    Buchanan    v,    Hodgson,   11 

and  Additional  Hatter.  —  A  plea  which  Beav.  368;    Darnell  v,  Reyny,  i  Vem. 

sets  up  matter  in  bar  to  the  relief  and  344. 

disco vrery  and  also  matter  which  would        8.  Graves  v.  Blondell,  70  Me.   192; 

defeat  the  discovery  alone  is  good,  as  Newton  v.  Thayer,   17   Pick.  (Mass.) 

where  the  plea  is  to  the  whole  bill  and  129;  Sims  v,  Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  303; 

makes  an  additional  averment  in  sup-  McCloskey  v.  Barr,  38  Fed.  Rep.  165; 

port  of  the  plea  that  the  agreement  in  Piatt  v,  Oliver,  i  McLean  (U.  S.)  295. 
question  was  a  crime  subjecting  the       9.  Sims  v.  Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  303. 
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MrMdoa  to  fptdfle  Purt  —  While  a  defendant  may  .nus  interpose 
his  defense  to  distinct  parts  of  the  bill  by  different  pleadings, 
each  must  be  specifically  directed  to  that  part  which  it  covers, 
because  he  cannot  at  the  same  time  meet  the  whole  substance  of 
the  bill,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  both  plea  and  answer  directed 
thereto,^  nor  can  he  plead  and  demur  to  the  whole,  or  any  part, 
of  the  bill  at  the  same  time,*  or  plead  two  pleas  to  the  same  part 
of  the  bill  without  leave.' 

9.  SoublA  Pleading — a.  Rule  Against  Duplicity.  —  Duplic- 
ity is  a  vice  in  pleading,  and  singleness  is  no  less  necessary  in 
equity  than  at  law;^  and  although,  as  has  been  shown,  the 
defendant  may  plead  distinctly  to  different  parts  of  the  bill,  a  plea 
to  a  part  or  the  whole  bill  should  not  contain  more  than  one 
complete  defense  thereto,  or  it  will  be  bad  for  duplicity.^ 

Aaiwor  Xaitttd  of  IhipUoltow  Ploa.  —  If  such  defenses  exist  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  he  has  his  appropriate  remedy  by  way  of  answer, 
the  very  object  of  a  plea  being  to  reduce  the  issue  to  a  single 
point.* 

1.  In  such  a  case  the  answer  is  said  515.    See  also  article  Duplicity,  vol. 

to  overrule  the  plea.     See  infra,  VII.  7,  p.  335. 
Supporting  and  Accompanying  Answers,        6.  Driver    v.     Driver,    6    Ind.    286; 

kvlBf  BoBoat  of  Floa  ia  Aaswor.—  Albanv    City    Bank    cr.    Dorr,  Walk, 

^here  a  plea  and  answer  are  filed  to-  TMich.)  317;  Carroll  v.   Potter,   Walk, 

gether,  it  is  usual  to  save  the  benefit  of  (Mich.)  355;  Loud  v.  Sergeant,  i  Edw. 

the  plea  in  the  beginning  of  the  an*  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  165;  Didier  v.  Davison,  xo 

Bwer,  by  a  protesuUon  that  the  defend-  Paige  (N.  Y.)  515;  Saltus  v.  Tobias,  7 

ant  does  not  waive  the  benefit  of  his  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  216;    Littlejohn  v, 

plea.    Story's  Eq.  PI.  (loth  ed.),  g  695.  Williams,  i  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (N    Car.) 

t.  Plea  OtsktuIm  Dsoiwrrer. —  In  such  343;    New    York,  etc..    Coal    Co.    v. 

a  case  the  plea  will  overrule  the  de-  Spencer,  3  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  695;  Under- 

murrer.       Crescent    City    Live-Stock;  wood  v.  Warner,  3  Phila.  (Pa.)  414,  16 

etc.,  Co.  V.  Butchers*'Union  Live-Stock,  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  173;  Rhode  Island  v, 

etc.,  Co.,  12  Fed.  Rep.  226,  holding  that  Massachusetts,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)2io;  Mc- 

the  37th  Equity  Rule,  providing  that  Closkey  v.   Barr,   38   Fed.    Rep.    165; 

no  demurrer  or  plea  shall  be  held  to  be  Briggs  v.   Stroud,   58   Fed.  Rep.  717; 

bad  or  overruled  in  argument  because  Chad  wick  v.  Broad  wood,  3  Beav.  530, 

the  answer  of  the  defendant  may  ex-  5  Jur.  359;  Watkins  v.  Stone,  2  Sim. 

tend  to  some  part  of  the  same  matter  49;  Emmott  v,  Mitchell,  14  Sim.  432; 

as  may  be  covered  b^  such  demurrer  or  Wood  t^.  Strickland,  2  Ves.  &  B.  153; 

plea,  does  not  permit  the  defendant  to  Ritchie  v,  Aylwin,    15    Ves.    Jr.    79; 

demur  to  the  whole  bill,  plead  to  the  Reissner  v.  Anness,  3  Ban.  &  Ard.  149; 

whole  bill    and  answer  the  whole  bill  Whltbread  v,  Brockhurst,  i  Bro.  C.  C. 

at  the  same  time;  Huntington  v.  Laid-  404. 

ley,  79  Fed.  Rep.  865;  U.  S.  v,  Ameri-        For   Xzample,   a    plea  to  a  bill  for 

can  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  specific  performance  averring  two  facts, 

523;    Saunders  v,  Gregory,  3  Heisk.  as,  first,  that  there  was  no  agreement 

Tenn.)  575.     See  also  article  Demur-  in  writing,  and  second,  that  there  had 

KERs  AT  Common  Law  and  Under  the  been  no  acts  done  in  part  performance. 

Codes,  vol.  6,  p.  292.     But  see  Under-  Whitbread  v.  Brockhurst,  i  Bro.  C.  C. 

wood  V,  Warner,  3  Phila.  (Pa.)  414,  16  404,   approved  in   Saltus  v.   Tobias,   7 

Leg.  Int.  Pa.)  173.  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  216. 

S.  See  infra,  VI.  9.  d.  Several  Pleas        6.  Reissner  v.  Anness,  3  Ban.  &  Ard. 

by  Leave  of  Court,  149,  wherein  the   court   distinguished 

4.  Driver  V.  Driver,  6  Ind.  286:  More-  the  difference  between  the  practice  at 

ton  ff.   Harrison,   i  Bland  (Md.)  491;  law  and  in  equity  in  that  in  equity  the 

Didier  v.  Davison,  10  Paige  (N.    Y.)  defendant   can    resort  to  an  answer, 
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b.  Several  Matters  Tending  to  One  Point,  —  The  matter 

of  a  plea,  however,  may  consist  of  a  variety  of  facts  and  circum- 
stances, provided  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  each  other,^  and 
all  tend  to  one  point,  making  but  one  connected  proposition, 
sufHcient  in  itself  to  form  a  defense  and  not  showing  separate  and 
distinct  defenses.' 

c.  Surplusage.  —  Statements  which  set  up  no  distinct  ground 
of  defense,  or  which  are  unnecessary  to  the  defense  pleaded,  may 
be  regarded  as  surplusage  and  will  not  render  the  plea  double.' 

d.  Several  Pleas  by  Leave  of  Court.  —  It  is  now  gen- 
erally settled,  both  in  England  and  in  the  United  States,  that 
where  the  court  can  see  that  inconvenience  would  result  to  the 
defendant  by  forcing  him  to  resort  to  an  answer  for  the  purpose 
of  setting  up  the  several  defenses,  it  will  grant  permission  to 
plead  several  pleas,*  where  so  doing  does  not  lead  to  diverse 
issues,'  as  where  the  defendant  cannot  answer  without  setting 
out  a  long  account  which  would  be  unnecessary.* 

Vo  AbMlnta  Bight  to  VUa  Serond  PlMt.  —  This,  however,  is  held  not 
to  be  an  absolute  right,  and  the  defendant  cannot  pursue  such  a 
course  without  the  court's  consent.'' 

whereas     at     law    double    pleas    are  matters,  either  of  which  establishes  the 

allowed  because  the  defendant  has  no  defense.     Didier  v.  Davison,  2  Sandf. 

other  way  to  present  his  various  de-  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  66. 

fenses  to  the  court.  .  8.  Bell  v.  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  191; 

1.  Loud  V,  Sergeant,  i  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Claridge  v,  Hoare,  14  Ves.  Jr.  65; 
Y.)  165;  Emmott  v.  Mitchell,  14  Sim.  Forbes  v,  Skelton,  8  Sim.  335;  Daly  7. 
432.  Kirwan,  10  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  312. 

2.  Harrison  v,  Farrington,  38  N.  J.  4.  Didier  v,  Davison,  xo  Paige  (N.  Y.) 
Eq.  362;  Loud  V,  Sergeant,  i  Edw.  Ch.  515;  Providence  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Barr,  17 
(N.  Y.)  165;  Didier  v.  Davison,  2  R.  L  131;  Noyes  v.  Willard.  x  Woods 
Sandf.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  61;  Hoggs  v.  For-  (U.  S.)  X87;  Gibson  v.  Whitehead,  4 
s^th,  2  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  533;  Bogardus  v,  Madd.  24X;  Kay  v.  Marshall,  i  Keen 
Trinity  Church,  4  raige  (N.  Y.)  195;  X90;  Hardman  v.  Ellames,  5  Sim.  645: 
Goldsmith  v.  Gilliland,  24  Fed.  Rep.  Saunders  v.  Druce,  3  Drew.  X40;  Bamp- 
X54;  Hazard  v,  Durant,  25  Fed.  Rep.  ton  v,  Birchall,  4  Beav.  558;  Fox  v. 
26;  Rhino  V.  Emery,  79  Fed.  Rep.  484;  Yates,  24  Beav.  271.  See  also  Scott?. 
Watkinsz'.  Stone,  2  Sim.  49;  Strickland  Broadwood,  2  Colly.  447, 

V.  Strickland,  12  Sim.  253;  Forbes  v.  Utility  of  Pcndtting  Berwml  Plan.— 

Skelton,  8  Sim.  335,  x  Jur.  1x7;  Daw-  Long  experience  and  the  fact  that  jas- 

son  V.  Pilling,  x6  Sim.  203;  Ritchie  v,  tice  maym  most  instances  be  promoted 

Aylwin,   15  Ves.  Jr.  79;    Meadows  v.  by  the  practice  show  the  utility  of  per- 

Kingston,  Ambl.  756;    Doble  v.  did-  mitting  the  filing  of  several  pleas  in 

land,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  274.  equity  as  at  law,  and  there  is  no  sound 

For  Xzample,  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  reason  which  forbids  the  adoption  of 

limitations  of  21  Jac.  I.  and  of  9  Geo.  such  a  practice.     Moreton  v.  Harrison, 

IV.     Forbes  v.  Skelton,  8  Sim.  335.    A  i  Bland  (Md.)  493.    See  also  Ridgely  v. 

plea  that  the  defendant  was  seized  in  Warfield,  i  Bland  (Md.)  494,  note  c, 

fee  and  that  there  was  no  outstanding  5.  Providence  Sav.  Inst,  v,  Barr,  17 

items,  etc.     Dawson  %*.  Pilling,  x6  Sim.  R.  I.  134. 

203.     See  also  La  vice  v,  Croxton.  3  L.  6.  Van  Hook  v.  Whitlock,  3  Paige  (N. 

J.   Ch.    20X.      Conveyance,   fine,   and  Y.)  409;  Didier  v.  Davison,  10  Piig« 

nonclaim  as  a  plea  of  title  to  a  bill  im-  (N.  Y.)  5x5. 

peaching  a  conveyance  as  not  being  for  7.  Mount  v,  Manhattan  Co.,  43  K.  I. 

a  valuable    consideration.       Doble  v,  Eq.  25;  Wooley  v,  Pemberton,  (N.  ]•. 

Cridland,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  274.     Plea  of  the  X887)  xo  Atl.  Rep.  X59;  Didier  v.  Davi- 

^tatute  of  limitations  as  setting  up  two  son,  xo  Paige  (N.  Y.)  5x5;  Underwood  v. 
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yn  SxrppoBTXVO  AITD  AccoMPAirTXHO  AvswsBS  —  1.  In  OoneraL 
—  When  an  answer  and  plea  to  different  parts  of  the  bill  are  put 
in,  the  answer  accompanies  the  plea ;  when  the  answer  is  put  in 
as  defendant's  evidence  upon  the  subject-matter  of  the  plea  it  is 
in  support  of  the  plea.  ^ 

2.  Pka  and  Anfwer  to  Different  Parts  of  Bill.  —  A  defendant  may 
plead  to  a  part  of  the  bill  and  answer  the  rest,  but  the  parts  to 
which  such  pleadings  are  directed  should  be  specifically  indicated.' 

3.  Plea  and  Answer  to  Same  Parts  of  Bill.  —  The  primary  office  of 
a  plea  being  to  present  such  a  defense  as  shows  that  the  defend- 
ant should  not  be  compelled  to  answer,  if  such  a  plea  is  filed  an 
answer  repeating  the  whole  of  the  same  matter  will  overrule  the 
plea,  because  the  defendant  cannot  be  permitted  by  way  of  plea 
to  aver  that  he  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  answer,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  put  his  defense  as  to  the  same  matter  into  the  form 
of  such  an  answer  as  the  bill  calls  for.' 

Warner,  3  Phila.  (Pa.)  414,  16  Leg.  Int.  (Mich.)  240;  Leacraft  v.  Demprey,  4 
<Pa.)  173;  New  York,  etc..  Coal  Co.  v,  Paige  (N.  Y.)  124;  Blacket  v.  Lang- 
Spencer,  3  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  694;  Benson  lands,  i  Anstr.  14. 
^.  Tones,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  498;  Sharon  v,  8.  Chase's  Case,  i  Bland  (Md.)  217; 
Hill,  22  Fed.  Rep.  29;  McCloskey  v.  State  Bank  v.  Dugan,  2  Bland  (Md.) 
Barr,  38  Fed.  Rep.  165;  Wheeler  v.  Mc-  254;  Corlies  v.  Corlies,  23  N.  J.  Eq. 
■Cormick,  8  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  267;  Noyes  197;  Harrison  v.  Farrington,  38  N.  J. 
V.  Willard.  i  Woods  (U.  S.)  187.  Eq.  361 ;  Souzer  i/.  De  Meyer,  2  Paige 

It  li  Vot  a  XatUr  of  Govne  to  allow  it  (N.  Y.)  574;  Van  Hook  v.  Whitlock,  3. 

to  be  done  upon  an  affidavit  merely  Paige  (N.  Y.)  409;  Bangs  v.  Strong,  10 

showing    that  the  defendant  believes  Paige  (N.  Y.)  11 ;  Bogardus  v.  Trinity 

that  he  has  several  defenses;  he  muse  Church,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  17S;  Summers 

set  up  such  defenses  by  answer,  or  v.  Murray.  2  Edw,  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  205; 

make  out  a  special  case  of  hardship  and  Joyce  v.  Gunnels,  2  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  Car.) 

inconvenience,  to  justify  the  court  in  267;  Snelgrove  v.  Snelgrove,  4  Desaus. 

departing  from  the  general  rule.     The  (S.    Car.)    286:     Self  red    v.    People's 

cases  which  appear  to  justify  a  depart-  Bank,    i   Baxt.   (Tenn.)   200;    Witt  v, 

ure  are  where  the  making  of  defenses  Ellis,  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  40;  Cheatham 

by  answer  instead  of  by  pleas  would  v.   Pearce,   89  Tenn.    680;    Lewis    v. 

render  it  necessary  for  the  defendant  Baird,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  56;  Jones  v. 

to  set  out  very  long  accounts  in  his  an-  Pengree,   6  Ves.   Jr.   580;  Dobbyn   v, 

swer,  or  where  the  discovery  of  matters  Barker,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  (Toml.  ed.)  573: 

sought  for  by  the  bill  might  be  produc-  Watkins  v.  Stone,  2  Sim.   &  S.   560; 

tive  of  great  injury  to  the  defendant  in  Blacket  v.  Langlands,  i  Anstr.  14.     But 

his  business,  or  otherwise,  if  he  were  re-  see  Talbot  v,  Darnall,  6  B.  Mon.  (Ky.^ 

quired  to  put  in  a  full  answer.     Didier  486;  Saddler  v.  Glover,  i  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 

V.  Davison,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  515.  53- 

Statato  Allowing  Severml  Defenses  in  an  Plea  Hay  Stand  for  Answer.  —  Where 

Aetion.  —  A  statute  which    authorizes  a  plea  is  overruled  because  it  is  accom- 

the  defendant  in  an  action  to  plead  as  panied  by  ananswercoveringthesame 

many  several  matters  as  he  may  think  matter    pleaded    therein,    it    may   be 

necessary  has  been  held  not  to  apply  allowed     to    stand    for    an     answer. 

to  suits  in  equity.     Didier  v.  Davison,  Souzer  r.  De  Meyer,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  515.  574- 

Costs.  —  When      the     court     allows  Plea  Abandoned  by  Answer.  ~  Where 

double  pleas  it  is  on  the  condition  that  the  hearing  of  a  c^use  is  by  consent  of 

the    defendant    pay    the    costs.     Per  all  parties  upon  the  pleadings,  not  in- 

Woods,  J.,  in  Noyes  v.  Willard,  i  Woods  eluding  a  plea  to  a, cross-bill,  such  plea 

(U.  S.)  190.  is  abandoned.     Miller  v.  Perks.  63  111. 

1.  Cheatham  t/.  Pearce,  8q  Tenn.  680.  App.  140. 

2.  Clark  v,  Saginaw  City  Bank,  Harr.  Where  an  Answer  Is  Good  for  All  Pnr- 
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BfBbet  «f  TaUiig  tem  vfta  taoh  PlMdingt.  * —  But  this  applies  only  to 
cases  wherein  the  plea  is  set  down  for  argument  and  not  to  a  case 
where  the  plaintiff  takes  issue  upon  the  plea  and  answer  and 
thereby  treats  them  as  valid  defenses  and  compatible  with  each 
other.* 

4,  Supporting  Aniwen  — a.  Necessity  and  Propriety  in 
General.  —  When  a  plea  contains  in  itself  a  full  defense  to  the 
bill,  an  answer  is  never  necessary  unless  it  is  rendered  so  in  order 
to  negative  some  equitable  ground  stated  in  the  bill  for  avoiding 
the  effect  of  an  anticipated  bar,  as  where  fraud  or  facts  intended 
to  avoid  the  force  of  the  statute  of  frauds  or  to  bring  the  plaintiff 
within  an  exception  to  the  statute  of  limitations  are  chained,  and 
in  these  cases  the  defendant  not  only  may  but  must  support  his 
plea  by  an  answer.*  In  other  words,  if  the  plea  professes  to  go 
to  the  whole  bill  and  does  in  fact  cover  the  whole  subject  to 
which  the  plea  applies,  and  the  matter  of  it  is  a  full  defense  to  the 
suit,  it  is  unnecessary  to  answer  other  parts  of  the  bill  not  involved 
in  the  subject  which  forms  the  ground  of  the  defense.* 

b.  Pure  Plea.  —  From  this  it  follows  that  in  the  absence  of 
such  charges  in  the  bill  as  those  just  indicated  a  pure  plea  need 
never  be  supported  by  an  answer.* 

poMf.  —  In    Witt    V.    Ellis,   2    Coldw.  two  distinct  defenses  by  plea  and  an- 

(Tenn.)  40,  it  was  held  that  though  an  swer.     Mansell  v.  Feeney,  2  Johns.  & 

answer  covering  the  same  grounds  as  H.  313. 

those  covered  by  the  plea  overrules  the  1.  Seifreid  v.  People's  Bank,  2  Tenn. 

plea»  yet  as  in  Tennessee  an  answer  is  Ch.  22. 

sufficient    for  all  purposes  to  set  up  S.  Sims  v.  Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  303; 

matters  which  are  not  required  to  be  Huntington  v.  Laidley,  79  Fed.   Rep, 

pleaded  specially,  the  overruling  of  a  S65;    Hagthorp  v.  Hook,   i  Gill  &  J. 

demurrer  to  a  plea  in  such  a  case  is  (Md.)  270;    Vi^heeler  v.  Piper,  3  Jones 

not  material.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  249;  Bicknelltr.  Gough,  } 

Unitad  Stotw  Xqnity  Bule.  —  By  the  Atk.  558:  Price  v.  Price,  i  Vem.  185. 
37th  Equity  J^ule  of  the  Supreme  Court  0«neral  Biviiion  of  Pleat  Baqniriag  fcp- 
of  the  u  nited  States  it  is  provided  that  porting  Answer.  —  This  general  division 
no  demurrer  or  plea  shall  be  held  bad  of  pleas  requiring  a  supporting  answer 
and  overruled  upon  argument  because  has  been  made,  first,  where  the  plain- 
the  answer  of  the  defendant  may  ex-  tiff  admits  by  his  bill  the  existence  of 
tend  to  some  part  of  the  same  matter  a  legal  bar,  but  charges  some  equitable 
as  may  be  covered  by  the  demurrer  or  circumstance  to  avoid  its  effect;   sec- 
plea.     But  it  is  held  that  this  rule  does  ond,  where  the  plaintiff  does  not  admit 
not  allow  a  defendant  to  demur  to  the  the    existence    of    any   legal  bar,  but 
whole  bill,  plead  to  the  whole  bill,  and  charges  some  circumstance  which  may 
answer  to  the  whole  bill  at  the  same  be  true  and  to  which  there  may  be  a 
time.     Crescent  City  Live-Stock,  etc.,  valid  ground  of  plea,  and  also  charges 
Co.   V,   Butchers*    Union    Live-Stock,  other  circumstances  which  are  incon- 
etc,  Co.,  12  Fed.  Rep.  226;  Hunting-  sistent  with  the  substantial  validitv  of 
ton   V.    Laidley,    79    Fed.    Rep.    865;  the  plea.     Story's  Eq.  PI.,  §  674;  Hare 
Grant  v.  Phoenix  L.  Ins.  Co.,  121  U.  S.  on  Discovery,  34,  35. 
105;  Hudson  z/.  Randolph,  66  Fed.  Rep.  8.  Sims  v,  Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  301. 
216;  U.  S.  V.  American  Bell  Telephone  4.  Carroll   v.    Waring,  3  Gill  &  J. 
Co.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  523.  (Md.)  491;  West  Portland  Homestead 

Tho  87th  Ordor  of  August.  1841,  to  Assoc,  v,  Lownsdale,  17  Fed.  Rep.  205: 

the  same  effect  as  the  37th  Equity  Rule  Dwight  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co.,  ^ 

in   the   United  States  courts,  is  con-  Fed.  Rep.  788:  Goldsmith  v,  Gilllland, 

strued  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice  24  Fed.  Rep.  154. 

from  accidental  slips  and  not  to  justify  A  Blea  of  BolotiO  Is  Vot  Bad  because  it 
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c.  Negative  Plea — Biu  AiUag  BtMorcnr.  —  A  negative  plea 
alone  is  not  sufficient  where  allegations  are  made  in  the  bill  with 
a  view  of  obtaining  discovery  upon  the  matter  traversed.^ 

Antww  ai  u  CoUattna  ikets.  —  When  the  bill  charges  equitable 
gprounds  or  circumstances  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  against 
the  matter  pleaded,  or  where  relief  rests  upon  one  material  fact 
as  evidence  of  which  several  collateral  facts  are  charged,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  deny  the  substantive  fact  alone,  but  the  defendant 
must  answer  to  the  equitable  circumstances  and  collateral  facts 
charged.* 

In  tba  AbMHM  of  laeh  Chargit  in  the  bill,  or  in  other  words,  where 
the  negative  plea  traverses  an  averment  in  the  bill  which  is  not 
supplemented  by  charges  of  facts  as  evidence  of  the  fact  traversed, 
or  by  charges  of  facts  inconsistent  with  the  negative  defense  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  or  seeks  a  discovery,  the  authori- 
ties establish  the  rule  that  a  negative  plea  is  sufficient  without 
the  aid  of  the  supporting  answer,*  though,  the  primary  object  of 

is  not  stated  in  the  plea  nor  in  an  an-  rice,  17  Beav.  525;  Harris  v.  Harris,  3 

swer  in  support  of  the  plea  that  the  re-  Hare  450,  wherein,  to  a  bill  charging 

lease  was  obtained  freely  and  without  that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of 

fraud,  where  the  bill  contains  no  alle-  documents  showing  the  fact  of  partner- 

gation  of  fraud.     McClane  v.  Shepherd,  ship  as  charged  in  the  bill,  a  plea  of  no 

31  N.  J.  Eq.  76;  Greene  v,  Harris,  11  partnership,  supported  by  an  answer 

R.  I.  5.  which  did  not  answer  as  to  whether  the 

AmndiBMit  Ssfuiriiig  lapportiiig  An-  defendant  was  in  possession  of  such 

■war. —  If  matters  in  avoidance  are  not  evidence,    was    overruled,    the    court 

charged,  a  plea  setting  up  matter  in  holding  that  for  the    purpose  of  the 

bar,  as  a  release,  stated  or  settled  ac-  argument  of  the  plea  the  defendant 

count,  etc.,  does  not  require  a  support-  must  be  intended  to  admit  that  he  had 

ing    answer    unless    the    plaintiff    by  in  possession  evidence  as  charged  in 

amending  his  bill  specifies  the  partxcu-  the  bill;  Sanders  v.  King,  6  Madd.  61 ; 

lar  errors.     Greene  v,  Harris,  11  R.  I.  Yorke  v,   Frv,  6  Madd.   65;  Nolan  v. 

5;  Weed  V,  Smull,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.)  573.  Shannon,  i  Nioll.  168;  Thringz/.  Edgar, 

An  application  for  leave  to  amend  2  Sim.  &  S.  374;  Jones  v,  Williams,  10 

a  bill  should  be  allowed  so  as  to  permit  Jur.  N.  S.  1068. 

the  complainant  to  charge  fraud  in  the        Allegations  of  Bill  Which  IMiplaoo  Ptea. 

bill  and  thus  require  the  defendant  to  — Everything    charged    in    the    bill 

deny  the  fraud  in  his  plea  and  answer,  which,  if  true,  would  displace  the  plea 

Mc(31ane  v.  Shepherd,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  76.  must  be  answered,  whether  the  bill  ex- 

1.  Wilson  V.  Hammonds,  L.  R.  8  Ea.  pressly  charges  such  matters  to  be  evi- 

328;    Everitt  v.  Watts,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  dence  of  the  fact  or  not,  but  if,  on  the 

Y.)  486;  Cox  V,  Griffin,  17  Ga.  249:  Sei-  other  hand,  such  matters  are  not  mate- 

fred  V.  People's  Bank,  i  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  rial  for  the  purpose  of  displacing  the 

200.  C,^^^*   ^^^y  ^^^  ^^^    ^^    ^  answered. 

8.  Cox  V.  Griffin,  17  Ga.  249;  Rous-  For  by  answering  in  such  a  case,  the 

kulp  V.  Kershner.  49  Md.  516;  Bell  v,  plea  will  be  overruled.     Chad  wick  v. 

Woodward,  42    N.    H   193;    Innes  v.  Broad  wood,  3  Beav.   540;    Clayton  v, 

Evans,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  454;  Everitt  Winchelsea,  3  Y.  &  Coll.  Exch.  683,  3 

V.  Watts.  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  486;  Ben-  Jur.  819. 

son  V,  Jones,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  408;  Self  red        8.  Seifred  v.  People's  Bank,  i  Baxt. 

V.  People's  Bank,  i  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  200;  (Tenn.)  200;  McDonald  r.  Salem  Capi- 

Rhino    V,  Emery,  79  Fed.    Rep.   483;  tal  Flour  Mills  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  577; 

Evans    w.   Harris,   2  Ves.   &   B.   364;  Winn  r.  Fletcher,  i  Vem.  473;    Drew 

Chadwick  v.  Broad  wood,  3  Beav.  540;  v.  Drew,  2  Ves.  &  B.  159;  Chamberlain 

Brereton  r.  Gamul,  2  Atk.  241;  Foley  v.  Agar,  2  Ves.  &  B.  259;  Armitage  v, 

V,  Hill,  3  Myl.  &  C.  475;  Hunt  v.  Pen-  Wadsworth,  i  Madd.  188;  Plunkett  v, 
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a  plea  being  to  displace  the  equities  of  the  bill  by  matters  outside 
the  bill,  admitting  all  charges  in  the  bill  to  be  true,  it  would- 
appear  that  upon  principle  every  negative  plea  should  be  sup- 
ported by  an  answer  as  to  the  averment  in  the  bill  which  is 
traversed.* 

d.  Plea  to   Bill  Anticipating  Defense — Anomalous 

Pleas  —  Oenerml  Bole  ai  to  VooMiity  to  Antwor.  —  Where  a  bill  charges 
equitable  circumstances  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  case  and  incon- 
sistent with  the  defense  that  might  be  pleaded,  or  where  the  bill 
affirmatively  anticipates  a  defense  and  charges  matter  which 
would  absolutely  defeat  it,  the  defendant  is  required  to  support 
his  plea  by  an  answer  as  to  such  equitable  circumstances  or  matter 
set  up  in  avoidance  of  the  anticipated  bar,  otherwise  the  allega- 
tions in  the  bill  will  be  taken  as  true  and  the  plea  in  that  event 
will  be  no  bar.* 

Cavendish,  i  Russ.  &  M.  713;    Cooke  1.  Bight  of  Plaintiff  to  Diioovwy.— 

V.  Gittings,  21  Beav.  497.     See  also  the  '*  It  is  the  right,  as  a  general  rule,  of  a 

cases  in  the  last  preceding  note.  plaintiff  in  equity  to  exact  from  the 

HegatiTO  PloM  Oromilod.  —  In  Arnold  defendant  a  discovery  upon  oath  as  to 

V.  Heaford,  i  McClel.  &  Y.  330,  it  was  all  matters  of  fact  which,  being  well 

held  that  a  negative  plea  to  belief  of  pleaded  in  the  bill,  are  material  to  the 

no  mortgage,  not  going  to  material  col-  plaintiff's  case  about  to  come  on  for 

lateral  charges  tending  to  that  point,  trial,  and   which   the  defendant  does 

was  too  loose  in  general,  and  the  plea  not  by  his  form  of  pleading  admit." 

was  overruled;  and  in  Jones  v.  Davis,  Wifcram  on  Discovery  15. 

16  Ves.  Jr.  262,  a  negative  plea  to  a  bill  8.  District  of  Columbia,  —  Taylor  v. 

for  an  account  was  overruled  because  Duncanson,  20  D.  C,  511. 

it  denied  only  the  promise  of  an  ac-  Florida,  —  Henderson  v,  Chaires,  3s 

count  and  not  that  accounts  had  been  Fla.  423. 

kept,  the  lord  chancellor  saying:     '*  If  Indiana,  —  Spivey  v,  Frazee,  7  Ind. 

the  accounts  had    been   kept   by  the  662. 

company,  that  would   have  been  evi-  Maryland, —  Moreton  v,  Harrison,  i 

dence  before  a  jury  of  such  an  agree-  Bland  (Md.)  493. 

ment  as   that  stated  in  the  bill,  and  Massachusetts,  —  Chapin  v.  Coleman, 

therefore  it  was  not  sufficient  for  the  11  Pick.  (Mass.)  336. 

defendant  merely  to  deny  the  agree-  New  Hampshire,  —  Bellows  v.  Stone, 

ment  having  been  entered  into."     But  8  N.  H.  286;    Bell  v.  Woodward,  43  K. 

the  decision  in  the  last  case  has  been  H.  193. 

construed    to    have  reference   to    the  New  Jersey,  —  Harrison  v,  Farring- 

necessity  of  an  answer  in  support  of  a  ton,     38    N.     J.    Eq.    361 :     Somerset 

plea  when  the  facts  charged  in  the  bill  County  Bank  v,  Veghte,  42  N.  J.  Ea. 

would  have  been  evidence  before  a  jury  42;    Farrington  v,  Harrison,  44  N.J. 

against  the  matter  pleaded.     Huntr.  Eq.  232. 

Pen  rice,  17  Beav.  525,  wherein  the  New  York,  —  Bloodgood  v.  Kane,  8 
master  of  the  rolls  held  that  if  a  bill  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  360;  Souzer  v,  De  Meyer, 
alleged  facts  which  would  contradictor  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  577;  Bogardus  v,  Trin- 
be  evidence  to  discredit  a  plea,  a  sup-  ity  Church,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  178;  Good- 
porting  answer  denying  such  facts,  or  rich  v.  Pendleton,  3  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
at  least  giving  the  plaintiff  discovery  591;  Allen  v.  Randolph,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
as    to  them,    was   necessary,   saying:  (N.  Y.)  693. 

"  The  rule  as  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  m  Rhode  Island,  —  Greene  v,  Harris,  11 

Jones  V.  Davis,  16  Ves.  Jr.  262,  that  the  R.  I.  5. 

defendant   must    answer    as    to    facts  Tennessee.  —  Whitthorne  v,  St.  Loais 

which  would  be  evidence  before  a  jury  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  3  Teon.  Ch.  150. 

to  disprove  the  plea,  is  a  plain  and  in-  Vermont,  —  Payne   v.   Hathaway,  3 

telligible  rule,  and  one  that  I  consider  Vt.  212;  Foster  v,  Foster,  51  Vt.  216. 

myself  bound  by."  United  States,  —  Ferguson  v.  O'Hara, 
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e.  When  Discovery  Is  Not  Necessary  — (i)  Matter  of  Bill 

Insufficient  to  Require  Answer.  —  If  the  plea  sets  up  a  good 
defense,  notwithstanding  anticipatory  matter  charged  in  the  bill 
is  admitted  to  be  true,  a  supporting  answer  becomes  unnecessary.^ 
(2)  Necessity  Dependent  on  Sufficiency  of  Bill.  —  In  order  that  a 
defendant  may  know  what  is  the  particular  discovery  which  is 

Pet.  (C.  C.)  493;    Armengaud  v.  Cou-  v.  Stone,  8  N.  H.  286;  Weed  v,  Smull, 

dert,  23  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  484;    Piatt  v,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.)  573;    Bullock  v,  Bovd, 

Oliver,  i  McLean  (U.  S  )  301;    Hilton  2  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  293;  Ea«ton  v.  Col- 

V.  Guyott,  42  Fed.  Rep.  249.  lier,  3  Mo.   379;    Greene  v.  Harris,  11 

England,  —  Lingood  v,  Croucber,  2  R.  I.  5. 

Atk.  395;  Phelps  V.  Sproule,  i  Myl.  &  Anfwtr  ts  BUI  to  Impeadh  Aooount. — 

K.  231;  Foley  v.  Hill,  3  Myl.  &  C.  475,  A  party  may  plead  a  stated  account  to 

2   Jur.  440.  678;    Cork  v,  Wilcock,    5  a  bill  for  an  account  generally,  and 

Madd.  330;  Jerrard  z/.  Saunders,  2  Ves.  this  will  ht  prima  facie  a  bar  to  any 

Jr.  187.  further  accounting,  but  where  a  bill  is 

Pl«a  Alone  Cannot  Bo  Ezooptod  To. —  brought  to  impeach  a  stated  account 

A  supporting  answer  is  necessary  also  and  charges  that  the  complainants  had 

because  a  plea  cannot  be  excepted  to,  no  counterpart  of    the    account,   and 

and  therefore  the  defendant  is  required  prays  that  the  same  may  be  set  forth, 

to  deny  the  anticipatory  or  impeaching  the  defendant  will  be  obliged  to  do  so 

matter  set  up  in  the  bill,  so  that  the  or  annex  it  by  way  of  schedule  to  his 

answer,  if  insufficient,  may  be  excepted  answer  or  plea,  although  he  pleads  or 

to.    Greene  v,  Harris,  11  R.  I.  l\citing  sets  up  in  his  defense  that  it  is  a  stated 

Ferguson    v.    0*Harra,    Pet.    (C.   C.)  account.     The  reason  for  this  is  that 

493;    Wigram  on  Discovery  (ist  Am.  without    a    discovery  of  the  account 

ed.)»  §  262].  itself  the  com|)lainant  will    have    no 

A  Piea  of  Bare  Title  only,  without  set-  means  of  pointing  out  the  errors  upon 

ting  forth  any  consideration,  will  not  the  face  of  it.   provided    they    exist, 

protect  a  defendant  from  giving  an  an-  Bullock  v,  Boyd,  2  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 

swer  to  the  title  set  up  by  the  plaintiff.  293,  citing  Hankey  z/.  Simpson,  3  Atk. 

Brereton  v,  Gamul,  2  Atk.  241.     See  303. 

also  Harland  v,  Emerson,   2  CI.  &  F.  1.  Cowart  v,  Perrine,   18  N.  J.  Eq. 

10.  458;    Cammann  v.  Traphagan,  z  N.  J. 

If  the  Defendant  Pleads  the  fltatntoof  Eq.  28;   Wheeler  v.  Piper,  3  Jones  Eq. 

limitatloni  and  there  is  an  allegation  (N.   Car.)  249;    Hilton   v.   Guyott,   42 

in  the  bill  which  if  true  will  take  the  Fed.  Rep.  249;  Webster  r.  Webster,  17 

case  out  of  the  statute,  the  defendant  Jur.  316;  Blewitt  v,  Thomas,  2  Ves.  Jr. 

must,  in  addition  to  his  plea  setting  up  669.     See  also  Whitchurch  v,  Bevis,  2 

the  statute,  answer  the  matter  charged  Bro.  C.  C.  559. 

in    the    bill    which    would    avoid    it.  Whore  a  Defendant  Pleaded  the  fitatato 

Moreton   v,  Harrison,   i   Bland  (Md.)  of  Liadtatloni  to  a  bill  which  charged 

493;  Kane  v,  Bloodgood.  7  Johns.  Ch.  that  owing  to  infancy,  coverture,  and 

(N.  Y.)  90,  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  360;    Good-  other  disabilities  the  plaintiff  could  not 

rich  V.  Pendleton,  3  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  proceed  sooner,  it  was  held   that   the 

384;    Chapin    v,    Coleman,    11    Pick,  plea  was  a  complete  answer,  because 

(Mass.)  336  {citing  Roche  v,  Morgell,  2  if  infancy  or  coverture   would    have 

Sch.  &  Lef.  727;  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  228;  availed  the  plaintiff  it  was  not  enough 

Beames's  PI.  in  Eq.  34].  to  say  generally  that  there  had  been 

Ploa  Sotting  Up  Bolotio,  Judgment,  or  such  disabilities,  such  allegations  being 

Aooonnt  fltetod.  —  Where  a  bill  is  filed  so  vague  that  no  issue  could  be  uken 

to  impeach  and  release  an  account  or  upon   them.      Blewitt    v,    Thomas,    3 

a  judgment  or  decree,  a  plea  setting  Ves.  Jr.  669. 

up  such  release,  judgment,  or  account  And  where  the  matters  charged  are 
stated  must  be  supported  by  an  answer  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of 
as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  the  same  the  statute  of  limitations,  even  if  ad- 
is  impeached.  Armengaud  v,  Cou-  mitted  to  be  true,  the  plea  is  good 
dert,  23  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  4S5;  Schwarz  without  a  supporting  answer.  Cowart 
V,  WendeH,  Harr.  (Mich.)  395;  Bellows  v.  Perrine,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  458. 
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required  of  him  it  is  held  to  be  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
state  it  distinctly  in  the  bill.  The  common  form  of  doing  this  is 
by  charging  as  evidence  of  his  title  the  particular  matters  as  to 
which  a  discovery  is  sought  from  the  defendant.  * 

Bisoo¥«rj  of  DoeiuMiita  or  Papers.  —  Where  the  bill  charges  that  the 
defendant  is  in  possession  of  documents  or  papers  which  would 
furnish  evidence  of  the  equitable  circumstances  charged  against 
the  defense  pleaded  or  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  discovery 
as  to  such  documents  or  papers  is  necessary,*  though  a  mere 
charge  of  documents  without  specific  charges  that  they  contain 
such  evidence  will  not  require  a  discovery.* 

(3)  Effect  of  Waiver  of  Answer  under  Oath.  —  Where  the  com- 
plaint waives  an  answer  on  oath  no  answer  or  discovery  is  neces- 
sary in  support  of  a  plea  which  covers  the  whole  relief  sought  by 
the  bill.* 

1.  Thring  V,  Edgar.  2  Sim.  &  S.  281,  2.  Harland  v.  Emerson,  2  CI.  &  F. 

wherein  it  was  held  that  unless  the  de-  10;  Hardman  v,  Ellames,  5  Sim.  640,  2 

fendant  was  distinctly  informed  what  Myl.  &  K.  732. 

were  the  matters  affecting  the  plain-  8.  M*Taggart  v.  M'Taggart,  6  L.  J. 

tiff's  title   as    to   which    the    plaintiff  Ch.   N.   S.   164,  wherein,  to  a  charge 

soaght  discovery  the  defendant   was  that  the  defendant  had  in  his  posses- 

not  to  answer  at  all,  not  knowing  what  sion  letters  relating  to   a    particular 

to  answer  in  particular,  and  the  answer  fund  and  all  of  some  of  other  matters 

In  that  case  was  held  to  have  overruled  in  the  bill,  a  plea  to  the  discovery  of 

the  plea  because  the  bill  did  not  suffi-  the  letters  relating  to   the   particular 

ciently  notify  the  defendant  of  what  he  fund  was  held  to  be  overruled  by  an 

should  answer,  an  answer  being,  there-  answer  as  to  the  letters  relating  to  the 

fore,  improper;  Sanders  v.  King,  cited  other  matters    in    the   bill.     See  also 

in  Thring  v,  Edgar,  2  Sim.  &  S.  277;  MacGregor  v.  East  India  Co.,  2  Sim. 

Gordon  v,  Shaw,  14  Sim.  393,  under  the  452,  and  Fry  v.  Richardson,   10  Sim. 

Orders  of  1841,  providing  that  a  defend-  475,  in  which  latter  case  it  was  held 

ant  shall  not  be  bound  to  answer  any  that  a  plea  denying  that  the  plaintiff 

statement  or  charge  in  the  bill  unless  was  administrator  was  good   without 

he  shall  be  specifically  and  particularly  an  answer  denying  the  usual  charges 

interrogated  as  to  it.  as  to  documents. 

Before  the  Orders  ^  1841  above  men-  ]>ooiun0nts  Belating  te  Prineipal  Feint 
tioned  the  rule  was  thus  stated:  '*  You  1a  Issue.  —  A  general  charge  of  docu- 
are  to  answer  everything  charged  in  ments  is  held  to  be  sufficient  to  require 
the  bill  which  if  true  would  displace  the  an  answer  denying  the  possession  of 
plea,  and  this  you  must  do  whether  such  documents  if  it  relates  to  the  prin- 
the  bill  does  or  does  not  expressly  cipal  point  in  issue.  Clayton  v.  Win- 
charge  those  matters  to  be  evidence  of  chelsea,  3  Y.  &  Coll.  Exch.  683,  3  Jur. 
the  facts.     If  they  are  material  for  the  819. 

purpose  of  displacing  the  plea  they  are  4.  Weed   v.  Smull,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

to  be  answered,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  573;    Tompkins  v.   Anthon,  4  Sandf. 

if  they  are  not  material  for  that  pur-  Ch.  (N.  Y.)97;  Fish  r.  Miller,  5  Paige 

pose  you  are  not  to  answer  them,  for  (N.  Y.)  28;  Heartt  v.  Coming,  3  Paige 

by  so  doing  you  overrule  your  plea."  (N.  Y.)  569;    Cheatham  v,   Pearce,  89 

Chad  wick  v.  Broad  wood,  3  Beav.  540.  Tenn.    679;    Somerset    County    Bank 

Where  Discovery  upon  Interrogatories  z\  Veghte,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  39,  wherein  it 

Is  Hot  CaUed  For.  —  In  Hilton  v,  Guy-  is  said  that  where  a  plea  sets  up  the 

ott,  42  Fed.  Rep.  251,  it  is  said  that  in  statute  of  limitations  and  denies  the 

modem  practice,  even  though  the  bill  fraud    imputed    to    the    defendant   it 

contains    anticipatory    averments,   no  should  be  accompanied  by  an  answer 

answer  in  support  of  the  plea  is  neces-  in  subsidium^  but  where  the  bill  con- 

sary  unless  discovery  upon  interroga-  tains  a  general  charge  of  fraud  only, 

tories  is  called  for.  with  no  specification,  and  waives  the 
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/.  Nature  of  Supporting  Answer  —  (i)  For  Discovery  Only. 

—  An  answer  in  support  of  a  plea  is  not  put  in  as  a  defense  to 
the  suit  but  is  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  complainant  the 
benefit  of  a  discovery  to  defeat  the  plea,  which  only  contains  a 
general  denial  of  the  equitable  circumstances  charged  in  the  bill. 
Such  answer  can  be  used  only  to  support  or  disprove  the  plea.* 
(2)  Plea  Overruled  by  Supporting  Answer,  —  Therefore  when  an 
answer  is  put  in  to  support  a  plea  it  cannot  be  said  to  overrule 
the  plea,'  but  the  answer  in  this  case,  as  in  the  cases  where  the 
plea  and  answer  are  put  in  to  different  parts  of  the  bill,  must  not 
be  an  answer  to  anything  which  by  the  plea  the  defendant  has 
objected  to  answering,  else  the  plea  will  be  overruled  by  the 
answer.* 

answer  under  oath,  then  the  discovery  averments  in  the  plea  are  permitted  to 
usually  sought  by  such  a  bill  in  order  be  made  upon  the  belief  of  the  defend- 
to  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  is  also  ant,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  him,  in  the 
waived,  and  a  failure  to  file  an  answer  answer  in  support  of  such  plea,  to  deny 
sit  subsidium  is  not  fatal,  especially  the  equitable  circumstances  stated  in 
where  no  objection  is  made  for  the  the  bill,  according  to  his  knowledge, 
want  of  such  answer.  information,  and  belief  only.**    Bolton 

1.  Souzer  v,  De  Meyer,  3  Paige  (N.  v,  Gardner,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  273. 
V.)  577;   Greene  v,  Harris,  11  R.  I.  5;        Denial  in  General  Terms  of  Bill.— If 

Spivey  v,  Frazee,  7  Ind.  663;  Andrews  the  bill,  after  stating  the  circumstances 

V.  Brown,  3  Cush.  (Mass.)  133;  Cheat-  on    which     the    plaintiff's    equity    is 

ham  V,  Pearce,  89  Tenn.  679;   Thring  founded,  charges  that  the  defendant, 

V.  Edgar,  2  Sim.  &  S.  279;  Story's  Eq.  before  his  title  to  the  subject  in  dispute 

PI.  (loth  ed.),  g  671;    I  Mitford's  PI.  accrued,  had  notice  of  the  several  cir- 

197.  cumstances  therein  stated,  an  answer 

8afieien^    ef    Deniil   in    Answer.  —  denying  that  charge  in  the  same  gen- 

"  The  rule  which  requires  an  answer  eral  terms  is  sufficient,  notwithstand- 

in  support  of  a  plea,  in  certain  cases,  ing  it  is  filed  to  support  a  plea  of 

does  not  render  it  necessarv  that  the  purchase   for  valuable  consideration, 

defendant  should  deny  positively,  in  The    vice-chancellor  said  that  before 

the  answer,  matters  of  which  it  cannot  the  orders  of  August,  1841,  came  into 

be    presumed    he    has    any    personal  operation  such  an  answer,  he  thought, 

knowledge.     Where  fraud  or  other  cir-  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  sup- 

cumstances  are  charged  for  the  purpose  port  the  plea,  since  said  order  declares 

of  avoiding  a  release,  the  defendant  that  the  defendant  shall  not  be  bound 

pleading  the  release  must,  by  proper  to  answer  any  statement  or  charges  in 

negative  averments  in  his  plea,  deny  the  bill  unleM  he  shall  be  specifically 

the  allegations  of  fraud,  etc.,  and  must  and  particularly  interrogated  thereto, 

support  his  plea  by  a  full  answer  and  Gordon  v,  Shaw,  14  Sim.  393. 
discovery  as  to  every  equitable  circum-        2.  Bogardus   v.  Trinity    Church,    4 

stance  charged  in  the  bill  to  avoid  the  Paige  (N.  Y.)  196;    Seifred  v.  People's 

bar.    *    *    *    But  in  the  case  of  nega-  Bank,  i  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  200;  Huntington 

tive  averments  as  to  matters  not  alleged  v.  Laidley,  79  Fed.  Rep.  865;  Ferguson 

to  be  the  act   of    the  defendant,    or  v,  O'Harra,    Pet.  (C.  C.)  493;    Lewis 

where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  he  v.  Baird,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  56. 
cannot  be  supposed  to  have  any  per-        8.  Greene  v,  Harris,  11  R.  I.  5;  Bell 

sonal  knowledge  of  the  subject,  it  is  v.  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  194;  Bolton  v. 

sufficient  for  him   to    deny  the  facts  Gardner,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  273;    Portar- 

charged  upon  his  belief  only.     Drew  lington  v,  Soulby,  6  Sim.  356:  Getting- 

V,  Drew,  2  Ves.  &  B.  159.    The  defend-  ton  v.  Fletcher,  2  Atk.  155;  Davies  v, 

ant.  however,   must  be  careful  so  to  Davies,   2    Keen   534;    M*Taggart    v, 

frame  his  averments  that  the  complain-  M'Taggart,  6  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  164. 
ant  mav  put  the  facts  in  issue  by  a        Answer  Lindted  by  Plea.  —  Where  the 

replication.    And  where  the  negative  answer  is  in  support  of  the  plea  no 
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g.  Denial  by  Plea  and  Answer.  —  It  is  established  by  the 

authorities  that  when  a  bill  contains  allegations  of  fact  which  if 
true  would  overcome  the  bar  which  is  set  up  by  plea,  those  facts 
must  be  denied  generally  in  the  plea,  as  well  as  specifically  and  in 
detail  in  the  answer  filed  in  support  of  the  plea.' 

question  can  be  raised  by  the  answer  be  fatal  to  the  plea.     This  difficulty  led 

which  is  not  raised  by  the  plea.     An-  to    the    absurd    device    (which     was 

drews    v.    Brown,    3     Cush.    (Mass.)  adopted  in  Thring  v.  Edgar,  2  Sim.  & 

133.  S.  274,  and  which  so  confounded  Lord 

Whors  a  HegatiTe  Pisa  Is  fapportsd  by  Cottenham  in  Denys  v.  Locock,  3  Myl. 

an  Answer  it  is  said  that  both  the  plea  &  C.  205)  of  pleading  to  all  the  bill  ex- 

and  the  answer  cover  the  same  part  of  cept  the  interrogating  part  and  answer- 

the  bill,  because  the  answer  furnishes  ing  the  latter."     Langdell's   Eq.   PI., 

the  defendant's  testimony  in  regard  to  §   104.     The  great  difficulty  in  many 

the  facts  upon  which  the  truth  of  the  cases  in  drawing  a  plea  and  supporting 

plea  depends.     Cheatham  v,  Pearce,  89  answers  so  that  the  latter  will  not  over- 

Tenn.  679.  rule  the  former  is  shown  by  the  case  of 

Proper  Form.  —  A  plea  to  all  the  re*  Dearman  ?/.  Wyche,  9  Sim.  570,  wherein 

lief  and  to  all  the  discovery  except  such  the    vice-chanceUor    allowed    a    plea 

as  is  required  in  support  of  the  plea  is  which  he  held  properly  denied  by  an* 

proper  in  form.     Bogardus  v.  Trinity  swer  those    matters    and    those  only 

Church,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  196.  which,  had  the^  not  been  so  denied. 

But  it  is  also  held  that  where  the  would  have  avoided  the  plea,  observing 
plea  is  to  the  whole  bill  and  the  answer  that  he  was  only  surprised,  "  consider- 
in  support  thereof  sufficiently  appears  ing  the  various  statements  which  have 
to  be  onl^  such  an  answer  as  the  nature  been  introduced  into  the  bill  for  that 
of  the  bill  requires  in  support  of  the  purpose,  that  the  pleader  has  succeeded 
plea,  it  is  sufficient.  Huntington  v.  in  answering  only  those  passages  of 
Laidley,  79  Fed.  Rep.  865.  the  bill  which,  in  my  (pinion,  he  was 

Former  Difficulty  in  Drawing  Such  a  alone  bound  to  answer,  leaving  those 
Pica,  —  Where  the  plea  is  to  the  whole  which,  if  answered,  would  have  over- 
bill  for  relief  and  discovery,  and  an  ruled  his  plea,  to  be  met  by  the  aver- 
answer  is  put  in  to  equities  charged  in  ments  of  the  plea."  See  also  Denys 
the  bill  in  avoidance  of  the  defense,  it  v.  Locock,  3  Myl.  &  C.  236,  wherein 
is  held  that  the  plea  is  bad  in  form  be-  the  lord  chancellor  said:  **  The  plea 
cause  it  should  have  been  confined  to  has  attempted  to  do  that  which  in  this 
all  the  relief  and  all  the  discovery  ex-  case  seems  to  have  been  utterly  impos- 
cept  that  which  was  made  by  the  an-  sible,  and  in  very  few  cases  is  possible; 
swer  as  evidence  of  the  plea.  Portar-  namely,  to  a  bill  so  constituted  as  this 
lington  V,  Soulby,  6  Sim.  356;  Davies  is,  to  plead  to  part  and  answer  to  part; 
r.  Davies,  2  Keen  534,  wherein  the  plea  for  unless  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that 
was  to  part  of  the  relief  and  part  of  the  the  allegations  which  are  pleaded  to  do 
discovery,  but  leave  was  given  to  not  tend  to  that  conclusion  which  the 
amend.  plaintiff  seeks  to  establish,  the  defend- 

This  form  is  said  to  have  arisen  as  a  ant  cannot  support  a  negative  plea  by 

device  to  meet  the  ruling  in  Thring  v.  leaving    unanswered    and    admitting 

Edgar,  2  Sim.  &  S.  274*  which  made  it  allegations  which  go  to  establish  the 

necessary   to  separate   with   accuracy  issue  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equity 

the  allegations  to  be  denied  by  the  plea  rests." 

from  the  charges  of  evidence  to  be  an-  AffirmatiTe  Xattsr  Sferieksn  Oat  as  8ar- 
swered.  Lan^dell  observes:  *'  As  bills  plnsags.  —  Where  the  answer  is  in  fact 
were  not  required  to  be  drawn  with  any  in  support  of  a  plea,  it  is  held  that 
reference  to  such  a  separation  it  was  while  new  matter  alleged  and  affirma- 
impossible  to  make  it;  or  at  least,  no  tive  relief  asked  should  not  be  incorpo- 
two  persons  would  be  likely  to  agree  rated  into  it,  such  matter  may  be  con- 
precisely  as  to  where  the  line  should  sidered  as  surplusage  and  stricken  out. 
be  drawn;  and  yet,  if  the  judge  Huntington  v,  Laidley,  79  Fed.  Rep. 
thought  the  defendant  should  have  an-  866. 

s  we  red  a  word  more   or  a  word   less        1.  District  of  Columbia.  —  Taylor  v. 

than  he  had  answered  in  fact,  it  might  Duncanson,  20  D.  C.  511. 
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Th«  l«BM  of  tlM  x«l«  is  that  a  plea  must  be  perfect  in  itself,  so  that 
if  true  in  point  of  fact  there  may  be  an  end  of  the  cause.  So  if 
the  bill  seeks  to  avoid  a  l^al  bar  on  equitable  grounds,  a  naked 
plea  of  the  bar  without  averments  denying  the  equitable  matter 
will  present  no  fact  to  be  tried  upon  the  plea,  because  the  bill 
admits  the  legal  bar,^  and  if  equitable  circumstances  are  charged 
which  would  be  evidence  in  favor  of  the  plaintiif  against  the  bar 
set  up  by  the  plea,  a  plea  which  does  not  deny  such  charges 
admits  them.' 

Florida,  —  Henderson  v,  Chaires,  35  awards.     In  Lloyd  v.  Smith,  i  Anstr. 

Fla.  437.  258,  in  the  same  coart,  such  a  naked 

Maryland,  —  Rouskalp  v,  Ketshner,  plea  of  a  releaA  charged  by  a  bill  to 

49  Md.  516.  have  been  procured  by  fraud  was  not 

Michigan,  —  Schwarz     v.     Wendell,  allowed  in  the  first  instance,  but  was 

Harr.  (Mich.)  395.  reserved  to  the  hearing;  and  in  Bayley 

New   Hampshire,  —  Bell    v.    Wood-  r.  Adams,  6  Ves.  Jr.  586,  the  authority 

ward,  43  N.  H.  193;  Bellows  v.  Stone,  of  those  cases  was  shaken,  and  it  was 

8  N.  H.  286.  considered  by  Lord  Eldon  as  the  better 

New  Jersey,  —  Harrison  v,  Farring-  rule  that  the  charges  in  the  bill  must 

ton,  38  N.  J.  Ea.  361;    Farrington  v,  be  met  by  way  of  general  averments  in 

Harrison,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  232.  the  plea,  as  well  as  particularly  in  the 

New  York,  —  Bogardas  v.  Trinity  answer.  Compare  Eaton  v,  Eaton,  8 
Chnrch,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  178;  Allen  v,  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  103;  French  v.  Shot- 
Randolph,  4  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  6j3;  well,  5  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  564;  Spivey 
Goodrich  r.  Pendleton,  3  Johns.  Ch.  v,  Frazee,  7  Ind.  661;  Payne  v,  Hatha- 
(N,  Y.)  384;  Lawrence  v.  Pool,  2  Sandf.  way.  3  Vt.  212;  Foley  r.  Hill,  3  Myl.  & 
(N.  Y.)  540.  C.  481. 

Rhode  Island,  —  Greene  v.  Harris,  11  IMseretion  to  Bsfolrs  Partioalirity  ia. 

R.  I.  5.  Floa.  —  Where  a  defendant  had  already 

South  Carolina. — Snelgrove  v.  Snel-  defaulted    in   his  pleadings    and    the 

gtx>Te,  4  Desaus.  (S.  CarO  288.  court  had  granted  him  leave  to  file  a 

Tennessee,  —  Whitthorne  v.  St.  Louis  plea  and  supporting  answer,   it    was 

Mat.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  150.  held  that  he  should  not  complain  of  the 

Vermont,  —  Foster  v,  Foster,  51  Vt.  order  granting  such  leave  because  it 

216.  required  him  to  answer  specifications 

West  Virginia,  —  Barrett  v,  McAllis-  of  fraud  and   misrepresentation    par- 

ter,  35  W.  Va.  103.  ticulariy  and  in  detail  both  in  his  plea 

United  States,  —  Armengaud  v,  Cou-  and  in  his  answer,  though,  under  the 

dert,  23  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  484;    Sims  v,  general  rules  of  pleading,  the  denials 

Lyle,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  303;   Lewis  v,  in  his  plea  need  not  have  been  so  par- 

Baird,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  56;   Ferguson  ticular  as  those  in  his  answer.    Taylor 

V.  O'Harra,  Peu  (U.  S.)  494.  v.  Duncanson,  20  D.  C«  511. 

England,  —  Whitchurch   v,  Bevis,  2  1.  Greene  v.  Harris,  11  R.  L  5:  Cork 

Bro.  C.  C.  559:    Phelps  v.  Sproule,   i  v,   Wilcock,   5   Madd.   328;    Foster  v. 

Myl.  &  K.  231;  Foley  v.  Hill.  3  Myl.  &  Foster,  51  Vt.  216. 

C.481:   Stearns  v.  Page,   i  Story  (U.  2.  Henderson  z/.  Chaires,  35  Fla.  439; 

S.)  204;   Morison  V.  Tumour,  18  Ves.  Whitthorne  v.  St.  Louis  Mut.  L.  Ins. 

Jr.  175:  Mitford's  PI.  212.  Co.,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  150. 

Contra.  —  This  rule  has  been  settled  To  AfRnrd  Opportunity  to  Contradlet.  — 
from  an  early  date,  though  there  have  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  a  par- 
been  cases  in  which  a  contrary  ruling  ticular  discovery  in  relation  to  such 
was  made.  In  Allen  v,  Randolph,  4  matters  and  also  an  opportunity  to  con- 
Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  695,  the  court  re-  tradict  the  defendant's  statement,  if 
f erred  to  Pope  v,  Bish,  i  Anstr.  59,  and  untrue,  by  evidence,  and  for  the  latter 
Edmundson  v.  Hartley,  i  Anstr.  97,  purpose  the  plea  must  negative  the 
wherein  a  naked  award  was  pleaded,  facts  charged  in  the  bill  as  well  as  in 
In  the  latter  of  these  cases  the  court  the  answer.  Bellows  v.  Stone,  8  N.  H. 
said  that  it  did  not  mean  to  extend  the  287;  Farrington  v,  Harrison,  44  N.  I. 
authority  of  them  beyond  the  case  of  Eq.  232;   Barrett  r.  McAllister.  35  W. 
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5.  Answers  in  Subsidinm.  —  There  are  cases  in  which  a  plea  may 
be  supported  by  an  answer  though  no  equitable  circumstances 
are  alleged  in  the  bill,  as  in  the  cases  which  have  already  been 
treated.  Such  an  answer  is  upon  matters  not  charged  in  tiie  bill 
and  is  merely  in  aid  of  the  plea,  and  it  does  not  overrule  the  plea 
because  it  does  not  put  anything  in  issue  which  by  the  plea  is 
precluded  from  being  set  up  in  an  answer.^ 

Yin.  PnocBBDnres  irpov  thx  Plea  —  1.  Beplying  to  or  Setting 
Down  for  Argument  —  If  a  plea  is  unexceptional  in  its  form  and 
character,  the  plaintiif  should  either  reply  to  it  and  put  in  issue 
the  facts  relied  upon,  or  he  should  set  it  down  for  argument.' 

3.  Teit  of  Sni&oienoy  ^ —  Setting  Sown  for  Argument  —  The  proper 
method  of  testing  the  sufficiency  of  a  plea  is  to  set  it  down  for 
argument.'    And  the  setting  of  a  plea  for  hearing  on  its  sufli- 

Va.  103;  Snelgrove  v,  Snelgrove,  4  setts,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  257;  Farley  v, 
Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  288.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  314;  Hatch  r.  Ban- 
Burden  of  Proof. —  Under  the  issue  croft-Thompson  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  802. 
formed  on  such  a  plea  it  is  not  incum-  A  ^pooUl  BopUoatJon  to  a  plea  ia 
bent  upon  the  defendant  both  to  prove  chancery  is  not  allowed.  Barrett  r. 
the  contract  which  he  pleads  in  bar  McAllister,  35  W.  Va.  103;  Dows  r. 
and  to  assume  in  the  first  instance  the  McMichael,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.)  145:  Mc- 
negative  of  showing  that  it  was  not  in  Clane  v.  Shepherd,  21  N.  J.  £q.  76; 
bad  faith  or  in  fraud  that  it  arose.  The  Foley  v.  Hill,  3  Myl.  &  C.  482. 
complainant,  by  setting  out  the  con-  8.  Peay  v,  Duncan,  20  Ark.  85; 
tract  and  attacking  it  for  alleged  fraud,  Dixon  v,  Dixon,  61  III.  324;  Lester  r. 
does  not  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  Stevens,  29  111.  155;  Ronskulp  v. 
right  of  pleading  the  contract  in  bar.  Kershner,  49  Md.  521;  Moretoo  v. 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  Harrison,  i  Bland  (Md.)  493;  Klepper 
cannot  so  plead  it  as  to  preclude  the  v.  Powell,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  504;  Haa- 
complainant  from  introducing  proof  of  num  v.  Mclnturf,  6  BaxL  (Tenn.)  225; 
the  fraud  charged  in  the  bill.  Far-  Graham  v.  Nelson,  5  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
rington  v.  Harrison,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  232.  609;  Farley  r.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303; 
1.  Hatnro  of  Aaswor  in  Baboldiiim. —  Hatch  v.  Bancroft-Thompson  Co.,  67 
**  You  may  answer  anything  which  is  Fed.  Rep.  802;  Sharon  v.  Hill,  22  Fed. 
not  charged  in  the  bill  in  subsidium  of  Rep.  29:  Hughes  r.  Blake,  6  WheaL 
your  plea,  as  you  may  deny  notice  in  (U.  S.)  453;  Harris  v,  Ingledew,  3  P. 
your  answer  which  you  deny  also  in  Wms.  94. 

your  plea,  because  that  is  not  putting  Adoption  of  EngHih  Fnodoo.— 
anything  in  issue  which  you  would  Though  a  plea  may  not  be  a  frequent 
cover  by  your  plea  from  being  put  in  mode  of  defense,  when  it  is  resorted  to 
issue;  but  it  is  adding  by  way  of  an-  it  is  held  that  the  practice  of  the  English 
swer  that  which  will  support  your  plea  Court  of  Chancery  applies  to  it,  and 
and  not  an  answer  to  a  charge  in  the  that  it  should  be  dealt  with  and  pro- 
bill  which  by  your  plea  you  would  de-  ceeded  on  according  to  the  settled 
cline.'*  Wigram  on  Discovery  148.  rules  and  practice  of  such  court. 
See  also  i  Daniell's  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  Rouskulp  v,  Kershner,  49  Md.  521; 
(6th  Am.  ed.)  625.  Chase  v.  M' Donald,  7  Har.  &  J.  (Md.) 

Answers  Whieh  Are  HoosiiiTy  in  Sup-  160. 

port  of  Pleas  have  also  been  called  an-  Xothod  of  Sotting  Bown.  —  *'  This  is 

swers  in  subsidium.     Thus  in  Harrison  done  either  on  petition  or  motion.    If 

V.  Farrington,  38  N.  J.   Eq.  361,  it  is  done  by   petition,   the    petition    must 

said   that  *'  where,  as  in   the  present  contain  the  title  of  the  cause,  the  time 

case,  the  bill  anticipates  the  bar  and  when  the  plea  was  filed,  etc.,  and  pny 

alleges  facts  to  avoid  it,  an  answer  is  that  it  be  set  down  for  hearing,  etc, 

necessary,  in  subsidium^  to  support  the  upon  which  the  court  makes  an  order, 

plea.'*  and  a  copy  of  the  petition  and  order  is 

S.  Montgomery   v.  Olwell,  i   Tenn.  served  on  the  opposite  party."     Ray- 

Ch.   184;    Rhode  Island  v,  Massachu-  mond  v,  Simonson,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  79, 
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ciency  or  taking  issue  upon  it  is  held  to  be  a  step  necessarj'  to  the 
progress  of  the  cause.  ^ 

Blihtt  Party  may  have  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  determined  by 
setting  it  down  for  ai^ument.' 

Boramr.  —  Setting  down  for  argument  is  said  to  answer  to  a 
demurrer  at  law,'  but  a  demurrer  is  not  recognized  as  an  appro- 
priate method  of  testing  the  sufficiency  of  a  plea  in  equity.^ 
When,  however,  a  complainant  demurs  instead  of  setting  down 
for  argument,  the  demurrer  may  be  treated  as  equivalent  to  the 
proper  course,  although  it  is  not  regular,  the  objection  being  one 
of  form.* 

HHng  Beames's  Ord.   in    Ch.    121,    i  Daniell's  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 

Newl.  Prac.  119,  and  i  Moult.  Prac.  692. 

270.    See  also  Mazarredo  v.  Maitland,  If  the  Pliintiif  Bom  Hot  Beply  to  a 

3  Madd.  38.  Pita,  the  defendant  may  set  it  down  for 

Vadar  Pyaetioo  Aoti  and  Bvloi  of  Court  a  hearing.     Flagg  v.  Bonnel,  10  N.  J. 

in  some  states  the  practice  is  less  com-  Eq.  82. 

plicated,  more  direct,  less  expensive  u  the  Plaintiff  Boos  Hot  Sot  Down  the 

and  laborious  than  this  English  s^s-  plea  for  argument  within  the  time  pre- 

tem,  motions  and  rules  of  court  being  scribed,  its  sufficiency  will  be  admitted, 

permitted  in  term  time  without  previ-  Jordan  v.  Sawkins,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  372. 

oas  notice,   instead  of    petitions  and  If  a  Plea  Is  Sot  Down  by  tho  Dolindant, 

notice,  and  if  the  parties  are  in  court  and  he  does  notappear  when  called,  on 

they  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  such  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  was  served 

motions  and  orders.     See  Raymond  r.  with  the  order  to  set  down  the  plea,  as 

Simonson,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  79.  required  by  the  English  practice,  the 

1.  Montgomery  v.   Olwell,  i   Tenn.  plea  will  be  overruled;    but  if  such 

Ch.    183,   holding    that    under    Code,  proof  of  the  service  of  the  order  is  not 

§  4390,  a  rule  on  the  complainant  to  produced  the  plea  will  be  struck  out  of 

take  any  necessary  step  may  be  made  the  paper,  but  not  overruled,  and  will 

during  the  term.  not  be  restored  without  an  affidavit  ac- 

Inq^iod  Confossion  of  Ploa.  ^-  If,  after  counting  for  the  delay.    Maxarredo  v. 

plea,  the  plaintiff  proceeds  in  such  a  Maitland,  2  Madd.  38.     See  also  Parker 

manner  as  to  confess  a  plea,  it  will  be  v.  Alcock,  i  Y.  &  J.  195. 

considered  as  if  it  had  been  allowed.  8.  Flagg  v,  Bonnel,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  82; 

Fulton  V,  Greacen,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  443.  Rouskulp    v,  Kershner,  49   Md.   521; 

Argnmont  of   Ploa  Boftoro  Xotion  for  Burrell  v.  Hackley,  35  Fed.  Rep.  833. 

Iqjnnetion.  —  After  a  plea  there  can  be  4.  Spangler  v,  Spangler,  19  111.  A  pp. 

no  motion  for  an  injunction  until  the  28;  Lester  v,  Stevens,  29  111.  155;  Dix- 

plea  is  argued.     Humphreys  z/.  Hum-  on  v,  Dixon,  61   111.  324;  Thomas  v, 

phreys,  3  P.  Wms.  306.  Brashear,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  67;  Beck 

BacMption  to  Answor.  —  Where  a  de-  v.  Beck,  36  Miss.  72;  Winters  v,  Claitor, 

fendant  pleads  and  answers  different  54  Miss.  341;  Hannum  v,  Mclnturf,  6 

parts  of  the  bill,  exceptions  cannot  be  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  225 ;  Graham  v.  Nelson,  5 

taken  to  the  answer  until  the  plea  is  Humph.  (Tenn.)  609;    Zimmerman  v, 

argued  or  ordered  to  stand  for  an  an-  So  Relle,  80  Fed.  Rep.  417.     See  also 

swer.     Darnell  v.  Reyny,  i  Vern.  344;  article  Demurrers  in  Chancery,  vol. 

Brownell  v.  Curtis,   10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  6,  p.  391. 

310.      See   also   article   Answers    in  A  Bnnnrror  Is  Vovor  Baiortod  to  for 

Equity  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  901.  the  purpose  of  settling  the  valiiicy  of 

Xotion  lot  Frodnetion.  —  Where  a  de-  a  plea;  such  method  of  procedure  is 

fendant    pleaded    to  a  part  and    an-  not  recognized  in  the  books.    Traverst^. 

swered  the  remainder  of  a  bill,  and  the  Ross,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  258;  Raymond  v. 

plaintiff  moved  for  production  before  Simonson,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  79;  Winters 

the  plea  had  been  set  down,  the  court  v.  Claitor,  54  Miss.  341;  Hannum  v. 

directed  the  motion  to  stand  over  be-  Mclnturf,  6    Baxt.  (Tenn.J  225;    Mit- 

fore     the     plea    had    been    argued,  ford's  PI.  367;  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  11 1. 

Buchanan  v,  Hodgson,  11  Beav.  368.  6.  Rouskulp  v.  Kershner,  49  Md.  521; 

%,  Story's  Eq.  PI.  (loth  ed.).  §  697;  i  Danels  r.  Taggart,   i  Gill  &  J.  (Md.) 
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Xotion  to  ttrlkft.  —  A  motion  to  strike  is  not  available  for  the  pur- 
pose of  testing  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  as  a  defense.^ 

3.  Sftot  of  Setting  Down  for  ikigomeat  —  Setting  down  a  plea 
for  argument  avails  the  party  only  to  test  the  sufficiency  of  the 
plea,* 

Admifiion  of  Trath.  —  If  the  complainant  elects  to  set  down  a  plea 
for  argument  he  admits  the  truth  of  all  the  facts  stated  therein, 
and  merely  denies  their  sufficiency,  in  point  of  law,  to  prevent  a 
recovery.'  On  the  other  hand,  a  pure  plea  admits  the  case  made 
by  the  bill,^  so  that  when  a  plea  is  set  down  for  argument  the 
condition  of  the  pleadings  will  be  taken  as  if  the  cause  was  argued 
on  bill  and  answer.* 

4.  Pleas  Beforred  Befbre  Aignmeat  —  Pleas  of  outlawry,  of 
another  suit  pending,  or  of  a  decree  signed  or  enrolled,  are  not 
usually  set  down  for  argument.* 

311;    Klepper    v.     Powell,    6    Heisk.  (U.  S.)  271;   Gallarher  v.   Roberts,  i 

(Tenn.)  503;  H  annum  v,  Mc  In  turf,  6  Wash.  (U.  S.)  390;  Burrell  9.  HacUey, 

Baxt.  (Tenn.)  335;  Raymond  v,  Simon-  35  Fed.  Rep.  833;  Behreos  v.  Pauli,  i 

son,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  79;   Spangler  v.  Keen  456. 

Spangler,   19  111.  App.   38;    Dixon   r.  4.  Gage  v.  Smith,  143  111.  195:  Gold* 

Dixon,  61  III.  324;  Zimmerman  v.  So  smith  v.  Gilliland,  24  Fed.  Rep.   154; 

Relle,  80  Fed.  Rep.  417.     See  also  Witt  Lilienthal  v.  Washburn,  4  Woods  (U. 

V.  Ellis.  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  40.  S.)  65. 

Bemiirrer    BMshM    Baok   to   BUL —  tafleUnojof  BUI  AfkorFlsa. — A  pany 

Where  a  demurrer  was  recognized  as  the  pleading  to  a  bill  is  not  allowed  to  sus- 

proper  method  of  testing  the  sufficiency  tain  his  plea  by  proving  the  bill  to  be 

of  the  plea,  it  was  held  that  it  presented  defective.    Sperry  v.   Miller,   2   Barb, 

the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  632;  Lawrence  v.  Pool,  2 

bill  as  well  as  of  the  plea.    Beard  tr.  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  540. 

Bowler,  2  Bond  (U.  S.)  13.  lo  Sur  as  Hot  Otatnidioted  by  the  plea, 

1.  Corlies  v.   Corlies,   23  N.   T.  Ea.  the  bill  is  admitted  to  be  true  for  the 

197;  Armengaudv.  Coudert,23Blatcht.  purpose  of  deciding  the  validity  of  a 

(U.  S.)  484.  plea.      Graves    v.    Bloadell,    70   Me. 

Xotioni  to  Sst  Aiids  Floa  and  Boplj.—  192. 

In  Newton  v,  Thayer,  17  Pick.  (Mass.)  5.  Simons  sr.  Milman,   3  Sim.  241. 

129,  there  was  a  reply  to  a  plea  which  See  also  Brown  v.  Solary,  37  Fla.  116; 

the  defendant  moved  to  set  aside,  and  Wilson  v.  Fridenburg,  tg  Fla.  461. 

the  court  held  that  if  the  complainant  A.  Pleas  of  outlawry  are  pleaded  swi 

wished  to  insist  that  the  plea  was  in-  sigillo,  so  that  the  truth  of  the  fact  is 

sufficient,    whether    true  or    not,    his  ascertained   by  the   former   pleading, 

course  was   to  move  to  set  it  aside,  and  pleas  of  another  suit  pending  and 

This  being  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  of  a  decree  signed  or  enrolled  are  re- 

the  case  as  it  stood  might  be  consid-  ferred  for  inquiry  into  their  truth,    i 

ered  as  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  Daniell's  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 


692. 
Wslver  of  Bsteonos  by  PlaiatUt  —  In 

Morgan  v.  Morgan,  i  Atk.  53,  the  rule 
was  laid  down  by  the  lord  chancellor 
that  where  a  defendant  pleads  a  decree 


plea  for  insufficiency. 

S.  Snow  V.  Counselman,  136  111.  191; 
Meeker  v.  Marsh,  i  N.  J.  Eq.  198. 

S.  Cammann  v,  Traphagan,  t  N.  J. 
Eq.  38;  Snow  v,  Counselman,  136  111. 

197;  Brown  v,  Solary,  37  Fla.  it6;  WiU  of  dismission  of  a  former  cause,  for  the 

son  V,  Fridenburg,  19  Fla.  461 ;  York  same  matters,  in  bar  of  the  plaintifTs 

Mfg.  Co.  V.  Cutts.  18  Me.  204;  Rowley  demand  on  his  new  bill,  if  the  plaintiff 

V,  Williams,  5  Wis.  151;  Rhode  Island  does  not  apply  to  the  court  that  it  may 

V.  Massachusetts,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  357;  be  referred  to  a  master  to  state  whether 

Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  314;  U.  S.  there  is  such  a  decree,  but  sets  down 

V.  California,  etc..  Land  Co.,  148  U.  S.  the  cause  upon  the  new  bill  for  hearing. 

31;  Wheeler  v.  McCormick,  8  Blatchf.  it  is  a  waiver  of  his  right  of  application 
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PlM  of  AnotlMr  Mt  Pradiag.  —  It  is  irregular  to  reply  to  a  plea  of 
the  pendency  of  a  former  suit  for  the  same  matter,  and  it  should 
not  be  set  down  for  argument ;  the  proper  course  is  to  obtain  a 
reference  of  the  plea  to  the  master,^  as  by  setting  down  a  plea  for 
argument  the  plaintiff  admits  the  truth  thereof.' 

Blipositioa  of  Pita  Afkv  Boteoaoo.  —  If  the  plea  is  found  to  be  true 
upon  the  reference  it  will  be  allowed,  and  if  found  to  be  false  it 
will  be  overruled.* 

6.  Qoeitions  of  Form  or  Irreg^vlftritj — Motion.  —  It  is  held  that 
the  proper  course  to  pursue  in  order  to  take  objection  to  a  plea 
irregularly  filed  is  by  motion  to  take  it  off  the  files  and  not  by 
setting  it  down  for  argument,  because  the  latter  course  is  only  for 
the  purpose  of  deciding  upon  the  worth  of  the  plea,^  and  a  plea 
which  alleges  matters  not  proper  to  be  brought  forward  by  a  plea 
may  be  stricken  from  the  files  on  motion.* 

ttriUng  for  VonoompliAiioo  with  T«nni.  —  If  upon  leave  to  plead  the 

for  such  reference,  and  the  court  will  to  enable  the  court  to  decide  upon  the 

determine  it.  validity  of  the  plea. 

1.  Jones    V.    Segueira,    i    Phil.    82;        4.  Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43 

Battell  p.  Matot,  58  Vt.  281.    See  also  N.  H.  249;  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige 

article  Another  Suit  Pending,  vol.  i,  (N.  Y.)  566;  Craig  v,  McKinney,  72  111. 

p.  750.  305;  Benson  v.  Jones,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  498, 

%.  Tarleton  v.  Barnes,  2  Keen  632.  holding  that  where  more  than  one  plea 

Pendeney  of  Suit  in  Anoihtr  Juiidio-  is  filed  to  the  same  bill  or  to  the  same 

tion.  —  The  practice  of  taking  a  refer-  part  of  the  bill,  without  leave  of  court, 

ence  instead  of  setting  down  the  plea  it  might  on  motion  be  ordered  to  be 

for    argument   was  held    to  have  no  taken  from  the  files,  or  the  court  might 

bearing  on  a  case  where  the  pendency  perhaps  direct  this  of  its  own  motion ; 

of  another  suit  in  a  different  jurisdic-  Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303;  Ritchie 

tion  was  pleaded.     Zimmerman  v.  So  v.  Aylwin,  15  Ves.  Jr.   79;  Brooks  v. 

Relle,  80  Fed.  Rep.  421.  Purton,  i  Y.  &  Coll.  Ch.  278;  Wild  v, 

8.  Battell  r.    Matot,   58  Vt.  281;    i  Gladstone,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  286,  15 

Danieirs  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  Jur.  713,  the  defect  in  which  case  was 

637.  the  omission  of  the  oath  to  the  plea, 

Bacooptioas  to  Boport  ^  It  is  held  that  but  in  Wall  v.  Stubbs,  2  Ves.  &  B.  354, 
the  defendant  may  except  to  the  report  it  was  held  that  the  omission  of  the 
of  the  master  finding  the  truth  of  the  oath  from  a  plea  of  matte rtM/oiV  i^ould 
plea,  and  that  the  plea  will  then  stand  cause  it  to  be  ordered  to  be  taken  off 
for  argument  as  to  its  sufficiency,  the  file,  although  it  had  been  set  down 
American  Bible  Soc.  v,  Hague,  4  Edw.  for  argument,  as  this  irregularity 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  117;  Wilkes  v.  Henry,  4  would  not  admit  of  waiver;  O'Brien  r. 
Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  672,  holding  that  the  White,  2  Hog.  237,  holding  that  a  mo- 
question  on  exception  to  the  master's  tion  to  take  a  plea  off  the  file  because 
report  is  not  whether  the  plea  is  good  it  was  not  sworn  to  should  be  made 
in  point  of  law  to  bar  discovery  or  re-  before  the  plea  was  set  down  for  argu- 
lief  claimed  by  the  bill,  as  that  ques-  ment. 

tion  can  only  be  determined  when  the        XffMt  of  Btxikliig  firom  Tiloi.  —  If  a 

cause  is  set  down  for  hearing  on  the  plea  is  taken  from  the  files  for  irregu- 

plea  after  the  master's  report  has  been  lartty  on  the  ground  that  it  has  not 

confirmed.  been  properly  sworn  to,  the  defendant 

In  Hart  v.  Philips,  9  Paige  (N.  Y.)  as  a  matter  of  course  has  the  right  to 

393,  it  was  held  that  where  the  master  file    a    new     plea    properly    verified, 

reported  the  truth  of  a  plea,  the  defend-  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  566. 
ant  could  not  obtain  an  order  upon  mo-        5.  Armengaud  v.  Coudert,  23  Blatchf. 

tion  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff's  bill,  but  (U.  S.)  484;  Union  Switch,  etc.,  Co.  r. 

must  bring  the  cause  on  to  be  heard  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep. 

upon  the  plea  and  the  master's  report  833. 
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defendant  does  not  comply  with  the  tenns  imposed  upon  granting 
the  leave,  the  court  may  strike  the  plea  from  the  files.  ^ 

Vpott  Argunfliit  of  PIm.  —  It  is  held  that  upon  the  argument  of  a 
plea  regularly  set  down,  the  question  of  technical  form  or  irregu- 
larity cannot  be  considered.' 

6.  BfTect  of  Allowing  Plea.  —  If  a  plea  is  allowed  upon  argument 
nothing  remains  but  to  prove  the  truth  thereof,'  and  for  this  pur- 
pose the  court  will  allow  the  plaintiff  to  put  the  truth  of  the  facts 
in  issue  by  a  proper  replication.^ 

7.  SflTect  of  Saving  Plea  to  the  Hearing.  —  Where  there  may  be 
circumstances  which  in  equity  ought  not  to  preclude  the  defend- 
ant from  relying  upon  his  plea,  though  the  plea  should  not  be 
absolutely  allowed,  the  question  may  be  left  open  until  the  hear- 
ing, and  the  effect  of  an  order  of  this  kind  is  that  the  defendant 

Tht  QoMtloii  Pni0&ttd  by  Snoli  a  Xo-  argument  any  plea  which  he  conceives 

tios  is  not  whether  the  plea  is  good  m  to  be  bad,  for  either  the  matter  or  the 

matter  of  substance,  but  whether  such  manner  of  it.     Montgomery  v.  Olwell, 

a  pleading  can  be  interposed  to  the  i  Tenn.  Ch.  1S3. 

bill.      Armenffaud     r.     Coudert,     23  S,  Roche  v.  Morgell,  2  Sch.  ft  Lef. 

Blaichf.  (U.  S.l  484.  721- 

1.  Taylor  r.  Uuncanson,  20  D.  C.  505.  4.  Rouskulp  v.  Kershner,  49  Md.  521; 

2.  Tieman  tf.  Poor,  I  Gill  ft  J.  (Md.)  Newton  v.  Thayer,  17  Pick.  (Mass) 
216;  Davison  v.  Johnson,  16  N«  J*  Eq>  139;  York  Mfg.  Co.  cr.  Cutts,  18  Me. 
112;  Bassett  v,  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  204;  McEwen  v,  Broadhead,  11  N.  J. 
N.  H.  249;  Heartt  v.  Coming,  3  Paige  Eq.  129;  Flagg  v.  Bonnel,  10  N.  J.  Eq. 
(N.  Y.)  566;  Kellner  r.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  82;  Wheeler  v.  Piper,  3  Jones  Eq.  (N. 
Co.,  43  Fed.  Rep.  623;  Burrell  r.  Hack-  Car.)  252;  Greene  v.  Harris,  9  R.  I. 
ley,  35  Fed.  Rep.  833.  See  also  Wild  401;  Rhode  Island  p.  Massachusetts,  15 
V,  Gladstone,  15  Jur.  713,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  Pet.  (U.  S.)  257;  U.  S.  r.  Dalles  Mili- 
N.  S.  286;  Woods  V.  Creagh,  i  Hog.  ury  Road  Co.,  140  U.  S.  616;  Anooy- 
221;  O'Brien  v.  White,  2  Hog.  237.  mous,  Gilb.  Eq.    Rep.   184;    Cooper's 

OljsetionB  Waived.  ~~  Where  a  plain-  Eq.  PI.  232. 
tifif  neither  moves  to  set  aside  a  plea  as  Biiproof  of  Flta  or  PiimlMal  of  BOL  — 
irregular  for  want  of  an  answer  sup-  In  Chapin  v.  Coleman,  11  Pick.  (Mass.) 
porting  it,  nor  sets  down  the  case  for  336,  it  was  held  that  where  a  plea  of  a 
hearing  upon  bill  and  plea,  but  replies  statute  of  limitations  is  filed  together 
thereto,  and  the  only  issues  joined  have  with  a  supporting  answer  denying  mat- 
been  determined  in  his  favor,  it  is  not  ter  set  up  in  the  bill  to  avoid  the  stat- 
necessary  for  the  appellate  court  to  con-  ute,  and  the  plea  is  allowed  as  sufficient, 
sider  whether  averments  of  fact  in  the  the  plaintiff  will  be  permitted  to  dis- 
plea  should  have  been  supported  by  the  prove  the  averments  in  the  pleas  if  he 
answer,  or  whether,  if  proved,  they  has  evidence  to  show  a  new  promise, 
would  have  made  out  a  defense  to  the  and  if  no  such  evidence  can  be  offered 
bill.     Farley  v.  Kittson,  120  U.  S.  303.  the  bill  will  be  dismissed. 

Where  Sefinreiioo  Is  Proper.  —  Where  DlMOlntlonof  Ii^iuiotloiL  —  If  a  plea  is 
the  plea  of  a  former  suit  pending  is  allowed  an  injunction  will  be  dissolved, 
pleaded,  and  the  complainant  neither  Philips  v.  Langhom,  i  Dick.  148;  Ful- 
takes  issue  upon  the  facts  nor  a  refer-  ton  v,  Greacen,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  443.  But  a 
ence  to  the  master  to  ascertain  the  motion  should  be  made  for  the  pur- 
truth  of  the  plea,  and  the  defendant  pose.  Fulton  v.  Greacen,  44  N.  J.  Eq. 
sets  down  the  plea  for  argument,  the  443. 

only  question  for  the  court  to  deter-  Costs. —  If  a  plea  is  allowed  and  the 

mine  is  whether  the  plea  is  good  in  plaintiff  undertakes  to  reply,  he  must 

point  of  form.     McEwen  v.  Broadhead,  pay  the  costs,  but  the  costs  of  the  suit 

II  N.  J.  Eq.  129.  should  be  reserved.     Fry  v,  Richard* 

By  fltatato  it  is  sometimes  provided  son,  10  Sim.  475,  decided  under  the 

that  the  complainant  shall  set  down  for  31st  order  of  1828. 
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shall  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  plea  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff shall  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  replication  and  proceed  to  the  proof 
of  the  facts  in  reply  to  the  plea.  On  such  hearing  the  plea  is 
taken  ^s  prima  facie  a  good  bar  to  the  suit,  and  the  decision  of 
the  cause  does  not  rest  upon  the  truth  of  the  matter  thereof,  but 
the  plaintiff  may  avoid  it  by  other  matter  which  he  is  at  liberty  to 
produce.* 

8.  Bffect  of  Oyemiliiig  Plea — a.  Order  to  Answer.  —  Upon 
overruling  a  plea  the  defendant  cannot  demur  ore  tenus  to  the 
bill,  as  upon  the  overruling  of  a  demurrer,  because  there  is  no 
demurrer  upon  the  record.* 

Ord«r  to  A]inr«r.  —  The  court,  upon  overruling  a  plea,  will  order 
the  defendant  to  answer.' 

1.  Pearce    v.   Rice,   142  U.    S.    28;  insist  upon  the  statute  of  frauds  as  a 

Eaton  V,  Eaton,  8  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  defense  to  the  suit,  but  it  does  not  ex- 

103;     Hancock    v,     Carlton,    6    Gray  empt  you  from  the  discovery.     If  the 

(Mass.)  54  [citing  Astley  r.  Fountaine,  agreement  is  proved  by  distinct  evi- 

Finch  4;  Cooth  v,  Jackson,  6  Ves.  Jr.  dence,  still  you  are  entitled  to  the  ben- 

18;  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  efit  of  the  statute." 

573];  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  232.  S.  Hook  v.  Dorman,  x  Sim.  &  S.  227. 

CmoiiiitaaMs   lUqiiiriiig  Flsa   to   B«  See  also  article  Demurrers  in  Chan- 
SaTsd.  —  If  upon  proof  of  certain  facts  cery,  vol.  6,  p.  391. 
the   bar  set  up  by  the  plea  will  not  S.  Fulton  v.  Golden,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  353; 
stand  though  the  plea  may  be  good  on  Flagg  v.  Bonnel,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  82;  Bod- 
its  face,  the  court  should  neither  sus-  man  v,  Vandenbendy,  i  Vem.  179. 
tain  nor  overrule  the  plea,  because  if  If  a  Plea  Is  Ovemiitd  Iter  Irr«giilsrit7» 
the  plea  is   overruled   the  defendant  the  cause  proceeds  as  if  no  such  plea 
mast  answer  and  make  a  full  discovery,  had  been  filed.     Newton  r.  Thayer,  17 
which  by  his  plea  he  seeks  to  avoid,  and  Pick.  (Mass.)  129. 
if  it  is  sustained  the  plaintiff  must  reply  Xattor  of  Sight  udor  Bvle  or  Statato. 
and  his   replication  will  only   put  in  —  By  rule  of  court  or  by  statute  leave 
issue  the  facts  affirmed  by  the  plea;  to  answer  upon  overruling  of  plea  may 
therefore  the  benefit  of  the  plea  should  be  a    matter    of    right.      Wooster    v. 
be  saved  until  the  hearing.     Eaton  v.  Blake,  7  Fed.  Rep.  816;  Whittaker  v. 
Eaton,  8  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  107.  Whittaker,  10  Lea  (Tenn.)  98;  Klepper 

Form   of   Ordor.  —  In   Moore  v.   Ed-  v.  Powell,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  509;  Bnen 

wards,  4  Ves.  Jr.  23,  a  plea  setting  up  v.  Marsh,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  625. 

the  statute  of  frauds  was  supported  by  Where  Plea  and  Answer  Tiled  Together, 

an  answer  denying  facts  charged  in  the  —  Under  an  act  requiring  that  when  a 

bill  as  part  performance.     Upon  argu-  defendant's    pleas    are    overruled    or 

ment  of  the  plea  it  was  ordered  to  sund  found  against  him  he  shall  answer  the 

for  an  answer  with  liberty  to  except,  bill  immediately,  or  in  default  thereof 

the  benefit  to  be  saved  to  the  hearing,  such  part  as  shall  be  unanswered  shall 

and   upon  a  motion    that    the   words  be  taken  as  confessed,  where  pleas  and 

"  with  liberty  to  except  *'  be  struck  out  answers  are  filed  at  the  same  time,  and 

of  the  order,  or  that  the  words,  "except  the  pleas  are  overruled,  it  is  error  to 

as  to  such  part  of  the  said  plea  which  take  the  bill  for  confessed  except  for  so 

insists  upon  the  statute  of  frauds  and  much  as  is  not  covered  by  the  answers, 

perjuries,  in  bar  to  the  discovery  of  the  Easton  v.  Collier,  3  Mo.  379. 

ac^reement     therein    mentioned,"    be  Where  Plaintiff  Xust  Bostaln  Bill  With- 

added,  the  lord  chancellor  said:  "  The  ont  DiMOvery.—  In  U.  S.  v.  McRae,  L. 

order  is  properly  drawn   up.      Insist  R.  3  Ch.  91,  it  was  held  that  where  a 

upon  the  statute  of  frauds  as  a  defense  plea  is  offered  to  a  bill  for  relief  and 

against    performing    the    agreement,  discovery,  and  the  entire  plea  is  good 

Your  admitting  the  agreement    does  as  to  the  part  of  the  bill  which  calls 

not  prevent  you  from  insisting  upon  for  an  answer,  but  bad  as  to  that  part 

the  statute.     Saving  the  benefit  of  the  of  the  bill  which  prays  relief,  the  plea 

plea  to  the  hearing  gives  you  a  right  to  should  be  allowed  to  the  discovery  and 
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PlM  OT«rna«d  by  Amirer.  —  When  a  plea  is  overruled  because  it  is 
accompanied  by  an  overruling  answer,  the  defendant  will  be 
required  to  answer  fully  if  the  answer  on  file  is  not  sufficient.^ 

b.  Plea  Ordered  to  Stand  for  Answer — (i)  In  General. 
—  When  a  plea  states  matter  which  may  be  a  defense  to  the  bill, 
though  not  proper  to  a  plea,  but  which  is  informally  pleaded,  it 
is  usual  and  proper  to  allow  the  plea  to  stand  for  an  answer,'  the 
plea,  though  defective  in  form  or  in  substance,  not  being  so  bad 
as  to  require  that  it  should  be  absolutely  overruled.' 

overruled  as  to  the  relief,  leaving  the  v,  Pengree»  6  Yes.  Jr.  580;  Higgias  9. 

defendant  at  liberty  to  put  in  a  volun-  Crawfurd,   2  Ves.   Jr.   571;    Pusey  r. 

tary  answer,  and  for  the  plaintiff  to  Desbouvrie,  3  P.   Wms.   315;    Cowne 

prove  his  case  as  best  he  could  without  v,  Douglas,  i  McClel.  &  Y.  321. 

such  answer.     It  was  admitted  on  both  If  Ko  BefeoM  It  Btattd  the  plea  mast 

sides  that  this  case  was  entirely  with-  be  overruled.    Orcutt  v.  Orms,  3  Paige 

out  precedent.  (N.  Y.)  459. 

PIm  in  Abatomtnt  —  Walyer  by  An-  On  Xotion  to  Take  a  PIm  M  tbe  Tib 

•wer.  —  Under  a  sutute  requiring  the  fm  Lmgaluity,  it  may  be  ordered  to 

defendant  to  answer  upon  the  overrul-  stand  for  an  answer.       McKewaa  v, 

ing  of  his  plea,  an  answer  filed  after  Sanderson,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  316. 

the  overruling  of  a  plea  in  abatement  Coitt.  —  The   plaintiff  is  entitled  to 

does  not  waive  the  plea.     Klepper  v.  costs  upon  the  hearing  of  a   plea  to 

Powell,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  503.  stand  for  an  answer  with  liberty  to  ex- 

1.  State   Bank   v,   Dugan,    2   Bland  cept.     Howling  v.  Butler,  2  Madd.  245; 

(Md.)  257.  McKewan  v,  Sanderson,   L.  R.   16  Eq. 

Second  Plea  with  Aniwor.  —  Upon  the  316. 

overruling  of  a  plea,  a  second  plea  with  8.  Salkeld  v.  Science,  2  Ves.  107. 

an    answer  cannot   be    filed    without  lUnitmtionB  of  the  Praotioe — Plea  of 

special  leave.    McKewan  v.  Sanderson,  Statute  of  Frauds,  —  Thus,  to  a  bill  for 

L.  R.  16  Eq.  316.  specific  performance  of  a  parol  agree- 

Ezeeption  to  Answer.  —  Where  an  an-  ment,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  sut- 

swer  is  filed  with  a  plea,  and  the  latter  ute  of  frauds  and  answered  denpng 

is  overruled,  it  is  held  that  the  plaintiff  the  facts  alleged  as  a  part  performance, 

should  except  to  it  before  he  can  re-  and  the  plea  was  saved  to  the  hearing 

Suire  further  answer.    Cotes  t^.  Turner,  with  liberty  to  except,  the  chancellor 

lumb.  123.  being  of  the  opinion  that  although  the 

S.  Bell  V,  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  196:  agreement  was   admitted   the   statute 

Orcutt  V,  Orms,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  459;  might  be  used  as  a  defense  to  the  suit 

Leycraft   v,  Dempsey,   15   Wend.   (N.  Moore  v,  Edwards,  4  Ves.  Jr.  23. 

Y.)  85 ;    Kirby  v.  Taylor,  6  Johns.  Ch.  Where  a  Former  Decree  fVas  Pleaded 

(N.  Y.)  242;  Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11  Paige  in  Bar^  but  it  was  not  shown  that  the 

(N.  Y.)  650;  Brien  v.  Marsh,  i  Tenn.  decree  was  signed  and  enrolled,  the  de- 

Ch.   629;    Tarbell   v,    Tarbell,    57  Vt.  cree  was  overruled  with  leave  to  insist 

492:  Pentlarge  v,  Pentlarge,  22  Fed.  upon  the  same  matter  in  the  answer. 

Rep.  412:  Moore  v,  Edwards,  4  Ves.  Kinsey  v.  Kinsey,  2  Ves.  577;  Anooy- 

Jr.  23;  Kinsey  v,  Kinsey,  2  Ves.  577;  mous,  3  Atk.  809. 

Whitbread  ».  Brockhurst,  i  Bro.  C.  C.  Where  a  Plea  of  Release  to  a  bill  for 

404;    Maitland  v,  Wilson,  3  Atk.  814;  an  account  did  not  set  out  by  way  of 

Salkeld  v.  Science,  2  Ves.  107;  Pearse  averment  the  accounts  which  formed 

V.  Dobinson,  14  W.  R.  256;  Brooks  f.  its  consideration,  it  was  held  that  the 

Sutton,   L.   R.  5  Eq.    361;  Hankey  v,  plea  must  stand  for  an  answer,  with 

Simpson,  3  Atk.   303;   Anonymous,  3  liberty  to  except.    Brooks  9.  Sutton,  L. 

Atk.  809;  Glover  v,  Weedon,  3  Jur.  N.  R.  5  Eq.  361. 

S.  903;  Wing  V.  Murrells,  ti  Price  723;  So  a  plea  of  a  release  *'  further  and 

Strode  v,  Blackburne,  3  Ves.  Jr.  222;  other  than  in  the  plea  set  forth  *'  was 

Lake  v,  Thomas,  3  Ves.  Jr.  17;  Wood  held  to  be  incorrect  in  form,  though 

V.  Strickland,  2  Ves.  &  B.  150;  Sheldon  not  so  bad  as  to  justify  its  being  over- 

V,  Aland,  3  P.  Wms.   104;  Burton  v.  ruled,  and  it  was  therefore  ordered  to 

Ellington,   3   Bro.   C.    C.    196;   Jones  stand  for  an  answer,  with  liberty  to  ex- 
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IrrtTBl  PlMi  Alkfwad  to  Btuid  for  Aasww.  —  Usually  only  a  single  plea 
is  filed  and  ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer,  but  if  the  defendant 
has  filed  more  than  one  plea,  either  by  permission  of  the  court  or 
with  the  acquiescence  of  the  complainant,  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  same  course  may  not  be  pursued  and  the  pleas  ordered  to 
stand  for  an  answer.^ 

Ploa  Oromaod  by  Aniwor.  —  Where  a  plea  and  answer  are  filed  and 
the  plea  is  overruled  by  the  answer,  it  may  be  ordered  to  stand 
for  an  answer  with  liberty  to  except.* 

Whoro  tho  Aniwor  Coren  tho  Whole  Bill,  and  the  plea  is  overruled 
because  it  also  answers  the  whole  bill,  it  is  held  that  there  is  no 
necessity  for  ordering  the  plea  to  stand  for  answer,  as  the  answer 
on  file  already  covers  the  whole  ground  upon  which  the  plea 
depended  for  a  defense.' 

(2)  Liberty  to  Except,  —  Where  the  plea  is  informal  but  is  suffi- 
cient in  substance,  it  may  be  ordered  to  stand  for  a  sufficient 
answer  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  it  covers.**  But  if  a  plea  is 
directed  to  stand  for  an  answer  and  the  order  does  not  give  the 
plaintiff  liberty  to  except,  it  establishes  the  plea  as  a  good  answer, 
and  therefore,  to  prevent  this  result,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
order  should  be  "with  liberty  to  except."  * 

cept.    Salkeld  v.  Science,  2  Ves.  107.  and  the  plea  is  overruled  because  it 

See  also  Chambers  v.  Howell,  14  Jur.  does  not  meet  the  charges  of  the  bill, 

536.  it  may  be  ordered  to  stand  for  the  an- 

Plea  of  Account  Stated,  —  Where,  to  a  swer.      Bayley  v,  Adams.  6  Ves.  Jr. 

bill  impeaching  an  account,  the  defend-  594..     See  also  Pearse  v,  Dobinson,  14 

ant  pleads  an  account  stated  without  W.  R.  256. 

annexing  it  to  his  answer,  the  plea  will  Insufficient  Discovery,  —  And  where 

be  ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer  with  a  supporting  answer  does  not  give  suffi. 

liberty  to  except.      Hankey  v.  Simp-  cient  discovery  to  support  a  negative 

-son,  3  Atk.  303.  plea,  the  plea  may  be  ordered  to  stand 

Where  the  Statute  of  Limitations  fVas  for  the  answer.     Mansell  v.  Feeney,  2 

Pleaded^  supported  by  an  answer,  the  Johns.  &  H.  313. 

plea  was  ordered  to  stand  for  an  an-  8.  Summers  v,  Murray,  2  Edw.  Ch. 

swer  with  liberty  to  except  because  the  (N.  Y.)  205. 

charges  of  the  bill  had  not  been  suffi-  4.  Leycraft   v,  Dempsey,   15  Wend, 

ciently  answered  thereon.      Bayley  v,  (N.  Y.)  85. 

Adams,  6  Ves.  Jr.  594.  6.  Beall  v,  Blake,  10  Ga.  449;    Lea- 

If  a  Plea  Is  Double  or  does  not  bring  craft  v,  Demprey,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  124; 

the  question  between  the  parties  to  a  McCormick  v.  Chamberlin,ii  Paige(N. 

single  point  it  may  be  ordered  to  stand  Y.)  545;  Kirby  v,  Taylor,  6  Johns.  Ch. 

for  an  answer,  with  liberty  to  except.  (N.  Y.)  242;  Brien  v.  Marsh,  i  Tenn. 

Whitbread  v.  Brockhurst,  i  Bro.  C.  C.  Ch.  629;  Sellon  v,  Lewen,  3  P.  Wms. 

404;    Wing  V,   Murrells,  11   Price  723;  239;  Maitland  v.  Wilson.  3  Atk.  814. 

Cooth  V,  Jackson,  6  Ves.  Jr.  12.  EflEbot   of  Amsndmoiit  of  Bill.  —  This 

1.  Brien  v.  Marsh,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  629.  rule  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  evaded 

S.  Jones  V,  Pengree,  6  Ves.  Jr.  580.  by   allowing    the    plain tifif  to  do  in- 

Bofonses  by  Plea  and  Answer  Saspeo-  directly,  by  way  of  amendments  to  his 

tively.  —  Where  the   defendant  makes  bill,  what  he  could   not  do  directly, 

one  defense  by  plea  and  another  by  an-  Thus  where,  to  a  bill  generally  for  an 

swer  the  plea  will  be  ordered  to  stand  account,  a  plea  of  settlement  as  to  a 

for  the  answer.     Lewis  v,  Baird,  3  Mc-  portion  of  the  accounts  is  ordered  to 

Lean  (U.  S.)  56.  stand  for  an  answer,  the  complainant 

Flea  and  Supporting  Answer.  —  Where  cannot,  by  an  amended  bill  charging 

'  a  plea  and  supporting  answer  are  filed,  specific  errors,  compel  an  answer  to  so 
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BoAoUnt  Only  for  Part  of  Bill  Corcred.  —  Where  a  plea  is  ordered  to 
stand  for  an  answer  it  will  be  sufficient  so  far  as  it  covers  the  bill, 
but  the  plaintiff  may  except  to  the  residue  of  the  answer.^ 

KaooMity  of  Taldiig  Xzooptloa.  —  Where  a  plea  is  overruled  and 
ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer  with  liberty  to  except,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  obliged  to  except  but  may  proceed  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  plea  had  been  put  in  as  an  answer.' 

c.  Defense  Set  Up  in  Answer  After  Plea  Overruled. 

—  When  a  plea  states  matter  which  may  be  a  defense  to  a  bill  if 
set  up  in  an  answer,  or  where  the  matter  of  the  plea  is  informally 
pleaded,  the  court  may,  upon  overruling  the  plea,  permit  the 
defendant  to  insist  upon  such  matter  in  the  answer.* 

Ploft  Ovemaod  oa  Xoritt.  —  But  it  is  held  that  if  a  plea  is  good  in 
form  and  is  heard  upon  its  merits  and  overruled,  the  decision 

« 

much  of  the  bill  as  is  covered  by  the  717;    Higgins  v,  Crawfurd,  2  Ves.  Jr. 

plea,  if  the  second  answer  denies  all  571. 

errors  covered  by  the  plea.     Leycraft  nimtratioiis  —  Denial  of  Pcurtnerskip, 

V,  Dempsey,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  83.  —  Where  a  naked,  negative  plea,  deny- 

Whoro  Aaswer  nndor  Oath  Ii  Waivod«  ing  partnership,  was  held  to  be  insoffi- 

—  It  is  held  that  liberty  to  except  to  cient  without  a  supporting  answer  and 
an  answer  for  insufficiency  is  never  was  overruled  for  that  reason,  the  de- 
granted  where  an  answer  on  oath  is  fendant  was  given  liberty  to  insist  upon 
waived  by  the  complainant's  bill,  and  the  defense  in  his  answer.  Innes  v, 
therefore  allowing  a  plea  to  such  a  bill  Evans,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  454. 

to  stand  for  an  answer  is  not  evidence  Where  a  Plea  of  Former  AdJudUaticn 

that  the  court  considered  the  allega-  was  overruled  because  it  did  not  show 

tions  of  the  plea  a  full  and  perfect  de-  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  two  suits 

fense  to  the  suit.     McCormick  v,  Cham-  was  the  same,  the  defendant  had  liberty 

berlin,  11  Paige  (N.  Y.)  545.  to    set   up  a  defense  in  his  answer. 

1.  Kirby  v.  Taylor,  6  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Matthews  v.  Roberts,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  338. 

Y.)  242;  Leacraft  v,  Demprey,  4  Paige  A  Plea  Not  Confined  to  the  Part  of  the 

(N.  Y.)  126;  Coke  V.  Wilcocks,  Mosely  Bill  IVhich  It  Covers,  may  be  overruled 

73.  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the 

Szooption  to  Plea  Standing  as  Answer  defendant  to  rely,  in  his  answer,  upon 

—  Further  IMsooverj.  —  Where  the  com-  the  same  matter,  so  far  as  it  extends, 
plainant  is  allowed  to  except  to  the  an-  the  defect  being  merely  formal.  Jar- 
swer  for  insufficiency,  the  order  allow-  vis  v.  Palmer,  11  Paige  (N.  Y.)  650. 
ing  the  plea  to  stand  for  an  answer,  Biicoverj.  —  Where  a  plea  to  a  bill 
with  leave  to  except  thereto,  only  im-  for  discovery  is  overruled,  the  defend- 
plies  that  the  plea  contains  matters  ant  may  not  insist  upon  the  same  mat- 
which,  if  put  in  the  form  of  an  answer,  ter  in  his  answer.  Hoare  v.  Parker,  i 
would  have  been  available  as  a  defense  Cox  224 ;  Coster  v,  Murray,  7  Johns, 
to  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  matters  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  170;  Hoare  v,  Parker,  t 
which  it  professes  to  cover.     But  the  Bro.  C.  C.  578. 

complainant  is  permitted  to  except  to  Dilatory  Plea  —  Xattor  in  AbatSBMit. 

it,  as  an  answer,  because  he  is  entitled  —  Where    a    second  dilatory  plea    is 

to  a  further  discovery  in  reference  to  overruledthedefendant  will  be  allowed 

matters    of  the  bill.      McCormick  v,  to  insist  upon  the  safne  matter  in  his 

Cham  berlin,  11  Paige  (N.  Y.)  543.  answer.     Finch  v.  Finch,  2  Ves.  492. 

S.  McCormick    r.     Chamberlin,     11  So  matters  in  abatement  going  to  the 

Paige  (N.  Y.)  545.  jurisdiction  may  be  set  up  in  an  an- 

S.  Bell  v»  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  196;  swer    where    the    plea    is    overruled. 

Innes  v,  Evans,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  454;  Whittaker  v.  WhitUker,  10  Lea  (Tenn.) 

Whittaker  V.  Whittaker,  10  Lea  (Tenn.)  98;    Brien  v.  Marsh,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  625; 

98;    Brien  v.  Marsh,  i  Tenn.  Ch.  625;  Briggs  v.  Stroud,   58   Fed.    Rep.   717. 

Pentlarge  v,  Pentlarge,  22  Fed.  Rep.  But  see  Sharon  v.  Hill,  26  Fed.  Rep. 

412;    Briggs  z/.  Stroud,  58  Fed.  Rep.  337. 
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becomes  res  judicata^  and  the  defendant  is  not  entitled,  as  a 
matter  of  right,  to  set  up  the  same  matter  in  his  answer.^ 

9.  Hature  of  Order  Orerniliiig  or  Allowing  Plea.  —  An  order  over- 
ruling a  plea  is  not  appealable,  the  question  decided  being  merely 
one  of  pleading  and  settling  no  rights  between  the  parties,^  and 
an  order  allowing  a  plea  does  not  of  itself  determine  the  cause 
without  entry  of  an  order  dismissing  the  bill.' 

10.  Amendment  —  a.  In  General.  —  Where  there  is  an  obvi- 
ous slip  or  mistake  in  a  plea,  but  the  material  ground  of  the  defense 
appears  to  be  good,  the  defendant  may  be  permitted  to  amend 
the  plea,*  as,  where  the  plea  is  argumentative,*  or  otherwise 
irregular  in  form.* 

Impodtion  «f  Termi.  —  This  may  be  upon  terms,  however,  requir- 
ing the  defendant  to  present  the  amendment,^  or  that  the  amend- 

1.  Pentlarge  v,   Pentlarge,    22  Fed.  Second  AmMidmant.  —  A  plea  having 

Rep.  412;  Hubbell  v,  De  Land,  11  Biss.  been  once  amended,  a  second  amend- 

(U.  S.)  387.     Contra^  Ringgold  v.  Stone,  ment  will  not  be  allowed.     Nabob  v, 

20  Ark.  526:  Kelly  v.  McGuire,  15  Ark.  Ea^t  India  Co.,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  292. 

607,  overruling  Keaits  v.  Rector,  i  Ark.  Plea  Supported  by  Aaiwer.  —  In 

391;    Danels  v.  Taggart,    i  Gill  &  J.  Thompson  v.  Wild,  5  Madd.  82,  it  is 

(Md.)  321,  wherein  the  court,  in  holding  held  that  where  a  plea  is  supported  by 

that  an  order  overruling  a  plea  was  not  an  answer  an  amendment  of  the  plea 

appealable,  said:    *'  The  only  conclu-  will  not  be  allowed. 

sive  effect  of  the  decision  then  is  that  Where  an  answer  covers  the  whole 

it  drives  the  party  to  the  necessity  of  bill  and  a  plea  is  overruled  because  it 

asserting  the  same  defense  in  a  diner-  answers  the  whole   bill,   there  is    no 

ent  form  of  proceeding.'*  necessity   for  permitting  the   plea  to 

Plea  and  Answer  to  £ll  for  Belief  and  stand  for  answer  or  allowing  it  to  be 
JMseorery.  —  Where  the  statute  of  limi-  amended,  the  answer  covering  the 
tations  was  pleaded  to  a  bill  for  an  ac-  whole  ground  upon  which  the  plea  de- 
count  and  discovery  with  an  accom-  pended  for  a  defense.  Summers  v, 
panying  answer  and  was  overruled,  Murray,  2  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  205. 
and  the  defendant  was  ordered  to  5.  Dobson  v,  Leadbeater,  13  Ves.  Jr. 
answer  fully  and  perfectly,  he  was  not  230. 

allowed  to  repeat  in  his  second  answer  6.  Plea  to  Part  of  Belief  and  Part  of 

the  same  matter  contained  in  the  plea  Discovery.  —  Where  a  plea  was  to  part 

which  had  been  overruled.     Coster  v,  of  the  relief  and  part  of  the  discovery, 

Murray,  7  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  170.  it  was  held  to  be  irregular  in  point  of 

S.  Danels  v,  Taggan,    i  Gill   &  J.  form  and  leave  was  given  to  amend. 

(Md.)  311,  holding  that  the  only  con-  Davies  v,  Davies,  2  Keen  534. 

elusive  effect  of  such  an  order  is  to  Informal  Gonolnsion.  —  A  plea  which 

drive  the  defendant  to  answer.  is  informal  because  it  does  not  properly 

3.  Tarleton  v,  Barnes,  2  Keen  632.  conclude  may  be  amended.      Merre- 

4.  Bell  V.  Woodward,  42  N.  H.  196;  wether  v,  Mellish,  13  Ves.  Jr.  437. 
Driggs  V.  Garretson,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  178;  DnpUdty.  —  A  plea  which  does  not 
Everitt  f.  Watts,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  bring  the  cause  to  a  single  point  may 
486;  Greene  v,  Harris,  11  R.  I.  5;  be  amended  by  striking  out  special 
Freeman  r.  State  Bank,  Harr.  (Mich.)  averments.  Pope  v,  Bish,  i  Anstr.  59. 
311;  Merrewether  v,  Mellish,  13  Ves.  Verbal  Slips.  —  Where  verbal  slips 
Jf'  435;  Davies  v,  Davies,  2  Keen  534,  are  made  the  plea  may  be  amended. 
I  Jur.  446;  Pope  V.  Bish,  i  Anstr.  59;  Sergrove  v.  Mayhew,  2  Macn.  &  G.  97, 
Waters  v,  Mayhew,  i  Sim.  &  S.  220;  14  Jur.  158. 

Sergrove  v,  Mayhew,   14  Jur.   158,   2  Ae  Verifloation  of  a  plea    may  be 

Macn.  &G.  97;  Dobson  r.  Leadbeater.  amended.      Cheatham    f.    Pearce,   89 

13  Ves.  Jr.  230;   Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  234.  Tenn.  668;   Seifreid  v.  People's  Bank, 

See  also  supra.  III.  4.  After  Amendment  2  Tenn.  Ch.  19.     See  also  article  Veri- 

0/  Bill,     And    see    generally    article  fication. 

Amendments,  vol.  i,  p.  458.  7.  Jackson    v,  Rowe,  4  Russ.   514; 
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ment  shall  be  made  within  a  certain  time,^  or  that  it  shall  be  of  a 
certain  character.*  And  while  the  defendant  may,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  file  a  new  plea  where  his  first  plea  is  taken  off  the  files 
for  irregularity,  if  the  plea  is  overruled  on  the  hearing  the  defend- 
ant cannot  have  the  advantage  of  his  plea  without  special  leave 
from  the  court  to  amend.* 

b.  Liberty  to  Amend  Bill  and  Plead  De  Novo.  —  Upon 
overruling  the  plea  the  court  may  at  the  same  time  permit  the 
plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill  and  grant  leave  to  the  defendant  to 
plead  de  navo.^  And  in  some  cases,  though  the  plea  may  be  good, 
the  court  will  allow  an  amendment  of  the  bill  when  the  objection 
can  be  so  obviated,  as  where  the  plea  is  for  a  want  of  parties.* 

c.  Amendment  of  Bill  Before  Argument  of  Plea.  —  The 
plaintiff  may  be  allowed  upon  application  to  amend  his  bill  after 
a  plea  pleaded  so  as  to  charge  facts  which  will  require  an  answer 
in  support  of  the  plea.* 

11.  Exception  to  Answer  Filed  with  Plea.  —  Where  a  plea  and  an 
answer  are  filed  at  the  same  time  and  the  plea  is  overruled,  the 
plaintiff  will  be  allowed  time  within  which  to  except  to  the 
answer.^ 

12.  Beplicatioit  —  The  object  and  effect  of  a  replication  to  a 
plea  in  equity  are  treated  in  another  article.*^ 

Wood  V.  Strickland^  2  Ves.  &  B.  150;  may  amend  his  bill,  paying  the  costs 

Newman  v.  Wallis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  147.  of  the  plea,  bat  after  the  plea  has  been 

See  also  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Brooksbank,  2  set  down,  if  the  plaintiff  amends,  the 

Y.  &  J.  37;  Cooper's  E<j.  PI.  234.  plea  may  come  on  to  be  argued  and  if 

1.  Nobkissen  v,  Hastmgs,  2  Ves.  Jr.  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  the  plea 

85.  4  Bro.  C.  C.  253;  Cooper's  Eq.  Pi.  will  be  allowed  with  costs.     Cooper's 

234.  Eq.  233;  Jennings  v.  Pearce,  i  Ves.  Jr. 

8.  Taylor  v.  Duncanson,  20  D.  C.  511.  447. 

5.  Heartt  v.  Corning,  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  7.  Summers  v.  Murray,  2  Edw.  Ch. 
569.  (N.  Y.)  205. 

4.  Chadwick  v.  Broadwood,  3  Beav.  Where  ft  Pleft  Is  Aeoompftiiied  by  ea 

316;    Glover  v.  Weedon,  3  Jur.   N.  S.  Aniwer  to  any  pan  of  the  bill  and  is 

903.     See  also  supra,  IV.  Withdrawal  overruled,  if  the  complainant  wishes  a 

of  Plea,  further  answer  or  discovery  as  to  the 

6.  A  BUI  Is  Kever  DismlMed  for  Want  matters  attempted  to  be  covered  by 
of  Parties,  but  stands  over  with  liberty  the  plea,  he  should  except  to  the  answer 
for  the  plaintiff  to  amend,  so  that  in-  already  put  in.  Kuypers  v.  Reformed 
stead  of  allowing  a  plea  of  this  sort  the  Dutch  Church,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.)  570. 
court  will  give  the  plaintiff  leave  to  Argument  of  Plea  More  Exoeption  to 
amend  upon  payment  of  costs,  or  it  Answer.  —  When  a  plea  and  answer  are 
will  extend  the  liberty  even  after  the  put  into  different  parts  of  the  bill  the 
allowance  of  the  plea.  Cooper's  Eq.  plea  should  be  argued  before  excep- 
Pl.  289.  See  also  article  Parties  to  tions  are  taken  to  the  answer,  though 
Actions,  vol.  15,  p.  456.  where  the  plea  is  confined  to  the  relief 

6.  McClane  2'.  Shepherd,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  prayed,  it  seems  that  exceptions  may 

76.     See  also  Parker  v.  Alcock,  i  Y.  &  be  taken  to  the  answer  before  the  plea 

J.    195.      And    see    generally    article  is  set  down.     See  also  article  Answers 

Amendments,  vol.  i,  p.  458.  in  Equity  Pleading,  vol.  i,  p.  901. 

Amendment  of  Bill  After  Pleft  Set  Down.  8.  See     article     Repucation     and 

—  After  a  plea  is  put  in  the  plaintiff  Reply. 
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L   ACTIOVB  TO  EVFOBCS  PlSDeEE'S  KieETI^  630. 

1.  In  General^  630. 

2.  Action  on  the  Principal  Debt^  631. 

a.  Not  Barred  by  Possession  of  Collateral^  631. 

b.  Defenses,  632. 

c.  The  Pleadings,  633. 

d.  Pledgee's  Lien  Not  Waived,  635.  • 

e.  Attachment  of  Debtor's  Property,  636. 

3.  Suit  to  Foreclose  Pledge,  636. 

a.  In  General,  636. 

b.  When  Sale  Will  Not  Be  Decreed^  638. 

c.  The  Pleadings,  638.  % 

4.  Action  on  Pledged  Note,  639. 

a.  In  General,  639. 

b.  Parties,  640. 

c.  The  Pleadings,  640. 

5.  Assumpsit,  641. 

6.  Action  on  the  Case,  641. 

7.  Trover,  642. 

8.  Detinue,  642. 

9.  Replevin,  642. 

10.  Action  Against  Sheriff  for  Wrongful  Seizure,  643. 

11.  Miscellaneous  Suits  in  Equity,  643. 

a.  In  General,  643. 

b.  Parties,  644. 

c.  The  Pleadings,  644. 

n.  ACTIOVB  TO  EVFOBCE  PLEDGOB'B  BIGHTI^  645. 

1.  In  General,  645. 

2.  Bill  in  Equity,  645. 

a.  When  Bill  Lies,  645. 

b.  Essential  Averments,  647. 

3.  Actions  at  Law,  648. 

a.  Forms  of  Action  AvailcUfle,  648. 

b.  Tender,  649. 

c.  Parties,  650. 

^.    The  Pleadings,  650. 
nL   ACTIOVB  TO  EVFOECE  BiGHTB  OF  TEIAD  PSBBOHI^  65 1. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Liens  in  General,  see  article  LIENS,  vol.  13,  p.  122;  and  as  to 
other  matters  of  Pleading  and  Practice  relating  to  the  subject 
of  Pledges,  consult  the  General  Index  to  this  work. 
Matters    of    Substantive    Law    and   Evidence,    see    the    title 
PLEDGES,  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law. 
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I  A0TIOV8  TO  EinroBCE  PLSBess's  KiesTS— 1.  In  OeneraL  — 

Where  a  pledge  is  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt  the 
creditor,  on  the  maturity  of  the  obligation,  may  either  proceed 
personally  against  the  debtor,  on  the  original  debt,  or  procure 
satisfaction  by  enforcing  the  pledge ;  *  or  he  may  avail  himself  of 
both  of  these  remedies  at  the  same  time,  prosecuting  both  claims 
to  judgment  and  collecting  what  is  due  him  on  either  obligation.* 

If  a  Third  Ptnon  Staodi  m  Biurtj  for  the  debt  the  pledgee  may  pro- 
ceed against  the  surety  personally,  and  at  the  same  time  seek  to 
subject  any  collateral  which  he  may  hold.' 

tele  of  Plodgo.  —  Where  the  pledgee  elects  to  enforce  the  pledge, 
he  may  do  so  by  a  sale  of  the  pledged  property  on  due  notice  to 
the  pledgor,  and  without  a  judicial  decree;  or  he  may  proceed  in 
equity  for  a  foreclosure  of  his  lien,  and  obtain  a  decree  for  the 
sale  of  the  pledge  and  for  other  necessary  relief.* 

Koffotiablo  Paper  Hold  in  Plodgo,  according^  to  some  authorities,  can- 
not be  sold  in  this  manner  without  the  express  authority  of  the 
pledgor,  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  pledgee  to  collect  such  paper 
when  it  falls  due,  apply  enough  of  the  proceeds  to  pay  his  debt, 
and  then  return  what  remains  to  the  pledgor.'^ 

1.  Barnes  v.  Bradley,  56  Ark.  105;  New  York.  —  Markham  v.  Jaudon, 
Robinson  ».  Hurley,  11  Iowa  410;  41  N.  Y.  235;  Coffin  v.  Chicago  North- 
Comstock  V,  Smith,  23  Me.  202;  Jervis  ern  Pac.  Constr.  Co.,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
V.  Smith,  7  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  337;  Steams  v.  Marsh,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.) 
Super.  Ct.)  217;  Harlan  v.  Sweeny,  i  227;  Lewis  v,  Graham,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Lea  (Tenn.)  682.  Y.  C.   PI.)  106;   Ogden  v,  Lathrop,  i 

Plodgoo'i  Sight  of  Action  Kotwithstaad-  Sweeny  (N.  Y.)  643;  Browneli  v.  Haw. 

ing  Powor  of  Bale.  —  The  existence  of  a  kins,  4  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  491. 

special  agreement  including  a  power  Ohio,  —  Bates    v.    Wiles,    i    Handy 

10  the  pledgee  to  sell  the  pledge  in  case  (Ohio)  536. 

of  the  pledgor's  default  does  not  de-  Pennsylvania,  —  Smith   v.  Coale,  12 

prive  the  pledgee  of  power  to  enforce  Phila.  (Pa.)  177,  34  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  58. 

his  rights  by  proceeding  on  the  origi-  Tennessee.  —  Johnson    v.    Smith,   iz 

nal  debt  or  by  seeking  a  foreclosure  in  Humph.  (Tcnn.)  306;  Arendale  v.  Mor- 

equity.     Robinson  v.  Hurley,  11  Iowa  gan.  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  703. 

410.  Texas.  —  Luckett    v.    Townsend,    3 

Sale  of  Plodgo  nndor  Exoention  —  Ex-  Tex.  119. 

ompt    Property.  —  If   property    exempt  Vermont.  —  Taggart  v.  Packard,  39 

from  execution  is  pledged,  the  pledgor  Vt.  628. 

waives  the  exemption,  and  such  prop-  6.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Rigdon,  93  III. 

erty  may  be  sold  on  execution  under  a  458;  Zimpleman  v.  Veeder,  98  111.  613; 

judgment  obtained  by  the  pledgee  for  Fletcher  v.  Dickinson,  7  Allen  (Mass.) 

the    amount    of    the    debt.    Jones    v.  23;  Roberts  r.  Thompson,  14  Ohio  St.- 

Scott,    10  Kan.  33;    Frost  v.  Shaw,  3  i;    Handy   v,  Sibley,  46  Ohio  St.  9. 

Ohio  St.  270.  But  see  contra^  Davis  v.  Funk,  39  Pa. 

2.  Barnes  v.  Bradley,  56  Ark.  105.  St.  243;    Potter  i\  Thompson,  10  R.  I. 
S.  Harlan  v.  Sweeny,  i  Lea  (Tenn.)  i;  and  Brightman  v.  Reeves,  21  Tex. 

682.  70,  according  to  which  authorities  there 

4.  Indiana.  —  Evans  v.  Darlington,  5  are  no  good  reasons  to  sustain  such  an 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  320.  exception.      And    see     Comstock    v. 

Louisiana,  —  Deloach  v.  Jones,  18  La.  Smith,  23  Me.  202. 

447.  EApieii  Gontraet  of  tho  Partioo.  —  The 

Maryland.  —  Stewart  v.   Rogers,   19  authorities  are  uniform  upon  the  qaes- 

Md.   118;    Bryson  v.   Rayner,  25  Md.  tion  that  the  disposition  to  be  made  of 

424.  such  a  pledge  may  be  regulated  by  the 
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&  Action  on  the  Prineipal  Debt  —  a.  Not  Barred  by  Posses- 
sion OF  Collateral.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  or  stipula- 
tion to  the  contrary,  the  possession  of  collateral  security  does  not 
defeat,  impair,  or  suspend  the  right  of  the  pledgee  to  bring  an 
action  upon  the  principal  debt ;  ^  but  if  his  recovery  is  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations  he  may  then  be  obliged  to  resort  to  the 
securities  given  in  pledge.' 

contract  of    the    parties,    and  a  sale  MendenhaU    v,    Lenwell,    s     Blackf. 

thereof  is  proper  where  such  sale  is  (Ind.)  125. 

authorized  by  the  pledgor.    Hunter  r.  Ii^iuMtioii  to  Bsstnin  Aotion  on  Dobt. 

Hamilton,  52  Kan.  195.    See  also  Mc-  —  Property  was  pledged  to  secure  the 

Arthur  v,  Magee,  114  Cal.  ia6.  payment  of  an  accommodation  note, 

1.  CaUfortua, —  Sonoma  Valley.Bank  the  pledgee  having  no  knowledge  that 

V.  Hill,  59  Cal.  107.  the  note  was  accommodation    paper. 

Illinois,  —  Wilhelm    v.  Schmidt,  84  The  pledgee  brought  an  action  on  the 

lU.  183.  •  note  against  the  maker.    Thereupon 

Indiana,  —  Reeves  v.  Plough,  41  Ind.  the  maker  applied  for  an  injunction  to 

204;    Mills    V,    Gould,    14    Ind.    278;  restrain  the  pledgee's  action,  but  his 

Dugan  V,  Sprague,  2  Ind.  600;    Men-  bill  for  an  injuncuon  was  dismissed  on 

denhall  v.  Lenwell,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  125.  the  ground  that  he  had  no  right,  as 

Kansas.  —  Myers  v.  Board  of  Educa-  against  the  pledgee,  to  an  application 

tion,  51  Kan.  89.  of  the  collateral  securities  to  the  pay- 

Louisiana.  —  Germania  Sav.  Bank  v,  ment  of  the  debt.     Tyler  v.  Busey,  3 

Peuser,  40  La.  Ann.  796;    Friedlander  MacArthur  (D.  C.)  344. 

tr.  Schmalinski,  35  La.  Ann.  520.  Pkdlurs   to   CoUoot  uid   Botention   of 

Maryland,  —  Brewster  v,  Frazier,  32  Flod|[sd  Koto.  —  If  a  creditor  who  has 

Md.  302.  received  the  note  of  a  third  party  as 

Nebraska,  —  Lormer  v.  Bain,  14  Neb.  collateral  security,  without  negligence 

178;  Grand  Island  Sav.,  etc.,  Assoc,  v,  on  his  part  fails  to  collect  the  note,  and 

Moore,  40  Neb.  686.  retains  it  in  the  absence  of  a  demand 

New  York,  —  Queens  County  Bank  by  the  pledgor  for  its  return,  he  can 

tr.  Leavitt.  56  Hun  (N.  Y.)  426.  sue  on  the  principal  debt,  and  the  pos- 

Fennsylvania,  —  Hunter  v,  Moul,  98  session  of  the  pledged   note  will   not 

Pa.  St.  13.  prevent  his  recovering  In  full  upon  the 

Tennessee,  —  Johnson    v.   Smith,    1 1  original  debt.     Marschuetz  v.  Wright, 

Humph.  (Tenn.)  396.  50  Wis.  175. 

Wisconsin.  ^  Marschuetz  v,  Wright,  But  Cortaln  Sqvitioo  Kay  Ezlit  which 

50  Wis.  175.  will  compel  the  pledgee  to  proceed  first 

la  Oalifomia  the  pledgee  may  sell  the  against  the  collateral.  Thus  in  Alex- 
pledge  upon  the  default  of  the  pledgor;  ander  v.  Alexander,  64  Ind.  541,  a 
and  his  riffht  to  sue  upon  the  origi-  pledgee  held  certain  collaterals  which 
nal  debt  Tot  the  balance  remaining  were  good,  and  more  than  suflScient  to 
unsatisfied  is  not  affected  by  Prac.  pay  the  debt,  but  instead  of  enforcing 
Act,  tit.  8,  c.  I,  providing  that  a  per-  them  he  brought  an  action  on  the  prin- 
sonal  judgment  cannot  be  obtained  cipal  debt,  against  the  estate  of  the 
until  after  the  subject  of  alienor  mort-  pledgor.  If  his  claim  had  been  al- 
g^age  has  been  exhausted  in  the  man-  lowed,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to 
ner  required  by  the  statutes.  Such  an  sell  real  property  belonging  to  the 
action  is  not  an  action  for  a  debt  estate  in  order  to  pay  it.  Under  these 
secured  by  a  lien  or  mortgage,  but  is  circumstances  it  was  held  that  the 
an  action  for  the  balance  due  after  the  claimant  was  not  entitled  to  a  judg- 
lien  has  been  exhausted.  Mauge  v.  ment,  but  must  first  proceed  against 
Heringhi,  26  Cal.  577.  See  also  Ehr-  the  collaterals, 
lich  V.  Ewald,  66  Cal.  97.  S.  Hartranft's  Estate,  153  Pa.  St.  530; 

Agroomoiit  Hot  to  8110  for  a  Oortain  Caven  v.  Harsh,  186  Pa.  St.  132. 
Tims.  —  The  possession  of  collaterals  is  Plodgs  SarvlTOO  though  Bight  of  AotiOB 
not  a  bar  to  a  suit  upon  the  principal  Against  Pledgor  Is  Banrod.  —  In  Hart- 
debt,  even  though  the  collaterals  were  ranft*s  Estate,  153  Pa.  St.  530,  the 
taken  under  an  agreement  not  to  sue  court  said:  **  Possession  of  them  [se- 
upon    the    debt   for   a   certain    time,  curities  as   collateral  to  an    existing 
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Ed  VMd  Hot  Betim  tk«  Flidgo  nor  make  demand  upon  the  pledgor 

before  suing  upon  the  principal  debt.^ 

b.  Defenses  —  Ctonmlly.  —  As  defenses  to  an  action  on  the 

debt  the  pledgor  may  plead  a  conversion  of  the  pledge  by  the 
pledgee,'  or  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  out  of  the  proceeds  of  col- 
lected collaterals,  or  a  discharge  of  the  obligation  by  laches  in 
collecting  such  collaterals.' 

debt]  for  six  years  will  not  give  to  the  on  condition  that  the  uncoUected  coU 

pledgee  a  title,  or  bar  the  remedy  of  laterals   be  returned;    and    execution 

the   pledgor.     Finkbone's    Appeal,  86  should  not  be  issued  on  the  judgment 

Pa.  St.  368.     As  no  right  of  action  ex-  until  the  collaterals  are  returned  to  the 

istff  until  the  securities  are  converted  court.     Semple,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Det- 

or  their  return  has  been  properly  de-  wiler,  30  Kan.  386. 

manded,  the  statute  does  not  begin  to  Where  the  Pledgor  Biei  Before  Paymeat 

run  against  the  pledgor  until  his  right  of  the  debt  which  the  pledge  is  given 

of    action     accrues.       Humphrey     v.  4o  secure,  the  pledgee  need  not  present 

County   Nat.    Bank,    113  Pa.  St.  417.  his  claim  to  the  administrator  of  the 

The  holder  of  a  note  with  whom  col-  pledgor  unless  he  seeks  satisfaction  of 

laterals  have  been  deposited  has,  while  the  debt  out  of  other  property  of  the 

the  statute  is  running,  two  remedies:  estate  than  that  pledged.     Matter  of 

one  against   the  maker  by  suit,   the  Kibbe,  57  Cal.  407. 

other  against  the  collaterals.     If    he  S.  Donnell  v,  Wyckoff,  49  N.  J.  L.  48. 

loses  the  first  by  lapse  of  time,  he  still  Under  General  Iieiie.  —  If  the  value  of 

has  the  second.     He  may  not  sue  the  the  converted  collateral  ts  equal  to  the 

maker,  but  he  may  exhaust  the  securi-  amount  of  the  original  debt,  the  de- 

cies  he  holds  in  pledge;  for  the  statute  fendant    in    an    action   of    assumpsit 

operates  not  upon  his  debt,  but  upon  may  avail  himself  of  the  conversion  of 

his  right  of  action.    The  deposit  of  col-  the   pledge   under  the   general   issue, 

laterals  has  therefore  no  efifect  to  pre-  Stearns  v.  Marsh,  4  Den.  (N.  Y.)  227. 

vent  the  running  of  the  statute  against  Transfer  of  Stoek  Hot  Anuraatin^  t» 

the  right  of  action.     Slaymaker  v,  Wil-  Oonveriion.  —  Where  shares  of  stock  are 

son,  I  P.  &  W.  (Pa.)  216.     The  pledge  pledged,  and   the   pledgor  indorses  a 

survives  though  the  right  of  action  is  power  of  attorney  upon  the  stock,  the 

gone;  and  if  the  creditor  realizes  from  pledgee  may  surrender  the  certificate 

the  collaterals  more  than  the  amount  before  maturity  of  the  debt  and  have  a 

of  his  debt,  the  debtor  may  call  upon  new  one  issued  in  his  own  name.     Such 

him  for  the  surplus.     He  cannot,  how-  action  on  the  part  of  the  pledgee  does 

ever,  demand  a  return  of  the  collaterals  not  constitute  conversion,  and  is  not  a 

until  the  debt  has  been  paid,  not  with-  bar  to  his  action  upon  the  debt.     Rich 

standing  the  statute   may    have    run  v.  Boyce,  39  Md.  314* 

upon   his    creditor's    right    of    action  8.  Reeves  v.  Plough,  41  Ind.  204. 

against  him.    This  is  the  fair  efifect  of  Does  Kot  Operate  as  Payment  of  Jndg* 

the  cases  in  England  and  in  most  of  ment.  —  But  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt 

the   states  in   this    country.     13   Am.  out  of  the  proceeds  of  collaterals,  or 

and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law  705,  note  i."  laches  in  collecting   it,   cannot  after- 

1.  Ambler  v,  Ames,  i  App.  Cas.  (D.  wards  be  set  up  as  a  payment  of  the 

C.)  iqi;    Rich  v,  Boyce,  39  Md.  314;  judgment  obtained  in  an  action  on  the 

Cumnock  v.  Savings  Inst.,  142  Mass.  debt.     Reeves  v.  Plough,  41  Ind.  204. 

342;  Taylor  v.  Cbeever,  6  Gray  (Mass.)  Manner  of  Pleading  Want  of  DiligOMe,. 

146;  Queens  County  Bank  v.  Leavitt,  — Want  of  diligence  in  enforcing  col- 

56  Hun  (N.  Y.)  426;    Caven  v.  Harsh,  laterals  may  be  set  up  as  a  defense  to 

186  Pa.  St.  132.  an  action  on  the  principal  debt,  with- 

Setnm  of  Pledge.  —  Where  a  pledgee  out  pleading  it  as  a  separate  defense 
who  has  not  exercised  due  diligence  in  or  oy  way  of  counterclaim.  And  where 
the  collection  of  all  the  securities  it  clearly  appears  from  the  pleading 
pledged  as  collateral  brings  an  action  that  the  pledgee  has  failed,  through 
for  the  balance  of  the  debt  remaining  negligence,  to  collect  a  part  of  the  col- 
unsatisfied,  and  obtains  judgment,  the  laterals,  it  is  not  error  to  charge  hint 
debtor  may  tender  the  amount  of  the  with  the  amount  uncollected.  Mon^ 
said  judgment  with  costs  and  interest,  tague  v.  Stelts,  37  S.  Car.  aoo. 
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Bet-off,  Cmmtflrdaim,  a&d  BMoavniAt  —  Damages  for  the  conversioa 
of  pledged  property  by  the  pledgee  may  be  set  off  against  the- 
amount  of  the  original  debt  in  an  action  thereon,^  or  the  pledgor 
may  have  a  counterclaim  for  the  value  of  the  pledge ; '  but  where 
the  pledgee  has  not  sold  the  pledge,  but  has  merely  parted  with, 
it  without  receiving  any  consideration  therefor,  in  an  action  by 
the  pledgee  the  pledgor  cannot  recoup  the  value  of  the  pledge, 
since  the  contract  of  pledge  is  merely  collateral  to  the  principal 
undertaking  of  the  pledgor.* 

c.  The  Pleadings  —  Zzuttnee  of  indobtednoM.  —  A  plaintiff  in  an 
action  on  a  note  who  seeks  to  justify  the  sale  of  collateral  on  the 

Whoro  the  PlodgoeSaooYon  a  Judgment  A  BiU  in  Equity   WiU    Kot    Lie    in 

on  the  principal  debt,  money  previously  ordinary  cases  to  obtain  such  set-off, 

received  on  a  note  pledged  to  secure  the  defendant  having  an  adequate  rem- 

the  payment  of  said  debt  will  be  pre-  edy   at  law.     Bulkeley   v.    Welch,   31 

sumed  to  have  been  applied  to  the  sat-  Conn.  339. 

isfaction  of  the  judgment.     It  will  not  2.  Cass  v.  Higenbotam,    100  N.   Y. 
be  treated  as  the  foundation  for  a  sep-  248;  Weston  v,  Turver,  (Supreme  Ct.> 
aratc  action  by  the  pledgor  to  recover  i    N.    Y.    Supp.    807;    Ainsworth    v. 
said  money,  subject  to  the  judgment  as  Bowen,  9  Wis.  348. 
a  set-off.     King  v.  Hutchins,  28  N.  H.  Vegligenoe  in  Collecting  Beovrities. — 
561.  The  pledgor  may  also  set  up  a  coun- 
1.  Bulkeley  v,  Welch,  31  Conn.  339;  terclaim  based  on  the  negligence  of  the 
Cumnock  v.  Savings  Inst.,  142  Mass.  pledgee  in  collecting  securities  pledged 
342;  Fay  V.  Gray,  124  Mass.  500.  as  collateral,  without  payment  or  ten- 
Set-off  Where  Pledge  Has  Been  Legally  der  of  the  amount  of  the  debt.     Fort 
or  Illegally  flold.  —  In  Fletcher  v.  Har-  Dodge  First  Nat  Bank  v.  OXonnell, 
mon,    78    Me.    465,    the    court    said:  84  Iowa  377. 

"When  securities  pledged  to  secure  Findings  of  the  Court.  —  In  an  action 
the  payment  of  a  debt  are  legally  sold  on  a  note  the  defendant  set  up  a  coun- 
by  the  pledgee,  he  sells  for  his  own  terclaim  in  which  he  alleged  that  a- 
account  so  far  as  necessary  to  pay  his  piano  had  been  delivered  to  the  plain- 
debt,  and  the  proceeds,  when  received,  tiff  as  collateral  security  for  the  pay- 
to  that  extent  become  his  own,  and  ment  of  the  note;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
operate  as  payment;  but  the  balance  is  failed  to  use  ordinary  care  in  keeping 
money  '  had  and  received  '  by  him  for  and  storing  said  piano;  and  that  he 
the  pledgor's  use,  and  may  be  recov-  had  permitted  it  to  be  used  continually, 
ered  as  such,  by  action,  or  by  set-off  in  whereby  it  was  damaged  and  its  value 
an  action  by  the  pledgee  against  the  depreciated.  The  court  found  that 
pledgor.  Hancock  v,  Franklin  Ins.  while  the  piano  was  in  pledge  the 
Co.,  114  Mass.  155;  Potter  v.  Tyler,  2  pledgee,  with  the  pledgor's  consent. 
Met.  (Mass.)  58;  Howard  v.  Ames,  3  had  stored  it  with  certain  persons,  and 
Met.  (Mass.)  308 ;  Rev.  Stat.,  c.  82,  §  56.  that  these  persons,  with  the  pledgor's 
When  such  securities  are  illegally  sold  knowledge  and  consent,  had  used  it  to- 
by the  pledgee,  and  he  has  actually  re-  a  certain  extent  as  compensation  for- 
ce! ved  money  therefor,  the  pledgor  may  storage.  The  defendant  appealed  on 
waive  the  tort  and  require  the  money  the  ground  that  the  court  had  failed  to 
so  received  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  find  upon  one  of  the  material  issues  of 
the  debt  secured,  and  may  recover  any  fact,  to  wit,  concerning  the  liability  of 
balance  of  the  same  by  action  for  the  pledgee  for  negligence,  but  it  was 
money  had  and  received,  or  by  set-off;  held  on  appeal  that  the  finding  of  the 
but  he  can  only  avail  himself  of  these  court  was  sufficient  upon  this  point, 
remedies  when  money,  or  its  equiva-  Damon  v,  Waldteufel,  99  Cal.  234. 
lent,  has  been  actually  received  from  8.  Fletcher  v,  Harmon,  78  Me.  465; 
the  tortious  sale,  and  he  must  be  con-  WinthropSav.  Bankr.  Jackson,  67  Me. 
tent  with  the  money  received  as  his  570. 

measure  of  damages.     Androscoggin  Loee  through  VegUgenoe. —  Where  the 

Water  Power  Co.  v,  Metcalf,  65  Me.  40;  holder  of  collaterals  negligently  suffers 

Ware  v,  Percival,  61  Me.  391."  them  to  be  lost,  he  is  chargeable  in  a. 
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ground  that  it  was  pledged  to  secure  a  debt  should  allege  in  his 
pleadings  that  the  indebtedness  existed  at  the  time  when  the  sale 
was  made.* 

HegatiTliig  CoBTtnion  of  Plodge.  —  The  defendant  cannot  insist  that 
a  sale  of  the  pledge  was  not  tortious,  and  did  not  amount  to  a 
conversion  of  the  pledge,  unless  such  facts  are  pleaded.' 

Debt  Hot  Due.  —  Where  the  defendant  claims  that  the  debt  is  not 
yet  due,  this  fact  must  be  alleged  directly  in  his  pleadings.' 

Payment  from  Proooeds  of  OoUatoral.  —  If  the  pledgor  desires  to  prove 
payment  of  the  debt  out  of  the  proceeds  of  property  pledged  as 
collateral  security,  such  payment  must  likewise  be  affirmatively 
averred.* 

Agreement  Vot  to  BeU.  —  And  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  an  alleged 
agreement  whereby  the  pledgee  has  waived  his  right  to  sell  the 
pledge  upon  default,  he  must  set  out  the  agreement  in  his 
answer.* 

plea  of  set-ofif  to  the  principal  debt,  objection  is  waived  by  the  defendant. 

Marberry  v.  Farmers,  etc.,  Nat.  Bank,  Bryan  v,  Baldwin,  52  N.  Y.  232. 
6  Tex.  Civ.  A  pp.  607,  citing  Douglass        8.  Ininfflcient  Aaewer.  —  In  King  v. 

V.  Mundine,  57  Tex.  347,  and  Culver  r.  Texas  Banking,  etc.,  Co.,  58  Tex.  669, 

Wilkinson,  145  U.  S.  205.  which  was  an  action  on  a  note  secured 

1.  SoAeienoj  of  Beply  to  Coontorolaim.  by  a  pledge,  the  defense  was  that  the 
^—  In  an  action  on  a  note  secured  by  a  debt  was  not  yet  due,  and  the  answer 
pledge  the  defendant  set  up  as  a  coun-  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  to  pay 
terclaim  the  unlawful  sale  of  such  col-  six  pt^rcent.  interest  per  annum  on  the 
lateral  by  the  pledgee.  The  plaintiff  money,  until  October  i,  1881,  and  after 
replied  that  the  pledge  was  given  to  that  he  was  to  pay  eight  per  cent.,  and 
secure  another  indebtedness  in  addition  that  there  was  no  time  fixed  for  the 
to  that  evidenced  by  the  note  on  which  payment  of  the  debt.  These  allega* 
the  action  was  brought.  It  was  held  tlons  were  held  insufficient  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  prove  such  that  the  debt  was  not  yet  due.  The 
additional  indebtedness  under  this  court  said:  "This  is  a  sufficient  aver- 
reply.  He  should  also  have  alleged  ment,  perhaps,  that  the  money  was  not 
that  said  indebtedness  existed  at  the  to  be  paid  before  the  ist  of  October; 
time  of  the  sale  of  the  pledge.  It  will  but  when  there  is  no  stipulated  time 
not  be  presumed  that  the  debt  still  ex-  for  payment,  the  law,  in  the  absence 
ists  from  the  fact  that  it  existed  at  a  of  something  from  which  a  contrary 
certain  time  in  the  past.  Weston  v.  presumption  would  arise,  would  pre- 
Turver,  (Supreme  Ct.)  I  N.  Y.  Supp.  sume  that  the  payment  was  to  be  made 
807.  upon  demand.** 

2.  Amendment  of  Complaint.  —  Where  4.  Barnes  v.  Bradley,  56  Ark.  105. 
the  complaint  merely  alleges  a  sale  of  5.  Waiver  of  Eight  to  rH  on  Be&ntt. 
the  pledge  without  averring  facts  neces-  —  In  King  z/.  Texas  Banking,  etc.,  Co.. 
sary  to  justify  the  sale,  the  defendant  58  Tex.  669,  the  answer  of  the  defend- 
may  claim  that  the  sale  was  tortious,  ant,  after  admitting  demand  and  no- 
and  may  also  claim  that  the  plaintiff  is  tice  by  the  pledgee,  alleged  that  the 
estopped  by  the  pleadings  from  deny-  defendant  had  urged  the  plaintiff  not 
ing  the  sale.  But  this  objection  is  to  sell  the  securities,  offering  to  pay  the 
waived  where  it  is  not  raised  upon  the  interest  on  the  loan  to  date,  and  had 
trial,  or  where  the  plaintiff  is  permitted  protested  against  the  sacrifice  of  the 
to  prove  that  he  has  not  in  fact  sold  securities  at  a  time  when  it  was  diffi- 
tbe  pledge,  but  has  offered  it  for  sale  cult  to  borrow  money,  reminding  the 
at  auction  and  bid  it  in  for  himself.  If  pledgee  that  he  held  no  instrument  of 
the  objection  is  raised  at  the  proper  hypothecation  or  other  authority  to  sell 
time  the  plaintiff  may  move  for  leave  the  pledge,  and  that  the  debt  was  n'tt 
to  amend  his  complaint,  but  such  due.  It  was  also  averred  that  the  sale 
amendment  is  unnecessary  where  the  of  the  securities  had  destroyed  confi. 
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Low  or  CoBTonioB  of  HoiuMgotiablo  Seenritioo.  —  The  pledgee  will  not 
be  obliged  to  account  for  nonnegotiable  securities  held  in  pledge 
unless  the  answer  of  the  defendant  alleges  that  they  have  been 
lost  or  converted,* 

WWiMawflo  by  Plodgoo.  —  A  general  allegation  that  the  pledgee 
has  failed  properly  to  keep  or  enforce  the  pledge  is  insufficient. 
Specific  acts  of  misfeasance  must  be  averred.' 

d.  Pledgee'  s  Lien  Not  Waived  —  Jvdgmont,  Bxoeation,  ftsd  Amit 

—  The  recovery  of  a  judgment  by  the  pledgee  does  not  result 
in  a  waiver  of  his  lien  upon  the  pledge,'  nor  is  it  waived  by 
the  issuance  of  an  execution  under  the  judgment  ^  or  the  arrest 

dence  in  that  class  of  bonds,  by  reason  as  to  the  notes  and  accounts  the  plain- 

of  which  other  persons  holding  like  tiff  should  account  for  the  amount  that 

bonds  from  the  defendant  advertised  should  have  been  realized  by  due  care 

them  for  sale,  and  that  to  prevent  their  and    diligence    in  collecting  them   is 

sale  he  was  obliged  to  pay  a  higher  wholly  beyond  the  pleadings,  as  they 

rate  of  interest,  and  otherwise  suffered  contain   no  averment  concerning  the 

great  pecuniary  loss.     The  court  said:  obligation  of  the  plaintiff  to  collect  the 

"  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  an-  securities.     Lindley    v,    Sullivan.   133 

swer  does  not  set  up  an  agreement  by  Ind.  588. 

which  the  plaintiff  waived  his  right  to  S.  ApproTod  Prooodonts.  —  The  follow- 
sell  the  bonds  upon  default;  but  that  ing  allegations  in  substance  have  been 
the  legal  effect  of  the  answer  is  only  to  held  sufficient  to  show  negligence  on 
deny  chat  the  law  conferred  upon  the  the  part  of  the  pledgee.  That  the 
plaintiff  the  power  to  sell,  in  the  ab-  pledgor  gave  to  the  pledgee  a  bill  of 
sence  of  any  contract  upon  that  sub-  sale  of  one  thousftnd  nine  hundred 
ject.  Such  is  the  fair  import  of  the  sheep  in  August,  1893,  said  sheep  then 
language  of  the  answer;  and  under  the  being  at  Trevor,  Wis. ;  that  the  plain- 
well-known  rule  that  the  pleading  is  to  tiff  took  possession  of  said  sheep  there- 
be  construtd  most  strongly  against  the  under  as  security  for  the  balance  due 
pleader,  such,  we  hold,  is  the  effect  of  on  the  note;  that  the  sheep  were  to  be 
the  answer.  If  there  was  a  contract  put  on  the  market  and  sold,  and  that 
between  the  parties  which  varied  the  the  plaintiffs  were  to  retain  from  the 
greneral  rule,  it  was  incumbent  upon  proceeds  the  amount  of  their  claim, 
the  defendant  to  set  it  up."  and  pay  the  balance  to  the  defendants; 

1.  Gonvenion  InsnffleieiLtly  Allogod. —  that  the  plaintiffs  were  negligent  in 
Allegations  in  the  answer  that  the  plain-  selling  said  sheep  and  in  failing  to  care 
tiffs  have  converted  to  their  own  use  for  them  properly;  that  by  reason  of 
certain  county  warrants  to  the  amount  the  carelessness,  negligence,  and 
and  value  of  one  thousand  dollars,  de-  wrongful  acts  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
posited  with  the  plaintiffs  as  collateral  sheep  were  not  sold  until  the  market 
security  for  the  note  sued  upon,  are  had  fallen  and  the  cost  of  their  keeping 
not  sufficient  to  compel  the  plaintiffs  to  had  become  very  great;  that  by  reason 
account  for  the  securities.  Marberry  of  the  negligence,  carelessness,  and 
v.  Farmers,  etc.,  Nat.  Bank,  6  Tex.  wrongful  doing  of  the  plaintiffs  the  de- 
Civ.  App.  607.  fendants  were  damaged  four  thousand 

lastniotion  Vot  Warranted  by  Plead-  dollars.      Anderson    v,   Carothers,   18 

iags.  —  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  debt.  Wash.  520,  also  Lamberton  v,  Windom, 

the  defendant   alleges  that    property,  12  Minn.  232. 

including  certain  notes  and  accounts,  8.  Everman  v.  Hyman,  3  Ind.  App. 

was  tamed  over  to  the  plaintiff,  who  459;  Jones z'.  Scott,  10  Kan.  33;  Fisher 

was  to  pay  therewith  certain  debts  of  v,   Fisher,  98  Mass.  303;  Burnham  v. 

the  defendant    and  either  return  the  Windram,  164  Mass.  313:  Bowman  v, 

residue  or  sell  them  for  the  defendant's  Hoffman,  22  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C. 

benefit,   and   that  the    plaintiff,   after  PI.)  371;  Lincoln  f.  Linde,  27  Abb.  N. 

paying  the  said  debts,  has  a  large  sum  Cas.   (N.  Y.   Super.  Ct.)  278;   Pate  v, 

of  the  defendant's  money  for  which  he  Hoffman,  61  Hun  (N.  Y.)  386. 

refuses  to  account,  an  instruction  that  4.  Valley  Nat.  Bank  v,  Jackaway.  80 
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of  the  debtor  upon  execution.^ 

The  Sztamloii  of  %  BoooiTonhip  procured  by  another  creditor  in  sup- 
plementary proceedings  against  the  debtor  so  that  such  receiver- 
ship will  include  the  pledgee's  judgment  will  not  impair  the  right 
of  the  pledgee  to  hold  and  proceed  upon  the  pledge.* 

Sueh  ft  WftiTor  Gaa  Bo  Eflbetod  only  by  a  voluntary  and  intentional 
surrender  of  the  pledge  by  the  pledgee,  or  by  a  voluntary  attempt 
of  the  pledgee  to  create  a  different  lien  on  the  pledged  property 
and  to  hold  it  thereby.' 

e.  Attachment  of  Debtor's  Propertv.  —  A  creditor  who 

holds  property  in  pledge  may  sue  his  debtor  and  attach  property 
other  than  that  pledged,*  but  if  he  attaches  the  pledged  property 
he  waives  his  lien  thereon.* 

3.  Suit  to  ForeoloM  Pledge  —  a.  In  General.  —  Where  there  is 
a  general  pledge  of  personal  property,  neither  the  time  of  redemp- 
tion nor  the  time  and  manner  of  sale  being  fixed  by  the  contract, 
a  suit  in  equity  to  foreclose  the  pledge  is  preferable  to  a  sale 
without  a  judicial  decree,  since  the  rights  of  all  parties  concerned 
may  be  determined  therein.* 

Iowa  512:  Smith  v.  Strout,  63  Me.  205;  and  the  pledgee  learns  that  he  is  about 

Goodrich   v,  Southmayd,    13  La.   341;  to  transfer  fraudulently  to  his  wife  a 

Morse  v  Woods,  5  N.  H.  297;  Frost  v,  bill  of  sale  of  the  pledged  property,  he 

Shav7,  3  Ohio  St.  270.  may  attach  the  pledge  or  may  consent 

1.  Smith  V.  Strout,  63  Me.  205;  to  an  attachment  by  another  creditor 
Morse  z/.  Woods,  5  N.  H.  297.  without  waiving  his  lien   as   against 

2.  Pate  V,  Hoffman,  61  Hun  (N.  Y.)  purchasers  with  notice.  Such  action 
386;  Bowman  r.  Hoffman.  22  Civ.  Pro.  on  the  part  of  the  pledgee  cannot  be 
Rep.  (K.  Y.  C.  PI.)  371.  termed  voluntary,  since  it  is  caused  by 

Beoeiyer  XadePvtyto  Aetlon.  —  Hav-  the  wrongful  act  of  the  pledgor.    But 

ing  failed  to  collect  his  judgment,  the  even  in  such  a  case  an  attachment  by 

pledgee  has  a  right  to  resort  to  an  ac-  the  pledgee  results  in  a  wairer  of  his 

tion  to  have  the  pledge  sold   and  to  lien  as  against  a  ^^ita  ^4^  purchaser  for 

apply  the  proceeds  thereto,  and  an  ap-  value.     Marshall  v.  Otto,  59  Fed.  Rep. 

plication  by  the  pledgee  for  leave  to  249. 

make  the  receiver  a  party  to  an  action  6.  Zimpleman  v,  Veeder,  98  lU.  613; 

for  such  sale  of  the  property  and  appli-  Boynton     z/.     Payrow,    67    Me.     587; 

cation    of    the    proceeds    should    be  Ogden  v,  Lathrop,  i  Sweeny  (N.  Y.> 

granted.     Pate  z'.  Hoffman,  61  Hun  (N.  643;    Smith  v.  Coale,   12  Phila.  (Pa.) 

Y.)  386.  177,  34  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  58. 

8.  Valley  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jackaway,  80  Votioe  of  Action.  —  In  LowtiHana  the 

Iowa  512;  Jones  v,  Scott,  10  Kan.  33.  thirty  days*  notice  required  by  law  to 

4.  Cornwall  v,  Gould,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  be  given  to  the  debtor  is  a  prerequisite 
444;  Beck  with  v.  Sibley,  11  Pick,  to  the  institution  of  the  hypothecary 
(Mass.)  482.  action.     Gentis  v,  Blasco,  15  La.  Ann. 

5.  Citizens'  Bank  v,  Dows,  68  Iowa  104. 

460.  Aatigninont  Panding  Aotion  —  Intarren- 

Lien  Hot  Waiyed  by  Attaehment.  —  In  tion  by  Aisignoo.  —  Where,  pending  an 

Arendale  v.   Morgan,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  action  to  enforce  a  pledge,  the  pledgor 

703,  it  was  held  that  where  a  fraudulent  assigns  his  interest  in  the  pledge,  and 

vendee     pledges     property,    and    the  also  any  right  of  action  which  he  may 

pledgee  receives  it  without  notice  of  have  against  the  pledgee  for  conversion 

the  fraud,  an  attachment  levied  by  the  of  the  pledge,  the  assignee  may  inter- 

pledgee  on  the  property  to  enforce  the  vene  in  the  action  to  assert  his  rights, 

lien  and  as  a  mode  of  sale  does  not  re-  Loughborough  v.  McNevin,  74  Cal.  250. 

suit  in  a  waiver  of  his  lien.  Attorney's  Foot.  —  In  California  Acts 

Where  the  Pledgor  Ii  a  Vonreiident,  1873-74,  p.  707  (Act  March  27,  1874), 
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Ho  Prior  AetioA  ftt  Iftw  giooiiary.  —  Where  the  pledge  is  made  to 
secure  an  unliquidated  demand  the  pledgee  may  at  once  file  his 
bill  in  equity  to  obtain  a  sale,  without  first  proceeding  at  law  to 
determine  the  amount  of  the  principal  debt.^ 

Joindar  of  Cawoi  of  AotioB.  —  A  cause  of  action  upon  a  note  secured 
by  a  pledge  of  personal  property  cannot  be  joined  with  a  cause 
of  action  to  foreclose  the  pledge  unless  both  causes  of  action 
aflect  all  the  parties;'  but  upon  proper  pleadings  the  pledgee 
may  foreclose  his  lien  on  the  pledge  in  a  suit  against  the  estate 
of  the  pledgor  and  others  for  conversion  of  the  pledged  property.' 

Jurifdiotion.  —  The  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  pledgee  resides 
have  power  to  decree  a  foreclosure  of  a  pledge  although  the 
pledgor  is  a  resident  of  a  different  state.^ 

providing  that  in  suits  to  foreclose  a  Fresno  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dasy,  i  lo 

mortgage  the  attorney's  fee  shaU  be  Cal.  69. 

^zed  by  the  court,  etc.,  does  not  applv  Waivor  of  Plodgoo^t  Lion.  —  An  action 

to  an  action  to  enforce  a  pledge.     Hil-  was  brought  by  a  pledgee  to  foreclose 

dreth  v.  Williams,  (Cal.  1893)33  Pac.  thepledge,  and  judgment  was  rendered 

Rep.  TI13.  for  a  sale  thereof.     By  mistake  it  was 

Fnad  in  Contraot.  —  Where  on  a  bill  delivered  to  an  officer  and  sold  under  a 

in  equity  to  foreclose  a  pledge,  the  de-  general  execution,  and   not    under  a 

fendant    submitted    to  the    court    for  special  execution  in  pursuance  of  the 

allowance,  as  an   issue  for  the  jury,  judgment.     It  was  held,  however,  that 

whether  the  pledge  was  not  given  with  this  action  on  the  part  of  the  pledgee 

intent  to  defraud  the  pledgor's  credit-  did   not  constitute   such   a   voluntary 

ors,  it  was  held  that  the  issue  should  abandonment  of  possession  as  to  result 

not  be  allowed,  since  in  this  particular  in  a  waiver  of  his  lien.     Valley  Nat. 

case  the  plaintifif  was  able  to  make  out  Bank  v,  Jackaw'ay,  80  Iowa  512. 

his  case  without  introducing  into  it  the  1.  Vaupell   v.    Woodward,   2  Sandf. 

alleged  fraud.    Chafee    v,    A.   &   W.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  143. 

Sprague  Mfg.  Co.,  14  R.  I.  168.  ForeeloiiiTo  upmi  BefSuilt  in  Payment  of 

Tonidor  of  Amoimt  Ihio.  —  In  an  action  Intorast.  —  Where  a  pledge  is  given  for 

to  foreclose  a  pledge  a  plea  of  a  previ-  the  redemption  of  certificates  of  debt, 

ous  tender  of  the  indebtedness  is  good  and  the  certificates  bind  the  debtor  for 

without  bringing  the  money  into  court,  the     payment     of     the    sum    therein 

Loughborough  v.  McNevin,  74  Cal.  250.  mentioned  and  the  interest  thereon,  the 

Ifiat^va  in  Findings  and  Judgment —  pledge  is  bound  for  the  payment  of  the 

AmondmoBt. — Where     an     action      is  interest  as  well  as  for  the  payment  of 

brought  to  foreclose  both  a  mortgage  the  principal,  and  a    foreclosure  may 

and  a  pledge  of  stock,  and  neither  the  be  ordered  on  default  in  the  payment 

conclusions  of  law,  the  order  for  judg-  of  any  instalment  of  interest.     Swasey 

ment,  nor  the  judgment  itself  makes  v.    North  Carolina  R.  Co.,  i  Hughes 

any  disposition  of  the  pledged  prop-  (U.  S.)  17. 

erty,  the  proper  practice  is  for  the  trial  2.  Plankinton  v.  Hildebrand,  89  Wis. 

court  to  grant  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  209. 

It  has  no  jurisdiction  after  the  entry  8.  Zively    v.    Lampasas   First    Nat. 

of  a  judgment  foreclosing  the  mortgage  Bank,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1897)  39  S.  W. 

to  aipend  the  findings  and  judgment  so  Rep.  219. 

as  to  provide  further  for  a  foreclosure  4.  Coffin  v.  Chicago  Northern  Pac. 

of  the  pledge.     But  if  the  answer  of  Constr.  Co.,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  337. 

the  defendant  admits  that  the  pledge  EfFeot  of  Provision  in  Contraot  Authoris- 

of  stock  was  made,  and  that  it  preceded  ing  Sale  in  Another  State.  —  The  courts 

the  mortgage,  the  appellate  court  may  of    New    York    have    jurisdiction    to 

decree  a  modification  of  the  judgment  decree  a  sale  of  pledged  property  if  the 

and  order  a  sale  of  the  pledge ;  and  plaintiff  resides  in  that  state  when  the 

such  order  may  direct  the  sale  of  the  action  is  brought,  although  the  princi- 

pledge  before  that  of   the   mortgaged  pal  defendant  is  a  corporation  formed 

property,  if  the  defendant  so  desires,  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  another 

087  Volume  XVI. 


4 
I 


Aotioni  to  Boforoe  PLEDGES.  PledgM>B  UgMi. 

Jnriidietion  Vot  Onitad  by  Ooiut«relmim.  —  The  setting  up  of  a  counter- 
claim by  the  defendant  does  not  oust  the  court  of  its  equitable 
jurisdiction  to  decree  a  foreclosure.^ 

A  Bait  to  ToreoloM  Ii  Abiolutolj  IToeaeiary  where  the  pledgor  is  absent 
or  cannot  be  found  and  notice  to  redeem  cannot  be  given.* 

d.  When  Sale  Will  Not  Be  Decreed  —  Bank  Book  bm  ia 

"  Pledgo.  —  The  court  will  not  decree  the  sale  of  a  bank  book  which 
has  been  pledged  to  secure  a  debt.' 

BogotlAblo  Fftpor.  —  Nor,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  will  a 
court  of  equity  decree  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  negotiable 
paper  held  in  pledge.* 

c.  The  Pleadings  —  Dobt  Duo  wd  Vnpoid  —  Valuo  of  Proporty.  — 
Where  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  pledge  was  given  to  secure 
the  payment  of  a  debt,  it  should  also  allege  that  the  debt  is  past 
due  and  unpaid.     An  omission  to  charge  the  value  of  the  prop- 

state;  and  the  pledgee's  right  to  a  fore-  pledged    to    secure    a   debt,   and  the 

closure  is  not  affected  by  a  provision  in  pledgor  died  without  making  payment, 

the  contract  authorizing  a  sale  of  the  On  a  bill  in  equity  to  foreclose  the 

pledge  at   public    auction  in  another  pledge,  it  was  held  that  the  coun  woald 

state.      Coifin    v,    Chicago    Northern  not  decree  a  sale  of  the  bank  book,  but 

Pac.    Constr.   Co.,   67    Barb.  (N.   Y.)  unless  the  administrator  of  the  pledgor 

337.  within    a    time    fixed     tendered    the 

1.  Equitable  Joriidietion  Hot  Oustod  by  amount  due  to  the  pledgee  with  inter* 
Ctounterolaim.  —  In  Morrissey  v.  Broo-  est  and  costs,  the  court  would  appoint 
mal,  37  Neb.'  766,  the  petition  alleged  an  officer  to  receive  and  deposit  and 
the  execution  by  the  defendant  to  the  make  proper  disposition  thereof, 
plaintiff  of  a  note  and  the  delivery  of  4.  Donohoe  v.  Gamble,  38  Cal.  340; 
certain  collateral  security,  that  the  note  Cleghorn  v.  Minnesota  Title  Ins.,  etc., 
was  due  and  unpaid,  and  prayed  for  a  Co.,  57  Minn.  341;  Porter  v.  Frazer,  6 
foreclosure  of  the  pledge  and  the  sale  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  553. 
thereof.  The  answer  admitted  the  Sals  Deereed  in  Xxooptioiial  Oum  — 
execution  of  the  note  and  the  delivery  Nonresidence  of  Maker  of  Paper  PUdgtd, 
of  the  securities,  but  alleged  that  the  —  But  where  the  maker  of  a  note 
contract  as  written  was  not  as  agreed  pledged  as  collateral  resides  in  a  re- 
and  understood  by  the  parties,  and  mote  country  or  in  a  different  state, 
prayed  for  a  reformation  of  the  con-  and  is  not  shown  to  possess  any  prop- 
tract.  It  also  contained  an  allegation  erty  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  within 
that  the  defendant  had  been  damaged  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the 
ten  thousand  dollars  by  the  wron^ul  pledgee  may  resort  to  equity  to  obtain 
teimination  of  the  contract  by  the  a  sale  of  the  pledge.  Donohoe  r.  Gam- 
plaintiff.     It  was   held  that  this  pro-  ble,  38  Cal.  340. 

ceeding  was  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  in  Insolvency     of    Pledgor,  —  A      note 

equity,  and   that  the  setting  up  of  a  pledged  as  collateral  had  several  years 

counterclaim  by  the  defendant  did  not  to  run  before  maturity;    the   pledgor 

oust  the  court  of  its  equitable  jurisdic-  was  insolvent;  and  the  pledgee  proved 

tion.  his  claim  in  insolvency  and  established 

8.  Indiana,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,   McKer-  his  right  to  participate  in  the  benefits 

nan.  24  Ind.  62;    Bryson  v.  Rayner,  25  of  the  assignment  in  case  the  pledge 

Md.  424;  Stearns  v.  Marsh,  4  Den.  (N.  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt. 

Y.)  227;    Garlick  v.  James,   12  Johns.  Under  these  circumstances  it  was  held 

^N.  Y.)  146;    Bates  z/.  Wiles,  i   Handy  that  a  court  of  equity  had  power  to 

(Ohio)  536;    De  Lisle  v.  Priestman,  i  order  a  judicial  sale  of   the   pledge, 

Browne  (Pa  )  176.  otherwise  the  settlement  of  the  insolv- 

3.  Sale  of  Bank  Book  Not  Deereed  —  ent  estate  might  have  been  delayed  for 

Beoeiyer. —  In  Boynton  v,  Payrow,  67  several  years.    Cleghorn  v,  Minnesota 

Me.    587,    a    bank    book    had    been  Title  Ins.,  etc.,  Co.,  57  Minn.  341. 
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erty  pledged  is  not  fatal,  although  the  better  practice  demands 
that  it  be  charged.^ 

lBt«F6it  and  Titto  of  Flodffor.  —  In  a  suit  by  the  pledgee  to  foreclose 
his  lien  upon  pledged  stock,  the  complaint  need  not  allege  how 
the  pledgor  acquired  such  stock.' 

Joiador  of  CaoMo  of  Aetion.  —  A  complaint  which  sets  forth  a  cause 
of  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  pledgee's  lien  and  also  asks 
for  an  accounting  to  determine  the  amount  for  which  the  lien 
may  be  enforced  is  not  bad  for  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.' 

4.  Aotion  on  Pledged  Hote  —  «.  In  General.  —  Where  a  nego- 
tiable instrument  is  held  in  pledge,  the  pledgee,  upon  its  maturity, 
may  sue  thereon  even  though  the  debt  for  which  it  was  pledged 
is  not  yet  due.*    And  in  the  case  of  certain  nonnegotiable  securi- 

1.  Fanners',  etc.,  Nat.  Bank  v,  Rog-  lant  to  an  accounting  touching  matters 

ers,  15  Civ.   Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Super,  peculiarly  within  his  knowledge  and 

Ct.)  250.  arising  out  of  the  trust  reposed  in  him; 

8.  Plankinton  v,  Hlldebrand,  89  Wis.  and  we  think  that  for  this  purpose  the 

209.  cause  of  action  is  stated  with  sufficient 

Third    Ponon    Olaimiag    Interest    in  particularity.      West    v,    Brewster,    z 

Pledge  Joinsd  as  Party.  —  In  an  action  Duer  (N.  Y.)  647;  Green  v.  Brooks,  81 

10  foreclose  a  pledge  an  allegation  in  Cal.  333;    Rippe  v,  Stogdill,  61   Wis. 

the   complaint    that    a    certain    party  38;    Colonial,     etc.,     Mortg.     Co.     v, 

other  than  the  plaintiff  has  or  claims  Hutchinson  Mortg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep. 

to  have  some  interest  in  or  lien  upon  219.    And  the  character  of   the  com- 

the  pledged    property,  but  that  such  plaint  is  not  changed  by  the  averment 

lien,  if  any,  is  subordinate  to  the  plain-  that  before  the  commencement  of  the 

tiff's  claim,  sufficiently  shows  that  such  action  an  investigation  had  shown  that 

third  person  is  a  proper  party  defend-  the  respondents  had  suffered  a  loss  of 

ant    to    the    action.      Plankinton    v,  *  upward  of  sixty-five  thousand    dol- 

Hildebrand,  89  Wis.  209.  lars.'  " 

8.  Aeooimtiiig    Between   Pledgor   and  4.  Seeley  v.  Wickstrom,  49  Neb.  730. 

Pledgee  and  Fereolosiire  of  Pledge.  —  In  See  also  generally  article  Negotiable 

San   Pedro  Lumber  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  Instruments,  vol.  14,  pp.  435,  436. 

Ill   Cal.  588,  the  court  said:    *' The  Proviiion  Authorisiiig  Pledgee  to  BeU 

complaint  sets  forth  only  one  cause  of  Pledge.  —  A  provision  in  the  contract 

action,   which  is  for  the  enforcement  of  pledge  authorizing  the  pledgee  to 

and   foreclosure  of  a    lien;    and.    as  sell  the  notes  pledged  on  default  by  the 

necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  pledgor  does   not  prevent  him    from 

amount  for  which  the  lien  may  be  en-  suing  on  said  notes  instead  of  selling 

forced,  an  accounting.     For  those  pur-  them.     Holland  Trust  Co.  v,  Waddell, 

poses  the  averments  of  the  complaint  75  Hun  (N.  Y.)  104. 

are  sufficient.    They  show  that  the  ap-  Where  Several  Votes  Are  Held  as  Ckil- 

pellant    was    the    trusted    agent    of  lateral  Seonrity  the  pledgee  may  enforce 

respondent,  acting  in  a  fiduciary  ca-  any  or  all  of  them  to  the  extent  of  his 

pacity,  and  having  for  a  long  period  of  claim,  although  any  one  of  them  may 

time  the  entire  charge  and  control  of  be  collectible  and  sufficient  to  satisfy 

its  business  at  Los  Angeles;  and  that  the  debt.     Smith  v.  Hunter,  33  Ind. 

by  various  kinds  of  misconduct,  which  106. 

are  specially  described,  and  which  are  And  even  where  the  note  pledged 
averred  to  consist  of  a  large  number  of  was  obtained  from  the  maker  by  fraud 
items,  he  caused  losses  and  became  of  the  pledgor  the  pledgee  cannot  be 
liable  in  large  sums  of  money,  the  true  required  first  to  exhaust  other  col- 
amounts  of  which  cannot  be  ascer-  lateral  before  suing  on  said  note, 
tained  and  determined  without  an  ac-  Haas  v.  Bank,  of  Commerce,  41  Neb. 
counting  by  appellant  of  the  adminis-  754. 

tration    of    his    trust.    *    *    *    The  Prindpal  Debt  Paid  Pending  Aetion  on 

purpose  of  the  action  was  to  caU  appel-  Vote.  —  If  the  debt  is  paid  during  the 
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ties,  also,  such  as  notes  secured  by  a  mortgage,  the  proper  remedy 
of  the  pledgee  is  by  an  action  on  the  pledged  instrument  rather 
than  by  sale.* 

b.  Parties.  —  The  payee  of  a  note  does  not  entirely  lose  his 
right  to  proceed  against  the  maker  by  pledging  the  note,  and  the 
pledgee  may  authorize  him  to  sue  thereon ; '  but  the  more  usual 
method  is  for  the  pledgee  to  sue  on  the  pledged  note  in  his  own 
name.* 

c.  The  Pleadings  —  ATcrmsnu  m  to  ooatrMt  of  PMgo.  —  Where 
the  pledgee  sues  on  a  pledged  note  in  his  own  name  the  com- 
plaint need  not  contain  any  averments  as  to  the  contract  of 

pendency  of  an  action  upon  the  note  1230;  Hewitt  v,  Williams.  47  La.  Aon. 
which  was  given  as  security,  the  74a.  See  also  generally  as  to  the  par- 
pledgee  may  continue  the  action  upon  ties  to  an  action  on  a  pledged  note  arti> 
the  note,  and  he  will  hold  the  proceeds  cle  Negotiable  Instruments,  vol.  14, 
as  trustee  for  the  pledgor.     Johnson  pp.  435,  436. 

City   First    Nat.    Bank    v.    Mann,    94  Recovery    by    Pledgee    in    Actm   by 

Tenn.  17.  Pledgor.  —  In  Texcu  it   has  been  held 

1.  Chaffee  v.  Whitfield,  40  La.  Ann.  that  where  the  pledgor  brings  an  action 
631.  on  the  note  which  be  has  pledged  as 

Mortgage  Notes.  —  In  California^  collateral,  and  makes  the  pledgee  a 
when  a  mortgage  and  the  note  secured  party  defendant  to  the  salt,  the  pledgee 
thereby  are  pledged  to  secure  the  pay-  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  against  the 
ment  of  a  debt,  and  the  contract  of  maker  of  the  note  for  the  amount 
pledge  authorizes  the  sale  of  the  thereof,  without  tirst  establishing  his 
pledged  property  on  default  by  the  claim  against  the  pledgor,  add  withoat 
pledgor,  the  pledgee  may  either  sell  joining  in  the  pledgor's  action  or  filing 
the  notes  or,  under  Civ.  Code,  §  3006,  a  cross-bill  and  having  the  maker  far- 
giving  the  pledgee  of  any  evidence  of  ther  cited.  He  will  hold  the  proceeds 
debt  the  right  to  realize  on  it  only  by  of  the  note  in  trust  for  the  pledgor, 
collection,  he  may  realize  on  the  note  Williams  v,  Lumpkin,  74  Tex.  601. 
by  foreclosing  the  mortgage.  McAr-  8.  Turner  v,  Stroud,  37  Ark.  556; 
thur  V,  Magee,  114  Cal.  126.  Lafayette  Bank  v,  Bruff,  33  I.a.  Ann. 

And  such  action  by  the  pledgee  does  624;    Dolhonde's    Succession,   21    La. 

not  constitute  a  conversion  or  a  divest-  Ann.    5;    Chaffe   v.   Du  Bose,   36  La. 

ing  of  the  pledgor's  title  in  the  mort-  Ann.  257;    Dix  v.  Tully.  14  La.  Ann. 

gage  securities.    Fernandez  t^.  Tormey,  460;  Blouin  v.  Liquidators,  30  La.  Ann. 

121  Cal.  515.  714;    Bowman  v.  Wood,  15  Nfass.  534; 

Ckmtra.  —  But   in   New   York  it   has  Kavanaugh  v,  B  rod  ball,  40  Neb.  875; 

been  held  that  where  a  bond  and  mort-  Van  Riper  v,  Baldwin,  19  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

gage  having  several  years  to  run  are  344. 

pledged   as    collateral    security   for  a  In  Loniilaiia  the  pledgee  can  sne  on 

debt  due  in  three  months,  the  doctrines  the   pledged    note  either  in   his  own 

peculiar  to   negotiable    paper  do  not  name  and  right  or  in  his  own  name  for 

apply,   and   the   pledgee   may  sue  in  the   use  of  the  pledgor.      Mechanics, 

«quity  to  procure  a  sale  of  the  pledge,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lozano,  39  La.  Ann.  321. 

Porter  v,  Frazer,  6  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y.  And  where  the  note  is  drawn  to  the 

Supreme  Ct.)  553.  order  of  the  maker  and   indorsed   in 

Xortgago    Foreoloiod    by    Pledgee. —  blank  the   pledgee   may   sue   thereon 

Where  a  mortgage  note  is  pledged  and  without  a  previous  indorsement  by  the 

the  pledgee  forecloses  the  mortgage,  pledgor.     State  Bank  v.  Gaiennie,  21 

making  the  mortgagee  a  party  defend-  La.  Ann.  555. 

ant,  and  there  is  no  appeal  from  the  In  Minnesota  a  pledgee  may  sue  in 

decree  of  the  court,  or  redemption,  the  his  own  name  on  a  promissory  note 

pledgor    loses    all   right   to  the   note,  payable  to  order,  although  it  is  not  in- 

Wells  V.  Wells,  53  Vt.  I.  dorsed  to  him.     White  r.  Phelps,    14 

2.  O' Kelly  v,  Ferguson,  49  La.  Ann.  Minn.  27. 
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pledge,  or  concerning  the  pledgee's  title  to  the  note.^ 

Aofwor  —  VUlvn  to  Oboorro  Conditiou  Prooodont  —  Where  the  maker 
of  the  pledged  note  defends  on  the  ground  that  the  pledgee  has 
failed  to  fulfil  the  conditions  of  the  contract  of  pledge,  his  answer 
must  allege  facts  showing  such  failure  on  the  part  of  the  pledgee.* 

5.  Aifompfit  —  When  stock  which  has  been  pledged  as  col- 
lateral  security  stands  in  the  name  of  the  pledgee,  he  is  entitled 
to  the  dividends  thereon,  and  if  the  pledgor  collects  such  dividends 
he  is  liable  to  the  pledgee  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received.'  And  assumpsit  may  be  maintained  by  a  party  who 
holds  in  pledge  warehouse  receipts  for  property,  against  a  con- 
signee of  the  property  who  has  sold  it.  In  such  case  the  facts 
that  the  consignee  was  ignorant  of  the  contract  of  pledge  and 
that  he  has  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  another  indebted- 
ness of  tlie  pledgor  are  immaterial.^ 

6.  Action  on  the  Case.  —  The  pledgee  may,  in  an  action  on  the 
case,  recover  to  the  extent  of  his  lien  against  a  vendee  who  has 
taken  the  property  with  notice  of  the  prior  contract  of  pledge.* 

1.  Mechanics,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  v»  Lo-  Conshohocken  Worsted  Mills,  149  Pa. 
zano,  39  La.  Ann.  321.  St.  363. 

Vaaooofwry    Alloyotioao.  —  But    the       4.  Taylor  v.  Tamer,  87  111.  296. 
complaint  is  not  rendered  demurrable        5.  Carrington  v.  Ward,  71  N.  Y.  360. 

by  the  fact  that  it  does  unnecessarily  And  see  Hazard  v,  Flske,  83  N.  Y.  287; 

set  forth  the  facts  in  relation  to  the  Lyons  r.  Rogers,  i  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  5. 
pledgee  of  the  note.     Hilton  t/.  War-        Set-off  Hot  AUowod.  —  In  an  action  by 

mg,  7  Wis.  492.  the  pledgee  against  a  vendee  who  has 

2.  Action  on  Plodgo  Before  Sflbrt  to  uken  the  property  with  notice  of  the 
OoUoot  from  Pledgor.  —  In  Barr  v,  Kane,  contract  of  pledge,  said  vendee  cannot 
32  Ind.  416,  it  was  held  that  where  a  set  off  a  claim  which  he  has  against  the 
negotiable  instrument  has  been  pledged  pledgor.  Carrington  r.  Ward,  71  N. 
upon  the  express  condition  that  it  shall  V.  360;  Nottebohm  t^.  Mass,  3  Robt.^ 
not  be  sued  upon  until  the  creditor  has  (N.  Y.)  249. 

made  every  legal  effort  to  collect  his  Allegations  in  the  Complaint.  —  In  an 

debt  from  the  pledgor,  and  the  creditor  action  by  the  pledgee  agaitist  a  third 

brings  suit  upon  the  note,  an  answer  party  who  has  purchased  the  pledge 

which  alleges  facts  showing  that  the  from  the  pledgor  with  notice  of  the 

pledgee  has  not  made  any  legal  efforts  contract  of  pledge,  a  complaint  is  suffi- 

ta  collect  the  debt,  and  that  if  such  dent  if  it  alleges  that  the  pledgor  sold 

efforts  had  been  made  the  debt  might  the  goods  to  the  defendant,  who  agreed^ 

have  been  collected,  is  good.  to    pay    the    purchase  money  to  the 

8.  Gaty  v,  HolHday,  8  Mo.  App.  118;  pledgee,  to  be  applied  to  the  debt  for 

Boyd  V,  Conshohocken  Worsted  Mills,  which  they  were  pledged ;  that  the  de- 

149  Pa.  St.  363.  fendant  obtained  possession  of  part  of 

Aetion  Against  Company  Paying  Divl-  the  goods  by  getting  credit  from  the 

doods.  —  The  pledgee  may  also  main  pledgee,  and  that,  on  the  defendant's 

tain   an  action   against  the  company  default,  the   goods  were  sold  by  the 

which  has  wrongfully  paid  dividends  pledgee  at  auction.    And  in  such   a 

to  the  pledgor.    And  this  is  true  where  complaint  an  allegation  that  the  de- 

such    dividends    are    paid    after    the  fendant  was  indulged  for  over  a  year 

pledgor  has  paid  a  part  of  the  debt,  longer  than    his    original    agreement 

and  the  pledgee  surrenders  the  original  allowed  him  to  pay  for  and  receive  the 

note  and  fakes  a  new  one,  provided  the  goods  is  a  suflScient  averment  that  a 

note  is  taken  as  a  part  renewal  of  the  reasonable  time  was  given  to  him  to 

old  one.    Whether  or  not  it  is  so  taken  comply  with  his  contract  before  the 

is  a  question  for  the  jury.    Boyd  v,  sale.     Habenicht  r.  Lissak,  77  Cal.  139^ 
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Afttr  the  PMf«r  HM  Tate«d  tht  Amnat  «f  tiM  Mbt  he  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  pledge,  and  if  he  subsequently  obtains  pos- 
session of  the  property  in  a  peaceable  manner  he  is  not  liable  to 
the  pledgee  in  an  action  of  trespass.^ 

7.  Trorer,  —  A  pledgee  may  have  an  action  at  law  for  damages 
against  a  pledgor  who  has  temporarily  obtained  possession  of  the 
pledged  property  for  a  special  purpose,  and  who  has  converted 
the  same,'  or,  under  some  circumstances,  against  a  third  person ; ' 
but  he  cannot  have  trover  against  an  innocent  vendee,  or  second 
pledgee,  where  the  pledgor,  being  in  possession,  has  sold  or 
repledged  the  property.* 

8.  Dttimie.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  pledgee  may  maintain 
detinue  for  the  pledge  against  any  one  who  does  not  show  a 
better  title  than  his  own.*^ 

9.  Aeplevin.  —  It  seems  that  the  pledgee  may  maintain  replevin 
against  a  warehouseman  with  whom  the  pledgor  has  stored  the 
property,  if  he  refuses  to  return  the  same ;  *  but  not  against  an 

Et^edgo  —  Xodemptioa  by  Tint  such  third  party  to  determine  the 
Pledgee.  —  Where  property  is  pledged  ownership  of  the  property,  but  he  can- 
to a  trust  company  as  collateral  secnr-  not  have  two  satisfactions  of  hie  claim, 
ity,  and  subsequently,  with  the  con-  and  if  he  elects  to  enforce  his  lien  he 
sent  of  the  managing  oflScer  of  the  thereby  waives  his  right  to  maintain 
company,  repledged  by  the  pledgor  to  trover.  Memphis  First  Nat.  Banlc  v. 
a  third  party,  the  original  pledgee  may  Pettit,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  447. 
redeem  the  property  from  the  second  'Aesuspslt  Agmiait  Fiedgei'i  ^^— *■*■- 
pledgee,  and  hold  U  as  against  the  tvater.  —  Where  a  married  woman,  by 
pledgor;  but  having  voluntarily  waived  a  writing  signed  jointly  with  her  hus- 
his  original  lien  he  cannot  reclaim  the  band,  has  pledged  certain  shares  of 
property  without  such  process  of  re-  stock  in  a  corporation  for  his  debt,  and 
demption.  Manhattan  Trust  Co.  v.  has  delivered  the  stock  certificate  to  the 
Sioux  City,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  65  Fed.  Rep.  pledgee,  but  the  pledgee  does  not  give 
559.  notice    to    the    corporation,    and    the 

1.  Taggart  v,  Packard,  39  Vt.  628.  pledgor  subsequently  sells  the  stock  10 

8.  Hutton  V,  Amett,  51  111.  198;  a  ^i^wa /ic/tf  purchaser,  the  pledgee  can- 
Cooper  v.  Ray,  47  lU.  53;  Hays  V.  Rid-  not  maintain  assumpsit  against  the 
die,  I  Sandf.  (N.  V.)  348;  Prescott  v,  pledgor's  administrator  for  the  value 
Prescott,  41  Vt.  131.  of  the  stock,  on  the  gtound  of  a  pledge 

It  Is  He  Bitaie  to  such  action  that  and  a  subsequent  conversion  by  the 

the  pledgee  has  wrongfullv  sold  other  pledgor.     Having  given  no  notice  to 

securities  which  he  held  for  the  same  the  corporation^  the  pledgee  never  ob- 

debt.     Hays  v.  Riddle,  i  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  uined    a    legal    title    to  the  pledged 

348.     Nor  is  it  a  defense  that  the  debt  stock;  and,  moreover,  the  law  will  not 

to    secure    which    the    property    was  imply  a  promise  on  the  part  of  a  mar- 

pledged  is   barred  by  the  statute  of  ried  woman  under  such  circumstances, 

limitations.     Hudson  v.  Wilkinson,  61  Piatt  v.  Hawkins,  43  Conn.  142. 

Tex.  606.  4.  Babcock  v.  Lawson.  5  Q.  B.  Div. 

8.  Sanders    v,    Davis,    13    B.   Mon.  384;  National  Exch.  Bank  v.  Qranite- 

(Ky.)  433.  ville  Mfg.  Co.,  7q  Ga.  24.     See  also 

Xleetien  ef  Bemedfee.  —  Where  a  third  Lyons  v.  Rogers,  i  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  5. 

party    has    obtained     possession     of  5.  Noles  v,  Marable,  50  Ala.  366. 

pledged   property,  the  warehouse   re-  6.  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  American 

ceipts  for  such  property  being  in  the  Dock    etc.,  Co.,   14  N.   Y.  A  pp.  Div. 

hands  of  the  pledgee,  the  lien  of  the  255,  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  In 

pledgee  is  superior  to  that  of  the  third  such  an  action  the  pledgee  is  entitled 

party,  and  the  pledgee  may  maintain  to  an  alternative  judgment  for  the  fall 

trover  against  the  third  party  or  may  value  of  the  property,  irrespective  of 

enforce  his  lien  in  an  action  brought  by  the  amount  for  which  it  was  pledged. 
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innocent  bailee  who  has  delivered  the  property  to  a  subsequent 
purchaser  in  good  faith.  ^ 

10.  Action  Against  SheriiF  for  WrongM  fleisnre,  —  If  property  in 
the  possession  of  a  pledgee  is  wrongfully  seized  under  execution 
or  attachment  in  favor  of  a  third  party,  the  pledgee  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  such  wrongful  seizure.' 

11.  Miicellaneoni  Bniti  tn  Equity  —  a.  In  General. — A  pledgee 
who  has  lost  his  lien  by  voluntarily  surrendering  possession  of  the 
pledged  property  cannot  procure  a  return  of  the  pledge  at  law, 
but  must  resort  to  equity.^  And  a  pledgee  of  stock  who  has  an 
irrevocable  power  of  attorney  for  the  transfer  of  the  shares  to  his 
own  nsime  may  obtain  relief  in  equity  if  the  company  issuing  the 
shares  refuses  to  make  the  transfer.^ 

1.  People's  Bank  v,  Gayley,  ga  Pa.  as  the  statute  directs,  and  the  posses- 

St.  518.  sion  of  the  pledgee  is  not  disturbed; 

8,  Treadwell  v.  Davis,  34  Cal.  601.  but  if  the  officer  takes  possession  of  the 

Xltlt  Aeqvlrsd  Alter  CtommimNWMnt  of  property  the  pledgee  may  have  the 
AstioiL  —  But  in  an  action  by  the  statutory  remedy  to  protect  his  posses- 
pledgee  against  the  sheriff  to  recover  sion.  Osbom  v.  Koenigheim,  57  Tex. 
pledged  property  taken  under  an  exe-  91. 

cution  against  the  pledgor,  the  pledgee  3.  Coleman    v,  Shelton,  a    McCord 

cannot  set  up  a  title  acquired  after  the  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  ia6;    Mills  v.  Stewart,  5 

commencement  of  the  action.     Bam-  Humph.  (Tenn.)  308. 

hart  V.  Fulkerth,  73  Cal.  526.  Ii^iuietlML  —  A  pledgee  cannot  arrest 

AUsgatlans  of  OompUint.  —  It  seems  by  injunction  a  seizure  of  the  property 
that  a  pledge  of  personal  property  to  bv  another  creditor  of  the  pledgor, 
secure  the  payment  of  a  valid  debt  tiomer  v.  Dennis.  34  La.  Ann.  389. 
gives  the  pledgee,  as  against  a  wrong-  4.  Doeroo  ia  Suit  tu  Tranifir  of  Itook* 
fnl  attachment,  sufficient  title  to  war-  —  In  Dayton  Nat.  Bank  v.  Merchants 
rant  his  recovery  under  a  general  alle-  Nat.  Bank,  37  Ohio  St.  208,  a  pledgee 
gation  of  ownership.  In  an  action  by  of  certain  shares  of  stock  in  a  bank 
a  pledgee  against  the  sheriff  for  the  brought  suit  in  equity  to  compel  a 
value  of  property  seized  under  a  transfer  of  the  shares  to  his  own  name 
wrongful  attachment,  it  was  held  that  on  the  books  of  the  bank.  The 
a  complaint  which  alleged  in  general  pledgor  having  previously  been  de- 
terms  that  at  and  before  the  date  of  the  clared  a  bankrupt,  the  assignee  in 
seizure  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  in  .  bankruptcy  was  made  a  party  by  con- 
possession,  and  entitled  to  the  posses-  sent,  and  filed  an  answer  and  cross- 
sion,  of  the  property  in  question  was  petition  praying  for  an  account  of  the 
sufficient.  The  court  said:  "  We  amount  due  the  pledgee,  and  a  sale  of 
understand  that  appellant  made  a  the  stock.  Concerning  the  decree 
prima  facie  case  of  ownership  as  proper  to  be  made  in  such  a  case  the 
against  appellees,  and  to  overturn  this  court  said:  '*  In  such  posture  of  the 
it  devolved  upon  them  to  allege  and  case,  the  proper  decree  was,  as  this  is, 
prove  xhtdehx prima  facie  shown,  upon  that  the  amount  for  which  the  stock  is 
which  the  pledge  was  founded,  to  be  held  as  collateral  security  should  be 
fictitious,  or  that  for  some  other  reason  ascertained ;  that  the  Dayton  National 
the  pledge  was  fraudulent  and  void."  Bank  should  pay  upon  such  indebted- 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Barker,  8  ness  the  amount  of  dividends  received 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  332.  by  it  on  the  stock,  with  interest,  less 

•tatntory  Aetion  to  Try  Bight  of  Prop-  the  amount  of  taxes  it  has  paid  on  such 

orty.  —  In  Texas ^  the  mode  of  levying  shares;   that  the  stock  should  be  sold 

upon    and    selling    property    held   in  at  a  public  sale;  and  that  the  proceeds 

pledge,  and  to  the  possession  of  which  of  the  sale  should  be  applied  in  satis« 

the  pledgee  is  entitled,  being  regulated  faction  of  the  balance  due  the  pledgee, 

by  statute,  a  pledgee  cannot  avail  him-  and  costs  and  expenses,  and  if  a  sur- 

self  of  the  statutorv  action  to  try  the  plus  remained  that  it  should  be  paid  to 

right  of  property,  if  the  levy  is  made  the  assignee.     But  the  decree  should 
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b.  Parties  —  The  Pledgor  and  Hii  AnlgnM.  —  The  pledgor  is  a 
necessary  party  to  a  suit  in  which  the  pledgee  asks  to  be  declared 
the  owner  of  certain  bonds  pledged  as  collateral  security,  even 
though  the  bonds  are  payable  to  bearer,  and  the  title  vests  by 
delivery,  since  he  has  a  right  of  redemption,  and  also  a  right  to 
any  surplus  which  may  remain  after  satisfaction  of  the  debt.^ 
And  an  assignee  of  the  pledgor  may  also  be  a  necessary  party 
under  some  circumstances.* 

c.  The  Pleadings.  —  The  plaintiff  should  allege  facts  show- 
ing that  he  received  the  property  in  pursuance  of  a  valid  contract 
of  pledge.* 

not  direct,  aft  this  does,  that  if  the  sued  the  administrator  in  equity.  The 
stock  sells  for  less  than  its  value  at  the  petition  alleged  that  an  indebtedness 
time  the  request  for  transfer  was  re-  had  existed  for  a  long  time  from  the 
fused,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  pledgor  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was 
insufficient  to  satisfy  the  sum  due  the  the  custom  and  manner  of  business  be- 
pledgee,  and  costs  and  expenses,  then  tween  the  plaintiff  and  the  pledgor  for 
the  Dayton  National  Bank  shall  pay  the  pledgor  to  give  the  plaintiff  security 
the  pledgee  the  deficiency,  not  exceed-  from  time  to  time,  usually  in  the  form 
ing  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  notes  and  other  evidences  of  indebt- 
realized  from  such  sale  and  the  sum  edness;  that  the  custom  had  been  for 
the  stock  was  worth  at  the  time  of  such  the  plaintiff  to  permit  the  pledgor  from 
refusal.  In  such  equitable  action,  the  time  to  time  to  withdraw  from  pledge 
pledgee  can  only  look  to  the  stock  and  such  notes,  substituting  others  there- 
dividends  for  the  satisfaction  of  its  for;  that  it  had  formerly  been  the  ens- 
claims.  The  proposition  that  it  may  tom  to  indorse  such  notes  to  the  plain- 
go  further  in  such  action,  and  recover  tiff,  but  that  latterly,  for  fear  that  such 
damages,  in  any  amount,  as  for  a  con-  indorsements  might  impair  the  finan- 
version,  is  supported  by  no  just  prin-  cial  standing  of  the  pledgor,  it  had  be- 
ciple."  come  the  custom  to  deliver  such  notes 

1.  Newcombe  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  as  security  without  indorsement;  that 
Co.,  (Supreme  Ct.)  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  366.  at    the    time    of  the   pledgor's  death 

2.  Ass^gnss  of  Pledgor.  —  In  Mahr  v.  "  there  were  in  the  hands  of  this  plain- 
Norwich  Union  F.  Ins.  Soc.,  127  N.  Y.  tiff  in  pledge  as  collateral  security  upon 
452,  the  pledgee  of  an  insurance  policy  the  same  indebtedness  the  following 
brought  a  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  the  evidences  of  indebtedness,"  etc.  The 
insurance  company  from  paying  the  petition  prayed  for  an  injunction  re- 
amount  of  the  policy  to  the  pledgor,  in  straining  the  defendant  from  inter- 
whose  name  the  policy  stood.  There  meddling  with  the  property  or  taking 
was  no  formal  assignment  of  the  policy  any  proceedings  in  relation  thereto; 
to  the  pledgee,  but  at  a  time  subse-  for  a  receiver  to  take  possession  of  and 
quent  to  the  contract  of  pledge  the  collect  the  notes  and  to  retain  the  pro- 
pledgor  made  an  absolute  assignment  ceeds  to  abide  the  final  order  of  tne 
of  the  policy  to  one  C.  It  was  held  court;  for  judgment  against  the  de- 
that  C.  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  fendants  for  the  amount  of  the  debt; 
suit,  and  that  the  court  could  not  ren-  for  a  decree  establishing  the  plaintiff's 
der  a  judgment  affecting  his  rights  lien;  and  that  the  proceeds  be  applied 
without  first  acquiring  jurisdiction  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
over  him.  defendant  demurred  to  this  petition  on 

8.  Allegations  as  to  Ctontraet  of  Pladgo.  the  ground  that  it  did  not  allege  facts 

—  Sharmer  v.  Mcintosh,  43  Neb.  509.  showing  a  valid  contract  of   pledge. 

In   this  case  several  notes  and  other  But  it  was  held  that  while  the  aver- 

negotiable  instruments  were  pledged  to  ments  were  not  very  specific,  they  were 

secure  a  debt,  but  the  pledgor  having  sufficient  to  state  a  cause  of  action;  and 

died  before  payment,  and  his  adminis-  no  motion  having  been  made  to  compel 

trator  having  aenied  the  validity  of  the  the    plaintiff   to  make  the  averments 

pledge,  the  makers  of  the  notes  refused  more  specific,  the  demurrer  to  the  peti- 

to  pay  them,  and  the  pledgee  thereupon  tion  was  overruled. 
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U  Actions  to  Bhtobcs  Plebgox's  Biohts  —  1.  In  General  — 
Bight  to  BedeeniL  —  On  payment  of  the  principal  debt,  the  pledgor 
has  a  right  to  the  return  of  the  pledge,  and  if  the  pledgee  refuses 
to  surrender  it  this  right  may  be  enforced  by  an  action  at  law,  or, 
in  some  cases,  by  a  suit  in  equity.* 

2v  Bill  in  Equity  —  a.  When  Bill  Lies  —  Ordinarily  Bemody  at 
Iftw.  —  In  ordinary  cases  the  pledgor  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  for  the  recovery  of  the  pledge,*  but  special  circumstances 
may  exist  which  warrant  a  resort  to  equity.' 

Joinder  of  Oaiuoi  of  Aetion.  —  A  com-  that  in  case  the  debt  is  not  paid  at  ma- 
plaint  alleged  that  certain  bonds  had  turity  the  pledge  shall  belong  to  the 
been  pledged  to  secure  the  payment  of  pledgee.  Vickers  z/.  Battershall,  84 
a  debt  owing  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  Hun  (N.  Y.)  496;  Luckett  v.  Town- 
bonds  were  received  in  pledge  by  the  send,  3  Tex.  119. 
pledgee  for  value  in  good  faith  and  be-  2.  Doak  v.  State  Bank,  6  I  red.  L. 
fore  maturity;  that  thereafter  the  ex-  (N.  Car.)  309;  Durant  f.  Einstein,  5 
ecators  of  a  certain  estate  served  notice  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  423;  Genet  z/.  Howland, 
on  the  makers  of  such  bonds  that  they  45  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  560;  Flowers  v. 
belonged  to  the  estate  and  had  been  Sproule,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  54; 
wrongfully  converted  by  the  pledgor;  Brown  v,  Runals,  14  Wis.  693;  Roland 
that  by  reason  of  this  notice  the  makers  v,  Lancaster  County  Nat.  Bank,  135 
of  the  bonds  refused  payment  thereon,  Pa.  St.  598. 

and  refused  to  recognize  the  title  of  the  Aotlon  for  Breaeh  of  Collateral  Agroo- 

pledgees  to  said  bonds.     It  prayed  that  ment.  —  A.  pledged  his  stock  in  a  cor- 

the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  bonds  might  poration  as  collateral  for  a  loan  to  the 

be  adjudged,  that  the  makers  be  re-  corporation  on  its  bonds.     The  pledgee 

quired   to  register  the    bonds  in   the  agreed  that  the  bonds  held   by  him 

name  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  executors  should  be  exhausted  before  recouise 

be  adjudged  to  have  no  right  or  title  was  had  to  the  stock,   but  he   subse- 

to  the  bonds  against  the  plaintiff,  and  quently  sold  the  stock  before  exhaust- 

for  an  injunction  and   damages  with  ing  his  security  on  the  bonds.     A  large 

costs.      It    was    held    that    the    facts  part  of  the  loan  still  remained  unpaid, 

alleged  were  all  parts  of  one  continued  Under  these  circumstances  it  was  held 

transaction,  and  that  the  complaint  was  that  A.  could  not  resort  to  a  court  of 

not  bad  for  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  equity  for  a  restoration  of  the  stuck,  or 

action.      Newcombe  v,  Chicago,  etc.,  the  right  to  vote  thereon,  since  the  debt 

R.  Co.,  ( Supreme  Ct.)  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  for  which  it  was  pledged  had  not  been 

366.  satisfied.     His  proper  remedy  was  by 

1.  St.    John    V.   O'Connel,   7    Port,  an  action  at  law  for  the  breach  of  the 

(Ala.)  466;    Hunsaker  f.   Sturgis,   29  agreement  contained  in  the  contract  of 

Cal.  142.  pledge.    Hinckley  v,  Pfister,  83  Wis.  64. 

Paymont  of  Debt  Ckodition  Preoodont.  8.  Separate  Property  of  Wife.  —  Where 

—  But  the  pledgor  cannot  maintain  an  a  husband  who  is  a  lunatic  has,  while 
action  for  the  recovery  of  the  pledge  sane,  pawned  some  of  his  wife's  sepa- 
before  payment  of  the  debt  for  which  rate  property  to  pay  his  own  debts,  the 
it  is  pledged.  Hendrix  v.  Harman,  19  wife  is  entitled  to  equitable  relief,  and 
S.  Car.  483.  the  guardian  of  the  husband  is  bound 

Debt  Barred  by  Statute,  —  And  this  is  in  equity  to  redeem  the  property, 
so  even  though  the  pledgee's  right  to  Matter  of  Harrall,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  loi. 
recover  upon  the  principal  debt  is  Itopreeiation  ia  Tidue  of  Pledffe.  —  The 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  pledgee  is  liable  to  the  pledgor  for  a 
Tones  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  6  Robt.  (N.  depreciation  in  value  of  property 
V.)  162;  Roots  t/.  Mason  City  Salt,  etc.,  pledged  after  a  tender  of  the  amount 
Co.,  27  W.  Va.  483;  Hudson  t/.  Wilkin-  due  and  a  refusal  of  the  pledgee  to  de- 
son,  61  Tex.  606.  liver,  and  such  liability  may  be  en- 

MpQlatioii  Agtiast  Bedemptioii  Void,  forced  by  a  bill  in  equity  to  redeem. 

—  The  pledgor  may  redeem  the  pledge  Loughborough  v.  McNevin,  74  Cal.  250. 
on  payment  of  the  debt  although  the  Barred  by  Previoni  Aetion  at  Law.  — 
contract  of  pledge  contains  a  provision  Although  in  certain  cases  a  court  of 
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A  Bill  ia  Equity  to  Bodotm  tho  Plodgt  Ii  Ptopor  where  the  pledgee  has 
assigned  the  same,^  where  the  pledgee  of  stock  which  has  been 
transferred  to  his  own  name  refuses  to  retransfer  it,*  or  where  the 
consideration  for  the  contract  of  pledge  has  failed  without  fault 
on  the  part  of  the  pledgor.* 

Whoro  tho  Pledgee  of  a  Promltiory  Voto  Ssftuoi  to  Boo  Thorooa  at  its 
maturity,  the  pledgor  may  file  a  bill  in  equity  to  have  the  note 
collected  and  credited  on  the  debt.'* 

Bill  f6r  Aeoounting.  —  Circumstances  may  exist  which  will  entitle 
the  pledgor  to  an  accounting  in  equity,'  but  the  account  must 

equity  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  witb  for  the  surrender  or  cancellation  of  the 

a  court  of  law,  the  pledgor,  after  hav-  bonds  without  tender  to  the  pledgee  of 

ing  prosecuted  an  action  at  law  against  the  amount  of  the  debt.     Hinckley  v. 

the  administrator  of   the  pledgee  for  Pfister,  83  Wis.  64. 

five  years,  will  not  then  be  allowed  to  Amou&t  BoooTorablo,  —  While  a  suit 

discontinue  the  action  and  begin  a  suit  was   pending  for  the    redemption   of 

in  equity.    Angus  v.  Robinson,  62  Vt.  shares  of  stock  held  in   pledge,   the 

60.  pledgee  sold  the  shares  in  open  market 

Oasoi    BoBumdod    fbr   Jury   Trial.  —  for  a  sum  larger  than  the  amount  of 

Where  a  court  of   equity  determines  the  debt.     It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 

that  the  plaintiff  has  no  ground  of  ac-  could  not  recover  the  excess  in  such  an 

don  for  redemption  of  the  pledge,  and  action,  as  it  constituted  no  part  of  his 

in  case  of  dismissal  of  the  complaint  cause  of  action.    Ambrose  v,  Evans, 

the  plaintiff  would  be  without  a  rem-  66  Cal.  74. 

edy,  the  statute  of  limitations  bein^  a  3.  Hollingshead  v.  McKenzie,  8  Ga. 

bar  to  a  new  action,  nothing  remams  457. 

but  an  action  at  law  in  tort,  and  the  4.  Baker  v.  Burkett,  75  Miss.  89. 

court  may  order  the  cause  to  be  tried  Whore  a  Voto  and  Mortgage  Aro  Flodgtd 

by   a  jury  at  the   circuit.      Genet  v,  the  pledgor  may  proceed  either  by  suit 

Howland,  45  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  560.  at  law  on  the  note  or  by  foreclosure  of 

Eleetion  of  Bemedles.  —  Where  an  orig-  the  mortgage,  if  he  deems  it  for  his  in- 

inal  complaint  asks  for  the  proceeds  of  terest  to  have  the  note  or  mortgage  or 

converted  collaterals,  and  an  amended  both  enforced  earlier  than  the  pledgee 

complaint  asks  for  damages  for  their  sees  fit  to  enforce  them.     The  interest 

conversion,  the  doctrine  of  election  of  of  the  pledgee  in  such  a  case  will  be 

remedies    does   not  apply.     Smith   v,  protected    by    the    court.      Wells    v. 

Savin,  69  Hun  (N.  Y.)  311.  30  Abb.  N.  Wells.  53  Vt.  i. 

Cas.  (N.  Y.)  192.  '  I^lodgo  of  Sights  imdor  Gontraet  —  A 

1.  Nelson  v,  Owen,  113  Ala.  372;  pledgor  who  has  pledged  all  his  right 
HasbrDuck  v,  Vandervoort,  4  Sandf.  under  a  certain  contract  as  security  for 
<N.  Y.)  74;  Chapman  v.  Turner,  i  Call  a  debt  cannot  require  the  pledgee  to 
(Va.)  280.  And  see  Lewis  v,  Varnum,  sue  on  the  pledged  contract  before  the 
12  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  305.  maturity  of  the  principal  debt.     Rey- 

Deposit  in  Court.  —  Such  a  proceeding  nolds  r.   Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  143 

being  of  an  equitable  nature,  the  court  Ind.  579. 

can  order  the  pledge  to  be  deposited  in  5.  An  Aooonating  Hay  Bo  Had  where 

court,  subject  to  the  judgment,  on  pay-  the  pledgee  has  sold  pledged  notes  to  a 

ment  of  the  amount  due  by  the  plain-  third  person  at  a  discount,  the  vendee 

tiff.      Colburn    z'.    Riley,   (Colo.   App.  having  notice  of  the  contract  of  pledge. 

1898)  52  Pac.  Rep.  684.  Boswell  v.  Thigpen,  75  Miss.  30S. 

2.  Smith  V,  Anderson,  8  Tex.  Civ.  Pledge  to  Indemnif|y  a  Surety.  —  When 
App.  188.  property  is  pledged  to  save  the  pledgee 

Canoellation  of  Void  Bonds.  —  Where  from  loss  as  security  for  the  pledgor, 

bonds    of    a  corporation    pledged    to  with  an  agreement  that  it  shall  become 

secure  a  debt  of  the  corporation  are  the  property  of  the  former  if  he  shall 

void,   because  issued  contrary  to  law,  be  obliged  to  pay  the  debt  secured,  he 

neither  the   corporation   nor  a  stock-  may  be  compelled  to  account  to  the 

holder  thereof  can  maintain  an  action  pledgor.     He  becomes  a  trustee  of  the 
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be  something  more  than  one  item  on  one  side  and  a  number  of 
set-offs  on  the  other.* 

SpMiflo  PwfoniuuiM  may  be  had  to  enforce  the  return  of  pledged 
stock,  where  it  was  purchased  for  investment,  and  has  no  market 
value,  and  the  pledgor  cannot  purchase  other  shares  in  the 
market.* 

VnauthoriMd  OoaTtyttaee  by  Pl«dgM  M  Aiide.  —  If  the  pledgee  of  a 
mortgage  accepts  a  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  premises  from 
the  mortgagor  and  releases  the  mortgage,  the  pledgor  may  pro- 
ceed in  equity  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  and  release  and  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage.* 

Goatribiitloii.  —  Where  an  agent  has  pledged  property  of  his 
principal  to  secure  his  own  debt,  and  the  pledgee  collects  from 
other  securities  more  than  enough  to  satisfy  the  debt,  the  proper 
remedy  is  a  bill  in  equity  for  contribution  between  all  the  parties.^ 

Saliroffttloii.  —  If  a  pledgee  converts  securities  to  his  own  use, 
and  repledges  them  with  other  securities  to  one  who  takes  them 
in  good  faith,  the  owner  is  entitled  to  a  decree  directing  that  the 
other  securities  be  first  sold,  and  that  before  his  own  ace  sold  he 
be  given  reasonable  notice,  and  allowed  to  exercise  his  right  of 
subrogation  by  paying  the  debt.* 

b.  Essential  Averments  —  Xoidar  «r  Debt.  —  A  bill  to  redeem 
pledged  property  should  allege  a  tender  of  the  principal  debt, 
with  interest.* 

PWMMioii  of  Pl«dg«.  —  A  bill  cannot  be  maintained  against  the 
administrator  of  the  pledgee  unless  it  is  averred  therein  that  the 
pledged  property  has  come  into  his  possession ; '"  but  if  the  answer 

pledgor,  and  therefore  the  case  is  not  York  Belting,  etc.,  Co.,  i66  Mass.  42. 

wiihm  the  equity  of  the  statute  of  lim-  5.  Myers  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank, 

itations,  and  is  a  proper  one  for  an  ac-  27  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

count  before  a  master,  although  the  266.     See  also  generally  article  Subro- 

claim   is  a  stale  one.      Kingsbury   v.  gation. 

Phelps,  Wright  (Ohio)  370.  6.  Smith  v.  Anderson,  8  Tex.  Civ. 

If  thA  Pledgor  Offers  to  Aooonat  with  App.  188. 

the  pledgee,  and  pay  whatever  is  found  Pledge  to  Seeure  BoTeral  Debts.  —  If  a 

due  on  such  accounting,  and  the  offer  bill  to  redeem  property  which  has  been 

is  refused,  he  may  bring  his  complaint  pledged  as  security  for  several  liabili- 

for  accounting  and  redemption  at  the  ties  sets  forth  and  offers  to  pay  only  one 

same  time;  and  if  the  pledgee  has  sold  of  them,  it  may  be  amended  by  the 

the  goods,  he  may  have  a  decree  for  introduction    of    counts  alleging    the 

the  balance  due  him  from  the  proceeds,  readiness  of  the   plaintiff  to  pay  the 

Beattf  V,  Sylvester,  3  Nev.  228.  other    liabilities.       Unless     it     is    so 

1,  Durant  v,   Einstein,  5   Robt.  (N.  amended    it    cannot    be    maintained. 

Y.)  423.  Bartlett  v,  Johnson,  9  Allen  (Mass.)  530. 

8.  Krouse  v.  Woodward,  iioCal.  638.  A  Ckuaplalnt  Is  Good  if  It  AUegee  that 

In  WifOOBsiii  the  pledgor  of  securities,  the  plaintiff  has  pledged  certain  county 
having  paid  the  debt  secured  by  them,  orders  with  the  defendant  as  security 
may  compel  a  specific  delivery  of  them  for  a  running  account;  that  he  has 
to  himself,  and  he  may  enjoin  the  offered  to  pay  his  account,  and  de- 
negotiation  of  the  securities  to  a  third  manded  a  return  of  the  articles  pledged, 
e^rson  by  the  pledgee  in  the  meantime,  but  that  the  defendant  refuses  to  ae- 
ro wn  V.  Runals,  14  Wis.  693.  count  or  redeliver    them.     Beatty    v, 

8.  Chester  v.  Hill,  66  Cal.  480.  Sylvester,  3  Nev.  228. 

4.  New  England  Trust  Co.  v.  New  7.  Angus  v,  Robinson,  62  Vt.  60. 
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admits  that  the  defendant  has  the  property  in  his  possession,  the 
judgment  need  not  contain  an  alternative  provision  for  a  recovery 
of  its  value,* 

Wh«Fo  th*  PMgt  HM  Boon  Tnuuftrnd  by  tho  PledgM,  the  bill  need  not 
allep^e  that  the  transferee  had  notice  of  the  pledgor's  rights, 
unless  it  attempts  to  show  in  what  manner  or  on  what  considera- 
tion he  acquired  possession.' 

8.  Actions  at  Law  —  a.  Forms  OF  Action  Available  —  Tr«w. 
—  If  the  pledgee  refuses  to  return  the  property,  or  has  destroyed 
it,  or  wrongfully  allowed  it  to  pass  beyond  his  control,  the 
pledgor  may  recover  damages  for  its  conversion.*  But  trover 
does  not  lie  to  recover  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of  a  pledgee  who 
has  rightfully  sold  the  pledge.* 

The  Pledgee  Kay  Have  »  8et-off  for  the  amount  of  the  original  debt 

1.  Colburn    v,    Riley,    (Colo.   App.  IVisconsin,  —  Hiackley  v,  Pfister,  83 

1898)  52  Pac.  Rep.  684.  Wis.  64. 

8.  Nelson  t/.  Owen,  113  Ala.  372.  By  Pledgor*!  Adminiitralor.  —  If  the 

8.  Alabama,  —  St.  John  c,  O'Connel,  pledgee,  after  receiving  possession  of 

7  Port.  (Ala.)  466.  the  pledge,  permits  the  pledgor  to  re- 

Arkansas.  —  Fitzgerald    v.    Blocher,  sume  possession  and  to  hold  the  pledge 

32  Ark.  742.  until  his  death,  he  cannot,  by  then  tak- 

California.  —  Gay  v.  Moss,   34  Cal.  ing  possession  of  the  property,  defeat 

125;    Loughborough   v,   McNevin,   74  the  right  of  the  pledgor's  administrator 

Cal.  250;   Niles  v,  Edwards,   90  Cal.  to  maintain  an  action  against  him  for 

10.  the  conversion  of  the  pledge.     Thomp- 

Connecticut,  —  Bulkeley  r.  Welch,  31  son  v.  Dolliver,  132  Mass.  103. 

Conn.  339.  Snbeequent   Aeqnliitioa    of    Title    I7 

Indiana.  —  Elliott    v,   Armstrong,   2  Pledgor.  —  Where     the     pledgee     has 

Black!.  (Ind.)  198.  wrongfully  sold  the  pledge  the  pledgor 

Kentucky,  —  Flowers  v,  Sproule,  2  A.  is  not  estopped  to  maintain  an  action 

K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  56.  against  him  for  conversion  by  the  fact 

Louisiana,  —  Grove  v,  Roberts,  6  La.  that  said  pledgor  has  subsequently  por> 

Ann.  210.  chased  the  pledged  property  from  the 

Maryland,  —  Baltimore  Marine  Ins.  vendee  of    the  pledgee.      Hilgert   v. 

Co.  V,  Dairy m  pie,  25  Md.  269;  Dower  Levin,  72  Mo.  App.  48. 

V,  Cushwa,  27  Md.  354.  Sitoppel  I7  Bmidiig  to  Aeoept  Prop- 

Afassachusetts,  —  Thompson  v,  Dolli-  erty.  —  Where  the  pledgee  of  a  note 

ver,  132  Mass.  103;  Hunt  v,  Holton,  13  hands  it  to  the  maker  to  be  delivered 

Pick.  (Mass.)  216.  to  the  pledgor,  and  the  maker  offers  so 

Missouri,  —  Hilgert  v.  Levin,  72  Mo.  to  deliver  it,  but  the  pledgor  refuses  to 

App.  48.  accept  it,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action 

New  Jersey,  —  Dimock     v,     U.     S.  against  the  pledgee  for  its  conversion. 

National  Bank,  55  N.  J.  L.  296.  Norman  v,  Rogers,  29  Ark.  365. 

New   Kfri.  —  M'Lean  v.  Walker,  10  Agaiast  Third  Party.  — The  pledgor 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  471;    Van  Blarcom  v,  may  maintain  an  action  against  a  third 

Broadway  Bank,  37  N.  Y.  540;  Lewis  party  who  injures  the  pledge  while  it  is 

V,  Varnum,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  in  the  possession  of  the  pledgee.     Wil- 

305;  Ogden  V,  Lathrop,  i  Sweeny  (N.  son  v,  Knapp,  70  N.  Y.  596. 

Y.)643;  Luckey  v,  Gannon,  37  How.  4.  Loomis  r.  Stave,  72  111.  623.     See 

Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  134;  Hardy  v,  also  Cole  v,  Dalziel,  13  111.  App.  23. 

Jaudon,  i  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  261;  Lawrence  The  Pledgor  Is  Betopped  to  maintain 

V.  Maxwell,  53  N.  Y.  19;  Hope  v.  Law-  trover  against  the  pledgee  for  selling 

rence,  i  Hun  (N.  Y.)  317.  without  notice  after  the  maturity  of  the 

Pennsylvania, — Thompson    v,    Pat-  debt  when  he  has  put  it  out  of  the 

rick,  4  Watts  (Pa.)  414.  power  of  the  pledgee  to  give  him  notice 

Tennessee,  —  Ball  v,  Stanley,  5  Yerg.  of  a  sale  of  the  pledge.     City  Bank  v. 

(Tenn.)  199.  Babcock,  Holmes  (U.  S.)  181. 
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in  an  action  against  him  for  the  conversion  of  the  pledge.^ 

AMunpdt  for  Xoiuy  B— liwril  1»y  lalo.  —  If  the  pledged  property  has 
been  unlawfull}'  sold  the  pledgor  may  sue  in  assumpsit.' 

AAtion  on  tho  Cmo.  —  Or,  under  such  circumstances,  the  pledgor 
may  maintain  a  special  action  on  the  case  for  its  value.* 

BoploYin  or  Detinue.  —  Or  if  the  pledgor  desires  a  return  of  the 
specific  article  which  was  pledged  he  may  have  replevin'*  or 
detinue.* 

b.  Tender.  —  Before  bringing  an  action  at  law  to  recover  the 
pledge  or  its  value,  the  pledgor  must  tender  payment  of  the 
principal  debt ;  •  but  where  the  pledgee  has  voluntarily  put  it  out 

1.  Vanderslice  v,  Matthews,  79  Cal.  Oompromiie   with   Xaker   of   Pledged 

273;    Smith  v.  Savin,  69  Hun  (N.  Y.)  Vote.  —  Although  the  contract  of  pledge 

311,  30  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  193.  authorizes  the  pledgee  to  sell  a  pledged 

Oontra.  —  When  the  pledgee  has  lost  note  on  maturity  of  the  principal  debt, 

his  lien  by  a  wrongful  refusal  to  return  he  will  be  liable  to  the  pledgor  in  an 

the  property   pledged  on  tender  by  the  action  on  the  case  if  he  compromises 

pledgor,  he  cannot  claim  an  abatement  with  the  maker  of  the  note  for  a  sum 

of  damages  to  the  amount  of  the  debt  less  than  its  face  value;  but  he  may 

in  the  pledgor's  action  of  trover,  but  show  in  defense  that  it  was  an  accom- 

must  resort  to  a  separate  action  to  re-  modation   note.     Union   Trust  Co.  v» 

cover  the  money.     Ball  v.  Stanley,  5  Rigdon,  93  111.  458. 

Yerg.  (Tenn.)  199.  £  Miles  v,  Walther,  3  Mo.  App.  96; 

Daaagee  —  laeolTenej    of    Xaker    of  Dowler  v.  Cushwa,  27  Md.  354. 

Pledged  Instnuneikt. —  In  an  action  by  Pledge  of  Chattel  Mortgage  —  XeploTiiL 

the  pledgor  for  conversion  of  a  promis-  for  Mortgaged  Chattels.  —  But  a  mort- 

sory   note  pledged    as  collateral,    the  gagee  under  a  chattel  mortgage  who 

pledgee  may  show  in  reduction  of  dam-  has  pledged  the  note  and  mortgage  by 

ages  that  the  maker  of  the  note  is  in-  indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  note 

solvent.     Grove  v.  Roberts,  6  La.  Ann.  cannot  maintain  replevin  to  recover  the 

210.  mortgaged  property  from  a  third  per- 

8.  Whiting    v.    M' Donald,    i     Root  son     who    has    obtained    possession 

(Conn.)  444;    Bulkeley  v.    Welch,   31  thereof.     Kavanaugh   v,   Brodball,  40 

Conn.  339;    Belden  v,  Perkins,  78  111.  Neb.  875. 

449;    Fletcher  v.  Harmon,  78  Me.  465;  0.  Flowers    v.    Sproule,     2    A.     K. 

Dowler  v,  Cushwa,  27  Md.  354;   Wal-  Marsh.  (Ky.)  56;   Donald  v.  Suckling, 

lace  V.  Fin negan,  14  Mich.  170;  Upham  L.  R.  i  Q.   B.  585;    Halliday  v.  Hol- 

V.  Barbour,  65  Minn.  364;    Stearns  r.  gate,  L.  R.  3  Exch.  299. 

Marsh,  4  Den.  (M.  Y.)  227.  6.  Bradley    v.    Parks,    83    111.   169; 

BMoapneat.  —  In  an  action  for  money  Cumnock  v.  Savings  Inst.,  142  Mass. 

had  and  received  the  pledgee  may  re-  342;    Talty  v.  Freedman's  Sav.,  etc., 

coup  the  amount  of  the  principal  debt.  Co.,  93  U.  S.  321;  Donald  v.  Suckling, 

Stearns  v.  Marsh,  4  Den.  (M.  Y.)  227.  L.  R.  i  Q.  B.  585. 

And  one  who  has  purchased  the  prop-  Tender  on  Day  When  Debt  Xatnree.  — 

erty  from  the  pledgee  has  the  same  Where  the  property  is  pledged  to  se- 

right  of  recoupment.     Belden  v.  Per-  cure  a  note  payable  on  a  fixed  day,  the 

kins,  78  III.  449.  pledgor's  tender  must  be  made  on  the 

Set-off.  —  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  date  of  maturitv.  Butts  v,  Burnett,  6 
the  pledgee  may  set  oflf  the  amount  of  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  302. 
the  principal  debt  against  the  pledgor's  Tender  Before  Aetlon  Against  Innooent 
claim,  and  he  need  not  surrender  the  Porehaser.  —  The  pledgor  cannot  main- 
pledge  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  tain  replevin  against  the  pledgee  or 
allowance  of  the  set-oflf.  Wallace  v,  against  an  innocent  purchaser  from  the 
Finnegan,  14  Mich.  170.  pledgee  without  a  tender  of  the  princi- 

S.  Read  r.  Lambert,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  pal  debt.  Bradley  v.  Parks,  83  111. 
S.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  428;  Union  Trust  169;  Talty  v.  Freedman's  Sav.,  etc., 
Co.  V.  Rigdon,  93  111.  458;  Sharpe  v,  Co.,  93  U.  S.  321.  Nor  can  he  main- 
National  Bank,  87  Ala.  644;  Post  v,  tain  detinue  without  such  a  tender. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  159  111.  421.  Donald  v.  Suckling,  L.  R.  i  Q.  B.  585. 
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of  his  power  to  return  the  property,  his  lien  is  discharged,  and 
such  tender  by  the  pledgor  is  rendered  unnecessary.^ 

c.  Parties.  —  if  a  TnitM  Pl«dgw  the  Tnwt  Trapntf  to  secure  his  own 
debt,  such  trustee,  and  not  the  cestui  que  trust,  is  the  proper  party 
to  bring  an  action  for  conversion  of  the  pledge.* 

Joint  OwBor.  —  Where  a  joint  owner  pledges  his  interest  in  a 
chattel  the  pledgee  becomes  a  joint  owner  with  the  other  tenant, 
and  replevin  cannot  be  maintained  against  such  pledgee  either 
by  the  pledgor  alone  or  by  the  pledgor  joined  with  his  co-owner.* 

And  A  Bailor  who  has  pledged  warehouse  receipts  for  property  in 
store  cannot  bring  replevin  against  the  bailee  either  in  his  own 
name  or  for  the  use  of  the  pledgee.'* 

d.  The  Pleadings  —  londor.  —  In  trover  by  the  pledgor  the 
complaint  should  allege  a  tender  of  the  amount  of  the  principal 
debt  or  a  refusal  by  the  creditor  to  accept  payment.* 

Vogliffonoo  in  Snforoing  CollatonO.  —  A  general  allegation  that  the 
pledgee  has  neglected  to  enforce  collateral  security  and  has  pre- 
vented the  pledgor  from  so  doing  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
judgment  in  the  pledgor's  favor.  Specific  facts  must  be  averred 
showing  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  pledgee.* 

Joindor  of  tensoi  of  Aotion.  —  A  cause  of  action  for  conversion  of  the 
pledge  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint  with  one  for 
breach  of  an  express  contract  to  return  it  upon  payment  of  the 
debt.^ 

A  Tondor  of  tho  Dobt  Aftor  Iti  Matnritj  tion  outside   of   the  contract  of  the 

extinguishes  the    pledgee's  lien,   and  pledge  he  must  first  pay  or  tender  the 

the  pledgor  may  recover  the  pledge  or  amount  of  the  debt  before    availing 

its  value  in  any  proper  form  of  action  himself  thereof, 

without  keeping  the   tender  good  or  8.  Frans  t.  Young,  24  Iowa  375. 

bringing  the  money  into  court.     Mitch-  4.  Selleck  v.  Macon  Compress,  etc, 

ell  V,  Roberts,  17  Fed.  Rep.  776.  Co.,  7a  Miss.  1019. 

1.  E.  F.  Hallack  Lumber,  etc.,  Co.  0.  Cumnock   v.   Savings    InsL,  143 

V.  Gray,  iq  Colo.  149;   Cox  v.  Albert,  Mass.  344. 

78  Ind.  241;  New  York,  etc..  R.  Co.  v.  Hot  BiMntial  ia  Aotion  on  tho  Coso.^ 

Da  vies,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.)  477;  Cortelyou  But  it  would  seem  that  in  an  action  on 

V,  Lansing,  3  Cai.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  aoo;  a  case  for  conversion  of  the   pledge 

Dykers  v.  Allen,  7  Hill  (N.  Y.)  497;  these    allegations    are    not    essential. 

Wilson  V,  Little,  a  N.  Y.  443;  Lewis  v.  Thus  a  complaint  which  avers  that  the 

Graham,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  zo6;  defendant  undertook  and  promised  the 

Sheridan  v,  Presas,  18  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  plaintiff  to  hold  the  stock  only  as  a 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  180;  Read  v,  Lambert  pledge,   but   that  in   violation  of  his 

10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  428;  promise  he  sold  and  converted  it  to  his 

Bates  V,  Wiles,   i  Handy  (Ohio)  536;  own  use,  without  giving  the  plaintiff 

Luckett  V,  Townsend,  3  Tex.  119.  notice  of  the  sale,  and  asks  damages 

In  Case  of  Xoplodgo.  —  If  the  pledgor  the  full  value  of  the  shares  alleged  to 
has  paid  his  debt  to  the  pledgee  he  have  been  converted,  has  been  held 
need  not  tender  payment  to  a  second  sufficient.  Sharpe  v.  National  Bank, 
pledgee  with  notice  as  a  condition  87  Ala.  644.  See  also  Read  v.  Lam- 
precedent  to  a  recovery  from  the  sec-  bert,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.) 
ond  pledgee  of  the  value  of  the  pledge.  428. 

German   Sav.    Bank  v,   Renshaw,    78  6.  Thomas  v,  Davis,   15   Tex.  Civ. 

Md.  475.  App.  359. 

8.  Thompson  s .  Toland,  48  Cal.  99,  7.  Xiigoinder  of  OauNO  of  Aotion.  —  In 

in  which  case  it  was  also  held  that  if  South  worth  Co.  v.  Lamb,  82  Mo.  242, 

the  cestui  que  trust  had  a  cause  of  ac-  a  purchaser  from  the  pledgor  sued  the 
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Jvdgmoit  Aiktd  Xiut  !•  Ooaditttt  witk  AUtfttlMui.. —  A  pledgor  cannot 
recover  for  an  illegal  conversion  under  a  complaint  which  asks 
only  for  equitable  relief,  and  does  not  allege  any  tortious  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  pledgee.^ 

in.  AOTIOHI  TO  XnrOBOl  BlOXTI  Of   TKIXD  PIB8OHI  —  la  Ota- 

«imL  —  Third  persons  who  claim  a  lien  upon  property  which  has 
been  pledged  are  sometimes  permitted  to  enforce  their  rights  by 
an  action  against  the  parties  to  the  contract.' 

AMlgwot  of  tko  Bifkti  of  tho  Fartioo,  —  Thus  an  assignee  of  the  rights 
of  either  the  pledgee  '  or  the  pledgor  has  the  same  remedies  for 

pledgee  for  conversion  of  the  pledge,  the  complaint  asked  only  for  equitable 

The  court  said:    '*  The  petition  evi-  relief,  a  judgment  based  on  a  tortious 

dently  undertook  to  state  two  diflferent  transfer  of   the  pledge  could  not  be 

causes  of  action.    One  upon  the  theory  rendered. 

that  when  the  county  bonds  and  war-  S.  If  a  Third  Psnon  Glalni  a  Lion  on 
rants  were  delivered  to  Lamb  as  col-  the  pledged  property,  and  the  pledgee, 
lateral  for  the  payment  of  the  five  as  a  defense,  sets  up  a  claim  of  owner- 
thousand  dollar  note  he  entered  into  a  ship,  he  cannot,  in  the  same  suit  and 
written  contract  to  return  the  same  after  changing  his  pleadings,  abandon 
when  the  note  should  be  paid;  that  the  his  claim  of  ownership  and  assert  in 
collaterals  had  thereafter  been  sold  argument  a  lien  and  privilege  arising 
and  assigned  to  the  plaintiflf;  and  that  out  of  the  contract  of  pledge.  Cohen 
Lamb  was  bound  under  this  written  v,  Haynes,  41  La.  Ann.  545. 
contract  to  return  them.  The  other  Plodgor's  Dobt  Poid  by  ThM  Party.  — 
theory  was  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  A  creditor  having  obtained  possession 
who  demanded  the  delivery  of  the  col-  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor 
laterals,  and  that  the  defendant  refused  held  in  pledge  by  another  creditor,  by 
and  converted  them  to  his  own  use.  paying  the  debt  due  the  latter,  cannot 
This  is  evidently  a  misjoinder  of  sue  to  recover  the  money  paid  by  him 
causes  of  action.  It  is  uniting  in  the  without  offering  to  restore  the  pledged 
same  petition  an  action  ex  delicto  with  property.  Byrne  v,  Hibernian  Nat. 
an  action  ex  contractu^  which  is  not  per-  Bank,  31  La.  Ann.  8z. 
mitted  by  the  statutes.  Rev.  Sut.  Plodgod  Votos  Impeuadod  In  Xquity.  — 
1879,  §  3513;  Jamison  r.  Gopher,  35  Where  notes  held  as  collateral  are  im- 
Mo.  483;  Ederhn  v.  Judge,  36  Mo.  351.  pounded  in  a  suit  in  equity  brought  by 
This  might  have  been  taken  advantage  a  third  person  to  recover  the  property 
of  by  demurrer."  under  a  claim  of  ownership,  the 
1.  IxiAgmnX  Inooiisistoiit  with  Com-  pledgee  is  still  entitled  to  control  the 
jplalnt.  —  In  Lewis  v.  Mott,  36  N.  Y.  pledge  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  bring 
395,  the  complaint  alleged  an  assign-  an  action  at  law  thereon  and  to  have 
ment  of  certain  notes  as  collateral  se-  the  proceeds  paid  into  court.  Gregory 
curity;  that  some  of  the  sums  secured  v.  Pike,  67  Fed.  Rep.  837. 
by  the  collateral  had  subsequently  been  8.  Thompson  v.  Patrick,  4  Watts 
received  by  the  pledgee;  that  on  a  cer-  (Pa.)  414. 

tain  date  the  pledgor  offered  to  pay  the  Whoro  A.  Is  Seooadarlly  Liablo  on  a 

amount  due  on  the  debts,  and  at  the  Dobt,  and  has  taken  collateral  to  secure 

same  time  demanded  the  pledge  from  himself  from  the  principal  debtor,  and 

the  pledgee.    Judgment  was  demanded  such  collateral  has  been  sold  by  order 

for  an  accounting,  and,  upon  payment  of  court,  and  the  proceeds  are  in  the 

of  whatever  balance  might  be  found  hands  of  a  receiver,  the  court  will  order 

due  on  the  notes,  a  return  of  the  un-  the  proceeds  to  be  paid  directly  to  the 

paid  securities;    or  for  a  sale  of  the  principal    creditor.     A.    cannot    have 

securities;  or  for  a  sale  of  the  securities  the  proceeds  until  he  has  discharged 

and  the  return  of  any  residue  of  their  the  debt.     Whittaker  v.  Amwell  Nat. 

proceeds   which    might    remain    after  Bank,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  400. 

payment  of  the  notes;   and  for  further  Whoro  a  Plodgor  Bolls  His  Bights  in 

and  other  relief  in  the  discretion  of  the  the  pledge  the  vendee  may  maintain 

court.     It  was  held,  however,  that  as  trover  against  the  pledgee  after  tender 
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the  enforcement  of  the  pledge  as  were  possessed  by  his  assignor.^ 
OwBor  of  Proportj  WrongfUlj  Plodgod  1»y  Ago&t.  —  Where  an  agent  or 
factor  has  wrongfully  pledged  property  belonging  to  another,  the 
owner  may  maintain  trover  against  the  pledgee  without  deducting 
the  amount  of  the  debt  which  the  pledge  was  given  to  secure;* 
or  if  in  such  a  case  the  pledgee  has  sold  the  property  the  owner 
may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  for  money  had  and  received.* 

of  the  debt  and  a  refusal  to  return  the  47  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  409;    Gallaher  v. 

property.      Southworth  Co.  v.  Lamb,  Cohen,  i  Browne  (Pa.)  43 ;    M'Combie 

82  Mo.  242.  V,  Da  vies,  7  East  5;  Fletcher  v.  Heath, 

1.  IndoTMO  of  Voffotiablo  Paper.  —  The  i  M.  &  R.  335;   Daubigny  9.  Duval,  5 

payee  of  a  negotiable  note  who  has  T.  R.  604.    See  also  Lamb  v.  Atten- 

pledged  it  to  secure  a  debt  can  still  borough,  i  6.  &  S.  831,  loi  E.  C.  L. 

negotiate  it  to  a  third  person,  and  this  831:  Sbeppard  v.  Union  Bank,  7  H.  & 

third  person  may  maintain  an  action  N.  661. 

in  his  own  name  as  indorsee.    If  the  Proporty  of  Wifs  Plodgod  by  Hisboad. 

lien  of  the  pledgee  is  satisfied  before  —  Where  one  pledges  a  note  which  be- 

judgment,  and  the  pledgee  makes  no  longs  to  his  wife,  to  secure  his  own 

objection,  the  pledgor  cannot  plead  the  debt,   and    the    pledgee  converts  the 

pledgee's  rights  as  a  defense  to  the  ac-  note,  the  wife  may  maintain  a  bill  in 

tion.     Fisher  v,  Bradford,  7  Me.  ad.  equity  against  the  maker  of  the  note 

Suit  Ib  Vamoof  Aisi|^oo.  —  Where  the  and  the  pledgee,  to  hold  the  latter  lia- 

pledgor  assigns  his  nght  to  redeem  the  ble  for  the  amount  thereof,  and  if  the 

pledge  to  a  third  party  in  trust  to  col-  note  is  her  own  separate  property  her 

lect   the  pledge  for   the  pledgor,   the  husband  need  not  be  made  a  party  u> 

assignee  may  bring  suit  in  his  own  the    suit.     Clark    v,    Cullom,    (Tens, 

name,  and  need  not  join  the  pledgor  as  1897)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  204. 

a  partv  plaintiff.     Lewis  v.  Graham,  4  Excess  of  Authority  Conferred  on  Hns» 

Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  106.  hand,  —  If  a    wife  loans  a   note  and 

Bight  to  Dolivory  of  Plodp.  —  A  mortgage  to  her  husband,  to  be  pledged 
pledgor  having  assigned  his  rights  in  by  him  to  secure  his  debt  for  a  certain 
the  pledge,  the  pledgee  cannot  refuse  sum,  a  pledge  to  secure  a  greater 
to  deliver  the  pledge  to  such  assignee  amount  or  for  another  purpose  is  in- 
after  a  sufficient  tender  of  the  debt,  on  valid,  and  she  may  recover  in  equity 
the  ground  that  it  has  been  attached  from  the  pledgee  any  amount  which 
by  a  third  party,  with  whom  the  as-  he  has  collected  on  the  note  and  moru 
signee  has  no  privity.  Loughborough  gage  above  the  amount  for  which  she 
V.  McNevin,  74  Cal.  250.  authorized  them  to  be  pledged.    Faro- 

8.  Jones  v,  Farley,  6  Me.  226;  Henry  ham  v.  Fox,  62  N.  H.  673. 

f.  Marvin,  3  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  71;  $.  Henry  v,  Marvin,  3  E.   D.  Smith 

Farwell  v.  Importers',  etc.,  Nat.  Bank,  (N.  Y.)  71. 
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PLENE  ADMINISTRAVIT. 

See  article  EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS,  vol.  8, 

p.  686. 


POINTING  FIREARMS. 

Bj  th«  Statutts  of  UnvnX  StotM  it  is  made  a  criminal  offense  inten- 
tionally to  point  a  firearm  at  another  person  either  with  malice 
or  in  sport.* 

Tkt  lB4ietmtiit.  —  The  crime  being  entirely  statutory  the  indict- 
ment should  follow  the  form  of  the  statute ; '  and  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  that  the  act  was  done  with  malice,  nor  that  the 
weapon  was  loaded.* 

1,  Alabama,  — Acts  1888-89,  p.  67.  rable;  but  if  it  Is  oot  demurred  to  the 

Georgia,  —  Penal  Code,  §  343.  defect  is  waived.     Sturgeon  v.  Com., 

Indiana,  —  Acts  1883,  p.  107  (Elliott's  (Ky.  1806)  37  S.  W.  Rep.  679. 

Supp.,  g  343).  u  Xusistippl  the  code  prescribes  a 

Oklahoma,  —  Laws  of  1893,  S  504*  certain  punishment  for  a  person  who 

And  see  Davenport  v.  State,  ii3  Ala.  "  having  or  carrying  a  deadly  weapon 

49;   Sutton  V,  Bonnett,  114  Ind.  243;  shall    exhibit    the    same    in    a    rude, 

Lange  v.  State,  95  Ind.   114;    Skinner  angry,  or  threatening  manner.*'    An 

V,  State,  98  Ga.  127.  indictment  under  this  statute  alleged 

S.  So  held  in  People  v,  Chappell,  37  concerning  the  defendant,  that  having 

Mich.  486,  which  was  an  indictment  a  pistol  he  did  then  and  there  "  exhibit 

under  a  statute  designed  to  prevent  the  the  same  in  a  rude,  angry,  or  threaten- 

careless  use  of  firearms.      Since    this  ing,  in  the  presence  of  three  or  more 

statute  applied  only  to  the  careless  use  persons."   It  was  held  that  the  omission 

of    firearms,   without   malice,   it    was  of  the  word  "  manner "  was  a  mere 

held  that  a  conviction  could  not  be  had  formal  defect,  and  the  indictment  might 

where   the    evidence   clearly    showed  be  amended  under  the  statute.    And  it 

malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  was  also  unnecessary  to  charge  in  the 

and  that  in  such  a  case  the  court  must  indictment    that    the    defendant   was 

direct  a  nolle  prosequi  to  be  entered.  carrying  a  weapon.     Gamblin  v.  State, 

Drawing  Daagsrous  Weapon.  —  In  /m-  45  Nllss.  658. 

diana  it  has  been  held  unnecessary  in  8.  Graham  v.  State,  8  Ind.  App.  497; 

an  indictment  for  drawing  a  dangerous  Gamblin  v.  State,  45  Miss.  658. 

weapon  under  a  Rev.  Stat.  1876,  p.  459,  In  Graham  v.  State,  8  Ind.  App.  497, 

to  negative  the  exception  contained  in  the  court  said:  ''Appellant  asserts  that 

the  proviso  to  said  act.    State  v.  Mad-  the  indictment  fails  to  charge  a  public 

dox,  74  Ind.  105.  o£fense,  because  there  is  no  allegation  to 

In  Xtntnflkyi  under  the  statutes   of  show  whether  the  pointing  was  done 

1894,  §  1308,  drawing  a  deadly  weapon,  with  or  without  malice,  and  that  there 

and  pointing  such  weapon  at  another,  is  no  allegation  to  show  whether  the 

are  distinct  offenses,  and  an  indictment  revolver  was  loaded  or  empty.    This 

which  alleges  that  the  accused  drew  contention  cannot  prevail.    To  consti- 

and  pointed  a  pistol  at  another  charges  tute  an  offense,  the  pointing  must  be 

two  different  offenses,  and  is  demur-  purposely  done.  The  statute  recognizes 
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CmvlatlsB  «f  itMir  OfinH.  —  There  may  be  a  conviction  of  this 
minor  offense  under  an  indictment  charging  assault  with  intent 
to  murder  by  pointing  and  discharging  a  pistol  at  another  person.' 


two  classes  of  persons  who  may  com- 
mit Ihe  ofiense  —  those  who  are  actu- 
ated by  malice  and  those  who  are 
actuated  by  foolish  and  mischievous 
motives.  It  also  tccogniies  two  kinds 
of  firearms  that  may  be  pointed  — 
those  [hat  are  loaded  and  those  that  are 
empty.  The  evident  purpose  of  the 
statute  is  to  bring  under  the  ban  of  the 


law  the  wilful  pointing  of  a  firearm  u 
another.  The  motive  that  actuates  the 
penon,  or  the  kind  of  firearm,  whether 
loaded  or  empty,  are  but  inddcnttl 
matters.  The  indictment  chargei  a 
wilful  pointing  of  a  firearm  at  an. 
other.     These  facts  constitute  i  public 

I,  Jenkins  f.  Sute,  qa  Gt.  470- 
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POOR  AND  POOR  LAWS. 

Bv  Akckibald  C.  Boyd. 

L  DmriMiTva  aid  TxRKnroLoeT,  657. 
n.  AoTiov  IT  On  Poom  Dhtuot  Aoahtit  Avotkib,  658. 

I,  jurisdiction,  658. 

3.  J^arm  of  Action,  658. 

3.  Venue,  658. 

4.  Parties,  658. 

5.  Pleading,  659. 

m  Aoiiov  BT  IniTiDiru.  AeunT  Foob  Siitkir,  (fyx 
XV.  FxooBDnsB  AoAiKii  XursBis  ov  FAimB,  661. 

I,   Fprm  0/ Remedy,  66 1. 

a.  WAo  J/'oj'  Institute  Proeeedings,  661. 

3.  Notice,  662. 

4.  Demand,  662. 

5.  Petition  or  Complaint,  662. 

0.  Order  to  Support,  66a. 

a.  Requisites  of  Order,  66a. 

1^.   Security  for  Performance  of  Orier^  663. 

f.   Modification  of  Order,  663- 

7.  Coj/J,  663. 

8.  Appeal,  663. 

V.  Violation  of  Foob  Laws,  664. 

1.  Form  of  Remedy,  f}(i\. 

2.  Who  May  Maintain  Action,  664. 

3.  Pleading,  664. 

a.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  664. 

b.  Plea,6b^. 

4.  Question  for  jury,  664. 

5.  Successive  Actions,  665, 

VL  Fbocedube  Aoaivst  Foob  Ofticebb,  66;. 

I,   Form  of  Remedy,  665. 
7.   Indictment,  665. 
TH  Eehoyai.  of  Faufeb,  665. 

I.  In  General,  665. 

a.  Jurisdiction,  665. 

3.  iV^ftf,-  /<j  Pauper,  666. 

4.  Complaint,  666. 

5.  Order  of  Remoi'at,  66t. 

a.  Requisites  of  Order,  667. 

^.  Amendment  of  Order,  668. 

f.  A/Tr;'«  0/  (?r<^^r,  668. 

tf.  Enforcement  of  Order,  669. 
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6.  Warrant  of  Removal,  669. 

7.  Place  of  Removal,  669. 

8.  Appeal,  670. 

a.  Appellate  jurisdiction,  670. 

b.  Manner  of  Taking  Appeal^  67a 

c.  Time  of  Taking  Appeal,  670. 

d.  Record  on  Appeal,  671. 

e.  Manner  of  Raising  Issues  on  Appeal,  67 1. 
f.  Hearing  and  Determination  of  Appeal,  671. 

9.  Costs,  67  a. 

CROSS-REFERENCE. 
As  to  Poor  Debtors  see  article  POOR  PERSONS,  pott,  p.  673. 

1  IIIFIK:t:OM  AHD  TzucnroiOOT.  —  The  terms  "poor,"  "poor 
"person,"  "indigent  person,"  "person  in  distress,"  "person  unable 
to  support  himself,  '  "pauper,"  etc.,  in  statutes  providing  for  the 
relief  of  such  persons,  are  used,  as  a  general  rule,  to  describe  that 
■class  of  persons  who  are  so  destitute  and  helpless  as  to  be  depend- 
ent for  their  support  upon  public  charity.* 

BMwiubia  OonitnLBUon  QItmi.  —  But  to  all  the  terms  a  reasonable 
construction  is  given,*  Thus  the  tenn  "pauper,"  as  used  in  such 
statutes,  does  not  necessarily  imply  a  person  who  has  actually 


1.  Arianias.  —  LeeCouaty  v.  Lackie, 
30  Ark.  764. 

Cvnntttiiul.  — Stewart  v.  Sherman,  4 
Coiiii.  553,  s  Conn.  344;  Peters  v. 
Litchfield,  34  Conn.    364. 

lUiiuit.  —  Bristol  v.  Fox,  159  111.  500. 


Indiana.  —  Warren    Couniy 
boura,  4  Ind.  App.  590. 

Kanias.  —  State  v.  Osawlcee  Tp„  14 
K(tn.  418. 

Massackusttls. — Hatchings  v.  Thomp- 
son, TO  Gush.  (Mass.)  338;  Wilson  v. 
Brooics.  14  Picic,  (Mass.)  341. 

Vermont.  —  Ludlow  v.  Weal  hers  field. 
18  Vt.  39;  Chelsea  v.  Brookfield,  37  Vt. 
587- 


support,"     Lee  County 
Arlc.  764. 

A  "  poor  "  person  is  one  who  has 
hausled  all  means  of  support,  and  !• 
a  condition  to  tcquire  public  aid  fo 
iupply  of  his  necessities.     Beardsley 


,   Lackle,   30 


the 


.   Os-     Bridgeport,  53  Conn.  489. 

>.  WallinKford  v.  Southlngton.  16 
Conn.  431,  wherein  ll  was  said:  "  The 
Ian  must  have  a  reasonable  coastruc- 
tion.  The  overseers  of  the  poor  are 
bound  to  conduct  fairly;  and  while 
they  have  no  power  to  subject  [owns  to 
Ihc  expense  of  supporting  persons  who 
have  the  means  of  doing  it  themselves, 
they  are  not  precluded  by  any  techni- 
cal rules  from  assisting  those  who  are 
■on  County,  72  Wis.  449;  Saukvifle  v.  actually  poor  and  needy  and  have  no 
Grafton,  6S  Wis,  19a;  Holland  v,  Bel-  such  means,"  See  also  Goodale  v. 
gium.  66  Wis.  557;  Rhine  v.  Shcboy-  Lawrence,  88  N.  V,  J13,  where  it  was 
gan.  83  Wis.  353.  said:  "  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  an 

Otlur  DBflnltlaiis,  —  A  "  pauper  "  is  a     Insane  wife,  absent  from  her  home  and 

Serson  "  receiving  aid  and  assistance  in  pressing  need  of  both  food  and  shel- 
rom  the  public,  under  the  provisions  ler,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  poor  person 
made  by  law  for  the  support  and  main-  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.''' 
tenance  of  the  poor."  Opinion  of  Jus-  And  see  the  following  cases:  Pish  i'. 
tices,  II  Pick.  (Mass.)  J3S.  See  also  Perkins,  S3  Conn.  30u:  New  Hartford 
Cbarlestown  v.  Groveland,  15  Gray  v.  Canaan,  53  Conn.  158;  Jasper 
(Mass.)  15.  County  v.  Osborne,  59  Iowa 308;  Com. 

"  A  pauper  Is  defined  to  be  a  poor    v.   Cambridge,   30  Pick.   (Mass.)    367; 
person,  particularly  one  so  indigent  as     Poplin  v.  Hawke,  8  N.  H.  305;  Over 
to  depend  upon  the  parish  or  town  for    seers  of  Poor  v.  Overseers  of  Poor,  3 
16  Encyc.  PI.  &  Pt.  —43  667  Volume  XVI. 
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received  support.'  It  may  include  a  poor  and  indigent  person 
standing  in  need  of  relief,  and  a  poor  person  likely  to  become 
chargeable.' 

II.  AcTioir  BT  Onz  Foob  District  Aqaiitbt  Audtees  —  1.  Jnrit- 
diction.  —  The  courts  in  which  an  action  may  be  brought  by  one 
poor  district  against  another  for  supplies  furnished  by  the  former 
to  a  pauper  of  the  latter  are  usually  determined  by  statute. 
Such  courts  are,  as  a  rule,  courts  of  common-law  jurisdiction.* 

2.  Form  of  Action.  —  Unless  another  remedy  is  expressly  pro- 
vided by  statute,  assumpsit  will  lie  by  one  poor  district  against 
another  for  supplies  furnished  by  the  former  to  a  pauper  of  the 
latter.  ■» 

3.  Venue.  —  It  has  been  held  that  an  action  by  one  poor  district 
against  another  for  relief  furnished  to  a  pauper  may  be  brougiit 
in  the  county  of  either  district.* 

4.  Partiei.  —  As  a  general  rule,  an  action  for  supplies  furnished 


Cow.  (N.  Y.)  485;  Blodgeit  -u.  Lowell. 
33  Vl.  174. 

1,  Walbridge  ^,  Walbrldge,  46  Vt. 
617. 

B,  Lyme  v.  East  Haddam.  14  Conn. 
394;  Sturbridge  v.  Holland.  11  Pick. 
(MaEB.)4;9;  Cbarlcstown  v.  Groveland. 
15  Gray  (MasB.)  15;  Monson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Gray  (Mass.)  416;  Walbridge 
V.  Walbridge,  46  Vl.  617. 

S.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
stales.  See  also  Park  County  v.  Itfiit- 
aon  County.  II  Colo.  5S5. 

In  /oToo,  where  a  county  which  is 
sought  to  be  charged  with  the  expenses 
of  an  insane  pauper  denies  the  settle- 
ment of  sucti  pauper  and  gives  notice 
ol  such  denial,  the  Circuit  Court  has 
e«clusive  jurisdiction  to  [ry  the  issue: 
but  where  no  notice  of  such  denial  is 
given,  the  action  to  recover  for  such 
expenses  may  be  brought  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court.  Winneshiek  County  v. 
Allamalcee  County,  6a  Iowa  558.  See 
also  Cerro  Gordo  County  v.  Wright 
County,  sg  Iowa  46;,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  Circuit  Court  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction    of    proceedings    by    one 


iupport  of  a  pauper 


>unty  agai; 
money  expcnt 
whose  legal  ri 


Directors  of  Poor.  44  Pa.  St.  4S1 :  Over 
seers  of  Poor  t.  Overseers  of  Poor,  4S 
Pa.  St.  401;  Delaware  Tp.  p.  Gretn- 
wood  Tp..  66  Pa.  St.  63;  Marion  Tp.r. 
Spring  Tp.,  50  Pa.  St.  308. 

OompUaaoa  wlUi  SutnU.—ln  Miltcicck 
V.  Miami.  10 Ohio  375,  it  was  held  ibil 
before  one  township  could  recover  ol 
another  for  expenses  incurred  in  ilic 
support  of  a  pauper,  the  township  sccli- 
ing  to  recover  must  have  stricllj'  fom- 
plied  with  the  requisitions  of  the  law. 
See  also  Collins  v.  King  Countr.  t 
Wash.  Ter.416. 

4.  Pawlet  I'.  Sandgate,  ig  Vt.  611. 
wherein  it  was  said:  "The  gtncral 
rule  is  that  for  money  accruing,  due 
under  the  provisions  of  a  statute,  the 
action  of  assumpsit  may  be  supponcd. 
unless  another  remedy  is  ciprcssly 
given."  See  also  Danville  i>.  Pulnev, 
6  Vt.  5'J:  Bath  v.  Freeport,  5  M"s<. 
335;  Danville,  etc..  Poor  Dist.  v.  Mon- 
tour County,  75  Pa.  St.  35. 

SlMUon  of  B«m«dlM.  —  In  Cohndm 
county  relieving  a  pauper  may,  on 
the  disallowance  of  a  claim  thereof  by 
the  commissioners  of  the  county  of  the 
pauper's  settlement,  appeal  from  ihc 
order  of  disallowance  c 


agaii 


Uthei 


Lntyoi 


Part 


In  FBansylTuiiB,  in 

between  different  districts,  either  in 
cases  of  orders  of  removal  or  expenses 
incurred  where  such  or  Jer  could  not  be 
procured  in  lime,  the  Quarter  Sessions 
has  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
Directors  of  Poor  i'.  Malany,  64  Pa.  St. 
144.  See  also  Versailles  v.  Miflliii,  to 
Watts   <Pa.)  360;    Sugar   Loaf   Tp.   :■. 


County  r.  Jefferson  County,)»Colo.s85- 
S,  Muskingum  County  Inlirmarv  :. 
Toledo,  15  Ohio  St.  409,  wherein  ihe 
court  said:  "  The  right  of  action  which 
the  plaintiff  is  here  asserting  is  given 
only  by  statute,  and  the  same  statute 
which  gives  the  right  of  action  allows 
the  suit  to  be  brought  either  in  the 
county  of  the  plaintiff  or  in  that  of  the 
defendant." 
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by  one  poor  district  to  a  pauper  of  another  should  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  district  furnishing  the  supplies.* 

Pooc  OfiMTt  u  PutlM.  —  But  in  some  states  the  action  may  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  poor  officers  of  the  furnishing 
district.* 

6.  Flmding.  —  As  no  legal  obligation  rests  upon  a  poor  district 
to  support  its  paupers  save  that  created  by  statute,'  the  declara- 
tion, in  an  action  by  one  poor  district  against  another  for  expenses 
incurred  by  the  former  for  the  relief  of  a  pauper  of  the  latter 
should  aver  all  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  statutory 
obligation.' 

Ih»  D««lantlmi  or  OtM^klat  in  such  action  should,  therefore,  allege 
that  the  person  relieved  was  unable  to  support  himself ;  *  that  his 
settlement  was  in  the  defendant  district;*  that  the  expenses 


I   N.    I.  L.  184; 

I  N.  J.  L.  la-,: 
Gould  V.  Bailler.  3  N.  J.  L.  i;  Smith 
V.  VoorheeM,  3  N.  J.  L,  3S4;  Pawlct  v. 
Sandsate,  ig  Vc.  631.  See  also  Cedar 
County  V.  Sager,  90  Iowa  11, 

In  Ohio  it  has  been  held  that  the 
trustees  of  a  township  in  one  county 
who  have  afforded  temporary  relief  to 
«  nonresident  pauper  have  no  right 
of  action  against  the  board  of  di- 
lectors  of  the  infirmary  of  another 
connty,  where  the  pauper  had  a  legal 
aeltlcmeni,  for  the  support  so  fur- 
niahed;  but  they  may  mainuin  such 
ftction  against  the  trustees  of  the  town- 
ship where  the  pauper  has  such  settle- 
ment. Marion  Countv  Infirmary  v. 
Wcstfield  Tp.,  31  Ohio  St.  373. 

I.  vVw  Yuri.  —  Overseers  of  Poor  t-. 
Overseers  of  Poor,  s  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  309; 
Palmer  v.  Vandenbergh,  3  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  193;  Van  Keuren  v.  Johnston.  3 
Den.  (N.  Y.)  183:  Hayes  v.  Symonds, 
9  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  360;  Paddock  v. 
Symonds,  11  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  117;  Norton 
V.  Rhodes.  18  Barb,  (N.  Y.)  loo;  Rouse 
V.Moore,  18  Johns.  (N.Y.)407;  Algerc. 
Millet.  56  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  337;  Pomeroy 
f .  Weils.  S  Paige  (N.  Y.)  406. 

J'tnnsylvaHia. — Overseers  v.  Klioe, 
9  Pa,  St.  317- 

yirginia.  —  Chapline  v.  Overseers  of 
Poor.  7  Uigb  (Va.)  331. 

L  Miller  v.  Somerset.  14  Mass.  396; 
Mitchell  f.  Cornville,  I3  Mass.  333. 

4.  Bath  V.  FrcepoTt,  5  Mass.  335; 
Ripley  V.  Hebron,  60  Me.  379;  Fox  v. 
Bristol,  45  HI.  App.  330. 


n^k  —  A  notice  signed  by  •electmen 
as  such  Is  sufficient,  without  saying 
«Tenecrs  of  the  poor,  if  no  overseeis 


were  chosen;  and  there  will  be  no  vari- 
ance though  the  declaration  allege  the 
notice  to  be  signed  by  the  selectmen  and 
overseers  of  the  poor.  Berlin  v.  Gor- 
ham,  34  N.  H.  366.  Bui  a  declaration 
for  the  maintenance  of  "  Jane  "  cannot 
be  supported  on  a  notice  of  supplies 
furnished  to  "James."  Dalton  v. 
Bethlehem,  30  N.  H.  505. 

TarfsnM  BMwMa  Fleadiai  aad  Pr««C 
—  In  Colebrook  v.  Stewartstown,  18  N. 
H.  7S,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
variance  between  a  declaration  alleging 
that  the  family  relieved  consisted  of 
four  children,  and  proof  that  there  were 
five  children  in  the  family. 

t.  Fine  Valley  v.  Unity,  40  Wis.  6S9: 
Bath  V.  Freeport.  5  Mass.  33s;  Ripley 
V.  Hebron.  60  Me.  379;  Fryeburg  v. 
Brownfield,  68  Me.  145.  But  see 
Pawlcl  V.  Rutland.  Brayt.  (Vt.)  I75, 
wherein  the  omission  to  state  in  the 
declaration  that  the  person  provided 
for  was  unable  to  defray  the  expense 
was  held  not  fatal  after  verdict. 

In  AVkt  Hamfihirt  it  would  appear 
that  tbc  declaration  should  allege  that 
the  pauper  relieved  had  no  kindred 
bound  by  taw  to  support  him.  Walpoie  ' 
t'.  Marlow,  I  N.  H.  385.  But  see  Col- 
lins D.  King  County,  i  Wash.  Ter.  416. 

&  Salem  V.  Andover,  3  Mass.  436; 
Wrentham  v,  Attleborough,  5  Mass. 
430;  Bath  f.  Freepori,  ;  Mas;.  335; 
Ripley  t;.  Hebron,  60  Me.  379;  Pine 
Valley  v.  Unity,  40  Wis.  683.  See  also 
Rouse  Estate  v.  Directors  of  Poor,  169 
Pa.  St.  116. 

Allagatloii  of  •rttlsomt.  —  In  an  ac- 
tion by  one  county  against  another  for 
aid  furnished  to  paupers  claimed  to 
have  a  settlement  in  the  defendant 
county,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  plain- 
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were  necessarily  incurred ;  *  and  that  the  statutory  notice  had 
been  given  to  the  defendant  district.* 

•ettiag  Fortli  Butnta.  —  In  North  Carolina  the  complaint  ia  an 
action  by  one  county  against  another  for  reimbursement  for  the 
support  of  a  pauper  of  the  defendant  county  need  not  all^  any 
statute  making  the  defendant  county  liable  for  the  support  of  its 
paupers.* 

in.  ACTIOH  IT  IniTIDirAI  AOUVIT  POOB  DUTBICt.  — The 
declaration  or  complaint  in  an  action  by  an  individual  against  a 
poor  district  for  relief  furnished  to  an  alleged  pauper  should  aver 
that  the  expense  was  necessarily  incurred ;  that  the  person 
relieved  was  a  pauper;  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable  for  hU 
support ;  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  notice  to  and  made  request 
of  the  overseers  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  bad 
made  no  provision  for  the  pauper.* 

tiff  (o  aver  that  It  "  ts  informed  "  that  pendltures  wer«  made.  Fot  such  no- 
the  paupers  have  a  leuleineat  ia  the  tice  1*  a  fact  necessary  wiih  ochen  lo 
defendant  cDUTity.  Wlnncabick County  coaMiluie  tbe  legal  obligauoa  wticb 
c.  Allamakee  County,  6a  Iowa  sjS.  trill  support  a  promise;  the  eiitieoM 
But  a  complaint,  in  an  action  by  one  of  the  legal  obligation  being  the  con- 
county  against  another  for  taking  care  aideratlon  of  the  promise."  See  kin 
of  an  insane  pauper  of  the  defendant  Salem  i>.  Andover.  3  Mass,  436;  Wrea- 
county,  nhich  alleges  that  the  pauper  tham  v.  Atileborough.  5  Mass.  (]o: 
was  a  lawfully  committed  inmate  of  Ripiey  v.  Hebron,  60  Me.  379;  ^m- 
tbe  almshouse  of  the  defendant  county,  burg  f .  Brownfield,  68  Me.  14;;  Piai 
and  thai  he  escaped  into  the  plaintiff  Valley  v.  Unity,  40  Wis.  63i. 
county,  sufficiently  avers  tliat  the  tappoit  at  Inaana  Panpat.  — la  Hilli- 
pauper  was  "  last  legally  settled  "  in  borough  County  v.  Londooderty,  4J  N, 
the  defendant  county.  Burke  County  H.  451,  it  was  held  that  in  ao  action 
V.  Buncombe  County,  loi   N.  Car.  sao.  by  a  county  for    money  paid  for  tie 

BMtlanunt    of   Karriad    Woman.  —  In  support   of   an   insane   pauper  it  Uk 

Fryeburg  v.  Brownfield,  6B  Me.   145.  H  asylum  lo  which  he  had  been  eomnlil- 

was   held   that   in   a    declaration     for  led  by  order  of  the  judge  of  probalt, 

pauper  supplies  furnished  to  a  married  under     the     statute,    the   decIantiDo 

woman,   it  was   not  necessary  to  aver  should  aver   notice   to   the  defeodinl 

that  the  husband's  settlement  was  in  town  of  tbe  commitment  proceedliip. 

the  defendant  town.  The  court  said:  "  We  think  thepiaiS' 

1.  Bath   V.    Freepon,   5   Mass.    325;  tiff,  after  having  stated  the  proceedinp 

Ripley   ».    Hebron,  60  Me.  379;  Frye-  in  the  Probate  Court,  the  support  of 

burg  V.  Brownfield.  6S  Me.  14s;  Pine  the  pauperat  the  asylum,  the  pavnesi 

'■  "           "   ■            of   the  bills   by   the   county,  arid  il« 


Valley  v.  Unity.  40  Wis.  68j. 

8.  Balh  ».  Frreport,  5  Mass.  315. 
wherein  it  was  said;  "  Assumpsit  lies 
on  a  promise  to  discharge  a  legal  obli- 
gation created  by  statute.  But  in  the 
declaration  at]  the  facts  must  be 
averred  which  are  necessary  to  consti- 
tute this  legal  obligation.  To  charge 
the  defendants  in  this  action,  it  is  not 
enough  to  allege  that  the  object  of  the 
relief 


lauper  having  his  setlle- 
Ihe  defendant  town],  and 
that  tbe  expenses  were  necesaanty 


inent  In  F.  [the  defendant  t 


curred  In  his  relief;  but  also  that  the 
defendnnts  had  notice  of  the  distressed 
situation  of  the  pauper  within  three 
months   from    tbe   time  when  the  ex- 


other  facts  in  the  case  in  his  dedan- 
tion,  should  have  added  this  avermeai: 
'  or  all  which  the  defendant  had  dnt 
notice,  whereby  said  defendant  tiecimt 
liable,  and  in  consideration  ibereoi 
promised,'  etc." 

8.  Burke  County  v.  ButKotntK 
County,  loi  N.  Car.  510. 

4.  Rogers  v.  Newbury.  105  Mass- 
533.  See  also  Autauga  Couoit  ^■ 
Davis,  33  Ala.  703,  where  a  complaiot 
was  held  sufficient  which  staled  that 
"  tbe  plaintiffs  claim  of  the  defendant 

!a  specified  sum},  due  by  accoant  on 
a  day  certain],  for  medicines  far- 
nished  and  medical  services  rendered 
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tr.  Pbocsdtbi  AoAini  KanoMo  or  Paupxk  -~  I.  Form  of 
Bunodf.  —  The  liability  of  the  kindred  of  a  pauper  for  his  support 
can  be  enforced  only  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  statute 
creating  the  liability.*  ■ 

2.  Who  Kay  Inititate  Pioceedinfr*-  —  In  Pennsylvania,  proceed- 
ings to  compel  the  kindred  of  a  poor  person  to  support  him  can 
be  instituted  only  by  persons  having  an  interest  in  his  support," 

[to  cenain  named  persoaa;   thftt  (aid  make    the    town   a.   party    defendant, 

persons]  were  residenis  of  aod  in  said  Christman  v.  Thatcher,  48  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

couDly  of  A.,  and  were  all  sick  aE  the  446. 

times  when  said  services  were  rendered         In  Indiana  it  has  been  held  that  the 

in  said  county,  and  were  In  such  desti-  county   and   not  the  overseers  of   the 

tute   condition    as   to  demand   public  poor  should   be  sued  for  services  len- 

charily  and  prompt  attention,  having  dered  to  a  pauper.     Carroll  County  v, 

neither  money  nor  other  property,  nor  Wilson,  i  Ind.  47S. 
friends  to  incur  such   expense,"  and        CmU. —  In  an  action  by  an  individual 

that  (he  claim  was  duly  presented  to  against  a  county  for  services  rendered 

the  commissioners' court,  of  the  county,  undet     the    Pauper    Act,    where    (be 

properly  proved  and  verified,  and  was  county   is   unsuccessful  the   costs   are 

disallowed    by   said   court.     And    see  properly  adjudged  against  it.     Clinton 

Farrington  v.  Anson,  77  Me.  405.  County  v.  Pace,  59  111.  App.  576, 

AU«g»tloii  of  B«ditg  FnbUs  Ohaxgo,  —        1.  See  Newtown  v.  Danbury,  3  Conn. 

An   averment  in  a  complaint  in  an  ac-  553;    Waierbury   v.   Hutlbun,   i  Root 

tion  for  services  rendered  by  >  physi-  (Conn.)  60;  WetbcrsGeld  v.  Montague, 

cian  inattending  the  poorof  thccounty,  3   Conn.  507;    Edwards   i>.    Davis,    16 

that   those    treated    were   "poor   per-  Johns.  (N.  Y.JaSi;  People   v.  Hill,  163 

•ons,"   is  sufficient  to  show  that  they  111.  186. 

were  public  charges;  and  an  averment        E^olt;  JntladletloiL, — Superintendents 

that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  of  the  poor  cannot  file  a  bill  in  chancery 

proper  township  trustee  to  treat  them  against  a  husband  to  obtain  satisfaction 

BE  poor  persons  shows  a  sufficient  de-  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  a  county 

termination  by  the  trustees  that  they  for  the  support  of  his  wife  as  a  lunatic 

were     objects     of    charity.       Warren  pauper,  until  they  have  exhausted  their 

County  :'.  Osburn,  4  Ind.  App.  sgo,  remedy  at  law  against  him.     Pomeroy 

Baoogiiltlon  m  Fmpr.  —  In  Washing-  v.  Welle,  8  Paige  (N.  Y.)  406.     But  see 

ton  it  has  been  held  that  a  complaint  to  Norton  v.  Rhodes,  iS  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  loo, 

charge  a  county  for  the  support  of  a  wherein  it  was  held   that  superiniend- 

pauper   mast  show   that    the    county  ents  of  the  poor  could  not  maintain  an 

board  has  recogniied  the  person  as  a  action  at  law  against  a  husband  lor  the 

pauper.     Collins  v.   King  County,   i  support  of  his  wife. 
Wash.  Ter.  416.  Eleetloa  of  Semadiea.  —  In  /om 

AodagUOffidalOapMitr.  — Inacom-  been   held   that  the  township  t 

plaint  for  medical  services  to  paupers,  may  proceed  by  the  method  prescnbed 

rendered  at  the  request  of  the  trustee  by  the  code  to  compel  a  child  to  »up- 

of  a  township,  the  word  "  as  "  before  port  a  parent;  or  the  county  may  give 

the  phrase  "  trustee  of  the  township  "  the  necessary  relief  without  resorting 

is   not    necessary    to    show    that    the  to    ibis   process,    and    recover  of   the 

trustee  acted  in    his   official   capacity,  child,  by  an  action  in  the  District  Court, 

Jay  County  v.  Brewington,  74  Ind.  7.  as  for  money  paid  to  his  use.     Boone 

Common  Oeonts,  —  In  Illimni  a  decla-  Cpunty  v.  Ruhl,  9  Iowa  376.     See  also 

ration   in  an  action  against  a  county  Jasper  County  c  Osborn,  $9  Iowa  30S, 

for  services  rendered  under  the  Pauper  where  it  was  held  that  though  the  wife 

Act  which  contains  the  common  counts  of  a  person  may  be  liable  to  the  county 

is  sufficient.     Clinton  County  v.  Pace,  for  his  support,  or  to  any  citizen  who 

59  III.  App.  576.  might  lake  care  of  bim,  yet  the  county 

TuHn  to  Aetlon. —  In  an  action  by  a  may  waive  its  right  of  action  against 

physician  for   services  rendered   to  a  her  and  pursue  its  remedy  against  his 

poor  person  at  the  request  of  the  de-  son. 

fendant,  an  overseer  of  the  poor,  the        %.    In   re  James,    116    Pa.   Si.    153, 

plaintiff  should  not  be  compelled  to  wherein  it  was  held  that  a  person  dis- 
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b.  Security  for  Performance  of  Order.  —  In  New  /ersey 
and  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  that  the  kindred  cannot  be 
compelled  to  give  security  for  the  faithful  performance  of  an 
order  of  maintenance.' 

c.  Modification  of  Order. —A  petition  for  the  modifica- 
tion of  an  order  of  maintenance  should  be  filed  in  the  court  of 
the  county  in  which  it  was  entered." 

7.  Coits.  —  The  costs,  in  proceedings  to  compel  the  kindred  of 
a  poor  person  to  support  him,  are  usually  regulated  by  the 
statute  under  which  the  proceedings  are  had." 

8.  Appeal  — Appeals  in  proceedings  to  compel  the  kindred  of 
a  poor  person  to  support  him  are  generally  a  matter  of  statutory 
regulation.^ 

adjudged  lo  be  entitled  to  relief  as  a  with,  "  was  erroneous.     See  also  In  re 

poor  persoQ  or  that  the  court  has  ad-  James,  ii6  Pa.  St.  Ijs. 

J  udged  that  he  is  such  poor  person  and  %,  Tracjr  v.  Rome,  64  Me.  301,  wherein 

chargeable  or  likely  to  become  charge^  It  was  said:     "The  judgment  or  de- 

able  as  such,  and  that  it  should  direct  cree  to  be  altered  and  the  judgment  or 

the  relative  to  relieve  and  maintain  the  decree  altering  the  same  must  be  on 

poor  person  in  a  specified  manner,  and  the  records  of   the  same  court  and  in 

t  X  and  determine  what  sum  per  week  the  same  county.     There  may  be  nu- 

be  shall  forfeit  and  pay  if  he  refutes  or  merous  kindred,  and  they  may  each 

neglects  to  doso.     Ackerman  v.  Acker-  file  complaints  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 

nan,  55  N.  J.  L,  423.     And  that  it  can-  ing    alterations     of    Ihcit    respective 

not  embrace  several  poor  persons  in  a  assessments    or    apportionments.      If 

joint  provision.      Meeker  v.   Meeker,  they  could  do  this  in  different  counties 

(N.  J.  i3g7)  38  Atl.  Rep.  749.  there  might  be  as  man^  alterations  aa 

I n  iV/ie  y>ri  it  has  been  held  that  an  there  are  counties,  while  the  original 

order  requiring  relatives  of  a  poor  per-  judgment  would  appear  to  be  in  full 

son  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  his  main-  force   In   the   county   where    the    first 

tenance    cannot    prescribe    the    place  complaint  was  filed." 

where  such  person  shall  be  supported.  S.  Sec    the   statutes   of   the   several 

nor  any  of  (he  conditions  of  such  sup-  states. 

port.     Weaver  f.  Benjamin.  (Supreme  la  IlUnfh,  if  the  judgment  is  against 

Ct.)  45   N.  Y.   5l   Rep.  gj.     See  also  the  kindred  they  may  be  adjudged  to 

Duel  V.  Lamb,  I  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  pay  the  costs,  or  the  costs  may  be  ap- 

66.     But  an  order  requiring  a  mother  portioned  according  to  the  right  of  the 

to  support  her  danghter  is  not  void  be-  case.     People  v.  Hm,  163  111,  186. 

cause  It  fails  to  give   the  mother  an  In  Mminckutellt,   upon  a  complaint 

option  to  support  the  daughter  or  pay  to  compel  kindred  of  a  poor  person  to 

the    amount    provided.       Aldridge   v.  contribute   towards  his  suppott,  costs 

Walker.  73  Hun  (N.  Y.)  381.  may  be  awarded  against  the  kindred, 

TitU  of  Drier.  —  An   order  of  main-  South  Reading  c.  Hutchinson,  10  Allen 

tenance  In  fact  granted  by  the  "  Court  (Mass.)  68. 

of   Sessions"   is  not  rendered  invalid  4.  In  ^ijrgnn'i)  It  has  been  held  that 

by    purporting   lo    be    made    by    the  no  appeal  lies  to  the  Circuit  Court  from 

"County   Court   of  Sessions."     Bald-  an  order  of  the  judge  of  the  County 

.  win  V.  McArthur,  17  Barb.  (N,  Y.)  414.  Court  requiring  relatives  of  an  indigent 

1,  Ackerman   v.  Ackerman,  55  N.  J.  person   to  contribute   lo   his   support. 

L.  431;  Dierkes  v.  Philadelphia,  93  Pa.  Eaton  v.  Williams.  5'  Wis.  gq. 

St.  370,  wherein  It  ikas  held  that  an  In  Maint   tt   has   been   beld   that  a 

order  of  the  lower  court  directing  the  statutory   provision   that   "  an^   parly 

defendant"  to  givesecurllyin  Ihesum  aggrieved   by  any  opinion,   direction, 

of  three  hundred  dollars  for  the  faith-  or  judgment  of  the   District  Court  in 

f  ul  performance  of  this  order  [of  main-  any  matter  of  law,  in  a  cause  not  other- 

tcnance].     *    *    *    and     stand    com-  wise  appealable,  may  allege  exceptions 

mitted   until  the    order    be    complied  to  the  same,"  applies  to  a  complaint  to 
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T.  Violation  ov  Fook  Lawi — 1.  Porm  of  B«m«dy.  —  Actions 
for  illegally  bringing  a  pauper  into  a  town  can  be  brought  only  on 
the  statutes  authorizing  such  actions,* 

3.  Who  Xay  Maintain  Action.  —  In  Michigan  an  action  to  recover 
for  support  furnished  to  a  pauper  illegally  brought  into  a  county 
may  be  brought  by  the  superintendents  of  the  poor  of  the 
county.' 

S.  Pleading— u.  Declaration  OR  Complaint.  — In  an  action 
for  illegally  bringing  a  pauper  into  the  plaintiff  town  or  county, 
the  declaration  or  complaint  should  allege  all  the  facts  that  are 
material  to  be  proved.* 

b.  Plea.  —  In  an  action  for  illegally  bringing  a  pauper  into  the 
plaintiff  town,  a  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  only  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  declaration.' 

4.  ftneition  for  Jury,  —  In  an  action  to  recover  the  penaky  for 

compel  the  kindred  of  a  pauper  to  sup-        S,  yewaygo      Couaty     f.      NeUoD, 

pori  him,    Bridgton    v.    Benoett,    aj    75  Mich,  154. 

Me.  4ao.  AdJndlMUon  that   Pmos  Smi^kt  b 


Wm  Paaptr.  —  In  Newaygo  County  v. 
Nelson,  7J  Mich.  154,  ii  nas  held  that 
in  the  absence  of  an  admisEion  thai  the 
person  brought  in  was  a  pauper,  an 
adjudication  that  he  was  a  pauper 
would  be  necessary  before  an  action 
could  be  brought  (or  his  support. 

S.  Merrimaclc  County  v.  Sullivao 
County,  45  N.  H.  181,  whereiu  it  was 
held  thai  a  petition  which  did  not 
illege  that  the  pauper  was  brought  into 


lo  Masiathusetis  It  has  been  held  that 

under  the    provisions    of  the  Act  of 

'793.  c.  59.  B  3.  °°  appeal  lies  from  an 

order  of  the  Court  of  Common   Pleas 

assessing  the  kindred  of  a  pauper  for 

bis  support.     Nantucket  r.  Cotton,  14 

Mass.  243. 
In  Michigan  it  has  been  held  that  an 

order  in  proceedings  to  compel  the  kin- 
dred of  a  poor  person  lo  support  him  is 

not   a   judgmeni    reviewable   on   writ 

of  error.     Smith  v.  Lapei 

Mich.  58.  him  to  be  poor  was  Insufficient.     See 

1.  Crouse  v.  Mabbett,  11  Johns.  (N.     also  Foeier  ».  Ctookhite,  35  N.   Y.  139; 

Y,)  167,  wherein  it  was  ;he1d  that  over-     Coc  v.   Smith,  34  Wend.  (N.  V,)  341; 

•eers  of  the  poor  who  had  expended     Pitkin  County  v.  Law,   3  Colo.   App. 

money  forlhe  malmenanceof  a  pauper     31S;    Marshfield    v.   Edwards,   40   Vt. 

could  nol   mainlain   an  action  on  the     345. 

Rama  of  Faopar.  —  In  an  action  for 
unduly  transporting  a  pauper  into  * 
town,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  aver  who  was  the  person  trans- 
ported, that  the  defendant  may  know 
the  pariicular  charge  to  whlcb  he  is 
to  answer.  Si.  Johnsbury  v.  Good- 
'.ncjt'li.  44Vt.  66s. 

1 1!  '.■■  i.;in  an  affidavil  !□  recover 
itic  penally  lor  bringing  a  pauper  Into 
H.  county  with  inienc  to  make  such 
pauper  a  charge  on  the  county  should 
Elate  the  facts  positively  or  give  the 
circumstances  upon  which  the  affiaol 
had  good  reason  to  believe  chat  the; 
exist.  Luton  v.  Palmer.  70  Mich.  I5». 
4i  Marshlield  c.  Edwards,  40  Vt.  245. 
wherein  it  was  held  that  under  the  pt» 
of  nol  guilty  the  defendant  could  uai 
show  thai  the  pauper  had  a  settlemcal 
in  a  town  other  than  the  plaintiff  lovti. 
A  Volume  XVL 


rought 
,t  their 


i  prop- 


charged  from   that  judgm 

a  promise  on  the  pan  of  the  clerk  to 
send  such  record:  Ihal  an  elTorl  wus 
made  10  secure  il  fiom  another  person; 
thai  any  fee  was  tendered  tor  making 
it,  or  that  it  would  have  been  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  had  il  been  obtained. 
Union  County  v.  Axley,  53  111.  App. 
670. 


Bntenl  Bf  tnyw.     POOR  AND  POOR  LA  WS.  JuiidltUen^ 

illegally  bringing  a  pauper  into  a  town,  the  intent  of  the  defend- 
ant is  a  fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury.* 

5.  Snooesiive  Aotioni.  —  After  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  in  aiv 
action  for  illegally  bringing  a  pauper  into  a  town,  another  action 
will  not  lie  for  supplies  furnished  to  the  pauper  subsequently  ta 
the  judgment.* 

71  PftOOXDTXE  AsAmi  PooK  OmcxBf--l.  7oim  of  Kemedy. 
—  Indictment  is  a  proper  remedy  in  case  of  the  wilful  neglect  by- 
poor  officers  of  their  official  duty.* 

%.  Indiotmeut.  —  An  indictment  against  poor  officers  for  neglect- 
ing to  relieve  a  pauper  should  allege  that  the  defendants  were 
poor  officers;  that  it  was  their  duty  to  relieve  the  pauper,  and, 
that  they  intentionally  and  wilfully  neglected  so  to  do.* 

TH  KsKOVAL  OF  PAirPBE  —  1.  bi  OeneraL  —  Proceedings  for 
the  removal  of  a  pauper  must  be  pursued  in  strict  conformity  with> 
the  terms  of  the  statute." 

2.  Jnritdiotion.  —  The  statutes,  as  a  rule,  invest  justices  of  the- 
peace  with  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper.* 

1.  Sanford  v.  Emerjr,  3  Me.  ; ;  Green- 
field V.  CashmBn,  i6  Mass.  393;  Deer- 
field  V.  Delaao.  I  Pick.  (Mass.)  465; 
WalliDgford  r.  Graf,  13  Vl  138. 

%.  Marlborough  v.  Sisson,  31  Conn. 
333. 

».  State  V.  Hoit,  33  N.  H.  355, 
nberein  U  was  held  that  an  Indictment 
would  lie  against  poor  officers  for  wil- 
fal  neglect  of  dutj,  though  mandamus 
might  also  be  a  remedy.  See  also 
State  V.  Hawkins,  77  N.  Car.  494; 
Rouse  v.  Peoria,  7  111.  99. 

Ab  Aadon  m  tlw  Gwa  will  not  lie 
against  oveneers  of  the  poor  for  omit- 
ting (o  apply  to  a  justice   to  obtain  an  ^  . 

order  for  the  relief  of  a  pauper.  Tbe  county  judgenor  the  CountyCourt  h: 
remedy  in  such  case  is  by  mandamus  any  jurisdiction  in  the  removal  of  a 
in  behalf  of  the  pauper  to  compel  the  pauper.  Such  jurisdiction  is  exclu-. 
overseers  to  make  such  application  to  sively  in  the  board  of  supervisors. 
the  justice.  Minklaer  v.  Rockfeller,  6  Lucas  County  v,  Ringgold  County,  SI 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  376.  Iowa  83. 

4.  State  V.  Hoit,  33  N.  H.  355.  DbqnalUleatlon  of   JtutlM.—  Justices 
Vmiim  of  Paiptrs.  —  An   indictment    of  the  peace  are  not  disqualllied  from 

airainst  an   overseer  of   tbe   poor   for  making  an  order  of   removal   merely 

neglecting  to  make  suitable  provision  because  they  are  rated  inhabitants  and 

for  paupers  should  either  set  out  Che  taxpayers  in  a  town  which  is  a  party  to 

names  of  the  paupers  or  allege  thai  the  proceedings.  Knowles'sCase,  SMe. 

their   names   are   unknown.     State   v.  71;  Vernon Tp.  i'.  Wantage Tp.,  sN.  J. 

Hawkins,  77  N.  Car.  494.  L.  393;  Morrislown  v.  FairSeld,  46  Vt. 

5.  BridgewaterTp.f.BethlehemTp.,  33.  But  see  fM^ro,  M'Veylown  r.  Union 

gi  N.   J.  L.   578;    Princeton  v.   South  Tp,,  j   W,  4  S.  (Pa.)  434;  Washington 

rnnswick,  33  N.  J.  L.  169;  New  Bat-  v.  Beaver,  3  W.  4  S.  (Pa.)  548;   Over- 

badoes   v.    Paterson,  17  N.  J.  L.  544;  seers  of  Poor  r.  Overseers  of  Poor,  I. 

McCoy   e,    Newton,  37  N.   J.    L.    133;  Veates    fPa.)    351;     Bradford     fp.    v. 

o. ..  _„  „   .  .    ___  Keating  Tp.,  37  Pa.  St.  375. 

Atting  at  JhiIUi  and  Ceinflaitiant.  ^- 
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the  time  of  tbe  trial,  tbe  removal  of- 
the  pauper  has  already  been  effected, 
so  that  a  warrant  for  his  removal  Is-  ' 
unnecessary,  the  complaint  may  silU. 
be  prosecuted  for  the  recovery  of  tbe- 
expenses  incurred.  Guilford  ».  Ab- 
bott, 17  Me.  335. 

Booerd  of  P»es«dlitgs  Before  JTuiUm*. — 
In  Virmonl  it  IS  not  necessary  for  tbe 
justices  to  slate  in  the  record  of  their 
proceedings  that  they  examined  tbe- 
pauper,      Bristol  v.   Braintiec,  10  Vl. 


of   the    several. 


203. 
B.  See   the  e 

County  Court  —  In /bum  neither  the 
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t  of  OempUist.  —  The  complaint  in  removal  proceedings 
may,  it  seems,  be  amended.^ 

6.  Order  of  Bemoval  —  a.  Requisites  of  Order,  —  An  order 
for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  should  show  on  its  face  that  the  offi- 
cers making  it  acted  within  their  authority,  and  that  all  the  facts 
necessary  to  authorize  it  exist  and  were  duly  proved  before  the 
ofBcers  who  made  it.* 

OvcTteers   of    Poor   v.    Overseers   of 

Poor,  3  Vt.  151;  Biistol  v.  Bralotree, 
10  Vt.  ao3;  Danville  v.  PeBcbam,  41 
Vt.  333;  L«ndg[ove  v.  Pawlei,  ao  Vt, 
309:  Windham  v.  Chester,  45  Vt.  459; 
Burlington  v.  Esse*,  iq  Vt.  91. 

CwtUMtion  of  Copr  of  OrdiT.  —  Tbe 
copy  o(  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  served  upon  the  overseer  of  Ibe 
poor  of  the  town  to  which  ibe  pauper 
Is  to  be  removed  should  be  certified  as 
correct  by  the  justices  making  the 
order,  and  tbeir  mere  signature  sub- 
scribed to  the  copy  of  the  order  is  not 
""  '  Sharon  v,  Strafford,  3;  Vl. 


though  signed  by  one  overseer  only. 
CastletoD  V.  Clarendon,  Brayt.  (Vt.) 
1S6. 

Vaiiuie*  BotWMn  Canplalnt  aid  Ordar, 
—  An  order  of  removal  will  not  be 
quashed  on  the  ground  that  the  justices 
found  that  the  pauper  "  Is  likely  to  be- 
come chargeable,"  where  the  complaint 
was  that  "  she  is  chargeable."  Hard- 
wick  V.  Pawlei,  36  Vt.  3ao. 

1.  Guilford  v.  Abbott,  17  Me.  335, 
wherein  it  was  held  that  a  complaint 
alleging  that  a  pauper  was  likely  to 
become  chargeable  was  properly 
amended  by  the  addition  of  Ibe  words 
"  by  reason  of  age  and  infirmity." 

B.  Princeton  v.  South  Brunswick,  33 
N.  J.  L.  i6g;  New  Barbadoes  c.  Paler- 
son,  37  N.  J.  L.  S44;  Simpson  v.  May- 
baum,  5SN.  J.  L.  333:  Bridgewater  Tp. 
V.  Bethlehem  Tp.,  so  N.  J.  L.  578;  Over- 
seers of  Poor  V.  Overseers  of  Poor,  I 
Tohns.{N.Y.)33o;  Overseers  of  Poor  V. 
OveiseeiB  of  Poor,  I  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  54; 
Overseers  of  Poor  v.  OverKers  of  Poor, 
t  Yeates  (Pa.)  366.  See  also  Reading 
V.  Cumree,  5  Binn.  (Pa.)  Si;  Directors 
of  Poor  V.  Guardians  of  Poor,  I  S.  &  R. 
(Pa.)  3S7:  Fallowfield  Tp,  v.  Marl 
borough  Tp.,  I  Dall.  (Pa.)  38. 

The  facts  upon  which  the  judgment 
in  removal  proceedings  is  founded 
should  be  staled  in  the  judgment. 
Walpole  V.  West  Cambridge,  8  Mass. 
376. 

The  CepT  of  tho  Ordw  of  Baaoral 
■erved  upon  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  town  to  which  the  removal  Is 
ordered  should  state  every  fact  essen- 
tial to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  justices 
making  it.  Slarksboro  v.  Huntington, 
50  Vt.  S99:  St.  Johnsbury  v.  Morris- 
town,  SI  Vt.  316;  Barnei  v.  Concord,  4 
Vt.  564;  Landgrove  v.  Plymouth,  53 
Vt.  503. 

Itamia  of  Tamilj. —  In  Landgrove  v. 
Plymouth,  ea  Vt.  503,  diiappreving 
Derby  v.  Barre,  38  Vt.  376,  it  was  held 
that  an  order  ot  removal  might  include 
such  mem  be  re  of  the  pauper's  family 
as  he  would  be  legally  bound  to  sup- 
port, though  such  members'  names  did 
not  appear  In  the  complaint.    See  also 


74. 

Ago  of  TaapM.  —  It  is  not  necessi 

to  set  out  the  age  of  the  pauper  in  an 

order  of  removal.     Franklin  v.  Bridge. 


iry 


mother's  settlement,  the  order  should 
sec  forth  the  age  of  such  children,  to 
show  that  they  could  not  themselves 
have  gained  any  other  settlement;  but 
where  their  place  of  settlement  has 
been  adjudged  in  the  order,  their  ages 
need  not  be  set  out.  Eli labeth town  v. 
Springfield,  3  N.  J,  L.  67. 

likdy  to  Booomo  OliHgMblo,  — It  Is 
not  necessary  to  insert  in  an  order  of 
removal  that  it  was  adjudged  that  the 
person  removed  was  likely  to  become 
chargeable  to  the  town  from  which  he 
is  removed.  Eltzabethtonrn  v.  Spring- 
field, 3  N.  J.  L.  '67.  But  see  Overseen 
of  Poor  V.  Overseers  of  Poor,  i  Yeates 
(Pa.)  366. 

Adjndisstioii  of  BsttUmaiit  —  An  adju- 
dication that  a  person  is  "  the  proper 
poor  "  of  a  town  is  tantamount  to  an 
adjadication  that  he  has  his  lawful  set- 
tlement in  such  town,  and  is  sufficient. 
Shirley  p.  Lunenburg,  11  Mass.  379, 

IneluioK  of  BoToral  Potmiu,  —  In 
Glocester  v.  Smithlield,  3  R.  I.  30,  it 
was  held  that  more  than  one  person 
could  be  included  in  an  order  of  re- 

Bwwd  of  Ordor.  — Where  two  of  the 
a  township  in  the  plaintiff 
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b.  Amendment  of  Order. — An  order  of  removal  may,  it 
seems,  be  amended  in  matters  of  form,  but  not  in  matters  of 
substance.' 

c.  Service  of  Order  —  m>iuim'  of  serriM.  —  The  order  of 
removal,  With  the  notice  required  to  be  annexed  thereto,  should 
be  served  as  an  ordinary  writ  of  summons  is  served.* 

E«urn  of  BeiriM,  —  The  return  of  service  of  an  order  of  removal 


county   mad 

and    signed,    and    had     ice  of  a  ce 

rlified  copyol  the  oidet. 

served  upon 

certain  paupers  who  had     order   of 

notice   appended,  is   no 

a  setllement  in  the  defendant  county, 
10  depart  aulhoriicd  by  ihc 
afterwards,  at  a  meeting  of 
.  they  ordered  temporary 
relief  to  the  paupers,  and  still  later  tbc 
board  of  supervisors  of  (he  plaintiff 
county  made  an  order  continuing  relief  See  al 
at  a  tegular  monthly  rale,  and  orally.  266. 
while  in  aession,  ordered  the  auditor  tc 
notify  Ihc  auditor  of  the  defcndani 
county  that  the  paupers  had  become  a 
county  charge,  which  he  did,  it  was 
held  that  an  action  to  recover  of  the 
delendanl  county  for  the  relief  so  fur- 
nished would   not  be  defeated  becaust 


quired:  but  a  certified  copy  of  the  war- 
rant of  removal  containing  a  rccilal  oi 
the  record  of  the  order  should  beted 
with  the  overseer  of  the  poor  oi  the 
town  to  which  the  removal  is  mid e, 
Landerove  v.  Plyinouth.  53  Vt.  503. 
Barnet  i'.   Woodbury,  40  Vi. 


the   I 


i   did   I 


e  the 


clerk  to  make  a  record  of  their  action 
in  ordering  the  warning  to  depart  and 
in  ordering  relief  to  the  pa'  " 

mer  County  v.  Buchanan 


)auper.     Bre 
n   County,  61 


Tims  of  kTTioa.  —  The  nodce  of  the 
order  of  removal  may  be  served  upon 
the  town  !to  which  the  removal  i:  or- 
dered before  the  day  fixed  for  ihe  re- 
moval. Poultnev  t'.  Sandgalr,  35  Vt. 
146;  Stowe  1'.  Brookfield,  a6  Vt.  514- 

Snffidanoy  of  SerriM.  —  It  is  suffidect 
service  of  a  notice  of  an  order  of  re- 
moval if  a  certified  copy  thereof  be  Icfi 
by  an  officer  at  the  hou^e  of  the  usuil 
abode  of  the  overseer  of  Ihe  town  10 
which  the  removal  is  ordered  to  be 
made,  with  a  person  of  sufficient  dis- 
then    resident    therein, 


1.  Vernon  Tp.t.  Wantage  Tp..  3  N.J,  

L,  at)3,|wherein  it  was  held  that  an  order  though   the    overseer    never  lectireil 

of  removal  directed  to  an  overseer,  in-  such   copy,  nor  has  any  actual  n 

slead  of  to  a  constable,  was  properly  of  the  proceeding.     Poultoey  r.  Sii 

lended.     See  also  Hopewell  i-.  King-  gate.  35  Vt.  146.     "        '         -      - -~ 


wood,    3   N.   J. 
South  Brunswick.  23  N.  J,  L.  169. 
B«v«tm1  of  Order.  —  After  a   pauper 

)   appeal 


fro 


.n    the   ju; 
sede  11 


seers  of  Poor  ti.  Overseers  of  Poor,  : 
lohns.(N.  Y.)  105. 

S.  East  Haven  ti.  Derby,  38  Vt.  253. 

WhoXfty  Barrs  Order. —  An  order  ol 
removal  can  be  served  only  by  the  olB- 


iltested   copy   of  the  order  of  re- 
al to  be  left  with   the  oveiweri) 
satisfied  by  leaving  a  copy  of  ibe 
ram  containing  a  copy  of  the  order 
certified   by   the   constable  serving  iL 
Georgia  v.  St.  Albans,  3  Vt.  43-    See 
also  Dorset  r-.  Rutland,  16  V(.  419- 
Evidenoe  of  SeiTiea.  —  In  Windham  r. 
held  thai  an 


office 


n  of  E 


Bignat 


1  the  s 


ock.  ss  Vi.  333.  ice. 

Barrio*  bjPaoper.  —  In  Nrw  Varlt  it  TruuniuiaD   of  Eridenot.  —  In  .\r:ii 

was  early  held  that  an  order  of  removal  Jrrsry,  where  an  order  is  made  for  the 

may   be  served  by  the  pauper  himself  removal  of  a  pauper  from  one  tontisliip 


delivering   i 


>   the 


of   Ihe 


mother 


1  the: 


poor  of  the  town  to  which  he  is   re-  no    poorhouse    is    erected,    it   is   nol 

moved.      Overseers  of  Poor  v.   Over-  necessary  to  transmit  and  deliver  with 

seers  of  Poor.  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  363.  the   order  a  copy  of  the  evidence  on 

HooaiiltyofBR-vloe.  —  Where  a  pauper  which    the    adjudication    was    made, 

is  removed  within  thirty  days  of  Ihe  Knowlton  !<.  Independence,  9  N.  j.  L. 

making  of  the  order  of   removal,  serv-  376. 
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should  state  every  necessary  fact  to  constitute  legal  service. ' 

d.  Enforcement  of  Order.  —  It  has  been  held  that  man- 
damus lies  to  enforce  compliance  with  an  order  of  removal.* 

6.  Wurrant  of  Bemoral.  —  In  Vermont  the  record  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  justices  required  by  statute  to  he  inserted  in  the 
warrant  of  removal  should  set  forth  such  facts  and  adjudications 
as  show  that  the  proceedings  have  been  legal  and  valid  from  their 
inception,  and  that  the  justices  making  the  order  of  removal  had 
jurisdiction  in  the  premises.* 

Tlai  of  bnuo*.  —  In  Nrw  Jersey  the  warrant  for  removal  should 
not  issue  until  after  an  adjudication  of  the  settlement  and  the 
making  of  some  order  or  request  upon  the  party  to  remove  in 
compliance  with  it.* 

7.  Place  of  Removal.  —  An  order  for  the  removal  of  a  chargeable 
pauper  should  be  to  his  last  place  of  l^al  settlement." 


1.  Whiiingham  v.  Wardsboro,  47  Vt. 
496,  wherein  it  was  lield  that  service 
of  an  order  of  removal  00  H.,  overseer 
of  the  poor  of  W.,  "  by  leaving  a  true 
and  attested  copy  of  this  order  of  re- 
moval and  citation  at  his  hoase,  in  the 
bands  of  A,  he  being  a  person  of  suit- 
able discretion  with  whom  to  leave  the 
same,"  was  defective  In  that  it  did  not 
•bow  that  it  was  left  at  H.'s  last  and 
usual  place  of  abode,  or  that  W.  was 
*'  then  resident  therein."  and  in  that 
tbere  was  no  return  thereon  indorsed. 
See  also  Landgrove  v.  Plymouth,  sa 
Vt.so3. 

B.  Potter  Tp.  v.  Jersey  Shore,  8a  Pa. 
St.  37s,  wherein  the  court  said:  "An 
action  on  the  case  would  not  lie  on  be- 
half of  the  pauper  to  enforce  the  order, 
and  a  verdict  for  damages  would  be 
no  proper  substitute;  and  what  would 
become  of  the  pauper  in  the  meantime, 
or  who  would  undertake  her  cause  ? 
The  writ  of  mandamus  is  the  onlv 
remedy  left,  and  it  is  clearly  appli- 
cable." 

Pnalty   for    IHsobeyliig    Order.  —  In 

Pennsylvania  the  only  penalty  for  dis- 
obeying an  Older  of  removal  is  a  line. 
Sugarloaf  Tp.  v.  Directors  of  Poor,  44 
Pa.  St.  481. 

SnfBolBiie;  of  BMBOval.  —  Where  actual 
removal  of  the  pauper  is  impracticable, 
a  constructive  transfer  from  one  dis- 
trict to  the  other  hy  delivery  of  the 
order  of  removal  is  sufficient.  Done- 
gal Tp.  V.  Sugar  Creek  Tp.,  (Pa.  18S7) 
11  Atl.  Rep.  313. 

S.  Laodgrove  v.  Plymouth,  ja  Vt. 
S03. 


it  bears  date  at  the  time  when  the 
order  of  removal  was  made,  though  by 
such  order  a  future  day  is  appointed 
before  which  the  pauper  may  volunta- 
rily remove  to  the  place  of  his  legal  set- 
tlement. Georgia  v.  St.  Albans,  3  Vl.  4a. 

Saoesflty  of  Orderi  —  Where  a  pauper 
has  actually  become  chargeable  10  a 
town,  tbere  is  no  necessity  to  order  him 
to  remove  to  his  last  legal  settlement 
before  issuing  a  warrant  for  bis  re- 
moval. Overseers  of  Poor  v.  Overseers 
of  Poor,  17  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  89. 

4,  Paterson  v.  Byram,  33  N.  J.  L. 
394- 

Ilms  of  BzMutUy  Wanuit.  —  It  is  no 
reason  for  quashing  an  order  of  re- 
moval  of  a  pauper  that  a  warrant  was 
issued  by  the  justice  and  the  pauper 
was  removed  with  his  own  consent  by 
the  constable  before  the  time  for  his 
removing  himself  named  in  the  order 
had  expired.  Plymouth  v.  Mendon, 
=3  Vt.  4SI,  <A''A'nf«i'-'(*"'".f  Barnetr.  Con- 
cord, 4  Vt.  564. 

fi.  Upper  AUoways  Creek  ii.  Elsing- 
borough,  I  N.  J.  L.  445,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  the  order  could  not  direct  a 
master  to  support  his  apprentice  who 
bad  become  a  chargeable  pauper. 

Last  Tlaoi  of  lotaamnt  — An  order 
of  removal  to  the  last  place  of  resi- 
dence for  six  continuous  months  should 
adjudge  that  such  person  has  no  legal 
settlement  within  the  state.  Paterson 
v.  Byram,  33  N.  J.  L.  394,  And  an 
allegation  In  an  order  of  removal  that 
the  town  to  which  the  removal  is  or- 
dered is  the  "legal  settlement"  is 
equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  it 
Is  the  "  last  legal  settlement,"  and 
Is  sufficient.  Franklin  v.  Bridgewater, 
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8.  Appeal  —  a.  APPELLATE  JURISDICTION. — The  court  to 
which  an  appeal  lies  from  a  judgment  or  order  in  removal  pro- 
ceedings is  usually  designated  by  statute.' 

b.  Manner  of  Taking  Appeal.  —  No  particular  formality  is 
required  in  taking  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  removal.' 

c.  Time  of  Taking  Appeal.  — The  time  of  taking  an  appeal 
in  removal  proceedings  is  also  usually  regulated  by  statute.' 


20  N.  I.  L.  567;  Ovcrscere  of   Poor  v. 

Overseers  ol  Poor.  17  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Bg. 
See  also  Overseeia  of  Poor  r.  Over- 
seers of  Poor.  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  54. 

BamoTkl  Ont  ot  BtKts,  —  Where  a 
pauper  is  to  be  sent  out  of  ihc  state, 
the  justices  in  their  order  of  removal 
should  designate  the  roulc  by  which 
the  pauper  is  to  be  transported.  Over- 
seers of  Poor  V.  Overseers  of  Poor,  8 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  4H.  But  see  Overseers 
of  Poor  V.  Overseers  of  Poor,  (Pa.  1887) 
g  All.  Rep.  .157,  where  it  was  held  thai 
a  pauper  could  not  be  removed  beyond 
■      ■  ■     ■  .5  of  the  Slate.      See  also  Ov. 


See  also  DLrcclorB  of  Poor  v.  Ov, 
of  Poor,  63  Pa.  St.  386,  wherein 
held  that  an  appeal  from  an  01 
removal  may  be  made  by  notice 
distrtcl  from  whicb  the  remu 
mnde  and  petition  to  the  Quarti 
sions  to  allow  the  appeal,  wilho 
vious  declaration  of  appeal  I 
magistrate  making  the  order. 
1.  See    the    statutes    of    the    < 


In./'n 


Pa.  St.  s<)4;  Juniata  County  f.  Over 
seers  of  Poor.  107  Pa.  St.  68. 

1.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
stales.  And  see  Com.  t.  Nathans,  i 
Pa.  St.  133;  Bradford  Tp.  v.  Goshen 
Tp.,  57  Pa.  St.  495;  Mifflin  Tp.  i:  Elii- 
abeih.  iS  Pa.  St.  17;  Maucb  Chunlc  v. 
Nescopeck.  31  Pa,  St.  4g. 

Appul  by  Tawn  Aggrlaved.  —  Under  a 

is  aggrieved  by  an  adjudication  for  re- 
moval, a  lown  is  nol  aggrieved  so  as 
to  entitle  It  to  an  appeal  whi 
pauper  dies  after  the  order, 
steps  have  been  taken,  and  it  docs  not 
appear  that  any  will  be  taken,  to  col- 
lect from  it  the  espensc^.  Adams  v. 
Foster,  ao  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  452. 

Writ  of  Error,  —  Where  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  a  pauper  has  been 
made,  and  the  district  to  which  he  bas 
lieen  removed  docs  not  appeal  from 
such  order,  a  writ  of  error  will  not  lie 
to  the  subsequent  order  of  (be  Couri  ot 
Quarter  Sessions  charging  the  district 
accepting  such  pauper  with  the  costs 
of  his  previous  maintenance.  Perry 
County  V,  Cbitlisquaque  Tp..  no  Pa. 
St.  153- 

S.  Orange  1:  Bill,  39  Vt.  443.  wherein 
it  was  held  that  if  the  parly  intending 
to  appeal  notifies  one  of  the  justices  of 
that  intention  and  says  that  which  he 


tylvania  an  appeal  from  an 
^moval  must  be  taken  10  the 
of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Scs- 
afler  the  making  of  the  order. 


Overseers  of  Poor,  87     Sugar  Creek  v.  Washington,  62  Pa.  SL 
"  "  479;   Directors  of   Poor   t.  OvttwetSi 

34  Pa.  Si.  aji;  Bradford  Tp.  v. 
Keating  Tp.,  ■^^  Pa.  St.  275;  O^fonis. 
Philadelphia.  3  Browne  (Pa.)  J53; 
Overseers  of  Poor  i.  Overseersof  Poor, 
96  Pa.  St.  538;  Walker  Tp,  c.  Direclors 
of  Poor,  156  Pa.  St.  426. 

In  Vtrmant  an  appeal  from  an  ordEi 
o(  lemovai  of  a  pauper  should  be 
iwn  taken  to  the  term  of  the  County  Court 
re-  next  to  be  held  after  Ihe  copy  of  ihc 
^  as  order  is  served.  Dorset  v.  Rutland,  16 
the  Vt,  4r9:  Strafford  v.  Hartland.  3  Vl. 
no  565:  Braintree  v.  Wesiford,  17  Vl.  141; 
not  Landgrove  v.  Pawlet,  18  Vl.  325- 
col-  After  Barrios  of  Wanut  ot  Sraunl  — 
Where  an  order  of   r 


bv  ti 


ralin 


made,  nor  any  copy  o(  tlil 
rder  left  within  thirty  days  after  mat- 
ig  it.  but  the  lown  procuring  lie 
rder  took  out  a  warrant  in  pursuioce 
f  it  and  delivered  it  to  the  constiblt. 
ho  made  service  thereof  after  the  ei- 
iralion  of  the  thirty  days,  by  deliter- 
ing  a  copy  to  the  overseer  of  the  poor 
of  the  lown  to  which  the  pauper  "as 
ordered  to  be  removed,  it  was  held  Ihal 
latter  town  might  take  an  appeal 
lo  Ihe  term  of  the  County  Court  to  be 
held  next  after  the  service  of  the  «"t- 
Marshlield  v.  Calais,  16 
ilso  Westminster  v.  W»i- 


I.  55  V 


-An  a 


Xrror  In  Docketing  AppML  — 
peal  from  an  order  ot  removal  will  001 
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d.  Record  on  Appeal.  —  The  statutes  likewise  provide  for 
the  record  to  be  sent  up  on  appeal  from  an  order  in  removal  pro- 
ceedings. Such  record  usually  includes  alt  the  papers  used  and 
all  the  proceedings  had  before  the  justices.' 

e.  Manner  of  Raising  Issues  on  Appeal.  —  In  Vermont 
issues  on  appeal  in  removal  proceedings  are  raised  by  plea  or 
motion  to  quash  the  order.* 

/.  Hearing  and  Determination  of  Appeal.  —  An  appeal 
in  removal  proceedings  is  heard  and  determined  on  the  merits 
rather  than  on  any  defects  in  the  proceedings  before  the  justices.* 

be  BUicken  off  for  mere  error  of  the  and  rest  upon  (he  fact  Cbat  the  towD  to 

clerk  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  docketing  which  the  removal  was  made  is  not  the 

it   to  the   wrong   term.     Overseers  of  legal  settlement  of  the  pauper.     Ovet- 

Poor  V.  Ovetseert  of  Poor,  (Pa.  1BS7)  9  seers  of  Poor  v.  Overseers  of  Poor.  J 

AtL  Rep.  446.  Aik.  (Vt.)  iio. 

WhMi  Appial  ?«rlbet«d. —  In  Vermont  FUm  fA  B«rtd«nee.  —  On   an    appeal 

an   appeal   in   removal  proceedings  is  from  an  order  of  removal,  the  question 

not  perfected  until  entered  in  the  court  whether  the  pauper  had  come  to  reside 

to  which   it  is  taken  or  until  notice  of  in  the  town  procaring  theorder,  within 

the   appeal   is  given   to  the   appellee,  the  meaning  of  the   statute,   may   be 

Sc  Johnsbury   v.   Morristown,   \l   Vl.  presented  br  plea  as  well  as  bj  motion 

316.  to  quash.     Sutton  v.  Cabot,  ig  Vt.  53>- 

1,  CmpUlnt  M  Part  sf  Bceord. —  In  B«mts1  of  lenaat  In  DoWw.  —  That 

Vermont  neither  the  complaint   nor  a  one   cannot   be   removed  as  a   pauper 

copy  of  it  need  be  sent  by  the  justices  from  his  freehold  applies  to  a  tenant  In 

to   the   County   Court  as  a   necessary  dower,  and  advantage  of  this  may  be 

paper  In  the  proceedings  of  that  court,  taken  on  a  motion  to  quash  the  order 

Windham  c.  Chester,  45  Vl  450.     See  of    removal.      Overseers    of    Poor    v. 

also  Westminster  tr.  Warren,  55  Vt.  521.  Overseers  of  Poor.  6  Vt.  401. 

Cartlorail. —  In^MHjy/vafliaa  certlo-  AppMl  from   Intsrmadiatt  Coart.  —  A 

rari  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  In  removal  general  exception  to  the  decree  of  the 

proceedings  brings  up  nothing  but  the  court  below  entered  on  an  appeal  from 

record,  Bradford  Tp,  v.  Goshen  Tp.,  57  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a  poor  per- 

Pa.  St.  4gs;  South  Huntingdon  r.  East  son    will   not  aulhoriie   the   Supreme 

Hun[in);don,  7  Watts  (Pa.)  527;    Ship-  Court  to  review  the  case  upon  its  mer- 

pen   V.   Gaines,   17  !Pa.  Si.  38;    Derry  its.     The  power  to  review  In  such  cases 

Overseers  v.   Brown,  13    Pa.   St.    389;  is  confined  to  the  question  raised  upon 

Plunkeit's  Creek  Tp,  v.  Fairfield  Tp.,  exceptions  sealed  In  the  court  below  t< 


58   Pa.  St.  sog;    Directors   of  Poor 
Overseers,    34    Pa.    SL    331 :     Mauch 
Chunk  Vl  Neecopeck,  31  Pa,  St.  4^. 

S.  Overseers  of  Poor  v.  Overseers  of 
Poor.  3  Aik,  (Vi.)  120;  Sunon  v.  Cabot, 
iq  Vt,  5M;  Overseers  of  Poor  :'.  Over- 
seers of  Poor.  6  Vt.  401. 

Defects  Bsached  by  Kotlon  to  Quash.  — 


oquas 


grove  II.  Plymouth,  ti  Vt,  503.  Sec 
also  Overseers  of  Poor  v.  Overseers  of 
Poor,  3  Vc.  200. 

WhrtliaT  Chargsabls  or  Rot.  —  On  ap 
peal  from  an  order  of  removal,  the 
question  whether  (he  pauper  is  charge- 
able or  likely  to  become  so  should  be 
raised  by  a  motion  to  quash  or  by  plea 
in  bar,  such  defease  being  interlocu- 
tory.    A  plea  to  the  merits  should  state 


its  decisions  upon  "  points  of  evidence 
or  of  law  "  presented.  Cambria 
Count?   V.   Madison   Tp.,   138  Pa,  St. 

109.  See  also  Huston  Tp.  v.  Bentzcltc 
Tp.,  135  Pa.  Si.  39.1. 

3,  Reading  v.  Cumrce,  5  Binn.  (Pa,) 
8l;  Walker  Tp,  v.  West  Buffalo  Tp.. 
II  Pa..  St.  t)S;  Plunkeit's  Creek  Tp.  :■, 
Fairfield  Tp.,  58  Pa.  St,  sog:  Cumber- 
land Tp.  V.  Jefferson  Tp.,  35  Pa.  St, 
4(.3- 

Time  of  Hearing.  —  On  an  appeal  from 
an  order  uf  removal  the  parties  should 
have  a  reasonable  time  for  procuring 
evidence  before  the  hearing.  Over- 
seers of  Poor  V.  Overseers  of  Poor, 
(Pa.  (its?)  9  All.  Rep.  446. 

Partial  Qouhal  of  Ordsr.  —  On  an  ap- 
peal from  an  order  of  removal  the 
court  may  in  part  quash  the  order  and 
in  pan  confirm  it.  Directors  of  Poor 
1  Volume  XVI. 
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9.  CdiU.  —  The  costs  in  proceedings  tor  the  removal  of  a 
pauper,  both  before  the  justices  and  on  appeal,  are  as  a  rule  gov- 
erned by  statute.' 


V.  Guardians  of  Poor.  I  S.  &  R.  (Pa.) 
387. 

AmandmaBtof  Ordtr.  —  H  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  a  pauper  is  defective  in 
omiLLing  lo  Elate  thai  the  person  has 
become  or  islikeJyLo  become  charge- 
able, it  is  the  duly  of  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  on  agipeal  lo  amend 
such  order  and  proceed  lo  try  the  case 
upon  Its  merit*.  Cumberland  Tp.  v. 
Jefferson  Tp.,  as  Pa.  St.  463. 

So  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  widow  "and  family"  may  be 
amended  on  appeal  by  inserting  the 
names  of  her  children.  Chiliisquaquc 
V.  Lcwisburg.  2  Penny.  (Pa.)  487. 

■alntananoe ?enillng  Appeal.  —  Where 
an  appeal  from  an  order  of  removal  is 
sustained,  and  a  sum  is  awarded  by  the 
courl  to  Ihe  appellant  for  costs  and 
charges,  the  courl  may  at  the  same 
session,  if  demand  Is  then  made,  award 

the  appellant  for  the  amount  paid  for 
the  relief  of  Ihe  pauper  between  Ihe 
lime  of  removal  and  the  determination 
of  (he  appeal.  But  if  no  such  demand 
be  made  at  the  same  session,  the  right 

therefor  may  subsequently  be  allowed 
and  filed  by  ihe  court.  Huntingdon  Tp. 
V.  New  Columbus,  log  Pa.  St.  579.  Sec 
also  Overseers  nf  Poor  ;-.  Overseers  of 
Poor,  (Pa.  1836)  4  All.  Rep.  732. 

Diamlual  of  Appeal.  —  An  appeal 
taken  from  an  order  of  removal,  and 
entered  four  days  afterwards  at  the 
opening  of  the  term  of  the  court  lo 
which  it  was  taken,  should  not  be  dis- 
missed two  days  after  its  entry  on  mo- 
lion  of  Ihe  appellee,  but  the  cause 
should  be  continued.  Chester  v.  Lon- 
donderry, 51  Vl.  535. 

B«verMl  of  Order — Bsmoval  BmIe. — 
Where  Ihe  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  from  one  town  to  another  is 
reversed  and  quashed  on  appeal,  the 
justices  of  the  peace   of   the   town   to 


which  ihe  pauper  was  improperly  tt- 
moved  may  make  an  order  (or  hi)  rt 
moval  back  to  the  town  from  wbicti  lit 
was  removed,  or  if  it  appears  that  Ihe 
pauper  has  no  settlement  inthallami 
they  may  make  a  new  original  nnlcr 
for  his  removal  to  the  place  of  iiil  1*K 
legal  settlement.  Rouse  -j.  Moote,  l3 
Johns.  (N.V.)  407. 

1.  Sec  Overseers  of  Poor  p.  Over- 
seers of  Poor,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  jJl 
And  see  Overseers  of  Poor  v.  Ow 
seers  of  Poor,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  330;  St. 
Clair  V.  Moon,  6  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  5W. 

CMtt  on  Partial  Qouh&I.  — Where  no 
appeal  an  order  of  removal  is  in  pan 
confirmed  and  in  part  quashed,  acithcl 
party  is  entitled  to  costs.  Direcion  of 
Poor  V.  Guardians  of  Poor,  I  S.  1  R. 
(Pa.)  3B7- 

Coiti  on  Aooaptanot  of  Fftnpv.  — In 
Pennsylvania  the  poor  lams  do  not  pro. 
vide  foi'  costs  or  charges  of  a  pauptr 
removed  by  order  of  two  justices  lo  his 
last  and  legal  settlement,  where  he  it 
accepted  and  no  appeal  is  Utcn. 
Schuylkill  -D.  Montour,  44  Pa.  Sl 
434. 

A^TMmBDt  u  to  Coatt.  —  ^Vhi^rc  the 
parlies  lo  an  appeal  from  an  order ot 
removal  of  a  pauper  which  was  penJ* 
ing  in  the  County  Court  agreed  !hal 
the  suit  should  be  discontinued,  tnd 
that  the  defendants  should  paylolhf 
plaintiffs  the  "  costs  "  which  had  at- 


letd  tl 


c  of  n 


t  this 


ining  iht 
fc.  21  V[, 


447. 

Kemsdy  tor  Enforocmsnt.  —  (u  Pna- 
sylvaniu  it  was  held  that  the  liability 
for  costs  in  removal  proceedinfp  i»  en- 
forceable by  petition  to  the  Court  ol 
Quarter  Sessions.  Directors  of  Poor  v. 
Overseers  of  Poor,  gi  Pa.  Sl.  431.  See 
also  Schuylkill  v.  Monlour.  44  Pa.  St. 
434- 
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a.  In  General^  732. 

h.  Form  and  Sufficiency^  734, 
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a.  In  General,  736. 
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Tc         _ 
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(i)  Conformity  with  Statute,  737. 
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CROSS-REFERENCES. 

For  other  titles  in  this  work  treating  of  Poor  Debtors,  sec  ASSIGN- 
MENT FOR  BENEFIT  OF  CREDITORS,  vol,  2,  p.  865 ; 
EXECUTIONS  AGAINST  THE  BODY  AND  ARREST 
IN  CIVIL  CASES,  vol.  8,  p,  584;  INSOLVENCY,  vol.  11, 
p.  i;  SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS.  And  see 
generally  article  SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

L  PsocBSDnrcHi  nr  Fobma  Pavpbxib  —  1.  Origin  of  Eight  —  hx 
Oonnmi  Xaw  the  right  to  prosecute  or  defend  in  forma  pauperis  had 
no  existence;  it  originated  in  the  statute  11  Henry  VII.,  c.  la* 
which  allowed  pauper  plaintiffs  to  sue  without  payment  of  costs 
or  fees.* 

L  Oldfield  V.  Cobbett,  i  Phil.  613.  Hen.  VII.,  c.  12,  that  a  plaintiff  who 
In  Roy  V.  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  34  was  a  pauper  could  be  admitted  to  sue 
Fed.  Rep.  276,  the  court,  in  speaking  as  a  poor  person.  Tidd's  Prac.  97. 
of  the  nght  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis^  And  by  statute  23  Hen.  VIII.,  c.  15, 
said:  *'  At  common  law  no  plaintiff  had  such  person  was  exempt  from  the  pay- 
any  such  right,  it  being  a  purely  stat-  ment  of  cost  to  the  defendant  in  an 
utory  privilege.  *  *  *  By  the  stat-  action  of  debt,  in  the  event  he  was 
ute  XX  Henry  VII.,  c.  I9,  for  the  first  nonsuited  or  had  a  verdict  returned 
time  paupers  were  allowed  to  sue  as  against  him ;  but  he  might  be  subjected 
plaintiffs  without   paying  these  fees,  to  such  other  punishment  as  the  justices 


which  privilege  they  obtained  by  peti- 
tion upon  their  affidavit  of  poverty  and 
certificate  of  counsel  that  there  was  a 
good  cause  of  action." 
In  Harrison  v.  Stanton,  146  Ind.  366, 


before  whom  the  action  was  pending 
might  deem  reasonable.*' 

fight  DoM  Vot  Bzist  in  Abstnes  of 
Statute. —  In  Campbell  v,  Chicago,  etc., 
R.  Co.,  33  Wis.  490,  it  was  held  that 


the  court  said:  "  The  common  law  did  where  there  was  no  statute  authorizing 

not  authorize  any  one  to  sue  in  forma  a  person  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis^  it  was 

pauperis^  and  it  was  only  in  pursuance  no  abuse  of  discretion  to  dismiss,  for 

of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  xi  want  of  security  for  costs,   a    cause 
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Vat  to  B«  lM0VB(«d.  —  Applications  for  leave  to  sue  in.  forma 
pauperis  are  not  to  be  encouraged,  *  and  while  the  granting  of  the 
privilege  in  a  deserving  case  is  perfectly  just  and  proper,  still  it 
should  not  be  extended  by  construction  beyond  its  true  scope 
and  purpose.* 

ttomid  B*  SMd  0mm  of  AittoM.  —  Abuse  of  the  privilege  by  the 
bringing  of  suits  in  which  there  is  no  meritorious  cause  of  action 
should  not  be  allowed.'     In  England  an  application  for  leave  to 

•ue   for    a   limited   divorce  in  ftrma  344,  it  is  held  tl»t  irliere  »  plalotIS  is 

pai^erit.  too  poor  to  give  security  for  costs,  the 

Mbeoadntt  Im  %  Jvrmm  Cktu*  is  no  coutt  will  require  evidence  o(  a  prob- 

graand  for  refusing  a  pany  liberty  to  able  cause  of  action  tiefore  alloiring 

•DC  as  a  pauper  ID  another,  for  the  sub-  bini  to  proceed. 

iect    before   in    dispute.      Boiryer    v.  In  Beyer  v.  Clark.  Sq  Abb.  N.  Cas. 

M'Evoy.  I  B,  &B.  56a;  Corbetif.  Cor-  (N.  Y.  Super.   Ct.)  338,   which   was  an 

bell,  i6Ves.  jr.  407.     Seealso  Murphy  action  for  personal  in)urief,  affidavits 

»,  Oldis,  I  Hog.  aig.     See  in/ra,  1.  11.  of  the  plaintiff's  fellow  servants  were 


,  I  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  39,  Walworth,  Ch..  said:  "Applica- 
tions of  this  kind  are  not  to  be  encour- 
aged in  this  state,  where  every  healthy 
and  industrious  citiien  can  earn  suffi- 
cienl  10  support  himself  and  also  10  en- 


Iniroduced  showing  that  the  plaintiff 
voluntarily  placed  herself  In  a  position 
to  receive  such  injaries,  and,  upon  being 
hurt,  remarked  thfct  it  was  her  own 
fault.  It  was  held  thatthe  application 
to  sue  as  a  poor  person  should  be  de- 
nied, notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  poil- 


■orth  OanHaa  —  Bow  Oaui*  of  AetloB 
Bunra.  —  In  granting  an  order  for  a 
person  to  sue  in  forma  pauperii,  it  Is  . 
sufficient  compliance  wit^  the  statute. 
Bat.  Rev.,  c.  17.  i  73.  for  the  presiding 
judge  to  be  satisfied  by  a  certificate  of 


land,  where  the  stamp  duties  and  the 
fees  of  office  are  so  burdensome  10  the 
suitor,  a  party  was  dispaupered  be- 
cause it  appeared  he  was  in  possession 
of  the  premises  In  controversy,  a  cot- 
tage worth  only  ifit.  per  annum,  judge  to  be  satisfied  bv 
Spencer  v.  Bryant,  11  Ves.  Jr.  49.  In  counsel  or  otherwise  that  the  plaintiff 
this  country  the  court  must  be  con-  has  an  honest  cause  of  action  on  which 
Tinced  that  (he  party  is  really  an  object  he  may  reasonably  expect  to  recover, 
of  charity  before  it  will  grant  him  this  Miaiza  v.  Calloway,  74  N.  Car.  31. 
privilege."  Affidavlti  Dtnying  OatiM  of  Aotteu. — 
Ous  IhsmU  B«  BMSOwtbly  OUtr,  —  In  Where  a  plaintiff  seeking  to  sue  in 
Harris  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  ao  Civ.  /cm a/at^«nV  stated  his  cause  of  action 
Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  iga,  it  in  general  terms  only,  and  on  informa- 
was  held  that  such  an  order  should  not  tion  and  belief,  without  giving  the 
be  granted  except  in  a  reasonably  clear  source  of  the  information  and  belief, 
case,  and  where  it  is  reasonably  cer-  and  affidavits  were  introduced  by  the 
tain  thai  the  process  of  the  court  will  defendants  positively  averring  facts 
not  be  abused.  showing  not  only  that  the  defendant 
S.  Harrison  v.  Stanton,  146  Ind.  366.  was  not  negligent,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
IMtntM  Ooutntsd  Btrlstly.  —  Statutes  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
providing  for  suits  in  forma  pauptris  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  reply  to  such 
should  be  strictly  construed  as  against  affidavits,  it  was  held  that  be  was  not 
~  '""  entitled  to  sue  asa  poor  person.     Salti- 


ctly  c 
the  applicant.     Moore  v.  Cooley, 
(N.  Y.)4n;  Zimmer  v.  SchmaU,  i  N. 
V.  City  Ct.  435- 
S.  Beyer  v.   Clark,   39  Abb.  N.  Cas. 


Northrop.  18  Misc.  Rep.  (K.  Y. 
City  Ct.)  353. 

CosSlet  of  IvldsBM  Si  U  Koriti.  —  In 
Downs  V.  Farley.  18  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N. 
Y.  Super.   Ct.)  464,  an  application  for 
..._,.       .     __.     leave   to  sue  as  a  poor  person  was  de- 
also  Adams  v.  St.  Louis  Transfer  Co.,     nied,  there  being  a  conflict  of  evidence 
as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  good 
cause  of  action,  and  was  without  sulS- 
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sue  in  forma  pauperis  must  be  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of 
counsel  that  the  petitioner  has  a  good  cause  of  action.' 

Applttant  Mut  B«  Without  Mmm.  —  The  party  applying  for  leave 
to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  must,  it  is  generally  held,  really  be  an 
object  of  charity;  and  when  it  appears  that  he  is  in  fact  able  to 
meet  the  expenses  of  the  suit,  the  privilege  should  not  be  allowed 
him.'  Thus,  in  England  it  is  held  that  a  plaintiff  owning  prop- 
erty cannot  be  allowed  to  pauperize,  even  though  such  property 
be  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit.* 

UMTctiim  of  Court.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  a  matter  within 
the  discretion  of  the  court  whether  the  applicant  shall  be  per- 
mitted  to  sue  as  a  poor  person.* 


dent  mcaoB  to  enable  him  to  carry  on 
the  suit,  and  there  bein){  evidence  [hat 
he  had  agreed  with  his  attorney  that 
(he  latter  should  advance  the  expenses 
of  the  suit  and  receive  one-half  of  any 

Kew  York  —  Oods  FroTblon  Coutnud. 
—  The  meaning  of  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N. 
Y.,  g  460,  which  provides  that  leave  to 
SUE  in  forma  paKpiris  shall  be  granted 
where  Ihe  court  is  "  satisfied  "  that  the 
applicant"  has  a  good  cause  of  action," 
is  that  the  application  shall  be  granted 
where  the  facts  alleged,  if  true,  const!- 
tule  a  good  cause  of  action;  and  the 
court  will  not  consider  affidavits  going 
10  show  that   the   plainltlT   has   not   a 


weekly  salary  of  twenty  dollBtf  and 
paying  a  rent  of  two  hundred  dollars 
per  year  for  the  house  I  hat  he  occupies. 
Wiclcelman  t.  A.  B.  Dick  Co..  S5  Fed. 
Rep.  8ii. 

OaiiM  of  Inability  Tot  lUttiiaL  — 
Where  it  appears  that  a  penon  apply- 
ing to  sue  in  forma  fauperii  has  not 
*'"  ■     sarv  to  defend  or  prosc- 

iterial  from  what  c: 


the 


>lof  n 


;  and  th 


Namara  v.  Nolan,  13  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 

C.  PI.)  76- 

_  1.  /«  rf  Atkinson,  83  It.  L.  Rep.  509; 


L.  T.  N.  S.   843.     See  also  infra,   I.   5. 
c.  (3)  CrrHfiiaU  of  Couniet. 

XnlB  Adopted  In  Fodoral  Oonrt  — In 

Bradford  ;■.  Bradford.  I  Flipp.  (U.  S.) 
aSo,  which  was  decided  before  the 
passage  of  Act  Cong.,  July  20,  iSqi, 
regulating  suits  hy  poor  persons,  the 
English  rule  requiring  the  certificate  of 
■    ■   It  the  pl«'     -~- 


isappn 


3.  Isnard  v.  Cazeaux,  i  Paige  <N. 
Y.)  39;  Burry  Pon  Co.  n.  Bowser.  a6 
L.J.  Ch.  3lq:  Boddinglon  v.  Woodley, 
5  Beav.  555:  Petty  n.  Wfalker,  i  Colly. 
329,  13  L.  J.  Ch.  75;  Baxworlhy  v. 
Raxworthy,  7  L.  J.  Ch.  136;  Mather  v. 
Shelmerdine,  7  Bcav.  267;  Romilly  i^. 
Grim,  2  Beav.  1S6. 

Penan  Earning  Twenty  Dollan  par 
Teek.  —  Act  Cong.,  July  so.  iSgs,  pro- 
viding for  suits  in  forma  pauperis,  does 
not    apply    to    a  person   receiving   a 


of  the  court  in  granting  the  ap- 
plication cannot  be  questioned  by  shcit- 
ing  that  the  person  is  of  sufficient 
physical  ability  to  labor  for  and  acquire 
the  necessary  means.  Kerr  :-.  Sule, 
35  Ind.aSS. 

IniuAolent  fihowlng  of  PlalntHTs  AbU- 
Ity.  —  An  allegalion.  in  an  appLtcation 
10  sue  in  forma  pauferit,  that  the 
plaintiff  "  is  not  worth  one  hundred 
dollars  besides  the  wearing  apparel  and 
furniture  necessary  for  himself  and  his 
family,  and  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action."  is  not  contradicted  by  testi- 
mony introduced  by  the  defendant  10 
the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  resides  on 
the  second  Qoor  in  tour  or  hve  neady 
and  comfortably  futnished  rooms,  ind 
that  he  regularly  receives  fifteen  doi- 
lars  weekly  wages.  McNamara  v. 
Nolan,  13  Misc.  Bep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  76. 

3.  Ridgwayi>.  Edwards.  L.  R.  g  Ch. 
J43;  Spencer  v.  Bryant  11  Ves.  Jr.  49; 
Taprell  v.  Taylor,  9  Beav.  493;  Buder 
V.  Gardener,  is  Beav.  525.  But  see 
Al]cnp.M'Pherson,5Beav.485;  Periy 
I..  Walker,  i  Y.  4  Coll.  Ch.  676.  See 
also  infra.  I.  11.   Dispauptrinr. 

4.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Lane.  Ijo 
111.  116,  Clement  v.  Brown,  30  111.43; 
Rockford  v.  Russell.  9  III.  App.  329: 
Wetz  f,  Greffe,  71  III.  App.  313;  Joyce 
I/.  Cooper,  49  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  lis: 
Alexander  v.  Meyers.  8  Daly  (N.  Y) 
iia;  Trimble  v.  Ktlgannoo.  14  Civ. 
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h.  Infants.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that  the  right  to 
sue  in  forma  pauperis  does  not  extend  to  suits  by  infants.*  But 
the  view  taken  by  most  of  the  courts  is  that  infancy  furnishes  no 
reason  for  denying  access  to  the  courts  of  justice,  and  that  the 
right  to  prosecute  or  defend  without  giving  security  for  costs 
should  apply  as  well  to  infant  suitors  as  to  other  poor  persons.' 

Pro.   Rep.  (H.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  400,  la  Lane,  130  111.  116,  30  III.  App.  437;  Sc 

Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)459.  Bat  see  Shapiro  LouIb,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v.  Reagaa,  53  III. 

V.  Barns,  31  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  App.  488. 

144,  33  Civ.   Pro.   Rep.  (N.   Y.)  365,   7  /M^/inna.  —  Britton  t;.  Stale,  115  Ind. 

Mi»c.  Rep.  (N,  Y.)  418,  55 ;  Wright  v.  McLarinan,  ga  Ind.  103; 

Xvllac  of  Trial  Oasrt  Vot  Xiriewad  on  Hood  v.  Pearson,  67  Ind.  368. 

ApPmL  —  Since  it  is  a  matter  within  Kamat.  —  Missouri   Pac.   R.   Co.   v. 

the  discretion  of  the  tri*l  court  whether  Cooper,  57  Kao.  185. 

a  plaioliS  shall  be  permitted  to  sue  in  Kentutky.  —  Westerfield    v.   Wilson, 

forma  pauptrii,  the  ruling  of  the  court  i3Bush(Ky.)i3j-,  Richardson  v.  Hunt, 

in  that  reKard  nlH  not  be  reviewed  on  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  931. 

appeal.     Clement  v.  Brown,  30  111.  43;  New  y'l'r.t.  —Trimble  r.  Kilgannc 


Whm  B4ftiM]  of  ApplleaUon  Oroui 
SsranaL  —  The  refusal  of  an  applka 
tion  for  leave  to  proaecotc  an  action  11 
farma  paupiris  will   be  ground  for  n 


34  Civ.   Pro.   Rep.   (N.   Y.   Super,  Ct.) 


3  Mis. 


ii.  Third  Ave       ... 

Supp.  410;  Shapiro  v.  Bucna,  7  MUc. 
Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  418.  31  Abb.  N.  Cas. 
ing  the  judgment  only  where  there  (N.  Y.)  144,  33  Civ.  Pro,  Rep.  (N.  Y.) 
is  a.  clear  case  of  abuse  of  discretion  on  365;  Tobias  v.  Broadway,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
the  part  of  the  trial  court.  Hoey  v.  (City  Ct.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  641;  Fried- 
McCarthy.  134  Ind.  464.  man  c.  Fischer,  (City  Ct.)  s   N.  Y.  St. 

1.  In   leniMHM  a   guardian   or   next  Rep. 913;   Hotalingf.  McKeniie,  7Civ. 

friend  cannot  commence  a  suit  on  be-  Pro.    Rep.   (N.   Y.    Supreme  Ct.)  310; 

half  of  an  infant  without  first  giving  Erickson  v.  Poey,  5  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (M. 

bond  and   security  for  costs,     Cargle  Y.   Ct.  App.)  3711;  Irving  v.  Garrity,  4 

B,  Nashville,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  7  Lea  (Tenn.)  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  <N.  Y,  Supreme  Ct.)  105. 

717.  North  Caralina.  —  Brendle  v.  Heron, 

In     Green     o.    Harrison,    3    Sneed  6S  N.  Car.  496. 

(Tenn.)  131,  the coun said:  "  The  right  EHgland.  —  Bn^ni  v.  Wagner 

to  commence  a  suit  without  security  460;  St.  John  v.  Bcsborough, 

for  costs,  conferred  by  the  Act  of  1831,  41;    Fellows   v.    Barrett,   i   Keen  iig; 

is  a  right  personal  to  tbc  plaintiff.     The  Murrcll    v.    Clapham.    8    Sim.   74:    i 

guardian  or  next  friend  of  an  Infant  Daniell's  Ch,  Pr.  37.     And  see  Lindsay 

plaintiff  cannot  avail  himself  of  ll."  v.  Tyrrell,  3  Dc  G.  &  J.  7. 

In  Cohen  v.  Shyer,  I  Tenn.  Ch.  193,  Vnltad  SUtM  Conrti.  —  In  [he  federal 


:    Hog! 


t  said;  ■'  The  pauper  law  is 
only  Intended  for  persons  directly  in- 
terested in  a  suit  about  to  be  instituted. 
It  can  have  no  possible  application  to 
a  party  who  undertakes  v. 


s  of  equity  ir 
fend  IB  forma  pauperis.  Ferguson  v. 
Dent,  15  Fed.  Rep.  771.  And  since  Act 
Cong.,  July  3o,  1693,  they  may  also 
sue  as  poor  pci3ons  in  actions  at  law. 

fnend    for   Infants,   because   the  very     McDuffee  v.   Boston,   etc.,   R.   Co.,  S3 

object   of   allowing  a  third   penoo   to     Fed.  Rep.  865.     But  prior 

assume  that  position  is  to  have  some- 
body liable  for  costs  in  the   event  the 

proceedings  are  unnecessary." 

CanntI  Appeal  at  Poor  Person.  —  Nor 

can  the  guardian  ad  lilem  of  an  infant 

appeal  in  forma  pauperit.       Musgrove 

V.  Lusk.  s  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  6S4;  Sharer  v. 

Gill,   6   Lea   (Tenn.)   495;     Brooks    v. 

Workman,  ioHeisk.(Tenn.)430.     And 

see    infra,    I.     lo.     Appeals    in    Farma 

Pauperis. 
%.  //Amotj.  — Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 


Th«  Frovlalon  of  ths  Illiiioi*  Quardiani* 

Aot  which  requires  a  bond  for  costs 
where  a  minor  sues  by  his  next  friend 
does  not  take  away  the  right  of  an  in- 
fant to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  under 
Rev.  Swt.  til.,  c.  33.  §  5.  The  ivro 
provisions  should  be  construed  together 
as  in  parimateria,  and  a  sensible  effect 
given  to  each.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
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Ik  Vnr  Tark,  prior  to  the  amendment  of  1891,  expressly  granting 
to  infants  the  right  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis,^  tnere  were  some 
decisions  holding  that  where  an  infant  sued  by  his  guardian  ad 
litem,  the  defendant  had  a  statutory  right  to  security  for  costs  * 
which  the  court  had  nopowertodestroy  by  allowing  the  guardian 
ad  litem  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis.*  But  these  cases  were  over- 
ruled before  the  passage  of  the  amendment,*  and  it  was  held  that 
even  though  the  guardian  ad  litem  were  a  person  of  means,  the 
suit  could  be  brought  in  forma  pauperis.^ 


f.  Lane.  130  III.  116,  ajfirming  30  III. 
App.  437. 

Kaatuky  —  lA&at  TTaaUa  t«  tnm* 
XafpoBilU*  Vut  TrUnd.  —  Under  Gen. 
Lftwa  Ky.,  c.  36,  g  I,  allowing  poor 
persons  to  proieculc  or  defend  wiihoiit 
payment  of  costs,  if  a  poor  infant  is 
unable  to  procure  a  next  friend  who 
will  become  responsible  for  the  costs, 
be  may  sue  by  an  insolvent  next  friend 
in  forma  pauperis,  without  the  latter 
being  required  to  give  security.  Wcst- 
erfield  v.  Wilson,  la  Bush  (Ky.)  iij; 
Richardson  v.  Hunt,  sKT.L.Rep.  931. 

IndUu— >«xt  TrlMd  sM  Hhissmt. 
—  In  Indiana,  when  an  Infant  prose- 
cutes in  forma  pauptris  he  Is  not  re- 
quired to  sue  by  next  friend.  Brition 
V.  State,  IIS  Ind.  jj;  Wright  v.  Mc- 
Larinan,  ga  Ind.  103;  Hood  f.  Pearson, 
67  Ind.  368, 

1.  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  %  458. 

t,  Kleinpeter  v.  Enell,  3  Civ.  Pro. 
Rep.  (N.y.  Marine  Ct.)  21;  /-r^Daly, 
3  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (K.  Y.  Marine  Ct.) 
32,  note.  1  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  437; 
Fulton  V.  Rosevcll,  I  Paige  (N,  Y.)  178. 

S,  Tobias  V.  Broadway,  etc.,  R,  Co., 
(City  Ct.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  641;  Trimble 
V,  Kilgannon,  24  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.)  400,  13  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.) 
45q:  Hotaling  V.  McICenzie,  7Ctv.  Pro. 
Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  320;  Hayes 
V.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.,  s  Civ,  Pro,  Rep. 
(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  155;  Nichols  v. 
Cammann,  3  Civ.  Pro,  Rep.  (N.  Y. 
City  Ct.)  37S- 

Order  fsr  Stonrfty  fn  Costs  TiMted.  — 
In  Erickion  v.  Poey,  5  Civ.  Pro.  Rep. 
(N.  Y.  Ct.  App.)  379,  it  was  held  that 
where,  in  a  suit  bjr  an  infant  by  her 
guardian  ad  liltm,  it  was  shown  that 
the  infant  was  unable  to  give  security 
far  costs,  and  a  motion  was  granted 
allowing  her  to  prosecute  in  forma 
paupiris,  the  order  requiring  her  to 
give  security  for  costs  should  be  va- 
cated and  set  aside.  See  also  Irving  0. 
Canity.  4  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Su- 
preme Ct.)  105. 


Loss  of  Bi(htb7lMar.  —  Inanaciloit 
for  damages  for  personal  injuries 
brought  by  an  infant  by  his  guardian 
ad  litem,  the  court  made  an  Order  re- 
quiring the  guardian  ad  Stem  to  give 
an  undertaking  or  make  a  deposit  aa 
security  for  costs,  or  show  cause  why 
it  should  not  be  done;  and  a  consider- 
able time  after  the  notice  of  the  defend- 
ant's motion  for  such  security,  the 
plaintiff  applied  for  leave  to  fae  ib 
forma  fauperit.  It  was  held  thai  the 
guardian  should  be  required  to  file 
security  for  costs,  and  the  motion  for 
leave  to  sue  as  a  poor  person  should  be 
denied.  Glssberg  v.  Dry  Dock,  etc., 
R.  Co.,  1*  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Sn- 
preme  Ct.)  so-  See  alto  Florence  ». 
Bulkley,  I  Duer  (N.  Y.)  705. 

4.  Shapiro  v.  Burns,  31  Abb.  N.  Ca». 
(N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  144.  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.> 
418,  23  Civ.  Pro.  F  "-'--.- 
Bonadoa  v.  Third  Av 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  410. 

In  Feier  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.,  9  N. 
Y.  App.  Div.  607.  the  court  said: 
"  Prior  to  the  amendment  of  1S91  there 
was  a  conflict  of  judicial  opinion  with 
regard  to  the  right  of  infant  paupers  to 
■ue  as  poor  persons.  In  some  cases  it 
was  held  that  where  an  infant  sues  by 
guardian  ad  Stem,  security  for  costs 
being  a  statutory  right,  the  court  had 
no  power  to  destroy  it  by  allowing  the 
guardian  to  sue  at  a  poor  i>ersoii. 
These  cases  were  subsequently  over- 
ruled. But  It  was  to  settle  these  and 
■11  other  questions  upon  the  subject 
that  the  amendment  of  1891  waft 
enacted.  That  amendment  consisted 
of  the  insertion  in  section  458  of  the 
words  '  whether  an  adult  or  infant,' 
and  of  the  provision  in  section  459  ihat 
where  the  applicant  is  an  infant  under 
the  age  of  lourteen  years,  the  petition 
must  be  verified  by  his  guardian  ap- 
pointed in  the  action.  Now,  as  an  In- 
fant, whether  under  or  over  fourteen 
years  of  age,  cannot  apply  until  a 
guardian  ad  litem  Is  appomted  (Matter 
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c.  Married  Women.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  married 
woman  cannot  sue  by  her  next  friend  in  fortna  pauperis,*  but 
there  arc  cases  holding  the  contnwy.* 

!■  tka  iBBtlih  OhMoary  OMrti  the  modern  practice  was  to  allow  a 
married  woman,  in  a  proper  case,  to  file  a  bill  without  a  next 
friend  and  sue  in  forma  pauperis.* 

VBdw  ft  ■ut«t«  Aiiowint  MurUd  Wewa  \»  %a»  Ak»,  the  action  may  be 
brought  in  forma  pauperis.* 

d.  Executors  and  Administrators.  —  It  is  the  general 
rule  that  an  executor  or  administrator  cannot  sue  or  de^nd  in 
forma  pauperis,^  though  an  exception  was  made  in  England  in 

of  Bjme,  I  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  41:  Glu-  464;    Smiih  v.   Etches,  i   Hem.   &  M. 

berg  f.  Dry  Dock,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  la  Civ.  711 ;   Adanifon   r.  Adamson,  3  Seion 

Pro.  Rep.  <N.  Y.  Sapreme  Ci.)  50,^  655;  i   DanleH'i  Ch.   Pr.  3B.     Bui  tee 

Piitienon.  J.),  and  m  luch  guardian  Page  v.  Page,  16  Bcav.  5SS. 

ad  KUm  mnit,  under  the  general  rules  Wb*n  a  Karrlad  Wsmka  Wm  Drdand 

of   practice,   be   a   competent  and   re-  tit  Tit  tTlwlmri/-r  frrfrrr  rrr  ttir  mprrf 

tpoaaibte  perton,  the  «tatute  t«  prac-  iog  a  claim  set  up  by  her  to  some  laud 

uc>lly  abrogated  if  [he  competency  and  taken    under    scqueil ration,   but   iraa 


unable  from   poverty  t  

support  ber  right,  liberty  was  given 
her  to  do  so  in  forma  pat^tris.  James 
V.  Dorc.  3  Dick.  7SS. 


I.  Penaingtoo  v.  Alvin,  i  Stm.  ft  S. 
364:  Steveui  V.  Williams,  I  51m.  N.  S. 
MS:  Wilton  V.  Hill,  9  De  G.  H.  &  G.     Under   1 
S07;    Jones   V.   Faivcett,    3   Phil.   : 
Hiad  ».   Whltmore.  a   Kay  &  J.  t 
Jh  rt  Wills,  g  Jar.  N.  S.  1315;  Eniio 
Ince.  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  475;  Smith  v. 
Etches.  I   Hem.  fr  M.  ^l^\  Daniell'a 
Ch.  Pr.  37. 

la  TtwMMW,  where  a  married  woman 
ioec  by  next  friend  the  salt  cannot  be  ailowlag  a  married  « 
brought  in  ftmta  pattftris.  Hawkins  a  divorce  in  her  own  name,  she  may 
V.  Hawkins,  4  Snecd  (Tenn.)  105;  prosecute  such  vaSxin  ftrma  fatOtrii. 
Cargle  v.  Nashville,  etc.,  R.  Co..  7  Lea  Hawkins  v.  Hawkins,  4  Sneed  (Tenn.) 
CTenn.)  718-  105. 

1.  Dowden  v.  Hook,  S  Beav.  399;  B.  Fowler  v.  Davlet,  16  Sim.  iSi; 
CoaUtlog  V.  Coulstlng,  S  Beav.  463.  Oldfield  v.  Cobbell.  i  Phil.  613:  St. 
And  see  Ward  v.  Ward,  a  Dev.  Eq.  <N.  Victor  v.  Deverenx,  6  Beav.  584;  Smith 
Car.)  553.  '"' --      "     "-      ''-■'— 

Btn  fcr  Stparatlon. - 


1  statute  allowing  a  married 
woman  to  sue  alone  for  damages  for 
Injtiry  to  her  separate  pioperty,  she  is 
entitled  to  prosecute  in  forma  pauptrii. 
Robert!  v.  Carlton,  18  How.  Pr.  {N.  Y, 
Supreme  Ct.)  466. 

iolt  tor  MTons.  —  Since  the  passage 
of  the  Tennessee  Act  of  1835,  c.  36, 


—  Upon  a   proper 

S plication,  a  wife  may  be  permitted  to 
:  a  bill  against  her  husband  for  a 
separation  by  her  nenc  friend  in  ferma 
pauferit;  bat  this  will  not  be  done  un- 
til the  court  has  ascertained  by  the  re- 
port of  a  master  that  she  has  probable 
cause  for  filing  such  bill.  Robertson 
■V.  Robertson.  3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  387. 

9.  Re  Foster,  18  Beav,  515;  Ex  p. 
Hakewill,  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  116;  Crouch 
V.  Waller.  4  De  G.  &  J.  43:  /»  re  Lan- 
caster, 2  Eq.  Rep.  51a,  18  Jar.  339; 
Wellealey  v.  Mornington.  a  Eq.  Rep. 
67s.  18  lur.  ssa;  Barnes  v.  Robinson,  oy  res 
9  Jnr.  N.  S.  a4s:  Wellesley  v.  Welles,  is  or 
ley,  le  Sim.  i;  In  re  Barnes,  10  W.  R.     costs,' 


'.  Louisville,  eic,  R.  Co.,  89  Tenn. 
664;  t  Danielt's  Ch,  Pr.  38.  And  see 
Osborne  v.  Heniy,  66  N.  Car.  354. 

In   Paiadice  c.   Sheppard.    I    Dick. 

136,   Lord   Hardwlcke   said   chat  "  on 

search   no   precedent  could   be   found 

either  in  chancery  or  in  the  courts  of 

of  the  making  an  execn- 

administrator  to  sue  or  defend 


Contra  In  KUBsa.  — Gen.  Sut.  Kan., 
1SS9,    par.   4683.   4683,  providing  that 
"  in  any  case  where  the  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tiffs,  having   a   just  cause   of    action 
against  the  defendant  or  defendants, 
bv  reason  of  his.  her,  or  their  poverty 
unable  to  give  security  for 
I  affidavit  made  before  the 
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the  case  of  persons  sustaining  the  mixed  character  of  executor 
and  beneficiary.' 

Wksra  k  8nlt  Hu  Bms  Ba^nlttlj  ComisBnoed  In  Tonu  Pnpnii  and  the 
plaintiff  dies,  his  personal  representative  may  carr>'  it  on  without 
giving  security  for  costs.' 

i:  Nonresidents.  —  It  is  generally  held  that  a  statute  allow- 
ing suits  in  forma  pauperis  applies  as  well  to  nonresident  suitors 
as  to  citizens  of  the  jurisdiction  wherein  the  suit  is  brought, 
unless  expressly  limited  to  the  latter  class.' 

clerk  no  bond  shall  be  required,  ap- 
plies as  well  to  a  party  suing  ia  a  rep- 
resentative capacity  as  an  Individ  ua!. 
Cherokee,  etc.,  Coal.  etc..  Co.  v.  Brit- 
ton.  3  Kan.  App.  393. 

Bolt  tat  BMth  of  IbMUU.  —  Under 
the  Irnnriici  suiute  (he  right  lo  sue 
in  farma pauptris  is  purely  personal  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  plaintiff  suing  in  a 
reprcsenlaliTc  capacity  cannot  avail 
himself  of  the  privilege.     So,   an   ad- 

pttuperis  for  the  death  of  his  intestate. 
even  though  the  estate  be  insolvent 
and  there  arc  no  assets  wherewith  to 
meet  the  expenGes  of  the  act.  Smith 
V.  Louisville,  etc..  R.  Co.,  89  Tenn. 
rrulinj;  the  iftlimalions  to  thi 


n.)  187,  and  McCoy  v.  Brod- 
erick.  3  Sneed  (Tenn.)  103. 

Committee  ot  Lnaatlo.  —  In  Bechilc  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co..  31  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N. 
Y.  C.  PI.)  483,  it  was  held  that  the 
statute  providing  for  suits  in  forma 
patifiris  did  not  apply  lo  persons  act- 
ing in  a  representative  capacity,  and 
that  the  commitlee  of  a  lunatic  could 
not  be  permitted  to  sue  as  a  poor  per- 

Otiwdlan  Ad  Utem  and  Hezt  Friend,  — 
As  to  suits  on  behalf  of  infants  and 
married  women  by  guardian  ^  ^iVcoi 
or  next  friend,  see  supra.  I.  2.  h.  In- 
fitnts;  1.  1.  t.  Marritd  iV^m^p,. 

Forth  Carolina  —  Xaj  Appeal  aa  Poor 
PMiOD.  —  In  North  Carolina  personal 
representatives  as  well  as  all  other  par- 
ties to  the  record  may  appeal  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  without  giving  security 
for  costs  when  unable  to  do  so  by  rea- 
son of  poverty.  Mason  v.  Osgood,  71 
N.  Car.  aia, 

1.  Anonymous.  2  Moll.  338:  Flattery 
V.  Anderdon,  II  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  586: 
Rogers  t:  Hooper,  1  W.  R.  474;  Park- 
inson V.  Chambers.  1  Kay  &  J.  72: 
Martin  v.  Whitmore.  17  W.  R.  8og;  1 
Daniell'sCh.  Pr.  38. 

In  Evcrson  v.  Matthew,  3  W.  R.  tsg. 


pauperis,  the  wife  being 

and  separately  interested  in  itie  ntuc 

CiMUing  Coitanpt,  —  A  person  ll^ 
fending  as  executor  may  be  idmlucd 
to  defend  in  forma  paufirii  lor  ihi 
single  purpose  of  clearing  hijconlenipL 
Oldfield  V.  Cnbbelt,  I  Colly.  169. 

I tnneieee  —  ContnTT  DmoIm.- 
Where  an  administrator  is  ptrsouUy 
the  sole  beneficiary  of  any  itcoreiy 
that  may  be  had  where  he  ma;  in  ha 
individual  character  maintain  the  soil. 
he  cannot,  in  the  character  of  idmiiii^ 

pauptris,     Barbee    v.    Fraiier.  9  Ui 
(Tenn.)  348- 

B.  McCoy  V.  Brodcrick,  3  Snttd 
(Tenn.)i03;    Hamlin  p.  Neighbor!,  7i 

II      f--.    it     _.!. :_    :.    „„   held  liiji 

Rho  hu  beni 


N.   Car.  66,' 


i.  />^ 


pauferis  may  continue  such  suit  nilb- 
oul  giving  bond.  if.  at  the  lime  wh« 
he  applies  to  be  made  a  parly,  hcQei 
a  petition  showing  a  proper  case. 

3.  Lisenbee  t.  Holt.  I  Sneed (Ttnu-l 
41;  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  I.  Jwobi, 
8  Ind.  App.  556;  Fuller  v.  Melii.iy 
Ind.  60:  Porter  n.  Jones.  68  N.  Or. 
320;  St.  Louis,  etc..  R.  Co.  v.  F»tr.!6 
Fed.  Rep.  994.  See  also  Miller  a.  Nor- 
folk, etc.,  R.  Co..  47  Fed.  Rep.  J*?- 

In  Lisenbee  v.  Holt,  1  Sneed  fTenn.l 
42,  the  court  saidi  "  We  can  see  no 
reason  for  the  exclusion  of  uoiutsl- 
dents  from  the  benefit  of  ihi)  ifl- 
They  are  not  excluded  intermiorbf 
any  fair  construction.  It  would  be 
against  that  comity  and  good  neiEhbor- 
hood  which  should  exist  and  bcire- 
tered  by  ihc  several  states,  toward  lh( 
citizens  of  each  other,  lo  make  ad* 

of  asserting  their  rights,  Conru 
should  not  be  open  to  one  and  dowi 
against  the  other.  We  would  notgire 
such  a  construction  to  any  acmf  obi 
[egislature,  unless  constrained  10  do  w 
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3.  In  What  Prooeedin^  Allowed —<2.  In  General.  —  The  right 
to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  being  of  statutory  origin,  its  extent 
naturally  depends  upon  the  statutes  themselves.^  In  general  the 
statutes  apply  to  all  proceedings  necessary  to  secure  justice  for 
the  poor  suitor ; '  though  it  has  been  held  that  the  privilege  does 
not  extend  to  steps  collateral  to  the  cause.' 

by  its  express  provisions,  or  some  rule  1.  See  the  statutes  governing    this 

of  clear  and  necessary  policy  or  fixed  subject. 

Srinciple  of  international  law.  There  faUse  ImpriiOBiiie&t,  Xalioioiis  Prosaoii- 
(  nothing  in  the  act  indicating  an  in-  tlon,  and  SUader.  —  Under  Code  Tenn., 
tention  to  confine  its  benefits  to  citizens  §  3192,  the  pauper's  oath  cannot  be 
of  our  own  state.  The  language  used  taken  in  actions  for  false  imprison- 
is  general;  *  any  person  who  shall  take  ment,  malicious  prosecution,  or  slan- 
the  oath  hereinafter  prescribed/  "  derous  words.  Cox  v,  Patton,  11  Lea 
Vtw  York.  —  In  some  of  the  earlier  (Tenn.)  545,  overruling  Heatherly  v. 
New  York  cases  it  was  held  that  the  Bridges,  i  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  220. 
statute  did  not  allow  nonresidents  to  S.  AtUehment.  —  The  plaintiff  in  an 
sue  in  forma  fauferis,  Alexander  v.  action  for  a  tort  may  sue  out  an  attach- 
Meyers,  8  Daly  (N.  Y.)  112;  Anony-  meni  in  forma  pauperis  as  ancillary  to 
mous,  10  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (M.  Y.  Supreme  his  summons  in  such  action.  Barber 
Ct.)  80;  Christian  v.  Gouge,  10  Abb.  v.  Denning,  4  Sneed  (Tenn.)  267. 
N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  82.  And  Aa  Aetioa  of  Vordblt  Satry  and  De- 
see  Thomas  v,  Wilson,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.)  tainsr  may  be  commenced  in  forma 
357.  But  these  cases  have  been  over-  pauperis,  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  i  Shannon's 
ruled,  and  now,  under  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Tenn.  Cas.  423.  Compare  Norton  v, 
N.  Y.,  §g  4S8,  460,  461,  a  nonresident  Whitesides,  5  Humph.  (Tenn.)  381. 
plaintiff  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Aa  I^junoUon  may  properly  issue 
court,  be  allowed  to  %}ie  in  forma  pan-  upon  an  oath  in  forma  pauperis  when 
peris,  notwithstanding  section  3268,  the  fiat  is  in  these  words:  "  Let  a 
providing  for  security  for  costs  in  such  writ  of  injunction  'issue  as  prayed  for 
cases.     Harris  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  in  the  foregoing  bill,  on  complainant 


entering  Into  bond  and  security  as  re- 
quired by  law,  or  otherwise  complying 
with    the    law."     Keith    v.    Leath,    i 
Shannon's  Tenn.  Cas.  430. 
In  aa   Informatioa  under  the   Szdse 


ao  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 
I92,  affirming  i8  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.) 
19s;  Heckman  v.  Mackey,  32  Fed. 
Rep.  574. 

The  Tennesisa  Aet  of  1879,  amending 

Code  Tenn.,  §  4144,  merely  deprives  Laws,  the  court  will  admit  a  defendant 

nonresidents  of  the  right  to  take  the  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis,  on  an  afll- 

pauper's  oath  In  civil  actions  before  davit  that  he  is  not  worth  five  pounds 

justices  of  the  peace  under  that  stat-  over  and  above  his  wearing  apparel, 

ute,  and  does  not  take  away  the  gen-  Atty.-Gen.  v,  Dummie,  2  Cromp.  &  M. 

eral  right  of   nonresidents  to  sue  in  393,  4  Tyrw.  284,  3  L.  J.  Exch.  86. 

forma  pauperis  in  other  cases  under  Aetlons   in    Jnitioes'    Courts.  —  Code 

section  3192.     Hilliard  v.  Stark,  14  Lea  Civ.   Pro.   Kan.,  §  581,   providing,  in 

(Tenn.)  9.  substance,  that  a  plaintiff  who  has  a 

AUUty  to  Obtain  Jnrlsdietion  In  Own  just  demand  against  a  defendant,  and 

Mate.  —  The   fact    that  a  nonresident  who,  by  reason  of  his  poverty,  cannot 

plaintiff  could  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  give  security  for  costs,  may  maintain 

defendant  in  his  own  state  will  not  his  action  without  a  bond  for  costs,  ap- 

affect  his  right  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  plies  to  actions  commenced  before  a 

in  Indiana,     Pittsburgh,  etc.,  K.  Co.  v,  justice  of  th^  peace.     Barnett  v.  Lark, 

Jacobs,  8  Ind.  App.  556.  45  Kan.  428 

Plaintiff  Baooinlng  Vonrosidont  After  As  to  Appellate  Prooesdings,  see  infra. 

Order.  —  So  long  as  an  order  allowing  I.  10,  Appeals  in  Forma  Pauperis. 

a  person  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  re-  8.  Bell  r.  Port  of  London  Assur.  Co., 

mains  in  force,  such  person  is  not  liable  i  L.  M.  &  P.  641. 


for  costs,  and  a  bond  for  costs  cannot 
be  required  although  such  person  be- 
comes a  nonresident  of  the  state. 
Wright  V.  McLarinan,  92  Ind.  103. 


Arrest  in  dvil  Oaso.  —  The  undertak- 
ing required  before  an  arrest  can  be 
made  in  a  civil  case  must  be  given,  al- 
though the  plaintiff  is  suing  in  forma 
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b.  Replevin.  —  A  writ  of  replevin  cannot  ordinarily  be  sued 
out  on  a  pauper's  oath,  since  under  it  the  property  will  be  takea 
from  the  defendant  and  delivered  to  an  insolvent  plaintiff.^ 

c.  Qui  Tam  Actions.  —  An  informer  bringing  a  fi^/  tam  action  • 
cannot  pauperize,*  except  in  cases  where  the  statute  gives  the 
penalty  to  the  party  aggrieved.' 

d.  Criminal  Cases.  —  The  statutes  usually  apply  to  civil  pro- 
ceedings onl}%  and  do  not  affect  the  rules  governing  costs  in 
criminal  cases.  ^ 

4.  At  What  Timt  Applioatian  to  Bo  Hade  — a.  In  General  — 
AlUr  OMUBMMBMt  ff  Suit.  —  An  application  for  leave  to  sue  in  forma 
pauperis  may  be  granted  as  well  after  as  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,^  and  the  fact  that  an  order  has  already  been 
made  requiring  security  for  the  costs  will  not  prevent  the  grant- 
ing of  leave,  in  a  proper  case,  to  sue  as  a  poor  person.* 

pauperis,     Rowark  %*,  Homesley,  68  N.  of  replevin,  the  plaintiff  may  pro«ecote 

Car.  91.  for  the  value  of  the  property  in/orwt^ 

In  Friedman  v,  Fischer,  (City  Ct.)  5  pauperis.    Stone  v,  Hopkins,  11  Heisk. 

N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  913,  the  court  said:   "A  (Tenn.)  190. 

poor  |>erson  cannot  avail  himself  of  a  Oosts  TmssiHiif  Bend.  —  Although  re- 

provisionai  remedy  and  avoid  liability  plevin  cannot  be  prosecuted  infcrwta 

and  evade  the   payment  of  costs   by  pat^ris^  yet  if  a  bond  were  given  for 

simply  pleading  poverty.     He  ma^  sue  double  the  value  of  the  property,  and 

and  prosecute  an  action  in  the  ordinary  the   costs    accumulate     to    a    larger 

way,  free  of  expense,  without  incurring  amount,  on  a  rule  for  further  secnrity 

liability  for  costs;  but  when  he  causes  the   plaintiff  may  take    the    pauperis 

the  arrest  of  the  defendant  in  the  ac-  oath.      Horton    v.    Vowel,    4    Heisk. 

tion,  or  fails  to  apply  for  his  privilege  (Tenn.)  623. 

until  after  he  has  opposed  a  motion  for  S.  Johnson     v.     Hunter.     9    BazL 

security   for  costs,   and  is  ordered  to  (Tenn.)  185. 

give  such  security,  he  must  pay  the  S.  Kirby  v.  Rice,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  44S> 

costs  of  the  action  if  defeated.*'    '  4.  Exp,  Harrison,  Z12  Ind.  339;  Rex 

IqvitslilsBsllaf  AgalastLigalDauad.  v,  Clarke,  3  Burr.  1308;  Rex  v.  Pear- 

—  A  complainant   who  comes   into  a  son,  2   Burr.  1039.    See  also  Rex  v. 


court  of  equity  for  relief  against  a 
legal  demand  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  interfere  with  the  legal  demand 
ordinarily,  unless  he  is  able  to  secure 
the  opposite  party  against  the  conse- 


Reynalds,  i  W.  Bl.  230. 

6.  Shapiro  v.  Burns,  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 
Y.  C.  PI.)  418.  31  Abb.  N.  Gas.  (N.  Y.) 
144,  23  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  365; 
Peck  V,  Famham,  24  Colo.  141;  Brant 


quencesof  the  delay;  and  so,  where  the  v,  Wardle,  3  M.  &  G.  534,  42  E.  C.  L 

injunction  was   against    a   judgment  282;  Pitcher  v,  Roberts,  2  Dowl.  N.  S. 

creditor  who  had  proceeded  to  the  levy  394;    Doe  v.  Owens,  9  M.  &  W.  455; 

of  an  execution  on  personalty,  and  the  Holmes  r/.  Penney,  9  Exch.  584. 
injunction   was  under  the    code    pre-        Vedsfal   Courts  —  Aaswir    Consists  ii 

scribed  for  poor  persons,  it  was  held  mUig  Afldavlt.  —  Under  Act  Cong,  of 

that  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved  July  20,   1892  (2  Supp.  Rev.  StaL,  p. 

upon  the  defendant  giving  a  bond  with  41),  providing  that  after  suit  brought 

security  to  refund,  if  so-required  on  a  *'  the  plaintiff  may  answer  and  avoid  a 

final  hearing.     Bridges  v,  Robinson,  3  demand  for  fees  or  security  for  costs 

Tenn.  Ch.  352.  by  filing  "  a  poverty  affidavit,  the"  an- 

1.  Horton  v.  Vowel,  4  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  swer  **  to  the  defendant's  demand  con- 

622;    Kincaid  v,   Bradshaw,   6    Baxt.  sists  in  the  filing  of  the  affidavit,  and 

(Tenn.)  102.  not  in  the  truth  of  it.    McDuffee  v, 

Whoro Pi'opoi'ty  Hot  Takon from  Pofand-  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  82  Fed.  Rep.  86$. 
sat.  —  Where,  in  an  action  of  replevin,        6.  Shapiro  v.  Burns.  7  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 

the  property  is  not  taken  from  the  de-  Y.  C.  PI.)  418,  31  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.) 

fendant  and  delivered  under  the  writ  144,  23  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  365;  Mc- 
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6.  AAdavit  orO»tli  — a.  By  Whom  Made~(i)  Geturally.— 
The  affidavit  for  leave  to  sue  as  a  poor  person  must  ordinarily  be 
made  by  the  party  himself ;  *  and  where  there  are  several  plain- 
tiffs, it  seems  that  the  personal  affidavit  of  each  plaintiff  who  is 
sui gentris  is  usually  required.* 

(2)  Infants.  —  Where  some  of  the  parties  are  infants  their  next 
friend  may  make  the  affidavit  in  their  behalf.' 

(3)  Husband  and  Wife.  —  When  husband  and  wife  sue  jointly, 
it  has  been  ruled  that  the  husband  may  make  the  affidavit  for 
both.* 

(4)  Partnership.  —  A  member  of  a  partnership  may  make  an 
affidavit  of  poverty  on  behalf  of  the  firm.* 

b.  Before  Whom  Made.  —  The  statutes  usually  specify  the 

ttt,  before  aa  appUcsdan  for  ■  tuper-  711;    McPbAtridge  v.  Gregg.  4  CoUw. 

•edeu    in    ferma    pauperU     cao     be  (Tenn.)  314. 

giaated,  there  tnnst  be  oodce  to  the  ad'  Aflilftfit  brWHi  llaaa.  —  Under  Re*. 

verse  party  to  the  application.     Camp-  Stat.  Tex.,  act.  143(1,  providing  for  snlH 

bell    V.  BonltoD,  3  Bazc.  (Tean.)  354;  in  forma  paupcrit.  where   a   husband 

Legate  v.  Ward,  5  Coldw.  (Teon.]  451.  joined   in  a  suit  with  his  wife    (or  the 

Bnt  If  the  party  appears  voluntarily,  purpose  of  prosecuting  her  rights  be  it 

and    without    notice,    his    appearance  the  proper  party  to  make  the  affidavit 

fulfils  all   the  purpose!  of  the  notice,  in  ftrma  pamperit.  and  such  affidavit 

and  is  sulEcienL     Legate  v.  Ward,  %  made  by  the  wife  alone  is  losufficienL 

Coldw.  (Tenn.)  451.  Crocketi   c.  Mazey,  (Tex.  App.    1891) 

1.  Wilkinson  v.  Belsher,  a  Bro.  C.  C.  18  S.  W.  Rep.  138. 

37s.  I.  Standard  Caibonating,  etc.,  Co.  v. 

AtMrMj  at  LawflumatXaka  Affidavit.  Capital  City  Guards,  99  Ga.  365. 

—  The     affidavit     in    farma   pauperis  loflalsBt      Afldavtt.  —  An      affidavit 

allowed  by  section  39S4  of  the  Gtargia  made  by  a  member  of  a  pannenhip 

code  to  be  made  by  a  party  applying  for  the   purpose  of  obtaining  a  cenio- 

lor  a  writ  of  certiorari  cannot  be  made  rari,  in  ffrma  pauptrit,  averring  that 

for  him  by  his  attorney  at  law,     Selma,  the  affiant  is  such  a  member,  tha.t  be  ii 

etc.,  R.  do.  V.  Tyson,  48  Ga.  351.     See  advised  and  believes  that  the  defenduit 

also  Elder  v.  Whitehead,  35  Ga.  263.  partnership  has  good  cause  for  certio- 

Ths  Afldavit  of  a  Faity  Oonvletsd  •(  rarl,  and  "  thai,  owing  to  their  por- 

Fcrjury  Is  AdndBslbU  to  enable  him  to  erty.  they  are   unable  to  pay  the  costs 

s  pauper.     Bowyer  v.  M'Evoy,  and  give  the  security  required  by  law," 


t.  McDuffec  V.  Boston, 
83    Fed.    Rep.    S65;     McPhatridge 
Gregg,  4  Coldw.  <Tenn.)  334;  Grill*  v. 
Hill,  aSneed(Tenn.}7ii. 

>.  McDuffee  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
S3  Fed.  Rep.  865. 

\  Affidavit.  —  Where,    '-      - 


__  sufficient  as  to  the  advice  anil  belief 
:.,  R.  Co.,  nnder  which  the  defendant  acted  and 
as  to  its  poverty.  Standard  Carbonal' 
lug.  etc.,  Co.  :'.  Capital  City  Gnanlt. 
gg  Ga.  365. 

IUIbts  ts  now  Farsi'ly  of  Tbm.— 
Where  an  alEdavit  to  a  petition  for  cer- 
tiorari sued  out  by  a  partnership  was 
action  by  several  plaintlfls  for  death  made  by  one  member  of  the  firm.  «ho 
due  to  negligence,  one  of  them  who  deposed  that  "  he  is  advised  and  be- 
sued  at  next  of  kin  for  the  mioor  chil-  lieves  that  he  has  good  cantc  for  'cer. 
dren  of  the  deceased  made  an  affidavit  tioraring  '  the  proceedings  to  the  Supe- 
in  forma  pauperis  that  the  "  plaintiffs,  rior  Court,  and  that,  owing  to  his  pov- 
and  each  of  them,  are  too  poor  to  pay  erty,  he  is  unable  to  pay  the  coats  and 
the  costs  of  court,  and  *  *  *  are  give  security,  as  required  "  by  law. 
unable  to  give  security  therefor,"  it  there  was  no  error  in  dismissing  the 
was  held  sufficient  to  support  the  ac-  certiorari  on  the  ground  that  the  afi- 
tion  on  behalf  of  the  minor  children,  davit  did  not  show  that  the  firm  was 
St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  unable  to  pay  the  cotu  and  give  the 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  iSg6)  37  5.  W.  Rep.  993.  bond  required  by  law.  Martow  p. 
4.  Grill*  V.  Hill,  3  Sneed  (tcnn.)  Hughes  Lumber  Co.,  93  Ga.  554. 
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officers  before  whom  the  affidavit  or  oath  required  of  persons 
seeking  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  may  be  taken.  In  some  states 
the  oath  may  be  taken  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  *  or  his 
deputy,*  or  before  a  justice  of  the  peace.*  But  a  pauper's  oath 
taken  in  another  state  is  not  sufficient.^ 

c.  Form  and  Sufficiency  —  (i)  In  General —  cmmt«an<w»  with 
itfttste.  —  The  right  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  being  of  statutory 
origin,  the  affidavit  of  a  party  seeking  its  benefit  must  comply 
with  the  statute  under  which  drawn.* 

1.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  v.  Smith,  86  Kurt  Ihow.  —  Under  Act  Cong.  Jnly 

Tcnn.    45;    Campbell    v,    Boulton,   3  20,  1892,  allowing  any  citizen  to  bring 

Baxt.  (Tenn.)  354;  Morris  v.  Smith,  11  a  suit  in  a  United  States  court  in  forma 

Hamph.  (Tenn.)  133.  pauperis  upon  a  sworn  statement  of  the 

In  Vorlh  CfcT^HTia  the  clerk  of  the  Su-  facts,  such  sworn  statement  must  show 

perior  Court,  as  well  as  the  judge,  may  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen,  and  that 

make  an  order  for  the  plaintiff  to  sue  there  is  no  person  interested  in  the  suit 

in  forma  pauperis  in  that  court  upon  who  is  able  to  pay  the  costs  or  to  give 

complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  security.     Boyle  v.  Great  Northern  R. 

statute.     Brendle  v.  Heron,  68  N.  Car.  Co.,  63  Fed.  Rep.  $39* 
4g6;    Sumner  v.  Candler,  74  N.  Car.        Vew  York — Statsmnit  of  "Vatws  of 

265.  tho  Aetfoa.*'  —  Under  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N. 

^aiuU    Construed,  —  Act    N.    Car.,  Y.,  g  459,  which  provides  that  the  peti- 

186S-69,  c.  q6,  %  I,  providing  that  *'  any  tion  for  leave  to  sue  as  a  poor  person 

jadge,  justice  of  ttie  peace,  or  clerk  of  must  state  '*  the  nature  of  the  action 

the  Superior  Court  may  authorize  any  brought  or  intended  to  be  brought,"  if 

person  to  sue  as  a  pauper  in  their  re-  such  petition  refers  to  the  complaint  it 

spective  courts,*'  when  properly  con-  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  "  the  nature 

strued,  means  that  a  judge  or  clerk  of  of  the  action."     McGillicuddy  v.  Kings 

the    Superior    Court    mav,    in    cases  County  El.  R.  Co.,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 

within  the  jurisdiction  o\  said  courts  Y.  City  Ct.)  21. 

make  such  an  order,  and  that  a  justice        OmiMioa  of  Oao  Dtteidaat's  Vamo. — 

of  the  peace  has  like  power  in  cases  Where  the  affidavit  of  a  pauper  plain- 

irithin  the  jurisdiction  of  his  court,  tiff  gave  the  proper  name  of  the  plain- 

Rowark  v.  Gaston,  67  N.  Car.  291.  tiff  and  of  one  of  the  defendants,  but 

BiAm  dtrk   of    Aiwthor   Oonrt.  —  In  omitted  the  name  of  another  defendant* 

Tennessee  a  pauper's  oath  is  sufficient  being  regular  in  other  respects,  it  was 

sdthough  taken  before  the  clerk  of  the  held  sufficient.     Hubby  v.   Harris,  63 

court  other  than  that  in  which  the  suit  Tex.  456. 

is  instituted.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  v,  Xotlon  to  IMsiidii  —  Polntiag  Out  Do- 
Smith,  86  Tenn.  45.  fM.  —  Where  an  affidavit  embodying 

dork  Bonad  to  Imoo  Writ.  —  Under  the  oath  of  a  pauper  plaintiff,  made 

the  Tennessee  statute  allowing  suits  in  under  the  statute,  is  defective  in  form 

forma  pauperis^  if  any  person  shall  ap-  and  substance,  that  defect  should  be 

pear  before  the  clerk  of  any  court  and  pointed  out  in  any  motion  made  to  dis- 

make  the  prescribed  affidavit,  the  clerk  miss  the  cause  for  insufficiency  in  the 

is  bound  to  issue  the  writ,  and  has  no  affidavit.     Hubby  v,   Harris,  63  Tex. 

discretion  to  exercise  in  granting  or  re-  456. 

fusing  it.    Morris  v.  Smith,  11  Humph.        Oljootloa  Oomixif  Too  Lata. —  Where 

(Tenn.)  133.  an  order  to  allow  a  plaintiff  to  sue  in 

8.  Campbell    v,    Boulton,    3     Baxt.  forma  pauperis  had  been  obtained  on 
(Tenn.)  354.  an  affidavit  which  was  defective  for  the 

S.  Phipps  V,  Burnett,  96  Tenn.  175,  want  of  an  addition  of  the.  plaintiff's 

cverruiinx  Graham  v.  Caldwell,  8  Baxt.  profession  or  occupation,  it  was  held 

(Tenn  )  69,  and  Davis  v.  Dyer,  5  Sneed  that  the  defect  was  a  mere  irregularity, 

(Tetin.)  679.    And  see  Rowark  v.  Gas-  and   that    after    several    months    had 

ton,  67  N.  Car.  291.  elapsed,  in  which  the  defendant  might 

4.  Graham     v,    Caldwell,    8    Baxt.  have  examined  the  affidavit,   and  in 

(Tenn.)  69.  which  various  steps  had  been  taken  in 

9.  Fodortl    Govts — What    Statomoat  the  cause,  it  was  too  late  for  the  de- 
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iMUUtr  t*  MMt  lifiMii.  —  The  applicant  U  usually  required  to 
set  forth  facts  showing  that  he  is  unable  to  meet  the  expenses  o( 
the  suit.* 

(2)  Amendmmt.  —  When  the  affidavit  or  oath  taken  by  a  poor 
suitor  is  defective  it  may  be  amended,'  or  a  new  one  may  be 
taken.* 

(3)  Certificatt  0/  Connsel.  —  Under  some  statutes  an  applica- 
tion for  leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
certificate  of  counsel  that  the  petitioner  has  a  good  cause  of  action.* 

fendaot  to  move  to  sel  ailde  the  ordei  lack  of  means,  bnt  conUi)n«d  noalkfi- 

for    the    defect,    and    ditpauper     the  tion  at  to  the  condition  of   ihe  euaic. 

plaiatill,  althoug^h  it  was  •worn   that  it  was  held  that  the  graoliiiK  of  the 

the  defeodsot  liad  acquired  Itnowledge  older  na*  not  juatiGed.     Dau*e.Nii»- 

of  the  defect  onl;  three  dayi  before  the  berger,  9J  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  1S5. 

inotioo.     Seymour  v.  Maddox,  19  L.  J.  Verth  OuoUm  — lud  VUACu  It 

Q.  B.  sas.  XantBgad.— Under     Code    N.    Ur., 

ValTer  en  Ajvaal.  —  Where,  on  appeal  g  »o,  an  affidavit  for  leave  to  loe  u 

to  the  Supreme  Conn,  the  tufficlencjr  /oma^iif^mj  need  not  allege  that  tbc 

of  the  affldavil  showing  the  plaintiff's  applicant  baa  00  land   which  un  be 

right  10  sue  i»  ferma  faufrrir  i%  not  mortgaged  to  sccnte  the  costs.    Mtt- 

questioned  by  the  opposite  patty  in  his  gett  v.  Roberts,  108  N.  Car.  174. 

brief,  that  question  1*  waived,  and  can.  Vhat  Ptupeilj  Szesptod. —  Tbe   »fi- 

tMi  be  made  a  ground  for  a  rehearing,  davit  as  to  propenj  tiled  in  suppon  of 

Hood  V.  Pearson.  67  Ind.  ]6S.  an  application  [o  be  allowed   (o  sue  '■ 

fn^BBptftfa  of  lafletanef  an  kfga^  —  forma  fauptris  ought  loexcepl  nolbini 

Where  Ihe  affidavits  on  which  the  trial  but  the  wearing  apparel  and  the  mil. 

court  acts  in  allowing  a   minor  suing  ters  in  question  in  the  cause.    Peiry 

^j  his    next    friend    to    prosecute  id  v.  Walker,  i  Colly,  aag,  13  L.  J.Cb.  7S> 

forma  feuffrii  are  not  preserved  in  the  8  Jur.  6S0. 

record   by   a   bill    of    exceptions,    the  %,  Morris    v.     Smith,     11     Humph. 

court    rill  presume  that  It  was  suffl-  (Tenn.)  133;  Cole  v.  Hoeburg,  361Ua. 

ciently  shown  that  both  the  Infant  and  363:    Atchison  v.   Riggle,   (Kao.  App. 

his    next    friend    were    poor    persons  1847)  4q  Pac  Rep.  616,  wherein  It  vu 

within    the    purview    of    the ...... 


Chicago, 


R.   Co.  c  Une,  130  III. 


held  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  tiiai 

court  permitting  the  plaintiff  below  to 

file  an  amended   poverty  affidavit,  na- 

der  lecllons  581  and   581   of  the  Cirjl 

Code,  when  his  atlention  was  called  to 

the   fact  that  the  affidavit  filed  at  tbe 

OnlMlaa  to  IM  T«rl^  Dstaila  Vot  Ka-    commencement  of  the  case   did   dm 

tadaL  —  The  meaning  of  the  common     comply  with  the  requirements  of  ssld 

affidavit    required    on    appllcaiioa    for    sections. 

leave  to  sue  or  defend  inftrmapauptrit  ASda*it  >■■•  tn  Tiae.  —  Where  the 
is,  that  (lie  party  has  not  five  pounds  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  citizenship  of  in- 
In  the  world  besides,  etc.,  available  for  other  stale  was  properly  averred  in  the 
Ihe  prosecution  or  defense  of  the  suit;  complaint,  but  was  omitted  from  the 
and  if  he  can  make  the  affidavit  with  petition  for  leave  to  sue  i»  fstia 
truth  in  (hat  sense,  the  omission  to  set  pauftrii.  It  was  held  that,  upon  motion 
forth  (he  details  of  his  means  and  (be  to  vacate  (he  order  granting  the  peii- 
circumstances  which  render  them  un-  (ion,  the  court  might  allow  an  BiIid*Ti[ 
available  is  not  such  an  omission  of  to  be  filed  mtiufrt  hmt  as  of  tbe  date 
material  facts  as  will  induce  the  court  of  tbe  presentation  of  the  petitioo,  sci- 
on that  ground  alone  to  discharge  (fae  ting  forth  Ihe  plaintiff's  citizenship  of 
order.  Dresser  v.  Morton,  a  Phil.  aS6.  another  rute.  Heckman  v.  Mackej, 
I  Cooper  C.  C.  376.  3a  Fed.  Rep.  574. 

AdBlniitraMn  — Oenditlonoffatata.—        S.  Morris    f.    Smith,     11     Hnmph. 
Where  the  petition  of  a  plaintiff  suing    (Tenn.)  133. 

as  administratrix   for  leave  to  sue  in        A.  In  rt  Atkinson,  33  Ir.  L.  Rep.  ;a9: 
ftrma  faufeni  alleged  her  Individual     Bryant  f.  Wagner,  7  Donl.   P.  C.  676. 
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6.  OppoiitiAn  to  Applicatioit  —  Upon  the  application  of  a  party 
for  leave  to  sue  in  f orma  pauperis  the  adverse  party  is,  of  course, 
entitled  to  contest  hb  right  to  the  privilege.  ^  But  if  the  court 
errs  in  granting  the  application,  and  the  applicant  afterwards 
recovers  a  judgment,  the  error  is  harmless,  as  the  other  party's 
liability  for  costs  is  not  affected  thereby.* 

7.  To  What  Courts  Order  Extends.  —  It  has  been  held  that  an 
order  granting  leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  extends  only  to  the 
court  in  which  it  is  made.' 

And  see  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v,  Yo-  fendant's  behalf.    Saltzman  v.  North- 

cum,  34  Ark.  493;  lies  v.  Flower,  6  L.  rop,  18  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  353. 

T.  N.  S.  843;  Bradford  v.  Bradford,  2  Teias  — dtrk  Xwt  Joiain  Contsft  — 

Flipp.  (U.  S.)  280.  Under  Rev,  Stat.  Tex.,  art.  1438,  which 

Mr  Inteaation  of  Covrt.  —  The  hand  provides  that  an  affidavit  of  inability 
of  counsel  lo  the  petition  of  a  pauper,  to  give  security  for  costs  can  be  con- 
certifying  that  he  has  good  cause  of  tested  in  a  court  of  record  only  by  the 
action,  is  for  the  information  of  the  clerk,  if  he  refuses  to  join  in  the  con- 
court,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  test  it  is  properW  stricken  out.  Weather- 
rule  admitting  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  ford,  etc,  R.  (fo.  v.  Duncan,  10  Tex. 
forma  pauperis  be  drawn  up  on  reading  Civ.  App.  479. 

such  certificate.    Bryant  v.  Wagner,  7  Vot    Oontrorsrlid    by    Aatwcr.  —  In 

Dowl.  P.  C.  676,  3  Jur.  893.  Arkansas  it  has  been  held  that  a  peti- 

Dsfsadaat    Oumot    iBspiet   Case   and  tion  for  leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis 

Opinion.  —  The  defendant  in  an  action  cannot    be    controverted    by    answer. 

where  the  plaintiff  issuing  as  a  pauper  Daniel  v.  Guy,  19  Ark.  X2i. 

is  not  entitled  to  inspection  of  the  case  Georgia  —  Affldavit   Vot   TroTenaUe. 

laid   before  counsel  and  his  opinion  —  In  Georgia  it  has  been  held  that  an 

thereon  upon  which  the  permission  to  affidavit    in    forma    pauperis    is    not 

sue  as  a  pauper  was  obtained.    Sloane  traversable.     Hines  r.  Rosser,  27  Ga. 

V,  Britain  Steamship  Co.,  66  L.  J.  Q.  85. 

B.  72,  (1897)  I  Q.  B.  185,  75  L-  T.  N.  S.  LaaToDokied  — Complaint  IMimissod.— 

542,  45  W.  R.  203.  Where  an  application  to  prosecute  in 

It  Is  Too  Lata,  AlUr  Judgmont,  to  Ob-  forma  pauperis  Is  denied  a  nonresident, 

joot  that  a  complaint  in  forma  pauperis  it  is  not  erroneous,  upon  the  refusal  of 

was  not  accompanied  with  the  certifi-  the  plaintiff  to  file  the  cost  bond  re- 

cate  of  an  attorney  that,  in  his  opinion,  quired   by  the  statute,  to  dismiss  the 

the  plaintiff  had  cause  of  action.      It  complaint.       Hoey  v,   McCarthy,    124 

affects  the  cost  alone,  not  the  merits  Ind.  464. 

of  the  action  nor  the  jurisdiction  of  the  8.  Weatherford,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dun- 
court.      St.    Louis,    etc.,    R.    Co.    v,  can,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  479;  Wright  v. 


Yocum,  34  Ark.  493. 

1.  Afflnnative  Defsnsss  Hot  Sufflciont. 
—  An    affidavit    in  opposition    to  the 


Solomon,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  46  S. 

W.  Rep.  58. 
Bulings  of  Trial  Court  Hot  Boviowod* 
plaintiff's  petition  to  sue  in  forma  —  Where  both  parties  appeared  and 
pauperis  is  insufficient  where  it  merely  announced  their  readiness  to  proceed 
sets  up  affirmative  defenses,  and  fails  for  trial,  and  both  introduced  evidence, 
to  controvert  the  facts  in  the  petition  and  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
or  the  sufficiency  of  the  plaintiff's  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  the  rul- 
cause  of  action.  Kahn  v.  Singer  Mfg.  ings  of  the  trial  court  in  regard  to  the 
Co.,  18  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)568. 
Leave  Granted  Plaintiff  to  Boply  on  Ap- 
peal. —  Where,  on  an  application  to  sue 
as  a  poor  person,  the  defendant  filed 


form  of  the  plaintiff's  poverty  affidavit 
would   not   be    reviewed.     Dennis    v. 
Benfer,  54  Kan.  527. 
8.  Clark   r.   Dapree,   2  Dev.   L.  (N. 


affidavitsshowing  that  the  plaintiff  had  Car.)  411:    Oakes  v.   High,    11   Misc. 

no  cause  of  action,  to  which  the  plain-  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  313.     ButseeDren- 

tiff  failed  to  make  any  reply,  it  was  nan  v,  Andrew,  L.  R.  i  Ch.  300. 
held  that  leave  might  be  granted  to  the        BamoYal  by  Consent  to  flupremo  Court, 

plaintiff  on  appeal  to  submit  affidavits  —  An  order  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis 

in  opposition  to  those  made  on  the  de-  granted  in  the  trial  court  does  not  ex- 
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8.  Aniginnwit  of  CouimL  —  On  admhtii^  a  person  to  sue  or 
defend  in  forma  pauperis  it  is  usual  for  the  court  to  assign  turn 
counsel,*  who  must  ordinarily  act  without  compensation.' 

Vat  HMid  In  Pawn.  —  In  England  it  is  held  tnat  a  poor  peraon 
who  has  had  counsel  assigned  to  him  cannot  be  heard  in  person.' 

anybody  irill  be  mtkdc  Id  moitcase*, 
however,  to  order  to  preveat  aboset.  a 
person  entirely  disconnected  with  the 
proceeding:  should  be  appointed,  who 
will  see  tbat  improper  use  Is  not  made 
of  the  privilege  granted." 

VMd  Tin  AMlgn  Attarnaj  BMtgnM 
bj  Ai^llMat  — On  an  application  for 
leave  to  sue  in  fittna  iatiperii  ibe 
court  is  not  obliged  to  assign  the  party 
the  at  coney  designated  by  bim. 
Helmprecht  v.  Bowen,  87  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
36a. 


tend  to  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the 
cause  ii  removed  by  consent  to  the  lat- 
ter court.  Collect  v.  Frailer,  3  Jones 
Eq^  (N,  Car.)  398. 

Mtmiaat  Xay  Bseerv  Ggrti.  —  Where 
an  order  that  a  plaintiff  might  sue  in 
farma  pattftrit  was  made  in  the  Coaocy 
Court,  and  the  cause  was  afterwards 
brought  to  the  Superior  Court,  and  Che 
order  was  not  renewed  there,  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant,  in  the  event 
of  his  success,  could  recover  the  costs 
of  that  court.  Clark  v.  Dupree,  a  Dev. 
L.  (N.  Car.)  411. 

Kotlon  to  Bet  Aside  Taxation  of  Costs 
Denied.  —  Where,  without  Che  linowl- 
edge  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintifl  ob- 
tained leave  to  sue  in  forma  paupiris 
in  a  District  Coorc  of  New  York  city, 
and  the  cause  was  afterwards  removed 
to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  but  che 
attention  of  that  court  was  not  called 
to  the  order,  and  che  plaintifi  failed  10 
assert  his  exemption  from  costs  on  the 
taxation,  although  duly  notified  of  such 
taxalion,  it  was  held  that  a  motion  co 
Ml  aside  the  taxation  was  properly  de- 
nied. Oakes  V.  High,  11  Miic.  Rep. 
(N.  Y-C.  PI.)313. 

1.  Kerr  v.  Slate,  js  lod.  aSB:  I-«wis 
V.  Kenneti,  3  Ruse.  466:  Welford  v. 
Daniell,  9  Sim.  659. 

AttomsT  Appointed  V«B  mend.  —  Th  e 
requirement  of  the  Indiana  statute 
that  the  court  shall  assign  an  attorney 
to  a  person  to  whom  leave  has  been 
granted  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  is 
substantially  complied  with  by  appoint- 
ing the  attorney  of  such  person  as  next 
friend  without  liability  (or  costs. 
Wrighc  V.  McLarinan,  9a  Ind.  103. 

^Ao  Bhonld  Be  AMfned.  —  In  Harris 
V.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  ao  Civ.  Pro. 
Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  iga.  Van 
Brunt,  P.  J.,  said:  "  The  court  should 
not  assign  as  counsel  the  attorney 
making  the  application,  except  in  cx- 
cepCional  cases,  and  then  only  where 
it  dearly  appears  that  the  party  seek- 
ing to  sue  as  a  poor  person  knows 
thai  the  counsel  assigned  is  bound  to 
act  in  the  action  without  compensation, 
and  where  the  counsel  certifies  to  the 
court  that  he  will  so  act,  and  that  no 
charge  or  claim  for  counsel  fees  by 


tice  fo 

of  the  attorney  who  has  been  assigned 
to  prosecute,  and  also  to  have  incor- 
porated in  the  order  a  provision  thai 
such  attorney  shall  act  withont  con- 
pcusation.  Daus  v,  Nussberger.  aj  N. 
Y.  App.  Div.  i8s. 

S.  In  Vnr  Tork,  where  leave  to  prose- 
cute an  action  as  a  poor  person  i) 
granted,  the  aitomey  who  is  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  act  withotic 
compensation  beyond  the  costs  that 
may  be  recovered.  Matter  of  Kelly, 
ra  Daly  (N.  Y.)  no;  Joyce  v.  Cooper, 
49  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  iij;  Helmprecht 
v.  Bowen,  87  Hun  (N.  Y.)  362.  And 
see  Harris  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  ao 
Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  CO 
19a;  Daus  V.  Nussberger,  s;  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  185. 

In  Federal  Coviti.  —  Where  a  plaintiff 
is  admitted  to  sue  in  forma  pat^trit, 
the  court  will  appoint  an  attorney  for 
him.  who  will  receive  no  compensation 
unless  his  client  is  successful  in  the 
suit;  in  that  event  he  may  apply  to  the 
court  for  an  order  fixing  a  fair  compen- 
sation for  the  services  he  may  actually 
render,  which  will  be  paid  to  bim  out 
of  the  recovery.  Whelan  v.  Manhattan 
R.  Co..  86  Fed.  Rep.  319. 

Aetlon  Sot  Coatdnned  fbr  Attoney^ 
Seneflt.  —  An  action  in  forma  panferit 
will  not  be  continued  for  an  attorney's 
benefiu  Quinnan  v.  Clapp,  lO  Abb. 
N.  CftS.  (NT Y.  C.  PI.)  394,  noce^  But  see 

'■  L.  344. 

S.  Parkinson  v.  Hanhnry,  4  De  G. 
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locutoiy  as  well  as  final  costs.'  But  in  certain  cases,  such  as  fail- 
ure to  proceed  to  trial,  it  is  tield  that  such  costs  may  be  awarded 
against  the  pauper.* 

c.  Costs  Accruing  Before  Order  — (i)  In  Same  Suit.— 
The  granting  of  an  application  for  leave  to  sue  or  defend  itt  forma 
pauperis  will  not  exempt  the  applicant  from  liability  for  the  costs 
which  have  already  accrued.' 

1.  Steele  v.   Molt,  M  Wend.  (N.  V.)  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  %  Paige  (N. 

67g;  Pratt  v.   Delarue,   3  Dowl.  K.  S.  Y.)  5S. 
313,  10  M.  &  W.  jog.  B«sUriw  UmlMad  AcUn  W  IlA  — 

TlMn  Vot  Paid  to  Faspar. —  Where  a  A  plaintiff,  suing  in  ferma   pauptris, 

complainant  sues  in.  ferma  pcmptris,  who  applies  for  thf  resloralion  to  tbe 

the  CO  SIS  upon  overruling  the  defend-  list  of  an  action   which  has   been  dis- 

ant's  plea  on  the  ground  of  its  iafor-  miMed  owing  to  his  absence  through 

maliLf  are  not  to  be  paid  to  Ihe  cocn-  illness   may   be   re<]uired   to    pay   the 

plainanl      if     the    defendant     Gnallj  costs   thrown  away   as  a  coodilion  of 

succeeds   in_  his    defense.     Bolton   c.  his  applicatioa  being  granted.     Jacobs 


Gardner.  3  Paige  (N,  Y.)  373. 

S.  >ot  TroeMUBg  U  Trial  Fonnaot  to 
■otiM. —  If  a  person  suing  in  forma 
pauptrii  fails  to  proceed  to  trial  pursu- 
ant to  notice  the  court  may  make  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  day  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  further  proceed- 
ings. Pratt  f.  Dularue,  10  M.  &  W. 
509;  Waller  v.  Joy,  i6  M.  ft  W.  60; 
Doe  r.  Edwards,   3  Dowl.   P.  C.  471; 

Gore  p.  Morphew,  S  Dowl.  P.  C.  137;     Story.   1    P'aige   (N.    Y.)"; 
Cross  V.   Port  of  London  Assar.   Co.,     Albert  c.  Strange,  13  Jur.  507;  Aoony- 
18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  73;  Thompson  v.  Horn-     mous,  Mosely  66;  Fray  f.  Voules,  9  B. 
by.  9  Q.  B.  978,  s8  E.  C.  L.  978.    But    &  S.  60. 
see  Doe  c.  Price,  a  Saund.  &  C.  311.  Afttr  a  Plw  of  PaysMt  «f  MMSy  lots 

nsnilMal  of  Bill.  —  Where  a  plaintiff  Oanrt  the  plaintiff  obuined  an  order  to 
suing  in  forma  paiipfris  moves  for  a  vit  in  forma pauftrii.  A  judge,  there- 
dismissal   of    his   bill   the   court   may     fore,   made  an  order  that  the   money 

mpel  him  to  pay  the  cosls.^  Pearson     should  remain  in  court,   to  abide  the 


.  Crusha.  63  L.  J.  Q,  B.  5a6.  (1894)  3 
0.  B.  37. 

X^oaging  iMpsrtlnsnM  fron  Amw. 
—  In  a  suit  by  a  pauper  plaintiff,  costs 
□f  impertinence  expunged  from  the 
answer  were  ordered  to  be  taxed  ss 
divtt  costs  to  be  paid  into  conn.  Rat- 
tray r.  George,  16  Ves.  Jr.  33a. 

S.  Lyons  v.  Murat.  4  Abb.  N.  Gas. 
(N.    Y.   Supreme   Ct.)    13:     Brown   v. 


:■.  Belsher,  3  BVo.  C.  C.  87;  Park: 
V.  Hanbury,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  506.  See 
also  Corbelt  v.  Corbett,  16  Ves.  Jr.  407. 
DiMOBtlnnaiiM.  —  Code  Civ.  Pro.  N. 
Y.,  §  461.  which  provides  that  costs 
shall  not  be  awarded  against  a  person 
suing  in  forma  pauptrii  upon  a  judg- 
ment against  him,  or  I  ..  .  ■ 
of  bis  complaint,  docs 
granting  of  costs  against  mm  upon  a 
motion  made  by  him  to  discontinue  on 
discovering  that  he  had  brought  suit 
against  the  wrong  person.  Parkinson 
V.  Scott.  31  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N,  V.  Super. 
Ct.)  44,  5  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  361. 


-The 


will 


■r  of  right  that  a  plain- 
tiff who  sues  in  forma  pauperis  shall 
amend  the  declaration,  after  demurrer 
thereto,  without  payment  of  costs. 
Foster  v.  Bank  of  England.  6  Q.  B. 
878,  51  E.  C,  L.  878,  3  Dowl.  &  L.  790; 
Wilkinson  v.  Belsher,  %  Bro.  C.  C.  373; 


of  the  cause.  unlc!>s  the  plaintiff 

would  take  ii  out  in  full  satisfaction. 

The   defendant    having   obtained    the 

verdict,   the    court   ordered   that    the 

money  should   be  paid  out  to  him  in 

satisfaction  of  his  costs  antecedent  to 

Ihe    order    to   sue    in    forma   pamprrii. 

Casey  v.  Tomlin.  7  M.   &  W.    tSg,   8 

the     DowL  P.  C.  893,  10  L.  J.  Exch.  87. 

>n  a        Court  May  AUev  Dofsus  Wftlumt  Pay- 

:  on    montof  Costl.  —  Although  a  defendant 

suit     in  a  divorce  suit  is  liable  for  the  costs 

incurred  before  obtaining  an  order  to 

proceed   in  forma  pauptrii,    yet    if  he 

shows  that   he  has  nothing,  the  court 

may  allow   bim   to  defend  the  suit  by 

answer  without  first  paying  such  costs. 

Peterson  v.  Todd,  g  N.  J.  L.  J.  343. 

Attaohment  for  Nonpayment  in  Ooiti.  — 
A  party  admitted  to  sue  informapau- 
peris  after  the  commencement  of  a  suit 
may  be  attached  (or  nonpayment  of 
costs  which  have  been  previously 
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Tha  Ordwr  TkkM  Bfltet  Oalr  from  tlw  Tim*  Vhra  It  b  Sorsd  on  the 
adverse  party  or  otherwise  brought  to  his  knowledge,'  and  a 
failure  to  serve  such  order  may  render  the  applicant  liable  for 
costs  if  unsuccessful  in  the  suit.* 

(2)  In  Former  Suit.  —  In  England,  where  a  plaintiff  fails  in 
one  action  he  cannot  commence  another  for  the  same  matter  in 
forma  pauperis  until  he  has  paid  the  costs  of  the  first  suit.*  But 
in  some  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  it  has  been  held  that 
liability  for  the  costs  of  a  former  suit  will  not  prevent  the  prose- 
cution of  a  second  action  in  forma  pauperis  against  the  same 
defendant.* 

10.  Appeal!  in  Forma  Fanperii  —  a.  RightTo. — In  some  juris- 
dictions it  is  held  that,  upon  making  the  proper  affidavits,  a  per- 
son suing  in  forma  pauperis  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of  appeal 
and  writs  of  error  that  he  could  have  under  the  law  if  he  were 
able  to  give  security  as  required.*    The  right  so  to  appeal  is 


ordered  to  be  paid  in  ihat  si 


.      .  .-     I  L.  J.  Ch. 

335,  6  Jur.  633.  See  also  BenneU  v. 
Cbudteigh.  3  Y.  &  Coll.  Ch.  164. 

1.  Fray  v.  Voule«,  9  B.  &  S.  60;  Doe 
V.  Owens.  9  M.  &  W.  455,  jo  M.  &  W. 
514;  Ballard  v.  Catling,  z  Keen  606. 

VetlM  to  DlimlM  Bedbr*  Order  Serred. 
—  In  Smith  v.  Pawson,  a  De  G.  &  Sm. 
490,  «  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to  eae 
in  forma  pauftrit.  but  before  it  was 
served  ibe  defendani  gave  notice  to 
dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion. The  plaintiff  then  served  the  de- 
fendant with  bis  order  to  sue  in  forma 
pauperis,  and  filed  a  replication.  The 
defendant  having  brought  on  the  mo- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  costs 
of  it,  It  wiu  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  such  costs,  as  the  order  to  sue  in 
ferma  patipirit  took  effect  only  from 
the  time  of  service. 

t.  Baltard  v.  Catling.  3  Keen  bo6; 
Smith  V.  Pawson,  1  De  G.  ft  Sm.  490; 
Fiay  V.  Voules,  9  B.  &  S.  60;  Church 
V,  Marsh,  s  Hare  654. 

DtamlMal  of  Canplalat— Costs  to  D«- 
Indut  — Where  the  order  in  forma 
pauptrit  has  not  been  gerved,  or  is  not 
presented  to  the  clerk  in  opposition  to 
the  taxation  of  costs,  the  aefendant. 
on  having  the  complaint  dismissed,  is 
entitled  to  enter  judgment  for  costs. 
Neugrosche  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  (City 
Ct.)  I  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  303. 

S.  M'Cabe  v.  Bmk  of  Ireland.  L.  R. 
14  App.  413:  Calvert  v.  Rootb,  4  Y.  & 
Coll.  Exch.  514.  But  see  Wild  v.  Hob- 
son,  3  Ves.  ft  B.  113,  In  which  It  was 


held  that  the  proceedings  would  be 
stayed  until  payment  of  such  costs 
only  in  cases  of  great  vexation. 

4.  Sellers  v.  Myers,  7  Ind.  App. 
14S',  Harris  :'.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  iS 
Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ci.) 
it)Si  Rosa  V.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.,  30 
N,  Y.  App.  Div.  334:  Robcrtl  v.  Carl- 
ton,  iS  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Cl> 
466. 

5.  Georgia.  -~  File  V.  Black.  85  Ga. 
413;  Savannah  v.  Brown,  64  Ga.  339; 
Sample  v.  Cary,  19  Ga.  573. 

North  Carolina.  —-  Mason  v.  Osgood. 
71  N.  Car.  313.  But  see  Mitchell  v. 
Sloan,  69  N.  Car.  10. 

Tenntiiee.  —  Lynn  v.  Telltco  Mfg. 
Co..  8  Lea  (Tenn.)  99;  Mowry  v. 
Davenport,  6  Lea  (Tenn.)  So;  Camp- 
bell ».  Boulton,  3  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  354; 
Burns  v.  Haggard.  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
133;  Andrews  e.  Page,  3  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  634;  Herd  v.  Dew,  9  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  365:  Brumley  v.  Hayworth,  3 
Verg,  (Tenn.)  4";  Philips  v.  Rudle,  I 
Yeig.  (Tenn.)  131;  Oncal  v.  State.  3 
Sneed(Tenn.)3lsi  Davis  v.  McMiltin. 
3  Shannon's  Tenn.  Cas.  441. 

England.  —  Bland  I.'.  Lamb,  1  lac.  ft 
W.  403.  And  see  Clarke  v.  Wyburn. 
17  L.  .1.  Ch.  159, 

Contra  In  Hew  Tnk.  —  Under  the  New 
York  statute  it  is  held  that  the  right 
to  sue  in  forma  pauptrii  does  not 
extend  to  appeals.  Bolton  v.  Gardner, 
3  Paige  (N.  Y.)  a73;  Oatrander  v.  Har- 
per, 14  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 
16;  Morse  v.  Troy,  38  Hun  (N,  Y.)  301. 
Nor  to  writs  of  error.  McDonald  v. 
Savings  Bank,  a  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  5u- 
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usually  secured  by  statute,  but  tn  Tennessee  it  is  based  upon  the 
English  statutes  and  decisions.  * 

AppMl  Orkntod  npon  Slrlag  Bond.  -—  After  an  appeal  has  been  granted 
upon  condition  that  the  party  give  bond  as  required  by  law  it  is 
not  sufficient  for  him  afterwards  to  take  the  pauper  oath,  and  a 
failure  to  file  the  bond  will  justify  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal.' 


preme  Ct.)  35:  Moore  v.  Coolejr,  a  HIU 
(N.  Y.)4ra. 

In  Admlnltf.  — The  rule  allowiag 
any  person  to  sue  in  admiralty  in 
ferma  fat^trit  upon  showing  his  in- 
ability to  give  security  for  coats  does 
not  necessarily  apply  to  appeals.  And 
where  there  is  evidence  that  the  person 
is  of  ability,  the  court  will  order  him 
to  give  security  for  such  costs  as  the 
appellate  court  may  decree,  until  he 
shall  prove  by  satlSifBctory  affidavits 
that  he  is  unable  10  do  so.  Wheatley 
*.  Hotchkiss,  I  Sprague  (U.  S.)  aas. 

Inan  Aatinof  forablsorUiUawfalDv- 
tilnar,  the  defendant  may  appeal  in 
forma  paufirii,  where  there  is  judg- 
ment and  writ  of  posseBsion  executed. 
Burns  v.  Haggard,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
laa;  Lynn  f.Tellico  Mfg.  Co.,  S  Ua 
(Tenn.)  39. 

BatUrd J— Appeal  by  Xothar.  — The 
fnolher,  as  relator,  has  a  right  of  ao- 

fieal  in  bastardy  cases,  without  secur- 
ly,  upon  affidavit  in  forma  pauperis. 
Oneal  v.  State,  a  Sneed  (Tenn.)  315. 

Slander  ^-Vot  Allowed.  —  In  an  action 
for  slander,  the  plaintiff  cannot  proae- 
cute  an  appeal  in  forma  pauperis.  Cox 
V.  Patton.  II  Lea  (Tenn.)  545. 

Appeal  by  Mnnlcdpal  OorparaUon.  —  In 
Georgia  a  municipal  corporation  may 
enter  an  appeal  in  forma  fauperts 
through  its  chief  executive  officer. 
Savannah  v.  Brown,  64  Ga.  229. 

Bigbt  But  Extending  to  Infants.  —  In 
Tennessee  an  infant  cannot  prosecute 
an  appeal  in  forma  pauperis  by  his  next 
friend.  Sharer  v.  Gill,  6  Lea  (Tenn.) 
405;  Brooks  V.  Workman,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  430;  Musgrove  v.  Lusk,  5 
Baxt.  (Tenn.)  684. 

Osorgia  —  Appsiu  from  Judgment  of  Or- 
dlasiy.  —  Under  Code  Ga..  §  3633,  ap- 
peals may  be  taken  from  judgments 
rendered  by  the  Court  of  Ordinary  by 
affidavit  in  forma  pauperis.  Fite  v. 
Black,  85  Ga.  413. 

Appeal  from  Jnitloe'i  Indgmnt.  —  In 
Indiana  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
the  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  be  or- 
dered In  favor  of  a  poor  person  without 
an  appeal   bond.     State  v.  Delano,  37 


^Mlraey  of  Snn^  ?»ndlnffAre«l-  — 
Where,  pending  an  appeal,  the  sorety 
became  insolvent,  it  was  held  that  the 
appellant  had  the  right  to  save  the  ap- 
peal by  filing  an  affidavit  that  he  was 
advised  and  believed  that  he  had  good 
cause  of  appeal,  and  that,  owing  to  his 
poverty,  he  was  unable  to  give  any 
better  security  than  that  which  he  did 
give.     Sample  v.  Gary,  19  Ga.  573. 

Order  Dota  Vot  Stay  FnwMdingt  ofn 
Tndgnent,  —  An  order  allowing  a  paity 
to  appeal  in  forma  pOKfrrii  dispenses 
with  the  security  for  costs,  but  does 
not  operate  to  stay  further  proceedings 
upon  the  judgment  appealed  liom. 
Leach  V.  Jones,  86  N.  Car.  404. 

1.  Andrews  v.  Page,  3  H«isk,  (Teou.) 
634,  wherein  the  court  said:  "  It  is 
upon  no  specific  slatute  of  our  dwd. 
but  upon  the  construction,  by  the  Eng- 
lish courts,  of  the  Btatutc  of  II  Heo. 
VII.,  c.  13,  which  has  been  adopted 
here  and  applied  to  our  own  state,  ibal 
^^^K»^%  in  forma  pauperis  are   granted 

S.  Morris  ti.  Smith,  i  Sbannon's 
Tenn.  Cas.  37;  Henly  v.  Claiborne,  i 
Lea  (Tenn.)  334,  And  see  State  v. 
Patrick,  73  N.  Car.  317. 

In  McPhatridge  v.  Gregg,  4  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  334,  it  was  held  that  after  the 
court  bad  adjourned  at  which  a  fioal 
decree  in  a  cause  was  entered,  and  an 
appeal  prayed,  and  time  allowed  the 
appellants  out  of  "  term  lime  "  to  give 
an  appeal  bond,  the  appellant  could 
not,  instead  of  executing  the  bond, 
take  and  file  with  the  master  the  oath 
prescribed   by  statute  for  "  poor  per- 

Kanaai  --  Additional  Boonrltr.—  Where 
a  plaintifi,  in  1883,  commenced  an  ac- 
tion in  the  District  Court  of  the  county 
of  his  residence,  and  gave  a  bond  for 
costs  under  Sess.  Laws  1875,  c.  I3I, 
§  1  (Civ.  Code,  g  s8i.  Gen.  SUL  i88g). 
and  subsequenUf,  while  continuing  to 
be  such  a  resident,  hied  a  poverty  affi- 
davit, and  also  deposited  fifteen  dol- 
lars In  lieu  of  all  security  for  costs,  he 
cannot  be  required,  upon  the  motion 
of  the  defendant,  under  the  provisions 
of  section  581  of  the  Civil  Code,  to  give 
4  Volume  XVI. 
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and  that  the  application  is  made  in  good  faith.  ^  These  essential 
averments  cannot  be  waived.* 

11.  Dispaupering  —  ^.  In  General. —The  court  which  has 
granted  leave  to  a  party  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  may,  for  good 
cause,  discharge  the  order  and  require  the  party  to  give  security 
for  costs.*  It  is  impossible  to  lay  down  a  general  rule  which  will 
govern  in  every  case  in  determining  whether  a  party  should  be 
dispaupered  or  not.  Much  must  be  left  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  trial  court,*  ivhich  should  always  proceed  cautiously  in  the 
matter.* 

If  tlM  AdYttM  Party  Delaji  for  an  UoreaMiiable  Time  before  moving  to 
set  aside  the  order  granting  leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis ^  the 
motion  should  not  be  granted.* 

1.  State  V.  Shoulders,  iii   N.   Car.  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  appeal. 

637;    State  V.  Wylde,  no  N.  Car.  500;  State  v.  Ganna«ray,  16  Lea  (Tenn.)  124. 

State  r.  Duncan,  107  N.  Car.  818;  State  4.  Heatherly  r.  Hill,  8  Baxt.  (Tenn.> 

If.    Tow,   103    N.   Car.   350;    State  v,  170. 

Moore,  93  N.  Car.  500;  State  v.  Payne,  5.  Brumley  v.    Havworth,   3    Yerg. 

93  N.  Car.  612;   State  v,  Jones,  93  N.  ^Tenn.)42i;  Heatherly  v.  Hill,  8  Baxt. 

Car.  617;   State  v,  Morgan,  77  N.  Car.  (Tenn.)  170. 

510;    State  V.  Divine,  69  N.  Car.  390;  Hot  let  Aaida  on  Mpnlation  of  AttMV 

State  r.  Rhodes,  112  N.  Car.  856.  a^yi.  —  Where    an    order    had    been 

Hot  Vseoisary  la  OiTll  A^JmIs*  —  In  granted  giving  an  infant  leave  to  sue 

appeals  in  forma  pauperis  in  civil  cases,  as  a  poor  person,  it  was  held  that  it 

under  Code  N.  Car.,  $$  552,  553,  there  could  not  be  set  aside  merely  on  the 

need  be  no  averment  in  the  affidavit  stipulation  of  the  attorneys  of  the  par- 

that  the  application  is  made  in  good  ties,  and  on  motion  of  the  plaintifif's 

faith.    State  v.  Tow,  103  N.  Car.  350.  attorney,  no  affidavit  of  the  facts  hav- 

S.  State  V.  Duncan,  107  N.  Car.  818;  ing  been  filed.     Dumlay  v.  American 

State  V.  Moore,  93  N.  Car.  500.  Telephone,   etc.,   Co.,  4  N.   Y.   App. 

Affptal  Hot  AUowod  Xoroly  for  Dolay.  Div.  432. 

—  The  court  has  no  right  to  dispense  Ordor  Xvst  Bo  Sntorod.  —  An  order 
with  such  essential  averments  or  to  allowing  a  plaintiff  to  sue  in  forma 
allow  such  appeal  merely  for  delay,  pauperis  must  be  made  a  rule  of  court 
State  V.  Morgan,  77  N.  Car.  510;  State  before  the  court  will  entertain  a  motion 
tf.  Moore,  93  N.  Car.  500.  to  discharge  it.     Hawes  v.  Johnson,  r 

S.  Dale  V,  Presnell,  119  N.  Car.  489.  Y.  &  J.  10. 

Whm  Ho  Xeritorlous  Oaoso  of  Aotfon.  6.  Delay  of  Four  Months.  —  Where  an 

—  If  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  order  had  been  granted  allowing  a 
no  meritorious  cause  of  action,  the  nonresident  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis^ 
court  will  discharge  an  order  authoriz-  it  was  held  that  a  motion  to  set  aside 
ing  him  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis,  the  order  made  on  the  eve  of  trial, 
Hawes  v.  Johnson,  i  Y.  &J.  10.  more  than    four    months    after    such 

mmoflMr  of  Bolioitor  la  Hotioo  of  Xo-  order  was  made,  and  after  more  than 

tioii.  —  In  Moody  v,  Hebberd,  17  L.  J.  twenty  depositions  had  been  taken  in 

Ch.  24,  II  Jur.  941.  an  order  dispauper-  the  cause,  should  not  be  granted.    St. 

ing  the  plaintiff,  obtained  on  affidavit  Louis,  etc.,   R.   Co.  v,  Farr,  56  Fed. 

of  service  on  his  solicitor  at  his  office.  Rep.  994. 

was  discharged,  but  without  costs,  on        Delay   of    Throo    Torn.  —  Where    a 

the    ground    of   a    misnomer   of    the  plaintiff  had  obtained  an  order  to  sue 

solicitor  in  the  notice  of  motion.  in  forma  pauperis^  and  the  defendant 

Towaosise — Sapromo  Court  Oaanot  Ms-  had    answered,    and    replication    had 

paapor.  —  Act  Tenn.,  1885,  c.  27,  au-  been  filed,  it  was  held  that  the  defend- 

thorizing  the  Supreme  Court  to  hear  ants  could  not,  three  years  afterwards, 

new  proof  and  dispauper  the  appellant,  have  the  order  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis 

is  unconstitutional  as  attempting    to  discharged  for  irregularity.    Parkinson 

confer  original  jurisdiction  upon  the  v.  Hanbury,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  508,  t 
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b.  Ability  to  Pay  Costs.  —  Whenever  it  is  made  to  appear 
to  the  court  that  a  person  who  has  been  admitted  to  sue  in 
forma  pauperis  has,  in  fact,  means  sufficient  to  meet  the  expenses 
of  the  suit,  such  person  may  be  dispaupered.' 

c.  Vexatious  Conduct. — ^A  pauper  plaintiff  who  has  been 
guilty  of  vexatious  conduct  in  the  suit  may  be  dispaupered.' 
And  so  he  may  be  dispaupered  in  case  of  vexatious  delay.* 

n.  PsoouDiKH  mrsiK  FooB-siBTOK  Acts  —  1.  Juiidietioii— 
a.  In  General.  —  The  statutes  of  those  states  wherein  poor- 
debtor  proceedings  obtain  make  provision  for  the  formation  and 
organization  of  a  tribunal  before  which  such  proceedings  may  be 


Eq.  Rep.  368.  aa  L.J.  Ch.  979,  i  W.  R. 
400,  jog.  See  Uto  Si.  Victor  v.  Devef' 
eui.  9  Jur.  sig- 

1.  Brurolcy  v.  Hayworth,  3  Very. 
(Tenn.)4at:  Goldamilh  v.  Goldsmith, 
5  Hare  laj;  Burry  Port  Co,  v.  Bowser, 
a6  L.  J.  Ch.  319;  Perry  v.  Walker,  i 
Colly.  329;  Raxworthy  v.  Raxworthy,  7 
L.  J.  Ch.  136:  Malher  v.  Sbelmerdine, 
7  Beav.  267;  Romilly  v.  Gritit,  3  Beav. 
186:  Taprell  v.  Taylor,  9  Beav.  493: 
Butler  V.  Gdrdener,  12  Beav.  525.  But 
see  Allen  v.  M'Pherson.  5  Beav.  4G5; 
Perry  v.  Walker,  t  V.  &  Coll.  Ch.  676; 
Spratt  V.  Spratt,  5  W.  R.  323. 

In  Revel  v.  Pearson,  11  Ired.  L.  (N. 
Car.)  244,  [he  court  said;  "The  pro- 
tection furnished  by  the  Act  of  the 
General  Assembly,  Rev.  5ut.,  c.  31, 
§47,  is  withdrawn  whensoever,  by  the 
order  of  the  court,  it  is  adjudged  thAt 
the  plaintiff  ceases  10  need  ii,  and  that 
will  be  whenever,  in  the  progress  of 
the  case,  and  before  its  determination, 
it  is  made  to  appear  that  either  at  the 
institution  of  the  suit  he  had  the  re- 
quisite quantity  of  property,  or  ihai  he 
bad  acquired  )c  since." 

TnuwfBT  of  Intenat  in  SaltJMit-nuittar. — 
Where  a  plaintiff  suing  in /orma/««- 
teris  transfers  his  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  controversy,  and  the 
fact  of  the  assignment  is  brought  to 
the  notice  of  (he  court,  the  action  nil] 
be  dismissed  unless  security  be  given 
for  its  prosecution.  Davis  v,  Higgins, 
qi  N.  Car.  382.  And  see  Joyce  f. 
Cooper,  49  N-  Y.  Super.  Ct.  115. 

A  HuilHuid  Bnlng  tar  a  IHtotm  may  be 
dispaupered  upon  motion  of  the  wife, 
on  a  showing  of  his  ability  to  bear  the 
expense  of  the  suit.  Moyers  v.  Moy- 
ers,  II  Hei5l(.(Tenn.)49S. 

noDld  B«  Pwinlttad  to  Hts  Band  tn 
Ooft*.  —  An  order  compelling  a  plainliR 
who  has  sued  in  /erma  pauptris  to 
choose  whether  he  will  give  mortgage 


owned  by  him  as  security  fat 
have  his  action  dismiued  ii 
the  extent  tliat 
it  should  be  modified  so  as  to  permit 
him  to  give  bond  for  costs,  if  he  prefers 
10  do  so.  Dale  v.  Presnell,  iig  N.Cat. 
489. 

B.  Steele  v.  Mott.  ao  Wend.  (K.  Y.) 
679;  Wagner  v.  Mears.  3  Sim.  1*7; 
Daintree  r.  Haynca,  la  Jar.  S94;  Perry 
V.  Walker,  I  Colly,  a^;  Bedwell  t. 
Coulatring:,  i  Saund.  &  (Z.  97. 

BafoMJ  «f  ArMtratioD.  —  When  artn- 
tralion  is  proposed  in  a  pauper  caau, 
if  the  pauper  refuses  he  will  bedispag- 
pcred.     Supple  f. .  a  Moll,  345. 

TntTifllfFltTni  Onm&d  fer  IHspauvriu-  — 
A  libelous  handbill  publishnl  by  the 
bankrupt  against  the  assignees  and  the 
solicitor  to  the  commission  is  not  1 
sufficient  ground  for  discharging  an 
order  which  allowed  the   bankrupi  la 

Eetition  in  ferma  pauptris.  Ex  p.  Moi- 
md,  3  Deac.  &  C.  348. 

luproptr  and  Tsxatieiu  Condnet  ii  a 
YomiaT  Suit,  or  a  subscription,  though 
liable  to  be  impeached  as  maintenance. 
is  no  ground  for  dispaupering.  Coi- 
bett  V.  Corbett,  it  Ves.  Jr.  407:  Bow- 
yer  v.  M'Evoy,  1  B.  &  B.  56a.  And 
see  Murphy  n.  Oldis,  1  Hog.  319. 

Df«pa<ip«iiiif  and  Ordkrla^  PKyamt  «f 
Coats.  —  If  a  plaintiff  has  been  guilty 
of  repealed  defaults  in  not  proceeding 
to  trial,  he  may  tie  dispaDpered  and 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  die  day  by 
the  same  rule.  Bedwell  r.  ConlstrioB. 
I  Saund.  &  C.  97,  3  Dowl.  &  L 
767. 

«.  Steele  v.  Mott,  ao  Wend.  (N.  V.) 
679;  Doe  V.  Trusscll,  6  East  505. 

In  Faur  v.  French,  5  Dowl,  P.  C. 
S54.  where  a  pauper  gave  notice  of 
trial,  and,  on  the  second  day  of  the  as- 
siies.  withdrew  his  record  00  the 
ground  of   its   requiring  amendment. 
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conducted.^     If  the  court  is  not  selected  and  constituted  in  the 

1.  See    Uie    statutes   of   th«   several  trate     who     took     the     recognizance, 

states.  Elliott  v.  Willis.  I  Allen  (Mass.)  461. 

Mala*.  — Under  Sut.   He.,   1835,   c.  KaaawlmsettB  —  Poor-debtor      Froeaed- 

I95>  %  iOi  two  justices  of  the  peace  end  Ingi  Vot  Afeated  by  Statute  of  ISBS.  ~- 

of  the  quorum  had  authority  to  exam-  Stat,  Mass.,  1S93,  c.   396,  revising  and 

ine  the  notification  to  the  creditor  and  consolidating  the  laws  relating  to  dis 

to  administer  the  oath   to  the  debtor,  trict  and    police  courts,   was   not   in- 

Williams  v.  Turner,  ig  Me.  454.  tended  to  aSect  the  jurisdiction  of  such 

JnstieBVeed  VotEaafde  in  TownTlure  conns  in  proceeding's  for  the  relief  of 

MMlorare  Hade.  —  After  the  passage  of  poor  debtors.     A  writ  of  prohibition, 

the  Maine  statute  of  1B56,  c.  313,  there  therefore,  will   not  issue   to  restrain  a 

was  no  provision  of  law  requiring  the  police  justice  from  examining  a  debtor, 

justices  selected  for  talcing  the  disclos-  arrested  on  execution,  who  has  applied 

are  of  a  poor  debtor  to  reside  in  the  to  him  to  lake  the  oath,  on  the  ground 

town  where  the  disclosure  is  made,  or  that    the    certificate    anthorizing    his 

an  adjoining  town.     Blake  f.  Bracken,  arrest,  and  under  which  he  bad  entered 

47  Me.  38.  into  a  recognizance,  was  issued  by  a 

Caa  Kt  la  Any  Oouaty.  —  In  Maine  a  District   Court    of    the   same   county, 

justice  of  tbe  peaceand  of  IhequOTUm.  within  the  judicial  district  of   which 

commissioned   to  act  for  all   the  coun-  neither  thecreditornorthedeblor  lived 

ties,  can  sit  as  a  magistrate  in  a  poor  or   had   their  usual  place  of  business, 

debtor's  disclosure  inany  county  in  the  Collins  v.  Kennedy,  161  Mass.  440. 

state.     Blake   v.    Peck,    77    Me.    588.  Admlaliterlng  Oath  a  lIlBlftarlal  Aet. 

The  practice  was  formerly  otherwise.  — The  administering  of  the  poor  debt- 

Houghton  V.  Lyford,  39  Me.  367.  or's  oath  is  a  ministerial  and  not  a  ju- 

"Kaglatrato"  'BMtm  to  Tribunal  Xn-  dicial  act,  and  it  may  be  adminislEred, 

powwod  to  Art.— Under  the  jlfowafAi*.  therefore,  by  any  justice  of  the  peace 

tetti     statute     providing     that     "  the  in    the    county.     Betts    v.    Dlmon,   3 

magistrate"  shall    take  certain   steps  Conn.  log. 

for  tbe  examination  of  poor  debtors  in  The  discharge  of  a  poor  debtor,  after 

certain  cases,  it  was  held  that  one  jus-  examination  and  admission  to  take  tbe 

tlce  of  the  quorum  had  oopowcrto  act,  poor  debtor's  oath  by  a  special  justice 

but  that  [be  proceedings  must  be  taken  of  a  police  court,  acting  in  the  matter 

by  a  tribunal  of  two  justices.     The  ex-  at  the  request  of  the  justice  who  is  en- 

pression"  the  magistrate "  was  held  to  gaged  in  the  court,  is  valid,  whether 

refer  lo  those   classes  who  constitute  the  special  justice   be    considered   as 

the  tribunal  empowered  10  act  in  such  having  acted  as  the  official  organ  of  the 

cases.       Paul     v.    Holdeo,    14    Allen  court  or  as  a  magistrate  in  the  exercise 

(Mass.)  29.  of  a  minislerial  authority.     Clement  v. 

What  O&oen  Empowered  to  JUt.  —  Sargent.  100  Mass.  300. 
Under  Stat.  Mass.,  1857,  c.  141.  §  4,  AbMaee  of  Xaglftrata  After  A4]eum- 
providing  for  the  examination  of  poor  nmt. —  Where  two  magistrates  meet 
debtors  "  before  some  justice  of  a  at  the  time  and  place  appointed  for  the 
conrt  of  record,  police  court,  judge  of  examination  of  a  debtor  committed  on 
probate,  master  in  chancery,  or  com-  execution,  and  adjourn  to  a  future 
missioner  of  insolvency,  or,  if  no  such  day,  and  only  one  of  them  is  able  to 
magistrate  can  be  conveniently  found,  attend  again  on  that  day.  another 
before  some  justice  of  the  peace  and  of  magistrate  may  attend  Instead  of  him 
the  quorum."  it  was  held  that  justices  who  is  absent,  and  the  two  who  are 
of  tbe  peace  and  of  the  quorum  had  no  thus  present  may  lawfully  proceed  to 
jurisdiction  to  act  in  the  examination  examine  the  debtor  and  administer  to 
and  discharge  of  poor  debtors  if  any  of  him  the  poor  debtor's  oath.  Brown  v. 
the  other  officers  named  in  the  statute  Lakeman,  5  Met.  (Mass.)  347. 
could  be  conveniently  found.  Lang  v.  In  Rkodi  Island,  bowever.it  is  ex- 
Bunker,  I  Allen  (Mass.)  256.  pressly  provided  that  the  justices  who 

Vead  Vot  Bo    lano  Xaglttrate    Who  commence  the  examination  shall  alone 

Took  Boiognlianoo.  —  Under  Stat,  have  the  power  to  sign  and  seal  the 

Mass.,  1857.  c.   141.  g   I0.it   was   held  certificate  of  discharge.     Andso,  where 

that  a  poor  debtor  desiring  to  take  the  two  justices   before  whom   a   citation 

oath  need  not  apply  to  the  same  magis-  was  returned,  having  administered  the 
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justice,  or  to  procure  his  attendance,  he  may  be  chosen  by  an 

officer  who  has  the  debtor  in  charge,  or,  if  the  debtor  is  not  in 
charge,  the  officer  who  might  serve  the  precept  on  which  he  was 

arrested.^     If  the  two  justices  do  not  agree  they  are  authorized 

jurisdiction,  and  their  proceedings  will  Brewer,  it  was  held  that  the  appoint- 

be  Toid.    Spaulding  v.  Record,  65  Me.  ment  of  a  jastice  resident  in  Bangor 

2ao;  Barnard  v,  Bryant,  21  Me.  206.  might  be  made  by  a  constable  of  Ban- 

Bifual    to    IHseioM    Bafors    JnstlM  gor,  though  the  disclosure  was  to  be 

SalMtadbjCnditor.  —  After  the  creditor  had  at  Brewer.     Daggett  v,  Bakeman, 

had  selected  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  33  Me.  382. 

of  the  quorum,  commissioned  to  act  Ofloar  a  Suratj  la  Dthtor's  Bond.  —  An 

for  all  the  counties,  the  debtor  refused  officer  may  appoint  one  of  the  justices 

to  disclose  before  such  a  justice,  be-  to  hear  the  disclosure  of  the  debtor, 

cause  the  latter  was  not  a  resident  of  altough  such  officer  be  one  of  the  sure- 

the  county  wherein  the  disclosure  was  ties  in  such  debtor's  bond.     Patterson 

to  be  made.      The  debtor  thereafter  v.  Eames,  54  Me.  203. 

procured  an  officer  to  select  another  flhowing  SuAdoiit  Oromid  for  Boloetlon 

justice  for  the  creditor.     It  was  held  by  Ofloar.  —  Where  the  record  of  two 

that,  since  the  iustice  selected  by  the  justices  of  the  peace  and  of  the  quorum 

creditor  had  jurisdiction  to  sit,  the  sit-  showed  an  unreasonable  neglect  on  the 

ting  justices  were  without  jurisdiction,  part  of  the  creditor  to  select  a  justice  at 

and  the  bond  was  forfeited,  notwith-  the  time  appointed  for  the  disclosure, 

standing  the  debtor  made  a  disclosure  it  was  held  that  a  good  ground  was 

before  the  sitting  justices,  in  which  the  shown  for  the  selection  of  the  justice 

creditor  participated.    Blake  v.  Peck,  for  him  by  the  officer.    Gray  v,  Doug- 

77  Me.  588;  Blake  v.  Brackett,  47  Me.  lass,  81  Me.  427. 

28.  Oflotr's  Knowledgo  Veod  Hot  Bo  Ahoo- 

GMUtor's  Dv^  to  Froenro  Attondaiioo  Into.  —  It  is    not  necessary    that    the 

of  Juitioo.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  cred-  officer  making  the  selection  of  a  justice 

itor  selecting  a  justice  to  procure  the  should  have  absolute  knowledge  of  the 

attendance  of  the  justice  selected  by  failure  of  the  creditor  to  make  his  own 

him,  at  the  time  and  place  appointed  selection.    If  the  officer  acted  under 

in    the    citation  for  hearing  the  dis-  erroneous  information,  and  made  an 

closure    of    the    debtor.      Stanley    v.  appointment,  when   the  creditor  had 

Reed,  28  Me.  458.  procured  the  attendance  of  a  justice  of 

1.  Daggett  V.  Bakeman,  33  Me.  382;  his  own  selection,  the  appointment  by 

Patterson  v.  Eames,  54  Me.  203.     See  the  officer  would  be  void.     Burnham  v, 

also  Buckley  v.  Page,  i  Clifif.  (U.  S.)  Howe,  23  Me.  489. 

474-  Ofloial  Oapaoity  Xvst  Appoar.  —  If  a 

Appointmont  In  Town  Whoroiii  Voither  person  who  is  a  constable  appoints  one 

Party  Besides.  —  Upon  a  poor  debtor's  of  the  justices  of  the  quorum  to  hear  a 

disclosure  to  obtain  his  release  from  poor  debtor's  disclosure  of  his  property 

arrest  upon  an  execution  in  a  personal  affairs,  the  proceedings  of  the  justice 

action  wherein  the  damages  recovered  will  be  invalid,  unless  it  be  shown  that 

are  less  than  one  hundred  dollars,  if  in  making  the  appointment  such  person 

the  creditor  neglects  to  appoint  one  of  acted  in  his  capacity  of  constable.     Gil- 

the  justices  an    appointment  may  be  ligan  v,  Spiller,  29  Me.  107. 

made  for  him  by  a  constable  of  the  Presumption  as  to  Propriety  of  Seleotion 

town  in  which  the  disclosure  is  to  be  by  Offleer.  —  Where  a  debtor  had  been 

made,  and  in  which  the  debtor  is  pres-  imprisoned  on  execution,  and  released 

ent.   although  it  be  a  town  in  which  upon  giving  a  bond  approved  in  writ- 

neither    of    the    parties    resides,    and  ing  by  two  disinterested  justices  of  the 

although  the  execution  be  not  directed  peace  and  of  the  quorum,  one  of  whom 

to  any  constable.     Worthen  z/.  Hanson,  was  chosen  by  the  jailer  for  the  cred- 

30  Me.  Toi.  itor,  and  the  other  by  the  debtor,  and 

AppotntmoBt    in   A^joiiiiiig    Town.  —  it  was  apparent  from  the  debtor's  an- 

Bangor    and  Brewer  being  adjoining  swers,  made  before  a  tribunal  formally 

towns,  and  the  debtor,  whose  residence  organized  to  hear  his  disclosure,  that, 

was  in  Brewer,  having  been  arrested  having  no  real  or  personal  estate,  the 

upon    execution    by    a    constable    of  poor  debtor's  oath  was  properly  admin- 
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to  choose  a  third ;  *  or  if  they  cannot  agree  on  a  third  the  above- 
mentioned  officer  may  choose  him.* 

c.  Who  Qualified  to  Act.  —  In  forming  the  court  to  heir 
a  poor  debtor's  disclosure  the  persons  selected  must  be  disinter- 
ested parties.*  But  it  seems  that  a  slight  interest  is  not  enough 
to  disqualify,  and  a  justice  who  is  not  related  by  consai^uinity  or 

upon  the  subject,   would  not,  for  the  qiioruni.     Baker  c.   Carlcion,   ja  He. 

purpose  of  quaihiog  proceed! aga  other-  335. 

wise    regular,   asanme  th».t  the  jailer  A  JnrtlM  WKa  Ii  an  InhiMtwil  <t  lt» 

chose  the  justice  for  the  creditor  before  Town  in  favor  of  which  the  execnlioD 

the  latter  bad  refused  or  unreasonablj'  was  issued  is  not  disini created  so  as  u 

neglected  to  choose  oue.     Hojikins  f.  be  qualified  to  sit  in  a  poor  debtor's 

Fogler,  60  Me.  366.  disclosure.     Norridgewock  v.  Sawldlt, 

1.  inun  Oeeulim   AtImi  Ito   Cklllni  73  Me.  4S4. 

Third  JnitlM.  —  When  the  two  justices  InntT  in  DsMot^  Bend.  —  In  a  dis- 

selected  to  take  the  disclosure  of  a  poor  closure   upon  a  poor  debtor's  boad.  * 

deblor  who  has  given   the  bond  pro-  surety  upon  the  bond  is   iacompcteDt 

vided  by  statute  for  his  release  from  to  actasoneof  thejusticesof  (be  peact 

arrest  on  execution  shall,  ai  any  stage  and  of  tfae  qooratn.     Wiasor  v.  Clark, 

of  the  proceeding,   disagree  upon  any  36  Me.  no. 

point  or  question  which  must  be  decided  But  the  fact  that  the  justiceoltbe 

before  the  case  can  proceed,  tlic  occa-  peace  is  the  surety  on  the   execDtioci 

■ion  contemplated  by  the  statute  for  bond  of  a  poor  debtor  docs  not  deprice 

calling  in  a  third  justice   has   arisen,  bim  of  powerto  issue  acitation  totht 

Ross  V.  Berry,  49  Me. 434.  creditor  before  the  debtor's  disclosnie. 

Knrt  Aflt  nntU  rlnal  ])Ml*lon.  —  When  Gray  v.  Douglass.  81  Me.  437. 

the  third  justice  has  once  been  legally  Bdatlouhlp  UnkBOwn  to  Cndlto.— 

Gftlled   in   to   act  with   the  others,   by  Where    applicalioo   to   take    the  poor 

reasoaof  their  disagreement,  he  should  debtor's  oatb  was  made  to  magittiain 

act   until  tks   final  decision   is  made,  by  an  individual,  and  one  of  tlie  nugis- 

Hoody  V.  Clark,  a;  Me.  551.  traies  selected  by  him  was  an  uncle  ol 

Ul  Hut  Aet.  —  TW  tklee  justices  the  debtor,  which  fact  was  unknown  to 
constitute  the  tribunal,  altai  the  (bird  the  creditor  or  his  attorney,  so  that  the 
has  been  called  in;  and  allhoHifc  the  exception  might  be  taken  at  Ibe  heir- 
concurrence  of  two  onty  is  required,  aU  ing,  it  was  held  that  permission  to  lake 
must  act,  in  determining  any  question  a^tt  aMh  on  a  hearing  before   snch 

that  may  arise,  until  a  final  decision  of     ijliliaWil    was     invalid.       Gear   ■s. 

the   case  is  made.     Ross  v.   Berry,  49  Smith,  9  N'.  H.  ^ 

Me.  434'  IrUnos     Conitatac— Qiutlm    <■* 

2.  BnSdant  to  TutUy  Btlsetlm  hy  TOiji,  — Where,  in  an  acaicro  on  a  poor 
OSmc.  —  If  the  record  shows  (bat  the  debtor's  recogouance,  tbc  plaintiS 
(WO  justices  of  the  peace  and  of  the  sought  to  show  that  the  magistrate  who 
quorum,  selected  by  the  parties  in  man-  administered  the  oath  and  discharged 
ner  provided  by  law  to  take  the  dis-  (he  poor  deblor  was  irMstpaciioWd  io 
closure  of  a  debtor,  "  are  unable  to  act  on  the  ground  that  he  had  acted  as 
agree  as  to  the  sufficiency  and  legality  the  debtor  s  attorney,  the  evidence 
of  said  notification."  and  "  do  not  being  coaRicting  on  this  point,  it  was 
agree  upon  the  selection  of  said  third  held  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
justice,  this  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  jury.  Kane  v.  Learned.  117  Moss.  19a. 
selection  of  the  third  justice  by  the  Aots  Valid  si  to  Tblil  ruii.— 
officer.     Moody  v.  Clark,  37  Me.  551.  Where  a  trial  justice,  selected   to  hear 

>.  A  FntonWho  Isaa  Tingle  to  Bothof  the  disclosure  of  a  poor  debtor,  bad 
the  Partlei  is  disqualified  from  acting  beld  the  incompatiUe  office  of  con- 
as  one  of  the  examining  magistrates,  stable,  snbtequeoi  to  tbe  date  of  his 
Bard  v.  Wood,  30  Me.  155.  qualification  as  a  trial  justice,   it  was 

FathB  of  Debtor.  —  In   a   disclosure  beld  that  ibis  did  not  render  the  dii- 

npon  a  poor  debtor's  bond,  the  father  closure  of  the  poor  debtor  absoluiel; 

of  the  debtor,  being  objected  to  by  the  void,  the  justice  s  ■"■•■  >»•«■»  fi>n-»  nf 
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affinity  and  has  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  result  may  be  con- 
sidered disinterested.*  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  a  justice's 
official  act  would  not  be  rendered  void  because  he  had  counseled 
and  aided  the  debtor  in  preparing  for  his  disclosure,  though  this 
state  of  facts  should  have  deterred  him  from  serving,* 

J.  Jurisdiction  Should  Appear  from  Record.  —  From 
the  general  rule  that  no  presumptions  are  made  in  favor  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  inferior  courts  '  it  naturally  follows  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  tribunal  sitting  in  poor-debtor  proceedings  must 
appear  affirmatively  from  the  record  of  such  proceedings.* 

8.  Who  May  Apply  fur  Diiohargo.  —  The  question  as  to  who  is 
entitled  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  poor 
debtors  is,  of  course,  a  matter  dependent  upon  the  statutes  them- 


M  Bond.  — The  fact  IhAt  the  justice 
who  heard  ihe  disclosure  as  a  justice 
selected  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  was 
counsel  for  the  debtor  In  aa  action  sub- 
sequently brought  upon  the  bond  will 
not  aSect  the  validity  of  the  disclosure. 
Cummings  v.  York,  S4  Me.  386. 

8.  Lovering  v.  Lamson,  5a  Mc.  334. 

S.  See  the  articles  Jurisdiction,  vol. 
13,  p.  176;  Justices  of  the  Peace,  vol. 
19,  p.  671. 

4.  Granite  Bank  v.  Treat.  iB  Me.  340; 


43a. 

1.  Lovering  v.  Lamson,  50  Me.  334. 

Iiwmtii  of  CltUleii  to  Ondltor.  —  The 
mere  fact  that  a  justice  of  the  peace 
and  of  the  quorum  has  issued  a  citation 
to  the  creditor  does  not  disqualify  him 
frorn  acting  in  the  same  case  in  (he 
examination  of  the  debtor.  Ayer  v. 
Woodman,  34  Me.  196;  Cummings  11. 
York,  54  Me.  386. 

Hiorlng  of  Fdibot  Dbolocnro.  —  The  Bowker  v.  Porter,  39  Me.  504. 
fact  that  the  justice  of  the  peace  and  VUlnrs  to  Show  Time  of  idjoarnmant. 
of  the  quorum  has  heard  one  dis-  — A  certificate  by  the  justices  that  a 
closure  of  a  poor  debtor  arrested  upon  poor  debtor  made  a  disclosure  and  they 
execution  and  has  formed  an  opinion  administered  to  him  the  oath  required. 
upon  the  evidence  will  not  disqualify  on  a  day  named,  and  that  such  hearing 
htm  to  hear  and  determine  a  second     before  them  was  in  pursuance  of  a  pre- 


disclosure  by  the  debtor  upon  the  same 
execution.  McGllvery  v.  Staples,  81 
Me.  loi. 

JvitlM  BroUwT  of  Bnnt;  in  Bond.  — 
Where  one  of  the  magistrates  selected 
was  a  brother  of  the  surety  on  the  debt- 
or's bond,  it  was  held  that  such  relalioa 
was  no  legal  disqualification  for  the  ex-  arrest  wa 
ercise  of  power  as  a  magistrate  in  such     the  discli 

Allen  V.   Bruce.   11  N.  H.  418;     jurisdiction 


ithout  certifying 
any  time  from  which  such  adjourn- 
ment was  had,  is  invalid.  Bowker  f. 
Porter,  jg  Me.  504. 

•nfldont  niowing   ef  Jortsdietlon. — 

Where  the  bond  in  suit  and  the  officer's 

return  on  the  execution  show  that  the 

lade  in  the  county  in  which 

re   was   made,   the   fact  of 

established.     Fuller   v. 


Downer  v.  Hollister,  14  N.  H.  lai.  Davis,  73  Me.  SS^- 

JnatlMaOradltoTOfltobtaT.  —  A  justice  Q«ltU«ato  Frbna  Taoli  bnt  Bot  Coniln- 
is  not  disqualified  from  acting  by  the  iIts  ErUonoo.  —  Where  the  certificate 
fact  that  he  was  a  creditor  ol  the  of  the  justices  states  their  own  char- 
debtor.     Fuller  r.  Davis,  73  Me.  556,  acter,   the  parties  to  the  process,  the 

Parson  la EmploTcfOndltor'iAttomoj.  commitment  of  the   debtor,  his  desire 

—  The  fact  (hat  a  person  is  in  the  em-  to   take   the   oath,   and    that    he   had 

ployof  theattomcyof  recordof  a  judg-  caused  the  creditor  to  be  notified  ac- 

ment   creditor,    who    files   charges  of  cording  to  law,  these  facts  arc  sufficient 

fraud  against  his  debtor,  will  not  dis-  (o  make  out  afirima/atif  case  of  juris- 

qaalify  him  from   acting  as  a  magi s-  diction.       The     certificate,      however, 

date  in   taking  (he  creditor's  oath  10  would  nol  be  conclusive  on  this  point, 

the  charges.     Lamagdelaine  v.  Trem-  and   it   would   be   competent   for    the 


bUy,  t63  Mass.  339, 


plaintiff  10  prove    that   they   had   not 
jurisdiction.     Granite  Bank   i/.  Treat, 
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selves  and  the  construction  placed  upon  such  statutes  b^  the 
courts.  As  a  general  rule,  any  person  imprisoned  for  debt, 
whether  on  mesne  process  or  execution,  may  apply.'  And  the 
statutes  apply  as  well  to  one  who  has  been  rele^ed  from  anest 
upon  giving  bond  as  to  one  under  actual  arrest  or  in 
imprisonment.* 

Tort.  —  In  some  states  the  right  to  take  the  poor  debtor's  oatb 
is  not  extended  to  persons  imprisoned  in  actions  of  tort  j  •  but  in 

iS  Me.  340;  Bftcbeldet  v.  Saobora,  34  tbe  MMsachuceiu  Act  of  17S7,  c  19, 
Me.  aio.  for  Ihn  relief  of  poor  debtor*. 

As  10  the  eoncluslveDcn  of  the  cer-  VatAp^lMU*  U  CamKiMaBt  to  C» 
Uficate,  see  iitfra,  II.  9.  d.  Cancluavt-  t«^t.  —  A  person  committed  on  m  u- 
ntit.  tachment  for  contempt  in  not  pajisg 

1.  See  the  statutes  of  the  sevend  costs  is  Doientilled  to thebcDcGtofilK 
states.  Bets  for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors.  Eif. 

BzMUtlon  (sr  AUmmij,  —  Tbe  statute  Cusbman,  4  Mass.  J65. 
since  embodied  in  Pub.  Stat.  K.  H.,  hdt  CoMBWimi  B«bn  rMMC*a(l(L 
1891,  c.  a36.  g  I 
person  held  "  on 
ply.  etc.,  includes 
tody  upon  an  1 
alimony.     Sliann 


viding  that  any  — The  statute  of  1835,  c,  195'  lonbe 

xecution  "  may  ap-  relief  of  poor  debtors,  bas  no  operaiios 

person  beid  in  cus-  upon  suits  commenced  before  its  pu- 

Kiltlon    issued   for  sag^,  or  upon  any  process  or  procecd- 

's  Case,  48  N.  H.  ings  ansioK  out  of  tbem.     Hastiagtc. 

407.  Lane,  15  Me.  134. 

Kzaevtlini    frma   ChanMrj  Caart.  —  A  9.  City  Bank  v.  Norton,  48  Me.  73. 
dcbtoicommilied  to  jail  by  virtue  of  an  Dtbtw  m  Jail  Ll«lts Band.  —  The  pn>- 
execuiion   issued   from    ibe   Court   of  vision  in  Slat.  Mass..  1843,  c.  s6,ni, 
Chancery  to   compel  the   paymcul   of  that  a  person  "  arrested  on  mesne  pro- 
money  is  entitled  (o  the  benefit  of  tbe  cess,  or  execution,  for  any  debt,  nif 


s  in  CI 


milment  on  an  execution  issued  by  a 
conn  of  law.  Cannon  v.  Norton,  16 
Vt.  334. 

A  Dsfntdant  la  X^oity  ArrsaUd  en  a 
Writ  ef  He  Kaeat  may  be  admitted  to 
talcc  tbe  poor  debtor's  oath.  Rice  v. 
Hate.  5  Cush.  (Mass.)  33S. 

Kxaeiitlan  Issiied  mmFsdnklConrt.  — 
Since  the  passing;  of  Act  Cong.,  1839, 
c.  35,  as  well  as  before,  ■  debtor  com- 
mitted to  a  jail  in  Massachusetts,  on 
execution  issuing  from  a  court  of  the 
United  Slates  may  be  legally  dis- 
charged from  imprisonment  on  taking 
the  poor  debtor's  oath  before  two  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  judge  of 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States, 
pursuant  to  Act  Cong.,  iSoo,  c.  4.  on 
fifteen  days'  previous  notice,  by  cita- 
tion, being  given  to  tbe  execution  cred- 
itor, pursuant  to  Acl  Cong.,  1814,  c.  40, 
to  show  cause  why  such  oath  should 
not  be  administered.  Lockhurst  v. 
West,  7  Mel.  (Mass.)  230. 

Penalty  Ineoired  tmdsr  Kllltla  Law.  — 
In  Dyer  v.  Hunnewell,  12  Mass.  171,  it 
was  held  that  a  person  committed  on  a 
judgment  for  a  penalty  incurred  under 
the  Militia  Uw  of  iSog,  c.  108,  g  35.  it  was  held 
was  entitled  to  apply  for  the  benefit  of     Rev.   Siat., 


jive  notice  to  tbe  officer  having  hi 
custody,  or,  if  be  be  then  baited,  to  the 
officer  who  made  the  arrest,  that  he  Is 
desirous  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  for 
poor  debtors  confined  on  cxccnUon," 
authoriies  a  debtor  who  is  committed 
on  execution,  and  gives  bond  for  the 
liberty  of  the  jail  limits,  to  give  sach 
notice  to  the  jailer.  Jenkins  v.  Ncir- 
ell,  9  Met.  (Mass.)  303. 

■nirendar  aftar  Olvliii  Bond.  —  An  ex 
ecution  debtor  who,  after  giving  tiond, 
has  surrendered  himself  and  been  com- 
mitted to  jail  may  be  allowed  to  iske 
the  poor  debtor's  oath.  Somersvonh 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Wooster,  64  N.  H.  57. 

3.  Gooch  V.  Stephenson,  i;  Me.  129. 

Wilful  and  MaUdoos  Aet  or  M^lMt  ef 

,__.__.        gy  p^[j   s[3[_[j,  H..  1B91. 
it  is  provided  that  where 


trespass  c 


ipass  on   the   c«se,  has 
arisen   trom   the  wilful  and   malicious 
act  or  neglect  of  the  defendant,  the  de- 
fendant shall  not  be  discharged  on  giv- 
ing bond.     In  an  action  for  deceit  in 
the   sale  of    property   in   fraudulently 
affirming  a  clear  liile  nben  the  seller 
knew  that  it  was  heavily  encumbered, 
this  provision  (then 
',  %   10),  that  tbe  de- 
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Others  the  privilege  is  extended  to  such  cases.  ^ 

3.  The  Application.  —  An  apph'cation  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor- 
debtor's  act  should,  of  course,  conform  to  the  requirements  of 
the  statute  under  which  it  is  drawn.'    It  is  usually  sufficient  to 

fendant's  discharge  was  properly  re-  Conyletion  of  Fraud.  —  In  Massachu- 

fused  on  the  ground  that  the  cause  of  setts  a  poor  debtor  found  guilty  upon 

action  arose  from  his  wilful  and  mail-  charges  of  fraud  and  sentenced  to  im- 

cious  act.     Nelson  v.   Ladd,  47  N.  H.  prisonment   formerly  could   not  have 

343.  the  benefit  of  the  poor  debtor's  oath, 

Adjudication  Must  Be  Indorsed  on  Ex^  even  upon  his  application  after  the  ex- 

ecution,  —  When    the    court    adjudges  piration    of   his  sentence.       Dennis's 

that  the  cause  of  action  in  a  case  arose  Case,  no  Mass.  18.     Under  Pub.  Stat. 

from  the  wilful  and  malicious  act  or  Mass.,  1882,  c.  162,  g  52,  the  practice  is 

neglect  of  the  defendant,  with  a  view  now  otherwise. 

to  preclude  him  from  the  benefit  of  the  1.  fltatnto    Conitltntional.  —  In  Rhode 

acts  provided  for  poor  debtors,  a  minute  /xAx»dfithas  been  held  that  a  special 

of  such  adjudication  must  be  inserted  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  admitting 

in,    or   indorsed    on,    the    execution;  a  tort  debtor,  committed  to  jail  upon 

otherwise    the    debtor,   if  committed,  execution,   to  take   the  poor  debtor's 

may  be  legally  admitted  to  the  oath  oath  in  order  to  be  discharged  from 

prescribed  for  poor  debtors.     Barber  v.  prison      was      not     unconstitutional. 

Chase,  3  Vt.  340.  Matter  of  Nichols,  8  R.  I.  50. 

Adjudication   Made   at    Term    When  2.  Where  Made.  —  Under   the  provi- 

Judgment  Rendered, — A   term  of    the  sions  of  Rev.  Stat.   N.   H.,  c.  200,  in 

court  held  by  adjournment,  under  the  force  in  1846,  for  the  relief  of  poor 

statutes  of  Vermont^  is  a  distinct  term,  debtors,  it  was  required  that  the  appli- 

and  not  a  continuation  of  the  former  cation  of  the  debtor  must  be  made,  the 

term;   and  an  adjudication  that  "  the  place  of  hearing  appointed,   and   the 

act  from  which  the  cause  of  action  in  oath  administered  within  the  county  in 

any    case     accrued    was    wilful     and  which  the  arrest  was  made.     Hawley 

malicious,"   in    order    to    preclude    a  v.  White,  18  N.  H.  67. 

debtor  from  the  benefits  and  privileges  In  Writing.  —  In  Fernald  v.   Noyes, 

of  the  "  act  relating  to  jails  and  jailers,  30  N.  H.  39,  the  court  stated  that  while 

and  for  the  relief  of  persons  impris-  the  statute  di(i^  not  in  words  require  the 

oned,"  must  be  made  at  the  term  when  petition  to  be  in  writing,  it  might  fairly 

the  judgment  is  rendered,  and  not  at  a  be  inferred  that  it  should  be  so.     But 

subsequent  adjourned  term.     Hoar  z/.  see  Keay  r.  Palmer,  5  N.  H.  43. 

Jail  Delivery.  2  Vt.  402.  Hooenity  for  Signature.  —  The  appH- 

Does  Not  Include  Actions  Founded  on  cation  which  a  poor  debtor  under  arrest 

Contract,  —  Where   it  was  certified  on  makes  for  the  issuing  of  a  citation  to 


an  execution,  by  virtue  of  which  a  pris- 
oner was  confined,  that  the  judgment 
was  recovered  in  an  action  of  trespass 
on    the  case,   and   that  the  cause  of 


his  creditor  must  be  signed.     Neal  v, 
Paine,  35  Me.  158. 

Sopresanting  £aabilitj  to  Pay.  —  Mag- 
istrates  have    no  jurisdiction   to  dis- 


action  accrued    from   the   wilful   and    charge  a  poor  debtor  under  Rev.  Stat. 


malicious  act  of  the  prisoner,  and  it 
appeared  from  the  record  that  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit,  it  was  held  that  the  certifi- 
cate did  not  preclude  the  prisoner  from 


Mass.,  c.  98,  unless  such  debtor  in  his 
application  represents  in  substance  that 
he  is  unable  to  pay  the  debt  upon 
which  he  is  committed.  Webster  v. 
French,  iiCush.  (Mass.)  304;  Simpson 


the  benefit  of  the  oath  prescribed  for    v.  Bowker,  11  Cush.  (Mass.)  306. 


poor  debtors,  and  that  the  Act  of  1823 
did  not  extend  to  cases  where  the  ac- 
tion in  which  the  judgment  is  rendered 
is  founded  on  contract.  In  such  case 
a    writ    of    mandamus    was    granted 


But  in  New  Hampshire  it  is  held  not 
to  be  essential  for  a  poor  debtor  to  state 
in  his  application  that  his  circum- 
stances are  such  as  to  entitle  him  to 
take  the  oath.     Eaton  v.  Miner,  5  N. 


against  the  jail  commissioners,  com-  H.  542. 

manding  them  to  proceed  and  examine  Xassaohosetti  —  Applioation    Xado   by 

the  prisoner  as   though  no  certificate  Jailor.  —  Since  Stat.,   1844,   c.    154,   as 

had   been   made.     Fisher  v.  Jail   De-  well  as   before,   an    application  to    a 

livery,  3  Vt.  328.  magistrate  for  the  discharge  of  a  poor 
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set  forth  the  (acts  prescribed  by  the  act,*  and  slight  errors  or 
variances  will  not  vitiate  the  application.* 

4.  Notice  or  Citation  to  Creditor  —  a.  In  General.  —  The 
statutes  concerning  poor-debtor  proceedings  usually  provide  that 
in  order  for  the  debtor's  discharge  to  be  valid  the  creditor  must 
be  duly  notified  of  the  intention  to  take  the  oath.* 


debtor,  cammitled  ■ 
be  luade  by  the  jailer,  and  not  directly 
by  the  debtor  to  the  magiBtraie,  or  the 
ditcharge  is  void.  Stevens  v.  Edwards, 
13  CuEh.  (Mass.)  79;  Bruce  v.  Keogh, 
7  Cush.  (Mais.)  536. 

StiffitieHl  Rtprtstnlation  tc  Jailer,  — 
The  representation  made  to  ihe  jailer 
by  a  debtor  committed  on  execution, 
of  his  desire  to  lake  the  poor  debtor's 
oath,  is  sufficient  if  it  is  addressed  to 
the  person  who  is  actually  the  jailer 
and  describes  him  as  under-lceepcr  of 
the  jait.  Davis  v.  Putnam,  j  Gray 
{Mass.;  331. 

1.  Millard's  Petition,  13  R.  I.  I78. 

OulMlan  tH  Wort  "  Oatli."  —  In  Nen 
Hampshirt  ta  application  to  take  the 
oath  for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors  is 
sufficient  if  it  slates  the  facts  necessary 
to  t>e  Slated  and  contains  a  petition  for 
the  relief  provided  in  intelligible  terms, 
although  the  word  "  oath  "  be  omitted 
tbereirom.      Fernald   v.   Noyes,  30   N. 

a.  lilidMeclptioii  of  Orsdltw.  —  Where 
the  debtor's  applicaiion  described  his 
creditor  as  A.  P..  instead  of  A.  G.  P., 
it  was  held  that  if  a  jury  had  found 
that  the  creditor  was  known  as  well  by 
•  the  name  of  A.  P.  as  that  of  A.  G.  P., 
such  verdict  would  have  shown  the  ap- 
plication to  be  sufficient.  Peck  v.  Wit- 
son.   14  N.  H.  587. 

VMd  Hot  D«Mrlb«  BUtnto.  —  An  appli- 
cation to  lake  the  oath  provided  by  law 
for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors  need  not 
describe  the  statute  which  contains  the 
provision,  and  an  erroneous  description 
of  it  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
Udd  V.  Deming,  30  N.  H.  487. 

Hsed  ITot  SUU  AmAuit  ef  XzMntton.  — 
An  application  to  take  the  poor  debtor's 
oath  need  not  state  the  amount  of  the 
execution  on  which  the  debtor  was 
attested.  Allen  v.  Bruce,  la  N.  H. 
418. 

8.  Dean  v,  Lowry,  4  Vt.  481:  Wblt- 
tier  :'.  Way.  6  Allen  (Mass.)  aSS;  Bar- 
ber V.  Floyd,  109  Mass.  6i, 

Itaty  of  Dsbtor.  ~  Although  the  rccog- 
niiance  does  not  in  terms  require  the 
debtor  to  cause  notice  to  be  served 
npon  the  creditor,  nevertheless  it  is  his 


dsBt  In  Town.  —  Under  Stat.  Vt..  1894, 
g  1767,  "  if  DO  creditor  resides  in  ilie 
county,  and  no  attorney  of  record  or 
agent  indorsed  on  such  execution  re- 
sides in  (be  town  in  which  the  prisoner 
is  confined,  the  commissioner  of  jail 
delivery  may  proceed  with  Ihe  examio- 
atlon  without  issuing  a  cilatlon  or  giv- 
ing notice  to  the  creditor."  See  Ben- 
nett V,  Morrill,  2  Vt.  33a. 

Fdlars  to  Olva  HoUoe  Boadwi  Sdnty 
Uahle.  —  It  the  debtor  fails  to  give  no- 
tice ID  the  creditor  of  his  inieniionto 
submit  himself  to  an  examination,  the 
surety  in  the  recogniiance  is  liable 
□otwlthstandlng  the  creditor  and  the 
debtor,  after  the  date  set  for  an  exam- 
ination, agree  to  a  post  poo  cmeoL 
Barber  v.  Floyd,  109  Mass.  6t. 

Israaneo  of  Citation  a  Xlnliterial  AoL — 
A  justice  of  the  peace  who  issuer  a  cita- 
tion in  such  a  case  acts  ministerially. 
Such  a  citation  need  not  be  entered 
upon  his  judicial  records.  A  copy  of 
il  or  of  ihe  proceedings  of  the  officer 
upon  it,  though  certified  by  him.  is 
not  admissible  in  evidence.  Ayer  v. 
Fowler,  30  Me.  347, 

OlTlag  Bond  a  Walnr  of  HotiM  jLln^ 
OItob.  —  If  a  debtor  be  arrested  on  aa 
execution,  and  committed  10  prium, 
and  while  there  cites  his  creditor  to  at- 
tend lo  his  disclosure  at  an  appointed 
time  and  place,  and  attends  at  the  lime 
and  place,  and  takes  the  debtor's  oalti. 
and  after  ihe  citation,  and  before  tak- 
ing Che  oath,  gives  the  debtor's  bond  10 
the  creditor,  having  therein  the  condi- 
tion that  he  will  cite  the  creditor  a* 
cording  to  law  and  submit  himself  to 
examination  in  manner  prescribed  in 
the  poor-debtor  acts,  the  giving  of  the 
bond  is  a  waiver  of  the  notice,  and  the 
condition  is  not  performed  by  the  pro- 
ceeding under  the  notice  given  before 
the  bond  was  made.     Williams  r.  Mc- 


lald.  I 


Me. 


Whan  7aU«r  AvtboilMd  to  Kf^  ftr 
ITotlea,  —  A  representation  10  a  jailer 
by  the  person  committed  on  execuiioa 
that  he  has  "not  estate  suBcient  t» 
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Dttty  of  Selrter  to  Foniiih  Syidenoo  of  Sonrioo.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
debtor  to  furnish  to  the  court  or  magistrate  such  evidence  of  the 
service  of  the  notice  as  will  make  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  take 
jurisdiction  and  conduct  an  examination.^ 

b.  Form  and  Sufficiency  —  (i)  Compliance  with  Statute.  — 
The  statutes  relating  to  the  discharge  of  poor  debtors  usually  pro- 
vide a  form  for  the  notice  to  be  given  to  the  creditor  of  the 
debtor's  desire  to  take  the  oath,'  and  such  notice  must  be  in  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in  order 
to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  justices.* 

(2)  Not  Governed  by  Strict  Rules.  —  The  notice  to  the  creditor 
of  the  debtor's  intention  to  apply  for  the  poor  debtor's  oath  is  not 
governed  by  the  strict  rules  of  pleading.*     It  need  only  contain 

support  himself  in  prison  "  is  sufficient  of  the  word  **  magistrate  "  under  the 

to  authorize  the  jailer  to  make  applica-  magistrate's  signature  is  not  a  suffi- 

tion  for  the  notification  to  the  creditor  cient  designation  of  his  official  capac- 

that   the    debtor  desires    to  take   the  ity.     Carter  v.  Clohecy,  100  Mass.  299. 

benefit  of  the  law  for  the  relief  of  poor  Nor  is  the  mere  addition  of  **  Justice 

debtors.      Bussey  v,   Brigg8»   a    Met.  of  the  Peace  '*  to  his  signature  suffi- 

(Mass.)  132.  cient.     Nash  v.  Coffey,  105  Mass.  341. 

1.  Buckley  v.   Mitchell,   165    Mass.  Oitotioii  Without  BeaL  —  Under  a  stat- 
106.  ute  requiring  the  citation  to  be  under 

Prodnetion  of  VotiM  Mftoisnt  Proot  —  seal  it  was  held  that  where  a  citation 

In  an   action    upon   a    poor    debtor's  was  issued  with  a  seal  upon  it,  which 

recognizance,  a  notice  purporting  to  be  had  accidentally  fallen  off  when  it  was 

signed  by  the  master  in  chancery  and  served,  it  was  sufficient.     Baldwin  v. 

coming  from  his  custody  is  sufficiently  Merrill,  44  Me.  55. 

proved  by  its  production.     Richardson  Tho  Olijaotioii  that  tlis  Oitatioii  Is  Hot 

V.  Smith,  I  Allen  (Mass.)  541.  imdtr  Seal  should  be  taken  on  the  hearing 

2.  Rev.  Stat.  Me.,  1883,  c.  113,  §  26;  before  the  iustices;  and  if  overruled. 
Pub.  Stat.  Mass.,  1882,  c.  162,  g  31.  certiorari  to  quash  the  proceedings  is 

In  Hew  Hampshire  an  order  made  by  the  proper  remedy.     Emery  v.  Brann, 

the  two  justices  on    the   back  of   the  67  Me.  39. 

debtor's  application,  appointing  a  time  4.  -Hill  v,  Bartlett,  124  Mass.  399. 

and  place  of  hearing,  and  directing  no-  Allegation  that  B«nd  Has  Hot  Ezpirad. 

tice  to  be  given  to  the  creditor,  is  a  — The  citation  to  the  creditor  need  not 

sufficient  notice.     Rankin  v.  Nettleton,  aver  that  the  bond  has  not  expired,  if 

2  N.  14.  305.  it  gives  the  date  of  the  bond  and  it  ap- 

8.  Knight  v,   Norton,    15   Me.   337;  pears  therefrom  that  the  proceedings 

Poor  V.  Knight,  66  Me.  482.  are  seasonable.     Farrington  v.  Farrar, 

Where  the  Statute  Points  Out  Ho  Mode  73  Me.  37. 
by  which  the  debtor  shall  notify  the  Desoription  of  Dtbtor.  —  The  notice  to 
creditor  of  the  time  and  place  of  his  the  creditor  is  not  defective  because 
submitting  himself  to  examination  and  describing  the  debtor  as '*  a  prisoner 
taking  the  oath,  and  a  citation  is  issued  in  jail,"  etc.,  although  he  has  given 
from  a  magistrate  on  the  application  of  bond  for  liberty  of  the  prison  limits, 
the  debtor  only,  and  it  is  duly  served  Davis  v,  Putnam,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  321. 
on  the  creditor,  and  the  notice  is  ad-  InaMlitj  of  Dtbtor  to  Fay.  —  The  no- 
judged  by  the  justices  who  ad  minis-  tice  to  the  creditor  need  not  state  that 
tered  the  oath  to  have  been  according  the  debtor  represented  to  the  jailer  his 
to  the  law,  such  notice  is  sufficient,  inability  to  pay  the  debt,  nor  that  the 
Ware  v.  Ash,  16  Me.  386.  same  was  made  known  by  the  jailer  to 
- Maasaehnsetti  —  InsnAcient  Detigna-  the  justice.  Davis  v.  Putnam,  5  Gray 
tion  of  Offleial  Gapadty.  —  Under  Gen.  (Mass.)  321. 

Stat.  Mass.,  c.  124,  §  10  (Pub.   Stat.  Designation  of  Plaoe  of  Examination.  — 

1882,  c.  162,  %  31),   requiring  that  the  Where  the  notice  to  the  creditor  stated 

notice  shall  designate  the  official  ca-  the  debtor's  intention  to  take  the  oath 

pacity  of  the  magistrate,  the  suffixing  at  "  the  police  court  in  L.,"  it  was  held 
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an  intelligible  statement  of  the  facts  material  for  the  notified 
party  to  know,'  and  sligh^  errors  or  immaterial  variances  will  not 
vitiate  the  proceeding  where  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  creditor  was  misled  thereby.* 

ABMndmant.  —  An  error  in  the  notice  may  be  amended  where  no 
hardship  will  thereby  be  worked  upon  the  creditor,* 


of  the  police  conn,  cbe  notice  nas  suffi- 
cient.      Danionb     v.    KaowUon,    iii 

.Mass.  76. 

SiiiBtlsntlT   flililiwiiiil   M    Ondlton.  — 
Where  llic  creditors  were  not  residents 
of   the   county   where   the   arrest   was 
made,  il    was   held   that   a   notice  ad- 
dressed to  "A,  attorney  for  B  and  C.     to 
credilots."  was  sufficiently  addressed     to 
to   the    creditora.     Pierce  v.   Phillips,     credii 
loi  Mass.  313.  on  Ih 

BarrlM  upon  Attom*;.  —  Where    the 


Bussey    v.    Briggs.  1 

k  SUght  utd  Tn»ii«twl»l  TulkDN  be- 
tween the  citation  to  the  creditor  and  the 
certificate  of  the  magistrates  Bill  not 
Invalidate  the  discharge.  FarrinKlon 
V.  Farrar,  73  Me,  37. 

OmlHioB  A  Vmu  of  Oiw  of  Joliit  Gr•dl^ 

on. — ^  Where  a  nutlceof  an  application 

to  take  Ihe  poor  debtor's  oath  omitted 

'    1  the  name  of  one  of  the  joiat 

twas   held    net  10  be  invalid 

count,  there  being   no  olbet 

against  (he  debtor.     Dana  c. 


1   slates   that   the   person   upon  Can,  134  Mass 

whom  ft  is  served   is  the  attorney  of  MlftklM  u  to  EzMotlon  OreditAr.  —  A 

record  of  [he  creditor,  it  need  not  add  notice  in  wtiiin;;  addressed  to  "A,  at- 

the  words  "  in  the  suit."     Farrington  torncy  for  B  rl  at.,  creditors,"  reciting 

V.  Farrar,  73  Me.  37.  that  "  C.  debtor,  arrested  on  execulion 

Botnm      to     OUEannt      Jutloa.  —  In  in  your  favor,  desires  to  talce  the  oath 

Smith   II.    Huntington,   3  Day  (Conn.)  for  the   relief   of   poor   debtors."  and 

562.  It  was   held   that  a  citation  to  the  stating  the   time  and  place  appointed 

creditor  to  appear  before  A  B,  justice  for  his  examination,  was  held    to  be 

of  the  peace,  or  some  other  proper  au-  sufficient    notwithstanding   C   was  ar, 

Ihority,  was  legal,  though  not  returned  rested  on  an  execution  in  favor  of  B 

to  A  B.  alone.     Hill  v.  Bartlett.  124  Mass.  3^. 

I.  Hill  V.  Bartlett,  134  Mass.  399.  Omjidau  of  BtrMt  and  SimibaT.  —  The 

ArrMt  on  Two  EzoniUoiuin  FkTorof  citation  H  not  rendered  invalid  by  the 

B»ma   OtwUWt.  —  Where     a    judgment  omission  of  the  street  and  street  num- 

creditor  had  been  arrested  on  two  exc-  ber  of  the  lawyer's  office  where  it  is 

cutions  in  favor  of  the  same  creditor,  returnable,  in   the  absence  of  all  evi- 

and  had  entered  into  a  rccognizanire  on  dcnce  tending  to  show  that  there  was 

each  arrest,  it  was  held  that  a  notice  to  difficulty  in   finding  sucb  office.     Far. 


the  creditor  of  his  desire  to  take  the 
oath  must  specify  from  which  of  the 
two  arrests  he  sought  to  be  discharged. 
Merriam  v.  Haskins,  7  Alien  (Maes.) 
346. 

Where  a  judgment  debtor,  arrested 
at  different  times  on  two  executions 
issued  by  the  same  creditor,  served 
upon  the  creditor.  ai  the  same  time, 
two  notices  precisely  alike,  staling  that 
the  debtor  ■' arrested  on  execution  in 
your  favor"  desired  to  take  a  poor 
debtor's  oaih,  and  fixing  the  same  time 
and  place  for  his  examination,  il  was 
held  that  the  notices  were  sufficient. 
Way  V.  O'Sullivan,  106  Mass.  Il3. 

3,  A  Bl^ht  Error  la  tha  Notieo  Whom 
Botening  to  tha  Statute  the  benefit  of 
which  the  debtor  seeks  will  not  vitiate 
the  proceedings  if  the  creditor  is  not 


ingtons.  Farrar.  73  Me.  37. 
Kiitako    iB    Dooaribln^    Action.  — A 

mistake  in  such  notice  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  action  upon  which  the  exe- 
cution issued  will  not  vitiate  the  pro- 
ceedings,   that    being    i        ' 


1   ihei 


being  r 


jppose  that  the  mistake  could  have 
misled  the  creditor.  Osgood  p.  Hutch- 
ins,  6  N.  H.  374- 

Xistkko  M  to  Arran.  —  A  notice  to  a 
creditor  stating  that  a  person  "  arrested 
on  execution  in  your  favor  desires  to 
take  the  oath  for  the  relief  of  poor 
debtors  "  is  not  insufficient  on  account 
of  the  fact  that  the  arrest  was  on 
mesne  process,  if  otherwise  proper. 
Calnan  v.  Toomey.  IZ9  Mass.  451. 

8.  XUtaka  In  Dat«.  —  Where  the  no- 
tice to  the  creditor  erroneously  gave 
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(3)  Describing  Execution.  —  The  notice  to  the  creditor  should 
designate  the  execution  on  which  the  arrest  was  made ;  *  but 
great  particularity  in  describing  it  is  not  required,'  and  slight 
mistakes  or  variations  will  not  invalidate  the  notice.' 

(4)  Appointing  Time  and  Place.  —  The  notice  to  the  creditor 
is  required  to  appoint  the  time  and  place  at  which  the  debtor  will 
appear  for  examination  and  claim  the  privileges  of  the  poor 
debtor's  oath.* 

ibe   date    o[    Che   judgment    as    IS7()  court,  nhen   In   fact   the   con:ini[t[nenE 

Instead  of  1878.  it  was  held  that,  the  naa  on  i^wexecution  issuedadersaid 

creditor    having    recovered    no    other  term  and  founded  on  a  judgment  ren. 

jadgoient  against   the  debtor,   it   was  dered  at  that  time,  it  was  held  that  the 

proper  to  allow  au  amendment  correct-  notice  iras  not  fatally  defective.     Green 

t.     ....   Driscoll  t.  Stanford,  74  p.  Wilbur,  10  Cul>h.  (Mass.)  439. 

TtUnn  to  Add  Intanat.  —  A  notice  to 

tt  B«fsra  StrvlM.  —  Where  a  a  creditor  is  not  invalidated  because  in 

le  form  of  a  notice  for  the  stating    the    amount    for    which     the 

I  of  a  poor  debtor,  issued  debtor  is   commiiied   interest   on    Ihe 

under  Pub.  Stat.  Mass..  c.  163,  g  38,  is  judgment  is  not  added  to  the  original 

discovered  before  service,  il  may  be  at  debt  and  costs.     Green  v.  Wilbur,  10 

once     corrected     and     served     in    its  Cush.  (Mass.)  439. 

amended   form.     Eamea   v.   Sice,   IS7  Dlght  l[l>tak«  m  to  CmU,  —  Where  a 

Mass.  508.  notice  to  a  creditor  was  accurate  in  all 

Toe  Iiat«  In  Suit  on  Bond.  —  Where  Ihe  particulars   e:(cept   that   it   stated    the 

notice  to  the  creditor  incorrectly  slated  costs  of  (he  suit  to  be  twenty-five  cents 

the  amount  of  the  judgment,  and  tilt  (charge  (or  the  writ  of  execution)  more 

error   was    not    amended    before    the  than   they  were   recited  to   be   in  the 

magistrates,  it  was  held   to  be  too  late  execution,  it  was  held  that  such  defect 

to  move  for  an  amendment  in  a  suit  would   not  prevent   the   debtor's    dis- 

on  the  bond.     Perry  v.  Plunkett.    74  charge  on  bis  taking  the  oath.     Leach 

He.  338.  V.  Hill.  3  Met.  (Mass.)  173. 

1.  Merriaro     v.    Haskins,    7     Allen  4.  Bnfficdmt  Appolntmant  of  Tlmo  and 

(Mass.)  346.  Flaoo.  —  The  notice  to  the  creditor  suffi- 

Klttaksaa  toOenrt.  —  Where  a  notice  cicnily  appoints  the  lime  and  place  for 

to  a  creditor  described  the  execution  on  an  examination  of  the  debtor  by  stat* 

which   the  arrest  was   made  as  Issued  ing  that  at  a  certain  named  time  and 

from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  L.,  place  the  debtor  will  be  admitted  to  the 

in   the  county  of  N.,  when  in  fact  it  oath   allowed    by   the    statute    unless 

was  issued  from  Che  Court  of  Common  some  sufficient  objection   be  made  on 

Pleas  at  B..  in  the  county  of  S.,  it  was  the  part  of  the  creditor.     Davis  v.  Put* 

held  that  the  variance  invalidated  the  nam,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  321. 

debtor's  discharge  and   made  the  sure-  ftatbig  Hoar  h  W«U  m  Day.  —  Under 

lies  upon  his  prison-limits  bond  liable.  Ihe  statute  since  embodied  in  Pub.  Stat. 

Shed  p.  Tileston,  8  Gray  (Mass.)  344.  N.  H.,  I8gi.  c.   236.  S  4,  requiring  the 

9.  Sofldant  DcwrlptlaB.  —  The  notice  justices  to  appoint  a  time  for  consider- 
to  Ihe  creditor  need  not  state  the  ing  the  poor  debtor's  application,  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  nor  describe  the  justices  must  appoint  the  hour  as  well 
execution  more  particularly  than  as  an  as  the  day;  and  where  the  notice  to 
execution  at  the  creditor's  suit  issued  the  creditor  fails  to  stale  the  hour  as 
from  a  certain  court  at  a  certain  dale,  well  as  the  day,  the  creditor  is  not 
Davis  V.  Putnam,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  331.  legally  informed  of  the  Ume  and  need 

Vsed  Bot  State   Date.  —  The  citation  not  attend.     Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N. 

to  the  creditor  need   not  state  the  date  H.  335. 

of    the    judgment    or    the    execution.  Btgnatnro  by  JnstleM.  —  The  order  of 

Rand  v.  Tobie,  33  Me.  430.  the  justices  appointing  the   time  and 

S.  lUitaki  aa  to  BzMnttoa.  —  Where  a  place  for  hearing  a  petition  to  cake  the 

notice    to    a    creditor  states   that   Che  poor  debtor's  oath  need  not  be  signed 

debtor  stood  committed  on  an  exec u-  by  them  before  Che  issui 

lion  issued    from    a                            ■  ■    ■ 


IiWMdlngt  andw 


POOR  PERSONS. 


(5)  Misnomer.  —  A  slight  mistake  as  to  the  name  of  the 
creditor  or  debtor  which  is  not  calculated  to  mislead  the  creditor 
will  not  invalidate  the  poor  debtor's  discharge,*  especially  it  the 
creditor  acknowledges  receipt  of  sufficient  notice.* 

c.  Service  —  (i)  By  whom. — The  statutes  providing  for 
poor-debtor  proceedings  usually  specify  who  maj'  serve  the 
notice  to  the  creditor.*  But  the  fact  that  the  notice  was  served 
by  a  de  facto  officer  will  not  render  the  proceedings  liable  to 
collateral  attack.* 

Ecrvicc  00  the  creditot.  Fernald  v.  on  an  ex«culiofi  in  favor  of  the  "  Ha- 
Novel,  30  N.  H.  39.  tual  Safety  Fire  Insurance  Company," 
nilnn  U  SUU  Tmi.  —  Where  a  no-  entered  knowledge  and  recogniiaDce, 
tice  dated  Aug.  30,  1870,  appointed  nhich  was  erroneously  entered  of  rec- 
'•  (he  third  day  of  September  as  the  ord  to  the  "  Mutual  Life  and  Fire  In- 
day  for  the  examination,  it  was  held  to  suraace  Company,"  and  the  magistrate 
indicate  thai  the  examination  was  to  afterwards  issued  a  notice  of  the  time 
b«  had  on  September  3,  1870.  Salmon  and  place  Gxed  for  the  examinatioo  10 
c  Nation,  log  Mass.  2l5.  To  the  same  the  creditors  under  the  same  mistaken 
effect  is  Osgood  v,  Hucchins,  6  N.  H.  name,  and  the 
374- 


CNdltor.  —  If  it  apneara  to  the  justices 
that  an  attempt  was  made  to  inconven. 
lence  [hem  or  the  creditor  by  the  hour 
or  place  appointed  in  the  notification, 
they  may  refuse  to  act.  Haskell  r. 
Haven,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  404. 

1.  Onlaifon  of  Cradltor's  Klddl*  InltUL 
—  Where  the  notice  described  the  cred- 
itor as  A.  P.,  instead  of  A.  G.  P..  but    shall  be 
there  was  no  suggestion  that  there  was     to  serve 
any  other  judgment  against  the  same     tain  cast 
debtor  in  favor  of  any  other  A.  P.,  it 
was  held  that  the  amission  of  the  ini- 
tial ■'  G."  in  the  application  and  notice 
was  immaterial  and  Chat  the  discharge 
granted   thereon    was   valid.     Peck  v. 
Wilson,  14  N.  H.  587. 


•  the 


;a  the! 


attorney  of  the  crediiofs, 
who  acknowledged  leccipi  of  it  as  a 
notice  to  the  creditors,  it  was  held  that 
they  could  not  object  tbal  the  notice 
was  insufficient  by  reason  of  the  mis- 
take. Mutual  Safety  F.  Ins.  Co.  r. 
Woodward,  8  Allen  (Mass.)  14S. 

S,  BotIm  by  Fwaon  Hot  QiuliflwL  — 
Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  c.  1*4,  §  13  (Pub.  Slat. 
-""-  -  16a,  §  32),  provides  that  notice 
^cerqualibed 
to  serve  civii  process,  and  that  in  cer- 
tain cases  service  may  be  "  on  the  <A 
ccr  who  made  the  arrest."  Whcic  notice 
was  served  upon  the  officer  who  made 
the  arrest,  but  not  by  an  officer  quali- 
fied to  serve  civil  process,  it  was  held 
that  the  former  was  not  authorized  to 
by  the  proper  officer,  and 


tice  serrea  upon  bjm  was  held  not  t( 
Invalidate  the  debtor's  discharge  when 
the  original  notice  was  correct  and  thi 
officer  had  returned  thai  he  served  1 
true  copy.  Eastman  i'.  Perkins,  11 
Cush.  (Mass.)  249- 

1  of  SebtM'i  Xtddle  InltiU. 


i«  Initial  of  the     that  bis  acceptance  of  s 


uffi- 


debtor  was  omitted,  it  was  held  that 
such  omission  did  not  invalidate  a  dis- 
charge granted  to  the  debtor  on  bis 
examination  at  the  titnc  and  place 
specified  in  the  notice.  Collins  v. 
Douglass.  I  Gray  (Mass.)  167.  See  also 
Dwyer  v.  Winters,  136  Mass.  1B6. 

S.  BaMlpt  of  Kotioa  Aokaowlsdgtd  by 
Attorney.  —  Where   a   debtot,   arrested 


a  waiver  by  the  plaintiff  of  his  right  to 
have  the  notice  served  by  an  offictt 
qualified  toserve  civil  process.  Caller 
V.  Boyd,  114  Mass.  181. 

Barrloe  by  Conrtabh.  —  In  Maint  ■ 
citation  in  a  poor  debtor's  disclosnrt 
may  be  served  by  a  constable  notwith- 
standing the  amount  due  the  creditor 
is  more  than  one  hundred  dollars. 
Bliss  V.  Day,  68  Me.  901. 

4.  Bliss  f.  Day,  68  Me.  201;  Elliott 
V.  Willis.  I  Allen  (Mass.)  461.  And  see 
Rankin  v.  Nettleton,  2  N.  H;  305. 

TomurConstaUa.  —  Where  the  debtot 


deliv 


:   for  s 


pet! 


bo  had  formerly  been  con- 
inie  and  was  supposed  by  the  debtor 
he  slill  so.  it  was  held  that  the  va- 
lity  of  the  service  could  not  be  cot- 
terally  attacked  in  an  action  on  tbe 
Volume  XVI. 
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(2)  On  Whom  —  (a)  On  the  Cnditor.  —  The  notice  that  the  poor 
debtor  intends  to  apply  for  the  benefit  of  the  statute  must  be 
given  to  the  real  creditor  if  he  is  known  to  be  such.* 

Sertnl  Crediton.  —  And  it  has  been  held  that  where  a  debtor  has 
been  committed  on  a  judgment  in  favor  of  several  creditors,  all 
living  within  the  state,  notice  must  be  served  on  each  of  them, 
whether  they  are  partners  or  not.* 

(b)  On  CrwUtor't  AUornej  or  Agent.  —  In  order  to  facilitate  such  pro- 
ceedings, the  statutes  usually  provide  for  service  of  notice  upon 
the  creditor's  attorney  or  agent  in  cases  where  the  creditor  resides 
without  the  jurisdiction  or  is  otherwise  difficult  of  access.* 

recognizaoce.    Petersilea  v.  Stone,  119  same  party,  one  application  and  notice 

Mass.  465.  specifying  that    the    oath   was  to  be 

1.  Cameron  v.  Little,   13  N.  H.  23;  taken  upon  both  executions  were  held 

Hubbell  V  Dimick,  i  Vt.  253.     But  see  sufficient.    Chesley  v,  Welch,  10  N.  H. 

FoUansbee  v.  Bird,  8  Cush.  (Mass.)  289.  251. 

Judgment  on  Indorsed  Vote.  —  There*  8.  See  the  statutes    of    the  several 

fore,  where  the  judgment  for  which  the  states;  and  see  Knight   v,   Fifield,   7 

debtor  was  imprisoned  was  rendered  Cush.  (Mass.)  263;    Rankin  v.  Nettle- 

upon  an  indorsed  note,  it  was  held  that  ton,  2  N.  H.  305. 

the  citation  should  be  served  on  the  Attorney  Who  Hade  the  Writ.  —  Under 

creditor  in  the  execution,  not  on  the  the  Massachusetts  statutes  the   person 

original  payee  of  the  note.     Hubbell  who  made  the  writ  may  always  be  re- 

V,  Dimick,  i  Vt.  253.  corded  a^  the  attorney  of  the  creditor 

Assigned  Votes.  —  Where  the  debtor  where  an  arrest  is  made  on  a  writ  or  in 

knew  ihat  negotiable  notes  given  him  execution  issued  thereon.     Therefore  a 

had  been  assigned,  and  on  applying  to  debtor  arrested  on  execution  may  serve 

take  the  poor.debtor's  oath  gave  no  no-  a  notice  of  his  intention  to  take  the 

tice  to  the  assignee,  it  was  held  that  oath  upon  the  attorney  who  made  the 

the  discharge  was  invalid.    Cameron  writ  in  an  action;  and  this  although  he 

z/.  Little,  13  N.  H.  23.  was  not  arrested  on  mesne  process  and 

Where  the  Ezeontion  Creditor  Became  a  his  attorney  had  been  told  that  another 

Bankrupt  after  the  debtor  had  been  ar-  attorney    is    acting   for  the    creditor, 

rested  and  had  given   bond,  and  the  Willard  r.  Gage,  T03  Mass.  354.     And 

latter  had   received   no  notice  of  the  the   notice    may    be    served    on  such 

creditor's  bankruptcy,  it  was  held  that  attorney  although  he  does  not  reside  in 

the  citation  to  the  creditor  was  good  the  county    wherein    the    arrest    was 

without  notice  to  his  assignee.     Hayes  made.     Harwood  7.  Wiley,  115  Mass. 

V,  Kingsbury,  22  Me.  400.  358. 

S.  Putnam     v,    Longley,    11     Pick.  On    Death    of    Creditor.  —  Where    a 

(Mass.)  487.     But  see  Leach  v.  Hill,  3  debtor  was  committed  to  prison  upon 

Met.  (Mass.)  173,   wherein  it  is  held  execution,  and  within  fifteen  days  after 

that  where  two  or  more  joint  creditors  the  commitment  the  creditor  died,  and 

have  the  same  places  of  abode,  it  is  a  upon  an  application  afterwards  made 

sufficient  service  of  notice  if  the  officer  to  two  magistrates,  by  the  debtor,  to  be 

leaves  one  attested  copy  of  such  notice  discharged  upon  taking  the  poor  debt> 

at  that  place.  or's  oath,  notice  was  given  to  the  attor- 

Where  a  Poor  Debtor's  Bond  Is  Vot  Good  ney  who   appeared    in    the  suit  and 

under  the  Statute,  but  is  good  at  com-  obtained  the  execution,  the  notice  was 

mon  law,  if  it  provides  for  notice  to  the  held  to  be  sufficient.     Priest  v,  Tarlton, 

creditors  of  the  debtor's  disclosure,  but  3  N.  H.  93. 

fails  to  state  how  it  shall  be  given.  Debtor  Vet  Besiding  in  County  Where 

service   upon  one  of  the  creditors  is  Arrest     Made.  —  Under     Stat.     Mass., 

sufficient.     Smith  v.  Brown,  61  Me.  70.  1857,  c.  141,  §  4,  where  the  debtor  did 

Two  Xxeeutioni  in  Favor  of  flame  Party,  not  reside  in  the  county  wherein  the 

—  Where  application  was  made  by  an  arrest  was  made,  the  notice  could  not 

individual  to  take  the   poor  debtors'  be  served  on  the  debtor  personally  if 

oath  on  two  executions  in  favor  of  the  his  attorney  lived  or   had   his  usual 
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(a)  On  OfflMT  Who  lud*  Amtt.  —  Under  the  Massachusetts  statute, 
where  the  creditor  does  not  reside  or  have  u  place  of  bu^ness  in 
the  county  where  the  debtor  is  arrested,  and  has  no  agent  or 
attorney  therein,  notice  of  the  application  to  take  the  poor 
debtor's  oath  may  be  served  on  the  officer  who  made  the  arrest.^ 

(3)  When  Served.  —  The  time  when  notice  shall  be  served  upon 
the  creditor  in  poor-debtor  proceedings  is  specified  by  the  statutes 
in  the  various  states,  which  statutes  must  be  substantially 
followed.* 

place  of  business  in  the  conntv  where  Under  the  slatDte  since  embodied  in 

his  arrest  was  made.     PuCnam  r,  Wil-  Pub.  Stat.   Mass.,   iBSi,  c.    i6a,  §  33, 

liams.  3  Allen  (Mass.)  73.  prescribing  the  service  of  notice  of  an 

But  where  the  debtor  was  arrested  application  to  take  the  poor  debtor's 

in  a  county  where  neither  the  creditor  oalh.  the  fact  that  one  is  confidential 

nor   his    attorney    lived   or   had  their  clerk  of  the  creditor  and  has  a  geoecal 

usual   places  of    business,   the   notice  power  of  attorney  from  him  to  transact 

might  be  served  upon  the  creditor  per-  business   is    not    conclusive   evidence 

sonally.     Way    v.    Carlisle,    13    Allen  that   he   is   the   agent  o(   the  c 


rithin    the    meaning   of    the   statute. 
Newcomb  v.  Willcull,  124  Maw.  178. 

1.  Pub.   Stat.    Mass.,    lESs,    c.     163. 
§33;  Homer  v.  Sinn ott,  119  Mass.  191. 
Airent  Happanlog  to  Be  WltUn  CoBsty. 
—  where   neither  the  creditor  uor  his 
agent  nor  bis  attorney  has  a   place  of 
residence  or  business  within  the  county 
wherein   the  arrest  was  made,  notice 
may  properly  be  served  upon  the  offi- 
cer who  made   the  arrest,  although  the 
agent   may   happen   to   be  within  the 
upon  an  attorney  of  record  when   the     county.     Richardson  v.  Smith,  i  Alleo 
debtor  is  out  of  the  state,  if   the  appll-    (Mass.)  541. 


Whan  Hon  than  Ob«  Attoraay   Ap- 

psarsd  for  th*  Crtdltor  in  an  action,  no- 
tice to  either  is  sufficient.  Fernald  v. 
Noycs,  30  N.  H.  39. 

Whtft  th*  Orsdltor  and  Eli  Attamar 
Both  BMida  in  tha  County  where  the  ar- 
rest Is  made,  notice  may  be  served  on 

:  attorney.     Salmon   v.   Nation,   109 


Mag 


Z16. 


Attornoy  Ahsont  from  County.  —  Under 
the  provisions  embodied  in  Pub.  Stat. 
Mass,.  iSSs.  c.  163.  g  31,  where  a  cred- 
itor is  not  a  resident  of  the  county  in 
which  the  arrest  is  made,  notice  may 
be  served  upon  the  officer  who  made 
arrest,  notwithstanding  the  credit- 
I  attorney  resides  in  the  county,  if 
the  time  of  service  the  attorney  is 
absent  at  his  place  of  business  in  an- 
other  county.     McGurkine    v.    Bales. 


cation  [or  the  citation  and  the 
itself  both  state  that  the  creditor  i: 
of  the  state,  and  that  A  B  is  his  a 
ney  o\  record,  service  on   the  attorney 
is  legal  and  sufficient,  there  being  no 
evidence    that   the   facts    arc    not 
stated.     Smith  v.  Bragdon,  48  Me.  I 

Ezsoutton  Bhovinff  Attorney  or  Agent 
In  Coonty.  — Where  the  surname  only 
of  an   attorney  was  indorsed   on     ' 
copy  of  an  execution,  it  was  held  t( 
Rufhcient  to  apprise  the  debtor,  com  mis-     113  Ma< 
sioners.  and  sheriff  that  there  was  an         Whan 
attorney  or  agent   on    the  execution.     Found. - 
living  in   the  county,  agreeably  to  the    live  in 
provisions  of  the  slatute(now  Stat.  Vt.,     was   ml 
1S94,  g   176O-     Dean  v.  Lowry.  4  Vt.     having     his     usual 
4S1.     See  also  Bennett  I/.  Morrill.  1  Vt.     therein,  cannot   be   found,   the   notice 
may  be  served   upon   the  officer  who 


abode 


Proot  of  Attonwy^  Aittharltf  to  BaealTa 
Holloa.  —  Where  the  written  return  of 
the  notice  shows  that  it  was  given  to 

;  attorney,   parol   evidence  may   be 


made  the  arrest.  May 
Alien  (Mass.)  354;  Hyatt 
Allen  (Mass.)  378. 

a.  Hvm  HunpsUra.  —  Pub.    Sut.    N. 


Introduced  to  show  that  the  attorney  H..  1891.C.  336,  g  4.  requi 
was  authorized  by  the  creditor  to  re-  to  be  served  upon  the  creditor  at  leut 
celve  it.  Page  i-.  Plummer,  10  Me.  fifteen  days  before  the  day  of  the  heai- 
334.  lag.  and  a  notice  served  within    that 
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(4)  Where  Served,  —  And  so  the  question  as  to  where  the 
notice  may  properly  be  served  is  also  dependent  upon  the  statute 
under  which  the  proceedings  are  had.* 


time  is  intufficleoi.    See  SainboRi 


1.  AtLutudtrradlUMof  Aboda.— 

Notice   ma^   be   served   od  the  officer 

who  made  the  arrest  by  leaving  a  copj 

-'  bis  last  and  usoal  place  of  abode. 

Qlral   Nat.  Bank  v.   O'Connor,   las 

tfae    Mass.  53. 

at  Tvx     or     Afort    Joint     Credittrt. — 

Where  an  officer  maLes  return  of  a  00- 
lice  issued  10  two  or  mote  joint  credit- 
ors that  he  has  served  the  notice  by 
leaving  an  attested  copy  thereof  at 
their  last  and  usual  place  of  abode,  it 
must  be  shown  as   true  that  they  had 


-By  Rev.  Slat.  Me.,  1841,  c. 
148.  %  17  <Rev.  Slat.  1B83,  c.  113.  ^  37), 
the  debtor  is  required  to  notify  the 
creditor  within  Glteen  days  afte  ' 
last  day  of  the  term  of  the  court  at 
which  judgment  sball  be  rendered. 
Under  this  statute  noLice  to  the  cred- 
itor within  fifteen  days  after  judgment, 
but  before  the  last  day  of  the  term,  is 
not  sufficient.     Hunkine  v.  Palmer,  48 

SuficiiHt  Netiei.  —  A  notice   within  tbe   same   place  of   abode.     Leach   1 

fifteen  days  after  the  ]asl  day  of  the  Hill.  3  Met.  fMasa.)  173. 

term  at  which  judgment  is  rendered  is  VoUee  left  ftt  Bwidsiu*  of  Cradltor'a 

sufficient,  although  there  bad  been  an  Attnnwy.  ^  Where  the  statute  provides 

adjournment  o[  the  court,  and  a  spc-  that  notice  of  the  time  and  place  ap- 

cial  judgment  had  been  entered  prior  pointed  for  tfac  examination  of  a  poor 

to    such     adjournment.       Parsons    v.  debtor  shall  be  served  "  by  giving  to 

Hathaway.  40  ^fIe.  131.  the  plaintiff  or  creditor,  his  agent  or 

Ifsstsffhniitti  — Under     Pub.     Stat,  attorney,  an  attested  copy  thereof,"  It 

Mass..  iBSa,  c.   163,  S  33,  the  time  of  Is  uot  a  sufficient  service  to  leave  such 

service  shall  not  be  leas  than  one  hour  copy  at  the  residence  of  the  creditor's 

before  the  time  appointed  for  the  ex-  attorney.     Williams    v.   Kimball,    135 

amioation.     Sec   Smith   v,    Randall,  i  Mass.  411. 

Allen  (Mass.)  456.  Votlw  L«ft  M  Creditor's  Formar  SmI- 

Timrfer  Travel.  —  Not  less  than  one  deww.  —  A  notice  left  at  a  bouse  where 

day   additional   shall   be   allowed    for  the  creditor  once  lived,  but  from  which 

every  twenty-four  miles'  travel.     Pub.  he  has  removed  to  another  place  in  the 

Stat.   Mass.,   1S83.  c.   163,  g  33.     This  state,   is   not  sufficient.      Flanders   v. 

time  is  to  be  determined  by  the  dis-  Thompson,  z  N.  H.  431. 

lance  between  the  place  of  service  and  BnTlM  OnUld*  of  (MBoar'B  Prsdnat.  — 

the   place  of  examination.     Homer  v.  Service  of  the  notice  to  a  creditor  out- 

Sinnoii.  119  Mass.  191;  Carrot]  v.  Rog-  side  of  the  officer's  precinct  wil!  [nvali- 

er«.  4  Allen  (Mass.)  70.  date  a  discbarge  under  tbe  poor  Uebt- 

Where  a  notice   is  served   upon  the  or's    oath.       Henshaw    v.    Savil.    I14 

r  less  than  a  mile  from  the  place  Mass.  74.    But  where  no  place  of  si 


of  examination  only  a  proponiona 
fraction  of  an  hour  need  be  allowed  for 
travel.  Jacoi  v.  Wyatt,  10  Gray 
(Mass.)  %%<b. 

Wktri  SirvUt  at  Last  and  Usual 
Place  0/  Aiodi.  —  UaAcT  Gen.  Stat. 
Mass..  c.  134.  g  13  <Pub.  Sut.  i8B3,  c. 
163.  §33),  where  notice  of  an  applica- 
tion to  take  the  poor  debtor's  oalh  is 
served  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  last 
and  usual  place  of  abode,  there  should 
be  an  allowance  of  not  less  than 
twenty-four  hours,  in  addition  to  the 
tira:  allowed  for  travel,  before  [he  time 
appointed  for  the  examination.  Cen- 
tral Nat,  Bank  v.  O'Connor.  133  Mass. 
S3:  Way  V,  Wheeler,  iiz  Mass.  87. 
And  in  the  computation  of  sucb  time 
Sunday  is  to  be  excluded,  Cunning- 
ham V.  Mahtn.  113  Mass.  j8. 


named  in  the  return  tfacre  is  a 
frima  facit  presumption  that  it  was 
within  the  officer's  precinct.  Ricbard- 
eon  V.  Smith,  t  Allen  (Mass.)  541. 

Bsrrla*  la  Oonaty  OUier  than  Vhsrs  Ar- 
rast  Mads,  —  The  notice  of  the  debtor's 
intention  10  take  the  oath  may  be 
served  in  another  county  than  that  in 
which  tbe  arrest  was  made.  Carroll 
V.  Rogers,  4  Allen  (Mass.)  70. 

Prtniaptton  m  te  Km*  of  Borlos.  — 
Where  no  place  of  service  is  named  In 
the  officer's  return  of  service  there  is  a 
prima  facit  presumption  that  it  was 
within  his  precinct.  Richardson  v. 
Smith.  I  Allen  (Mass.)  541. 

Bbewliig  Thsrt  Bttrlos  Mad*.  —  An 
officer's  return  on  a  notice  to  a  creditor 
did  not  state  where  (he  service  was 
made  except  that  it  was  beaded  with 
S  Volume  XVI. 
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(5)  Hffw  Served.  —  In  serving  the  notice  on  the  creditor  it 
seems  that  the  statute  need  not  be  followed  with  exact  strictness, 
but  a  substantial  compliance  therewith  is  sufficient.' 

(^6)  Return.  — The  officer's  return  should,  in  general,  show  that 
notice  hns  been  served  on  the  creditor  in  compliance  with  the 
directions  of  the  statute.'  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  return 
may  be  amended  so  as  to  show  a  sufficient  service  even  after  the 
bringing  of  suit  upon  the  poor  debtor's  recognizance.' 

ConeluiTeDBH.  —  The  return  by  a  proper  officer  that  he  has  prop- 
erly served  the  notice  on  the  creditor  is  conclusive  and  cannot 
be  attacked  in  collateral  proceedings.'' 


Ihe  name  of  the  county  for  nhich   Ihe  S.  TkUo: 

(ifBcer   w»s    appointed.      The    service  Where    ih 

ivas  actually  made  outside  of  bis  pre-  service  of 

cincl.  but  this  objection   naa  waived,  thereof  at 

held    that   evidence    showing  place  of 


thai  the  service  was  made  at 
distance  from  the  place  of  the  hearing, 
and  that  there  were  places  within  the 
county  equally  distant,  was  admissible 
in  an  action  on  the  recognisance,  as  it 


t  to  SpMtfy  Tims  at  Sarrlcc.— 

:  officer's  return  set  forth 
the  nolice  by  leaving  a  copT 
the  creditor's  last  and  ti«ual 

)ode  known  to  the  officer,  on 


day  of  the 

;'■  one  hour  previous  to  the  linn 
ippointed  therefor,  without  staiini 
low  long  before,  it  was  held  in^uffi 
ieni  to  Kiv<^  the  magistrate  jurisdiclioi 


Francis  v.  Howard,  115  Mass.  43fi. 

1.  Barrleeol  Orlgliul  IitiUkdaf  Copj. — 
Pub.  Sial.  Mass.,  iBSl.  c.  163.  ^  33,  re- 
quires that  nolice  of  the  desire  of  a 
person  arrested  on  execution  lo  take 
the  oath  for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors 
shall  be  served  by  giving  to  the  cred. 
itor.  his  agent  or  attorney,  "  an  attested 
copy  thereof."  It  was  held  thai  service 
on  the  creditor's  attorney  of  the  original 
nolice  instead  of  an  attested  copy  was 
a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute. Callaghan  v.  Wbitmarsh.  145 
Mass.  340.  See  also  Eaton  v.  Miner,  5 
N.  H.  5*3. 

Keadiag  If otles  Hot  Snfllotnit  Ssrvlca. — 
Under  Stal.  Mass..  1843.  c.  s^.  •=  ',  n 
was  held  that  reading  the  nolice  to  a 
creditor  by  an  officer  was  not  a  legal 
service  of  such  notice,  and  that  if  the  ~~  unacr  tj 
debtor  is  admitted  to  take  the  oath  <Pub.  Siat. 
after  such  defective  service,  and  there,  may  be  served  on  the  officer  who  made 
upon  g<jes  without  the  jail  limits,  he  the  arrest  if  neither  the  creditor  nor  his 
commits  a  breach  of  his  pti«on-limits  agent  or  attorney  is  found  within  the 
bond.  Young  o.Capen.  7  Met.  (Mass.)  county.  Under  this  statute  the  cor- 
387.  rectncss  of  an   officer's  return  setting 

NotlM  Lett  wltb  Attortift;'*  Landlord. —     forth  that  he  served  the  notice  on  the 
""  iVishing    officer  who  made  the  arrest.  "  as  neither 

the  creditor  nor  fais  altoroey  could  be 
found   within   my   precinct."  may   be 
iwn  by  parol.     Taylor  t.  Clarke,  i!l 


dail.  I  Allen  (Mass.)  45f. 

B«tain  Rot  Spod^rlBB  Hour  of  SutIm. 

—  Under  Stat.  Mass..  1844,  c.  154.  the 

served  at  least  twenty.four  hou is  be- 
fore Ihe  time  appointed  for  Ihe  exami- 
nation, adding  one  honr  for  travel  for 
each  mile  from  the  place  of  service  10 
the  place  appointed  for  the  eicaaiini- 
tion;  and  an  officer's  return  staling 
that  he  served  the  nolice  on  the  cred- 
itor on  a  certain  day  without  specif)-- 
ing  the  hour,  when  in  fact  the  notice 
was  sufficient  if  served  before  buinoi 
if  served  after  a  certain  hour  on  ibal 
day,  was  held  to  be  insuScicnl  evi 
dence  thai  the  notice  was  duly  served. 
Park  V.  Johnston.  7  Cusb.  (Mass.)  2(5. 
Comctnau  of  Bstnni  Bbowa  bj  PvsL 
"    ■      "     I.  Slat.  Mass.,  c.  124.  g  :o 


lo  take  the  benefit  of  the  poor  debtor' 
oath,  caused  a  nolice  (or  the  credit 
attorney   10  be  left  with   one   K..  1 
whose  store  the  attorney  had  his  o( 

he  boarded,  the  notice  was  held  ni 
have  been  legally  served.  Madiso 
Rano,  4  N.  H.  79. 


Ma! 


319. 


3.  Shepherd  v.  Jackson,  16  Gray 
(Mass.)  599.  But  see  Davis  !■.  Pulnatn, 
5  Gray  (Mass.)  331. 

4.  Niles  f.   Hancock.  3  Met.  (Mass.) 
14  VoloBie  XVI. 
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d.   New  Notice  — (i)  How  Soon  Issued  After  Former  Notice. 

—  In  Massachusetts  it  is  provided  that  a  new  notice  cannot  be 
issued  within  seven  days  after  the  issuance  of  a  former  notice 
unless  such  fonner  notice  was  insufficient  in  form  or  service ;  * 
and  where  the  first  notice  is  in  fact  sufficient,  a  new  notice  can- 
not lawfully  issue  within  seven  days  even  though  the  magistrate 
may  have  adjudged  the  first  notice  to  be  insufficient.'     But  if 

568;  Lang  V,  Bunker,  I  Allea  (Mass.)  debtor,  ftod  ibereforc  did  notbind  him. 

356:     Collins    «.     Douzlass,    i     Gray  Burt  v.  Geary,  laS  Mass.  4x^4. 

(Mass.)  167:  Hall  v.  Teaoey,  ti  N,  H.  Mlrtak*  ai  to  Data  of  Xzwnliwtloii.  — 

516;  Woods  V,  Blod^tt,  15  N.  H.  569.  Wbcrcapoordebior'seKaminalion  nas 

And  tee  Holme*  v.   Baldwin,  17   Me.  set  for  Monday,  but  by  inadvetlence 

398.  the  notice  gave   Che  time  as  Sunday, 

SarrU*    by  FrlTat«    PwMn.  —  Where  and,   upon  the  mistake  being  discov- 

ihe  notice  is  served  by  a  private  person  ered,  a  later  day  was  appointed  and  a 

tlie  affidaric  of  service  of  such  person  new  notice  served,  it  was  held  that  the 

is  not  conclusive.     Woods  v.  Blodgett,  first  notice  was  insafficienl  in  form,  and 

IS  N.   H.  569.  therefore  that  the  tiew  notice  was  not 

1.    Pub.   Scat.    Mass.,    1S83,    c.  iGi,  improper  though  issued  only  two  days 

g  33.  after   the  firsL     Merrill  v.   Kauiback. 

friei  to  tlM  KuMaknMtti  SUtnto  of  15S  Mass.  33S. 

IHO,  c.  ai3,  00  new  notice  of  the  debt-  BMnn   apaa  Saw  K«tie«  Only.—  In 

or's  intention  to  take  the  oath  CQuld  be  Hastings  v.  Partridge,  134.  Mass.  401, 

issued  within  seven  days  after  the  giv-  a  new  notice  given  on  the  same  day  by 

Ing  of  [he   former  notice,  even  where  altering  a  served  and  sufficient  form  of 

•uch  former  notice  was  defective  and  notice  was  held  invalid  notwithsiand- 

insufficient.     Baker  v.  Moffat,  7  Cush,  ing   the  officer  made  return  upon  the 

(Mass.)359.  new  notice  only. 

That  the  Wftrd  "Tom"  LuladM.—  AppMnnw  of  Oradltor— Waiver  of 
Under  Pub.  Stat.  Mass..  i83a,  c.  161,  Bight  to  OontNt  Talldlty.  —  Where  a 
§  33,  providing  that  no  new  notice  shall  new  notice  is  issued  before  the  ex- 
be  given  until  the  expiration  of  seven  piration  of  seven  days  after  the  issu- 
daya  after  the  giving  of  the  former  no-  ance  of  a  former  notice  which  was 
tice  "  unless  the  former  notice  was  in-  sufficient  in  form  and  service,  the  ap- 
sttfflcient  in  form  or  service,"  the  word  pearancc  of  the  creditor  Wore  the 
"  form  "  includes  everything  thai  goes  magistrate,  without  objection,  at  the 
to  the  validity  of  the  notice.  Merrill  hearing  on  the  second  notice  is  a  waiver 
V.  Kauiback,  15S  Mass.  32S.  of  his   right  to  contest  the  validity  of 

lint  Votloa  Kot  AvthorlMd  by  Dtbtor,  such  notice.      Mclnerny    v.   Samuels, 

—  A  poor  debtor  directed  an  officer  to  135  Mass.  435. 

obtain   from  a  magistrate   a  notice  to  Crsdltor  Knit  Bhsw  DstMt  In  Tint  Ko- 

the  creditor  of  the  desire  of  the  debtor  tlo«.  —  Under    the    statute    since    em- 

to  take  the  oath  for  the  relief  of  poor  bodied  in   Pub.  Stat.   Mass,,   1S83,  c. 

debtors,  and  to  have  a  time  appointed  161,  g  3],  in  order  to  entitle  the  debtor 

for  the  hearing,  not  later  than  a  certain  to  a  new  notice  within  seven  days  from 

day.     The   magistrate  issued  a  notice  the  issuance  of  the  previous  one,  he 

in   due   form   appointing  a  later  day,  must  showaffirmailvely  that  there  was 

which  notice  was  duly  served  upon  the  a  defect  either  in  form  or  in  service  of 

creditor.     It  was  held  that  the  debtor  the  previous  notice.     Browne  v.  Hale, 

might  repudiate  the  notice  and  give  a  137  Mass.  15S. 

new  notice  immediately,  notwithstand-  Proof  of   Formsi   ITetlM.  —  A  former 

ing  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  c.  134,  §  14  (Pub.  notice  within  seven  days  before  Chacon 

Stat.,   1883.  c.   163.   g  33).   which  pro-  which  the  examination  was  based  can- 

vides  that  no  new  notice  shall  be  given  not  be   proved  by  a  copy  attested   by 

within   seven  days  from  service  of  the  the  officer  if  no  reason  for  not  produc' 

former  notice,  unless  the  former  notice  ing  the  original  is  shown.     Richardson 

was   insufficient   in    form    or    service,  v.  Smith,  i  Allen  (Mass.)  541. 

The  court  held  that  the  former  notice  9.  MiUett  x'.  Lemon,  113  Mass.  355. 

could   not  be  considered  as  issued  at  Sllsnet  of  Ofloer's  Batara  as  to  Buffl- 

the  request  or  by  the  authority  of  the  elney,  - 
71S 
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citation.*  The  method  of  proving  a  change  of  circumstances  not 
being  specified  by  the  statute,  the  justice  issuing  the  citation  is 
to  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof.* 

prewni,  be  gave  to  his  citation  a  nuga-  refuied  reclced  a*  his  then  change  of 

tory  resalt  which   was  the  same  ai  a  circumaiances    '  having   made   an  as- 

withdnwal,  and  h«  coald  not  have  ih«  signraeoi,  and  also  b]r  having  been 

benefit  oF    a   new   citation   withoot  a  nnemployed  {or  a  long  space  of  time, 

change  of  ci re u pittances  stated  In  the  and  bv  continued  sickness  ta  his  fam- 

cilation  and  proved  at  the  trial.     Cash-  Ily,    thereby  rendering   bim  In  a  less 

ing  V,  Briggs,  3  R.  I.  139.  competent  situation  than   formerly  for 

Vbian  Ohufs  of  dreBmstemoM  Vat  S«-  the  payment  of  his  said  debt;"  time  of 

«Dlnd  —  Fint   Citation    Dtfictita.  —  A  dniatton  being  an  important  element 

former  citation,  not  proceeded  with  by  in  such  causes  of  poverty.     Watson  v. 

the  justice  issuing  it.  or  dismissed  by  Fairbrother.  7  R.  I.  Jii. 
the  two  justices  at  the  tirae  appointed       BUtoU    Sivliig    Jnrlsdletlen    Vat   \ 

for  the   hearing,  because   it   was   not  "Qbanjca    of    Clreain*taa«M,"  —  Under 

servedat  the  time  required  by  the  Stat-  Rev.   Stat.    R.    I.,    c.   198,   g  17  (Gen. 

nte,  is  not   such   a   withdrawal   of   or  Laws  1896,  c.  360,  g  ii),  providing  that 

trial  upon  that  citation  as  to  require,  a  debtor  is  not  entitled  to  a  second  clta- 

under  the  statute   since   embodied   In  tlon   except   on  a  change   of  circum- 

Gen.  Laws  R.   I.,  l8q6,  c.  a6o.  g  tl,  a  stances,  a  statement  of  which  must  be 

change    of    circumstances   before   the  given  In  the  citation,  it  was  held  that 

debtor  is  entitled  to  summon  his  cred-  where  the  lirsl  citation  of  the  debtor  lo 

itor  upon  another  citation.     Angel]  v.  his  creditor  had  been  dismissed  by  the 

Robbins,  4  R.  I.  4^3.  justice  for  want  of  jurisdiction  under 

After  the  Decition  of  a  Court  of  Rf-  the  general  law,  a  second  citation  after 

-   application   of   the  creditor,  the  passage  of  r -  -----'---'--!--'- 


L   the   right   of    i 


debtor  to  the  bene&t  o(  the  oath, 
justice  of  the  peace,  on  a  fresh  applica- 
tion of  [he  debtor,  without  proof  of  any 
change  in  his  circumstances,  may  law- 
fully admlaistErtheoaihtohlm.  Wol- 
coll  V.  Johnson,  5  Conn.  203. 

Vumbor  of  Citations  VBliiiiltsd.  —  Un- 
der snch  statute  the  poor  debtor  can 


mprisoned    diction  in  such  < 


leed   r 


the  passing  of  the  special  act,  this  not 
being  a  "change  of  circumstances" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  slalul;. 
Matter  of  Nichols.  SR.  I.  ;o. 

S.  Burdick  r.  Simmons,  g  R.  I.  17. 

Jiutles't  Dacdsian  Kot  Opon  to  Col- 
Ut«Tal  Attaek.—  Where,  on  an  appllca- 
■  ■     tppears 


cumstances  since  the  preceding  bear- 
ing, which  change  must  be  proved 
before  the  magistrate.  Waison  v.  Fair- 
brother,  7  R.  I.  S". 

1.  Eastwood    V.  Schroeder,    j   R.    I. 
388.     And  see  Cushing  ».  Briggs,  '.  " 


the  debtor's  first  citation,  satisfactory 
to  him,  and  such  change  is  of  such  a 
nature  that  It  might  justify  the  grant  of 
the  second  cicalion,  the  decision  of  the 
justice,  upon  the  proof  exhibited,  sig- 
nilied  by  the  gram  of  [he  ci[a[Jon,  is  so 
1.  13Q.  far  conclusive  [hat  it   cannot   be   im- 

SiUftilont  Batltal  of  Ohaafs  of  CImai-  peached  In  any  collateral  proceeding 
atasoM.  —  Where  the  fourth  citation  of  for  [he  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
a  poor  debtor  [o  his  credi[or  recited  justice  had  riot  jurlsdiciion  to  summon 
that  since  the  hearing  of  his  former  the  creditor  and  to  hear  [he  deb[or  and 
citation,  which  was  refused  about  two  admit  him  to  the  benefit  of  the  oath, 
years  before,  his  circnmstances  had  Angell  v.  Robbins,  4  R.  I.  493. 
changed  in  this,  "  that  In  consequence  JiutlM  Xsad  Set  Badta  Proof  of 
of  long-continued  sickness  In  his  family  Chaago.  —  The  statute  does  not  require 
he  has  been  unable  to  transact  any  that  [he  justice  shall  reci[e  the  proof  of 
business,  and  has  been  unable  [o  sup-  the  second  citation  or  slate  in  so  many 
port  his  family,"  it  was  held  that  this  words  that  a  change  of  circumstances 
was  a  sufficient  recital  of  a  change  of  has  been  proved,  but  merely  that  he 
(H re um stances  to  entitle  him  lo  a  new  shall  recite  Ihe  change  Itself.  Burdick 
citation  upon  which  he  might  be  dis-  v.  Simmons,  9  R.  I.  17. 
charged,  although  the  citation  upon  Craditor  Hal  Sight  toBsHsaid,  — The 
which  his  last  previous  applicslion  was  creditor,  on  the  bearing  before  two 
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e.  Waiver  of  Objections.  —  The  creditor  or  his  attorney 
may  waive  due  service  of  the  notice  prescribed  by  the  statute* 

ij  AppMnaae.  —  A  special  appearance  by  a  judgment  creditor  at 
the  examination  of  a  poor  debtor  is  not  a  waiver  of  all  defects  in 
the  notice  or  the  service  thereof.*  But  where  the  creditor  appears 
in  person  or  by  attorney  and  submits  to  the  jurisdiction  without 
objection,  such  defects  are  considered  waived.* 

5.  Attendance  of  PartiM  and  Hagiitrates — a.  Debtor — AUm 
t»  Appiw  Bnuh  of  BMofBlnnM.  —  Where  a  time  and  place  have  been 
fixed  for  the  hearing  of  a  poor  debtor's  application,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  debtor  to  appear,  and  a  failure  to  do  so  will  ordinarily  be 
a  breach  of  the  recognizance.*     And  the  mere  appearance  of  the 


a  Mke 


change  of 

their  opinion  upon  it.     Burdick 

mons.  9  B.  I-  '1- 

1.  Page  V.  Plummer.  lo  Me.  334; 
Patlen  v.  Kimball,  73  Me.  497;  Lord  v. 
Skinner  J  Allen  (Mass.)  376. 

How  WalTer  Aown.  — Such  waiver 
iDa/  be  shown  by  parol  evidence,  not- 
withstanding Ihe  officer's  return  show- 
ing a  defective  service  does  not  allude 
lo  il.  and  although  the  creditor  did  not 
appear  at  the  lime  and  pli  '■  '  ■ 
the  examination.  Lord  v. 
Allen  (Mass.)  376. 


the  creditor 
thereby  waived  the  insufficiency  ihen- 
of,     Folsom  V.  Cressey,  73  Me.  stol 

AfpMranM  Anonatlii^  to  Walw.  —  At 
the  time  and  place  appointed  for  the 
examination  of  a  poor  debtor,  the  cred- 
itot's  attorney  appeared  and  filed  1 
special  appearance,  reserving  alt  ob- 
jections to  the  notice  and  service  there- 
of, but  not  specifying  the  alleged 
informalities  in  the  service.  The 
fixed  for  debtor  was  sworn,  and  on  motion  of 
inner,  9  the  creditor's  attorney  the  hearing  wai 
adjourned  ic 


QoMtlon  tor  Jtiry.  —  Where  the  officer  that  the  ationiey  had  taken  such  part  in 

read  to  the  creditor  the  notice  of  the  the  proceedings  as  to  waive  hisobjec- 

debtor's  desire  to  take  Cho  oath  for  the  tlon   to  the  sufficiency  of   the  ■errin, 

relief  of  poor  debtors,  instead  of  giv.  especially   since    a   new    notice  could 

ing  him  a  copy,  as  required  by  statute,  have  been  given  to  Ihe  creditor  had  he 

but  the  creditor  Cold  Ihe  officer  that  he  specified  the  informalities  intheserr- 

understood   the  notice,  and   would  at-  ice.     Williams   v.  Kimball,   135  Han. 

tend    the    hearing   appointed   for   the  411. 

examination  of  Ihe  debtor,  ll  was  held  4.  Merrill    v.   Roulstone,    14   Allen 

to  be  a  question   for  the  jury  whether  (Mass.)  jti, 

the  creditor  waived  due  service  of  the  KsgiatnU  LoMt  JariadlotlML  —  Ifthe 

notice.        Gotdenberg    v.    Blake,    145  creditor  appears  at  the  designated  time 

Mass.  354.  and  awaits  during   an   hour,  and  the 

9.  Williams  v.    Kimball,    13a   Mass.  debtor  fails  to  appear,  and  there  is  uo 

ai^.  judgment  or  cotilinuaace,   the  magis- 

to  Sxamlns  SotlosaiiiXs-  Iraleloses jurlsdictionandcannotaficr- 

appearance  of  the  credit-  wards  hear  the  case  or  ditcbarge  the 

or  s  attorney  acthe  timeand  place  fixed  debtor.     Sweelser  v.   Eaton,   14  AUeu 

by  the  notice  (or  the  poor  debtor's  ck-  (Mass.)  157. 


s  the 


oPsy 


n  objection  10  mant.  —  Anagreemenl  madebetwee 

the  sufficiency  of  the  notice.     Francis  judgmanc  debtor,  arrested   on  execn- 

V.  Howard,  It;  Mass.  336.  lion,  and  his  creditor,  during  an  ad- 

S,  Puller  V.  Davis,  73  Me.  556;  Pol-  joummentof  a  hearing  of  the  former's 

som  V.  Cressey,  73  Me.  370;  Moore  v.  application  to  take    the  poor   debtor's 

Bond,  18  Me.  142;  Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  oath,  that  the  debtor  shall  pay  and  the 

N.  H.  554.  creditor  receive  a  certain  sum  monthly 

InaufldBnt  Lougth  of  Kotieo.  —  Where  lo  an  amount  less  than  the  judsment. 
the    creditor    was   given   only   eleven  in  full  satisfactloQ  thereof,  will  not  re- 
days'  notice,   instead  of  fifteen  as  re-  lieve  the  debtor  from  the  duty  of  ap- 
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debtor  before  the  magistrate  in  pursuance  of  a  notice  of  a  desire 

to  take  the  poor  debtor's  oath  will  not  prevent  a  breach  of  the 
recognizance  where  no  proceedings  are  had  under  the  notice.* 

I>earing  before  the   magistrate  at  tbe  ncss  of   the  magistrate   such  bearing 

time  fixed  for  Ibe  adjourned  liearing.  should  be  pot cpoaed.     At  tbe  appointed 

Merrill  v.  Roulsione,  14  Allen  (Mass.)  hour,  but  not  in  [he  appointed  place, 

511.  the  magistrHie  continued  the  proceed- 

^peiraaMb7Atton*7 — Adjonnmant.  ings  according  to  the  agreement,  and 

—  If  a  debtor  who  has  been  arrcaicd  the  debtor  did  not  appear  before  the 
on  an  execulion  and  baa  entrred  into  a  magistrate  ai  the  appointed  hour,  but 
recogniiance  under  Gen.  Scat.,  c.  114,  wosaflerwardsdUchargedatthetimc  lo 
g  10,  appears  b;r  attorncjr,  bul  not  per-  nhich  the  hearing  was  thus  adjourned. 
sonally.  at  the  time  and  place  fixed  for  It  nas  held  that  there  was  no  breach 
his  examination,  the  magistrate  may  of  the  recogniiance.  since  tbe  crcdilor, 
entertain  a  motion  of  the  attorney  for  by  the  agreement,  had  waived  the  con- 
an  adjournment  of  the  case  to  another  dition  requiring  tbe  debtor's  attend- 
llme  within  thirty  days  from  the  day  of  ance.  Mu  Washington  Glass  Works  t>. 
the  arrest,  and  may  hold   ihe  motion  Allen,  i3i  Mas*.  3S3. 

under  coniidetatian   till  after  the  ex-        A  trial  justice,  intending   lo   resign 

piration  of  the  hour  and  (he  departure  his  office,    went   to   the   creditor's   al- 

of   tbe   creditor's  attorney,   and   then  torney   and    offered     10   withhold   his 

grant  it,   and   be   may   ditcharge   Ihe  resignation   until   Ihe  debtor's  hearing 

deblor    at     such    adjourned    hearing,  should  be  disposed  of,  but  the  attorney 

Mann  c.  Mirick,  11  Allen  (Mass.)  ag.  told   him  not  to  do   so.     It   was   held 

■0  ?wsoBil  AppMniUN  ontll  A4ionm-  that  there  was  a  waiver  by  the  creditor 
nant.— In  Chamberlain  v.  Sands,  37  of  his  right  to  bold  the  debtor  to  the 
He.  4j8.  it  was  held  Ibat  although  two  strict  terms  of  the  recognizance,  and 
of  the  deblors  did  not  personally  ap-  thai  the  creditor  coutd  nol  set  up  as  a 
pear  until  tbe  adjournmeni,  yet  that  breach  the  failure  of  the  debtor  to  ap- 
fact  didnotlake  from  tbe  justices  their  pear  before  such  justice,  his  resigna- 
jnrisdictlon,  nor  authorize  Ihe  credit-  lion  having  been  accepted  before  Ihe 
ot's  attorney  to  withdraw  tbe  authority  day  to  which  the  hearing  bad  been  ad- 
vested  in  one  of  the  justices  by  his  ap-  journed.  Vinal  v.  Tuttie,  144  Mass.  14. 
pointmeat.  Klitaka    of    XaglitraU  In   Infarmlnc 

Tlun  BolBsIaat  TIdu  br  Saw  Votie*.  Party  aa  U  Tia«.  ~  A  mistake  made  by 

—  Where  a  debtor  fails  to  appear  at  the  a  magistrate  in  giving  to  a  parly  who  is 
time  gpecilied  lo  tbe  notice,  this  will  under  recognizance  to  appear  before 
not  constitute  a  breach  of  the  recogni-  bim  for  examination,  erroneous  infor- 
nnce  where  there  is  sufficient  timeleft  maiion  of  the  hour  10  which  the  hearing 
for  him  to  use  a  new  notice  before  the  had  been  adjourned,  does  nol  affect  tbe 
expiration  of  the  thirty  days.  Millet!  legality  of  proceedings  had  in  the  at>- 
C-.  Lemon,  113  Mass.  355.  sence  of  such  parly,  upon  his  default, 

Vodos  Batunsbls on  Simday.  —  Where  ai  the  time  to  which  the  hearing  was 

It  appeared  that  by  inadvertence  a  no-  in  fact  adjourned.     Carlton  v.  Choale, 

lice  10  acredilor  was  icsued  returnable  5  Allen  (Mass.)  577. 
on  Sunday,  and  duly  served,  thai  such         1.  Millett  v.  Lemon,  113  Mass.  355. 
notice,  as  shown  by  the  amended  rec-         Tba  Separtnra  of  a  BobWr    from  tbo 

ord.  should  have  been  made  relnrnablc  FieMOoaof  a  KagUtrat*  before  nhom  he 

on  Monday  following,  and  thai  none  of  is  undergoing  an  examination  on  his 

the  parties  appeared  at  the  time  fixed  application  lo  be  admitted  to  the  poor 

in  such   notice  on   Sunday,  it  was  held  debtor's  oath,  before  ihc  final  order  of 

thai  there  was  no  bieach  of  the  recog-  tbe  magistrate  is  announced  or  made, 

nizance  on  account  of  Ibe  debtor's  fai!-  and  after  he  is  informed  that  his  exam- 

ure  to  appear  at  the  lime  stated  in  Ihe  ination    is    nol    completed,     may    be 

original  noiice.     Merrill  11.   Kaulback,  proved   by  parol,  and,  if  proved,  is  a 

158  Mass.  33S.  breach  of  the  condilion  of  Ihe  recogni. 

TaiTsr   bj  Cnditor.  — After   an   ad-  tance.     Peck  t.  Emery,  i  AlIen(Mass.) 

iournmeniof  ihe  poor  debtor's  exam-  463. 

ination.  and  before  the  hour  set  for  tbe         But  where,  after  tbe  administration 

bearing,  the  judgment  creditor  agreed  of  the  oath  to  ihe  deblor,  the  creditor 

with  the  deblor  that  owing  to  the  ill-  arrived  to  examine  bim,  and  on  the 
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and  a  failure  to  do  so  constitutes  a  breach  of  the  recognizance.' 
d.  Time  for  Appearance  —  w«iUBg  ou  Honr. —  Under  some 
of  the  statutes  one  hour  from  the  time  mentioned  in  the  notice  is 
allowed  for  the  appearance  of  the  magistrate  and  parties  at  the 
debtor's  examination.'     And  where  a  party  attends  at  the  specie 

ohii 

could  not  be  discharged  without  a  new  not  dUcharged   by  appointing  a  time 

notice  to  the  creditor.  and  place  to  deliver  MmMlf  up  for  ex- 

Mut  ftoaan  A4}miTiiBMit  or  SlTt  Mnr  atninailon,    although    preyentcd  from 

VMIm.  —  Where,  at  the  time  and  place  delivering  himself  up  by  the  absence 

appointed   for  the  bearing,  the  debtor  of  the  magistrate  frum   the  common- 

«nd  the  creditor  both  appeared,  but  the  wealth;   nor  by  offering,  after  having 

magistrate   failed   to   appear,  and  the  endeavored  to  find  «  magistrate,  to  de- 

dcbtor  did  not,  within  the  hour,  procure  liver   himself   up   lo    the   officer   who 

the   attendance   of    some    other    duly  made  the   arrett,   although  the  latter 

qualified  official  to  adjourn  the  bearing,  declared  that  he  had  returned   the  ex- 

■ot   himself   give  a   new  notice  within  ecution  Iniocourt,  and  had  noauihority 

three  days  of  his  intention   to  submit  to  taice  him.     Thacher  v.  Williams,  14 

liimaclf  to  examination  ai  provided  by  Gray  (Mass.)  334. 

Fub.  Stat.  Mjiss.,   1887,  c.  443,  g  8,  it  S.  Phelps  o.   Davis,  6  Allen  (Mass.) 

was  held  [hat  there  was  a  breach  of  the  387;     Sweetser     v.     Eaton,     14    Allen 

Kcognliance.     Sut.   18S9,  c.  415,  does  (Mass.)  157;  Hills  :;.  Jones,  in  Mass. 

not  relieve  the  debtor  of  the  obligation  41a;  Downer  v.  Hollistcr,  14  N.  H.  133, 

10  secure  a  proper  continuance  if   do  ^ilim  of  Oredltor  to  Walt  tha  Hour, — 

person  qualified  to  conduct  the  exami-  The  examination  of  a  poor  debtor  was 

nation  appears.   Chesebro  i/.  Barne,  163  set  for  three  o'clock  at  a  magistrate's 

Mass.  79:  Morrill  v.  Norton,  116  Mass.  office,   but  a  few  minutes  before  four 

487;  Hooper  v.  Cox,  117  Mass.  I,  the  magistrate  postponed   the  cxami- 

1.  Godfrey    v.    Munyan,    120   Mass.  nation  to  half-past  four.     The  creditor 

340;  Morrill  f.  Norton,  116  Mass.  487;  waited   until    forty-one   minutes    past 

Hills  V.  Jones,  133  Mass.  413;  Hooper  four,    when   he  left.     At  a  quarter  of 

3r.  Cox,  117  Mass.  I.  five     the     magistrate     returned,     and 

HagMratoDMliiilng  to  Aet.  —  Where,  waited  with  the  debtor  until  balf-past 
After  an  adjournment  of  a  poor  debt-  five,  when  the  debtor  was  allowed  lo 
or's  examination,  the  magistrate  who  depart.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no 
jCranted  tbecontinuance  was  present  at  breach  of  the  recognliancc  by  the 
the  adjourned  hearing,  but  declined  [o  debtor  having  failed  to  attend  the  ex- 
act, having  ceased  to  be  a  magistrate  aminaiion.  Carleton  v.  Wakefield,  iii 
by  reason  of  a  change  of  domicil,  it  was  Mass.  481. 

held   that  another  magistrate   bad   do  Soffioiaiit  Appaannoo  Wlthlo  the  Hoar, 

authority  to  order  a  continuance,  and  —  K  the  examination  oi  adebioron  his 

that  there  was  a  breach  of  the  rccog-  application   to  take  the  poor   debtor's 

aliance,   no  magistrate  competent    to  oath  is  adjourned  to  another  day,  and 

Act  being  present.     Godfrey   v.   Mun-  he  Jl  ordered  to  produce  certain  boolcs 

yan.  lao  Mass.  240.  of  account  at  the  adjourned   hearing, 

KagUtrato  loMt  Jurlidletian. — Where,  and  he  duly  appears  at  the  adjourned 

after  [he  adjournment,  Ihe  debtor  and  hearing  within  the   hour,  but  without 

creditor  appeared  at  Iheappointed  time  the  books,  and   goes  away   10  get   ihe 

and  remained  until   the  expiration  of  books  without  any  new  request  or  ex- 

the  hour,  but  Ihe  magistrate  failed  to  press  consent  of  the  creditor  or  magis- 

appear,  there  was  a  breach  of  the  rec-  trate,  and  does  not  return  till  shortly 

ogniiance  and  the   magistrate  had  no  af[er  the  expira[ion   of   the  hour,  and 

further  jurisdiction  either  to  conlinue  his  absence  is  not  unreasonably  or  un- 

the   case  or  10  discharge   the   debtor,  necessarily  long  for  [ba[  purpose,  the 

Hills  V.  Jones,  133  Mass.  413.  magistrate  may  retain  jurisdiction   of 

AbMBoa  of  KagUtrato  from   OokbmI'  the  case,  pursue  the  examination,  and 

voaltk.  — A  debtor  who    had  entered  administer  lo  him  the   oath,  although 

into  a  recognisance  conditioned  to  de-  the  creditor  objects  thereto.     Toll   v. 

Uvet  himself  up  for  examination  with-  Merrlam,  11  Allen  (Mass.)  39;. 
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fied  time  and  finds  the  other  party  or  the  magistrate  absent,  he 
is  bound  to  wait  until  the  expiration  of  the  hour  before  taking 
any  steps  that  may  prejudice  the  rights  of  his  opponent.* 
iMpinc  Opn  httmt  ths  Hmr.  —  It  has  been  lield  that  the  examining 

magistrate  may,  in  his  discretion,  keep  open  the  hearing  after  the 
expiration  of  the  hour.* 

6.  AdjoTimment  —  Provision  is  generally  made  in  the  statutes 
relating  to  poor-debtor  proceedings,  for  the  adjournment  of  the 
proceedings  for  a  reasonable  time  whenever  it  becomes  neces- 
sary,'    The  adjournment  may,  it  seems,  be  made  before  the  expi- 


On  u  Adjonmfflait  of  the  Exuniiutlon     hour,  wh: 

of  &  pool  debtor  (rom  one  day  to  an-     iior  or  bi! 
olher,  one  hour  is  allowed  for  ihc  ap- 
ptearanceof  themagiEtraLe  and  the  par- 
ties.     Hills  I..  Jones.   laa  Mass.   41a; 

Phelps  V.  Davis,  6  Allen  (Mass.)  387; 
Sweeteer  v.    Ealon,    14   Allen  (Mass. J 


c  of  a  hearii 


157. 

1.  Downer  v.  Ilolliscer.  14N.  H.  133. 

IHiohuK*  Void,  —  A  cettificaic  of  dis. 
charge,  granted  by  two  magistrates  to 
a  poor  debtor  before  the  expiration  of 
an  hour  from  the  lime  appointed  in  the 
citation  to  the  creditor,  and  before  thi 
appearance  of  the  creditor,  •* 
given  no  notice  of  his  inientio 
pear,  but  does  afterwards  appe 
in  the  hour,  is  void.  Hobbs  1 
6  Gray  (Mass.)  3ji. 

A  creditor  was  notified  (hat 
ing  upon  a  poor  debtor's  applic 
be  admitted  to  take  the  oath  n 
had  at  a  certain  place  al  three 
P.  M.  The  debtor  appeared 
time   and   place,    look   thi 


lar  hour  is  required  10  proceed  with  his 
case  wiihin  [he  hour,  unless  the  miner 
is  postponed.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  13 
N.  H.  445. 

S.  Banks  i'.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445. 

FovBTtoAAjann.— Where  the  justices 
have  been  duly  selected  by  the  parties 


It  the  ptac 


laled  ■■ 


Filh- 


way. 


'bicb  the  plaintiS  {en 
to  appear."  and  one  o\ 
ho  has  three  debtors  is  also  [here,  and  ibe  at- 
n  to  ap-  torney  of  the  creditor,  the  justices  have 
ar  with-  jurisdiction,  and  may  adjourn  to  a 
'.  Fogg,  different  hour  of  [he  same  day,  and 
have  power  a[  such  atljoumment  10 
a  hear-  take  Ibe  disclosures  of  and  administer 
ation  10  [he  oath  10  all  the  debtors.  Chamber- 
ould  be  lain  r.  Sands,  37  Me.  458. 
o'clock  XaioB  —  Adjournnimt  Bat  to  E»wd 
at  the  ThrMl>»jl.-~Whenthe  two  justices  of 
:h.  and  the  peace  and  of  the  quorum  arc  legally 
after  he  authorized  to  act  in  taking  the  exami- 
>re  four  nation  of  a  debtor  whobas  been  arreted 
ey  ap-  on  an  execution  and  has  given  a  bond 
ind  rC'  under  the  provisions  of  Rev.  Stat.  Me.. 
:all  the     c.  148,  they  may  adjoi 


ring  upon  the  applici 
tiiicale  of  discharge  is 


but (hey  df 
that  [he  ce 


Oath  AdBiliiiit«r«d  by  Cement  Before 

Expiration  al  Honr.  —  The  oath  to  a  poor 
debtor  may  be  administered  before  the 
expiration  of  the  hour  after  the 


ceed  three  days  in  the  whole,  exdusiie 
of  the  Lord's  day,"  their  power  (oact 
ceases,  and  any  oath  administered  by 
Ihem  10  the  debtor  after  the  expiration 
of  the  three  days  is  iaopcraiive.  and 
cannot  furnish  a  defense  to  an  action 
Fales  V.   Goodhue,  :!; 


Me.  433- 
It«w  Hnmpshire — A^jenmment  for  >ore 
,  if  [he  creditor  Than  Ten  Daji.  —  Justices  of  the  peace 
or  his  agent  has  previously  assented  to  whom  application  is  made  by  a  poor 
thereto.  Lord  v.  Skinner,  g  Allen  debtor  in  execution  10  uke  the  oa(b 
(Mass.)  376.  provided   by   law  may,  by  consent  of 

S,  Lincoln  v.  Cook,  124  Mass.  383,  both  parlies,  adjourn  the  hearing  more 
wherein  it  was  also  held  that  the  fact  than  ten  days;  and  the  creditor  who 
that  a(  a  previous  bearing  the  magis-  has  consented  to  such  adjournment 
Kate  loid  the  debtor  that  he  need  not  cannot  afterwards  object  to  it  as  irreg- 
appear  antil  after  the  expitatloa  of  the  ular.  Leach  u.  Pillsbury,  iS  N.  H.  515. 
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FMr-debtor  Aeti. 


ration  of  the  hour  from  the  time  appointed,'  and  to  a  different 
place  from  that  at  which  the  hearing  was  commenced ;  ^  and  the 
power  to  adjourn  is  not  dependent  upon  the  payment  of  fees  to 
the  justices.' 

7.  Bxamination  and  Diaolorare  —  a.  In  General. — The  statutes 
in  the  different  states  contain  provisions  built  on  substantially 
similar  lines,  regulating  the  examination  of  poor  debtors  applying 
to  be  discharged,  and  such  provisions  must  be  followed.^ 

One    Joftioe   Oumot   AcUooni.  —  Two  After  a  citation  in  poor-debtor  pro- 

justtces  of  the  peace  and  of  the  quorum  ceedings  all  the  parties  appeared  at  the 

must  appear  at  the  time  and  place  fixed  appointed  time  and  place,  and  the  jus- 

in  the  notice  from  the  debtor  to  the  tices  were  also  present.    It  was  held 

creditor,  for  the  purpose  of  acting  in  that  an  adjournment  which    secured 

the  matter,  before  any  legal  act  can  be  the  reassembling  of  the  court  and  the 

done.     If,  therefore,  but  one  appears,  reappearance  of  the  parties  and  their 

he  has  no  power  under  the  statute  to  attorneys  at  the  time  specified  for  an 

adjourn  until  a  subsequent  time.    And  adjourned  session  in  the  afternoon  was 

if  the  attorney  of  the  creditor  should  suflSciently  regular;   and  since  it  ap- 

consent  to  such  adjournment  by  one  peared  that  it  was  done  by  unanimous 

justice,*  not  being  conformable  to  the  consent  of  all  present  no  injustice  or 

statute  provisions,  it  would  still  be  in-  inconvenience  was  occasioned  thereby, 

valid.     Williams  t/.  Burrill,  23  Me.  144;  and  there  was  no  substantia]  reason 

Hovey  v.  Hamilton,  24  Me.  451.  for  declaring  it  irregular  or  unauthor- 

Vo   Further  AcljoaniiiiAiit   Before  Ap-  ized.    Gould  v.  Ford,  91  Me.  146. 

pointed    llay.  —  After     adjourning     a  SuAdent  Eyidenoe  of  Legal  A^iotm- 

hearing  upon  a  poor  debtor's  applica-  ment.  —  The    record    of    one    of    the 

tion  to  a  certain  day,  a  magistrate  has  magistrates  before  whom  application 

no  jurisdiction  to  order  a  further  ad-  was  made,  that  the  other  was  neces- 

journment  before  that  day.     Where  a  sarily  absent  at  the  time  originally  as- 

magistrate  did  so,  it  was  held  that  if  signed   for  a  hearing,   and    that    the 

neither  he   nor  any  other  competent  application    was    postponed    for    this 

magistrate  attended  at  the  day  first  cause,   was  held  to  be  sufficient   evi- 

fixed,  there  was,  in  the  absence  of  any  dence  of  a  legal  postponement.     Ches- 

waiver,  a  breach  of  the  debtor's  recog-  ley  v,  Welch,  10  N.  H,  251. 

nizance.  Sanfordz'.Quinn,i47Mass.  69.  1.  May  v,  Foote,  7  Allen  (Mass.)  354. 

After  HeAisal  to  Administer  Oath.  —  As  to  the  time  allowed  for  the  appear- 
After  a  magistrate  has  announced  his  ance  of  parties  and  magistrates,  see 
decision   not  to  administer  the    poor  supra^  II.  5.  d.  Time  for  Appearance^ 


debtor's  oath  to  one  who  has  been  ar- 
rested on  execution  and  examined  be- 
fore him,  he  has  no  power  to  adjourn 
the  case,  and  the  debtor  has  no  right 
of  appeal,   and   is   not  bound  by  his 


S.  Fernald  v,  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39. 

8.  Gould  V.  Ford,  91  Me.  146. 

Payment  of  Konej  Hot  a  Condition  Pre- 
eedent.  —  At  the  debtor's  request  his 
examination    was    adjourned    to    ten 


recognizance  to  appear  on  any  future  o'clock  of  a  certain  day,  "  with  agree- 

day  to  which  the  case  is  adjourned,  ment  that  the  debtor  should,  in   the 

Russell   z/.  Goodrich,  8  Allen  (Mass.)  meanwhile,  pay  three  dollars."    On  the 

150.  day  appointed  the  debtor  appeared  and 

SniAcient  Acljonmment.  —  At  the  time  was  discharged    without    paying    the 

fixed  for  a  poor  debtor's  examination  three  dollars.     It  was   held   that  the 

the  magistrate  entered  on  his  docket  payment  of  the  three  dollars  was  not  a 

'*  Cont'd  60  days,  to  June  25."  whereas  condition  of  his  right  to  be  heard  at  the 

a  continuance  for  sixty  days  would  adjourned  hearing,  even  if  the  magis- 


have  been  to  June  26,  which  was  Sun- 
day. Both  parties  being  duly  notified 
of  the  day  fixed  by  the  magistrate,  the 
defendant  only  appeared  on  that  day. 
It  was  held  that  the  adjournment  to 


trate  had  a  right  to  impose  such  condi- 
tions, and  that  there  was  no  breach  of 
the   recognizance.     Osgood   v.    Kezar, 
138  Mass.  357. 
4.  See  the  statutes,  and  see  Marr  v. 


June  25  was  legal,  and  the  defendant    Clark,  56  Me.  542. 

was  properly  discharged.     Barham  v.        Heed  Hot  Swear  to  Diidoinre  Vnlees 

Gomez,  149  Mass.  221.  Beqneeted.  —  Where  not  requested  to  do 
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b.  Disposition  of  Property.  —  In  those  states  where  the 
poor-debtor  acts  obtain,  the  statutes  contain  provisions,  which 
are  in  the  main  similar,  to  the  effect  that  before  the  debtor  can 
be  dischat^ed  any  property  which  he  may  possess  must  be  secured 
to  his  creditors.*  Thus  it  is  usual  lor  the  statutes  to  require 
that  any  property  disclosed  shall  be  assigned  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors.' 

Ttllnn  to  AnnrtT  InttrngatorlM  In- 
TftlldKtM  DlMhftTg*.  —  Where  Ibe  cred- 
JLor  proposed  inlerrogaloii;^  to  the 
debtor,  previous  to  bis  being  admitted 
to  take  the  oath,  relative  to  property' 
before  ovned  by  himi  and  the  disposi- 
tion of  it,  which  inlerruga lories  were 
overruled  by  the  magistrates,  and  the 
debtor  nai  admitted  to  lake  the  oaih 
without  answering  them,  it  was  held 
that  the  discharge  was  invalid  as  not 
being  made  in  uonforaiiy  with  Ibe 
statute.  Bunlcer  v.  Nutter,  g  N.  H. 
554. 

8.  Head  v.  Clarke.  45  N.  H.  3S7. 

IMt  AnnnitT.  —  A  poor  debtor  may 
property  be  required  to  assign  to  the 
creditor  his  right  to  a  life  annuity,  be- 
fore he  is  admitted  to  take  the  poor 
debtor's  oath.  Sheafe  t.  Lalghton,  36 
N.  H.  340. 

ArTMt  OB  FutBMthlp  Dsbt  — Where 
the  creditor  alleges  that  the  debtor  has 
certain  property  not  exempt  bylaw,  the 
magistrates  should  rcqui.e  bim  to  as- 
sign his  interest  in  such  property  ac- 
cording to  Rev.  Stat.  N.  H.,  c.  300,  §  s 
(Pub.  Stat.  1891,  c.  336,  g  7).  notKfith- 
sianding  the  debtor  was  arrested  on 
execution  against  himself  and  another 
as  paitners  for  a  partnership  debt,  and 
the  property  which  he  is  alleged  to 
have  is  his  individual  property.  Head 
V.  Clarke.  45  N.  H.  387. 


creditors.* 

quorum,  no  inquiries  as  to  the  debtor's 
propeily  or  hie  disposition  of  it,  prior 
to  the  contraction  of  the  debt  on  which 
be  is  disclosing,  are  pertinent  or  allow- 
able; and  for  refusing  such  investlga- 
tion  certiorari  to  the  justices  will  not 
lie.  Ledden  v.  Hanson,  39  Me.  3;;. 
1.  See   the   statutes   of    the    several 

Property  Bot  "  Duly  Boonrsd."  —  A 
debtor,  who  had  given  bond  on  execu- 
tion, disclosed  notes,  which  were  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  of  real  estate, 
which  he  neither  indorsed  nor  delivered 
to  the  creditor,  but  deposited  with  the 
justices  an  assignment  of  them  and  of 
the  mortgage,  which  was  neither  sealed 
nor  acknowledged.  It  was  held  that 
the  properly  was  not  "  duly  secured  " 
to  the  creditor,  as  the  statute  requires, 
and  the  justices  were  not  authoriied  to 
issue  their  certificate  of  discharge. 
Leighton  v.  Pearson,  49  Me.  100. 

AttaehabU  laUrost  in  Koal  Sttau.  — 
Where  the  debtor  discloses  an  attach- 
able interest  in  real  estate,  the  creditor 
being  present  by  attorney,  the  justices 
are  not  required  to  give  the  creditor  a 
certificate  thereof  as  provided  by  Rev. 
Stat.  Me.,  c.  113,  %  37,  unless  requested 
10  do  S3  by  the  creditor  or  his  attorney; 
and  a  failure  to  do  so  does  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  debtor's  discharge. 
Cannon  u.  Seveno.  78  Me.  307. 

PaymoBt  of  Konoy. —  In  an  action 
upon  a  poor  debtor's  bond,  wherein  it 
appeared  that  the  principal  debtor  dis- 
closed before  the  justices  that  he  had. 
at  the  examination,  in  his  possession  a 
five  dollar  bank  bill  and  a  dollar  in 
specie,  and  that  before  the  oath  was 
kdminlstered  he  paid  over  three  dol- 
lars to  his  atlorney,  and  three  dollars 
to  the  justices,  as  their  fees,  which 
they  exacted  before  allowing  the  oath, 
it  was  held  that  under  such  circum- 
stances the  justices  bad  no  authority 
to  administer  the  oath  to  the  debtor, 
and  that  their  certificate  of  having 
done  so  furnished  00  defense  to  the 
suit  upon  the  bond.  Butman  v.  Hol- 
brook,  17  Me.  419.  Cemfart  Levett  c. 
Jones,  49  Me.  3S5. 


debtors  disclosing  i 
tracts  for  money,  etc.,  to  have  the 
same  appraised;  and  if  the  creditor 
shall  not  then  take  such  property,  the 
debtor  shall  deposit  with  the  justices 
an  assignment  in  writing  to  the  cred. 
i tor  of  all  the  property  thus  appraised 
and  set  off.  In  such  assignment  no 
conditions  can  be  inserted  which  are 
not  required  by  the  statute.  If  the 
debtor  qualifies  the  assignment,  by  re- 
quiring indemnity  against  all  costs  be- 
fore the  creditor  shall  institute  sulis 
on  demands  thus  assigned,  the  justices 
have  no  authority  10  make  nut  and  de- 
liver to  the  debtor  a  certificate  that  they 
have  administered  to  him  the  oath  pre- 
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A  BifBMi  to  ANlgB  such  property  will  constitute  a  breach  of  the 
debtor's  bond.*     But  it  h^  been  held  that  a  mistake  honestly 

made  in  the  quantity  of  one  of  the  items  disclosed  would  not 
defeat  his  discharge.* 

Ajftnimi  of  ?rap«rtr.  —  Under  the  Maine  statute,  where  a  debtor 
in  his  examination  discloses  personal  property  not  exempted  from 
attachment  he  must  cause  such  property  to  be  appraised.*  Fail- 
scribed  in  section  aS  of  thai  chapter.  Whm  ft  Peer  DaMoHi  Ba^  It  Q«*l 
and  such  cenlBcftie  is  iovalid.  .  Patten  Onlj  at  OoBunoD  Iav,  demajids  diadoscd 
V.  Kelle^,  38  Me.  3IJ.  undersuch  bond  need  not  be  appraised, 

AMtgunant    lot   Baaaflt   ot    ttthtni  unless   required   hj  the   terms  of  die 

flndlMrs.  —  An     assigament     for     the  bond  itself.     Smith  v.  Brown,  61  tit. 

benefit  of  certain   preferred  creditors,  70. 

made   by    a   debtor   commilled    upon  TTlinii  flinlsiliiii  Tii  fl|n«slis  Twmlwlil 

execution  on   tlie  morning  of  the  da^  —  Where    an     execution    debtor    has 

appointed  for  the  hearing  of  his  appli-  mortgaged  a  chose  in  act''"'  ' —  ''"  " 

cation   10  be  discharged   upon  talting  ctirity  of  one  of  his  cred 

the   poor  debtor's   oath,  is  void,  as  a  proved  that  the  chose  i 

fraud  upon  the  tenth  section  of  chapter  of  sufficient  value  to  secnrc  such  cred. 

19B  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  re-  iior,  the  debtor's  omission  to  cause  it 

Juires  that  such  debtor  shall,  as  a  con-  to  be  appraised  before  taicing  the  poor 

ition  of  being  admitted  to  the  oath,  debtor's  oath  will  be  considered  of  so 

first  make  an  assignment  for  the  equal  actual  damage  to  the  creditor.     Remick 

benefit  of  all  his  creditors;  and  hence  v.  Brawn,  33  Me.  458. 

the   payment  of  a  debt  due  10  the  as-  Debtor  ITot  Jndfe  at  Tala*.  —  If  the 

signor,  if  made  to  the  official  assignee,  debtor,  on  bis  examination,    discloses 

though  his  assignment  be  subsequent  that  hehas  a  note  against  anothei.aad 

in   time,  is  a  good   payment  as  against  adds:     "  It  Is,  however,  of  little  or  do 

the  claim  of  the  prior   voluntary   as-  value,  and  I  hereby  offer  to  ASHga  the 

■ignee.     Steward  -j.  Ftanlclin  Foundry,  same  to  the  creditor,  if  he  deems  it  la 

etc.,  Co.,  5  R.  1.  381.  be  of  any  value,"  the  creditor  is  noder 

1.  Hatch  V.   Lawrence,  ao  Me.  480:  no   obligations  to  accept  the   note  on 

Nash  :'.  Babb,  40  Me.  136;  Call  v.  Bar-  those  terms.     The  debtor  Is  not  made 

kcr,  37  Me.  g7.  the  judge  of  its  value;  others  are  to  be 

Eqalvalant  of  BtAuaL  —  Whereafter  selected  or  appointed  to  determine  it 

his  arrest,  the  debtor  by  his  voluntary  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Stat- 

act  disabled   himself  to  make  the  as-  ute.     Call  v.  Barker,  27  Mc.  97. 

signment  of  property  required  by  Rev.  Authority  te  ApfralM.  —  The  juslices 

Stat.  N.  H..  c.  aoo,  §  5  (Pub.  Scat.  iSgi,  of   the   peace  and  of  the  quorum  ap- 

c.  336,  §  7).  it  was  held  that  this  was  poiuled   to   bear   the   disclosure  of  a 

equivalent  to  a  refusal  by  him  to  make  debtor   and  to  administer  to  him  the 

such  an  assignment.     Head  v.  Clarke,  oath  if  found  entitled   thereto   under 

45  N.  H.  387.  the   provisions   of   Rev.   Sut.   Me.,  c. 

S.  Collins  :;:.  Lambert,  30  Me.  iSj.  148,  have  no  authority  by  virtue  of  (bat 

8.  Rev.  Stat.  Me.,   1883,  c.  113.  g  31:  appointment  to  act  as  appraisers  of  the 

Ha.rding  p.  Butler,  31  Me.  igi;  Metcalf  property  disclosed.     Where   such  jus- 

f.   Hilton,   26    Me.   300;    Robinson   v.  lices  certified  la  their  record  that  the 

Barker.   38    Me.    310;     Fessenden    o.  debtor  was  "  examined  by  us  as  to  his 

Cheslcy,  39  Me.  368;  Remick  f.  Brown,  property,  and  we  were  satisfied  that  he 

33  Me.  458;    Bachelder  y.  Sanborn,  34  bad  no  property,  not  exempted  from 

Me.  330;    Baldwin  v.  Doe,  36  Me.  4^;  attachment,    save    that    he    had    two 

Brav  V.  Kelley,  3B  M«.  595:    Patten  v.  small  notes  of  seven  dollars  and  eight 

Kelley,  38  Me.  315;    Jones  v.  Spencer,  dollars,  both  outlawed  and  of  no  value, 

47  Me.  1S3.  and   that  he   was   clearly  entitled    to 

VnaatUad  Aeeonnti.  —  Thus   where   a  have   the   oath   administered   to    him, 

poor  debtor,  in   his  disclosure,  shows  and- we  therefore  admitted  him  to  the 

that  be  holds  unsettled  accounts,  it  is  oath,"  it  was  held  that  the  justices  had 

his  duty  to  cause  bis  interest  in  them  no   authority   to   administer  the  oath, 

to  be   appraised.     Bachelder   f.   San-  and  that  the  proceedings  could  not  be 

born,  34  Me.  330.  considered   as  a   performance   of   (be 
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ure  to  do  so  will  render  a  discharge  granted  by  the  justices  illegal 
and  void,*  and  wiU  constitute  a  breach  of  the  bond.* 

c.  Review  of  Proceedings.  —  The  proceedings  o(  the  justices 
in  conducting  the  disclosure  of  a  poor  debtor  may  be  reviewed  on 
a  writ  of  certiorari.' 

'Wkatkar  Um  TmU  Statid  \ij  th«  DaUoi  Am  Iru,  and,  it  SO,  whether 
they  are  consistent  with  the  oath  prescribed  by  law  for  him  to 
take,  are  matters  entirely  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates 
and  cannot  be  reviewed  on  certiorari.* 

8.  The  Oath.  —  In  most  of  the  states  where  the  poor-debtor  acts 
exist  the  statutes  provide  a  form  of  oath  to  be  administered  to 
the  debtor;  •  and  in  order  for  the  discharge  to  be  valid  the  oath 
administered  by  the  court  must  be  in  the  prescribed  form,*  and 
must  in  general  conform  to  the  terms  of  the  statute.'    Thus  it 


condidoD    of    the   bond.     Wingate    v. 
Leemao,  37  Me.  174. 

J^pnii»l  DoM  >«  Siipme  with  VnU 
DlMlonr*.  —  Slai.  Me.,  1S39,  c.  41a, 
%  I,  which  makes  provision  for  the  ap- 
praisemeoi  of  the  properly  disclosed, 
noL    exempl     from     attachment,     and 


for  meretf  trivial  or  formal  error,  or 
when  il  is  apparent  tbat  no  injustice 
will  be  done  by  refusing  the  writ. 
Hopkins  c.  Fogter,  60  Me.  a66. 

FatlUm  Ownld  AU«g*  tUt  tbs  Imn 
AppMT  of  BMord.  —  A  petition  for  a 
writ  of  certiorari  to  require  the  justices 
of  the  peace  and  of  the  que 


tacbed.  does  not  dispense  with  the  fnl!  tify   up  their  record  in   poor  debtor's 

disclosure   of   ihc   actual  state  of  the  proceeding's  ought  regularly  to  atle^ 

debtor's  affairs  and  of  all  his  estate  re-  that  the  errors  complained  of  appear 

quired   by  Stat.  Me.,  1S3S,  c.  195:  and  by    the    record     of    the    proceedings, 

where   under  these   statutes  a  partial  Emery  v.  Brsnn,  67  Me.  y). 
disclosure   was   made   and  the  debtor        STidsset  Ontstd*  Booord  Hot  AdalMlUa. 

was  thereupon  discharged  from  arrest  — On  a  petition  for  certiorari  to  require 

by  the  justices,  the  proceedings  were  justicesof  the  peace  and  of  the  quorum 

quashed  on  certiorari.     Dow  r.  True,  to  send  up  the  records  of  their  proceed- 

19  Me.  46.  Ings   in   taking   disclosures  of  a  poor 

1.  Harding'   v.    Butler,    ai    Me.   igi;  debtor,  the  petitioner  cannot  introduce 

Mctcalf  v.  Hilton,  a6  Me.  200.  evidence   outside   the   record   to  show 

'.  Kelley,  jS  Me.  595:  Bald-  error  in   the  record  or  proceedings,  or 

e,   36  Me.  494:    Remick  v.  fraud,    or    that    injustice    was    done. 

3a    Me.    458;     Fessenden    v.  Emery  v.  Brann.  67  Me,  39;    Pike  v. 


8,  Bray  v. 
win   I'.   Doe 


Chcslcy.  ag  Me.  368;  Jones  v.  Spe: 
47  He.  iSa:  Robinson  v.  Barker.  sB 
Me.  310;  Harding  v.  Butler,  ai  Me. 
191. 

OTarpaymeat    to    Jostloai.  —  Thus    if 
the  debtor  has  paid   in  advance   to  the 
'"_■"'       ,   for   their   (eea.   " 


39  Me.  5a. 
VsniwBt  —  loBodna  byWrlt  «f  Bmr 
—  H  the  County  Court  ad- 
defendani  to  the  benefit  of  such 
in  a  case  where  he  is  not  entitled 
the  party  aggrieved  can  have  no 
ss  by  writ  of  error  or  exceptions. 
n  they  were  allowed  by  Beckwlth  v.  Houghton,  11  Vt.  602. 
the  bond  is  forfeited,  4.  Ledden  t/.  Hanson,  39  Me.  35;; 
unless  be  causes  his  claim  against  Hayward,  Petitioner,  10  Pick.  (Mass.) 
IBem  for  reimbursement  to  be  ap-  358. 
praised.     Baldwin  v.  Doe.  36  Me.  494-     _  >■  Pub.   Slat.    Mass.,    1S81.   i 


S.  Little  V.  Cochran,  34  Me.  509. 
And  see  Pike  v.  Herriman,  39  Me.  53. 
See  article  Cektiokari,  vol.  4,  p.  i. 

Trlt  Bhotild  Hot  Imu  te  TrlTlal  or    Vt..  1894, 
Tonaal  Error,  —  The  granting  of  a  writ        '    ' '"' 
o(  certiorari  is  a  matter  of  judicial  di»- 
'>n,  and   it  should 


Rev.  Stat.  Me.,  ' 
I.   Stat.   K.   H.,   1S91,  c.   336,  g  S; 
Geo.  Laws  R.  I.,  1896.  c  360,  g  5;  Sut. 
1894,  c.  90,  g  I77S- 
Little  V.  Hasey,  13  Mas*.  319. ' 
7.  Head  v.  Ciarlte,  4S  N.  H.  aSj, 
~  The  poor 
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has  been  held  that  the  administering  of  an  oath  found  in  a  former 
act,  instead  of  that  required  by  the  statutes  in  force  at  the  time^ 
worked  a  forfeiture  of  the  bond,  such  oath  not  being  legal.* 

Eafttiftl  oTOktli.  —  The  statutes  regulating  poor-debtor  proceedings 
usually  provide  that  where  the  justices  find  that  the  debtor  is  not 
entitled  to  receive  the  oath  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison." 

by  two  justices  of  rhc  peace,  each  of 
Ihe  quorum;  but  it  one  only  be  of  (he 
quorum,  Ihe  Act  of  1839,  c.  366.  gives 
relief.  Ridct  v.  Thompson,  aj  Me. 
S44. 

AdmittUtrktion  bf  Cltrk  o(  Conn,  — 
Under    the    Rhode    Island   statutes    the 

EooT  debtor's  oath  may  be  administered 
y  any  justice  ot  the  Supreme  Court, 
or  by  the  Justice  of  any  District  Court 
in  the  courity  nhcre  the  person  is  com- 
mitted. Under  Pub.  Laws  R.  ].,  18S6, 
c.  597.  S  10  (Pub.  Un-5  iBBq.  e.  741.  S 
Id),  providing  that  whenc 


of  a 


:t  Coui 
lable  t 


t  (ro 


1  the 
1  dulicj 


shall  be  performed  by  the  cleric  of  such 
coun.  it  was  held  that  the  section  did 
not  confer  on  the  clerk  authority  to 
perform  anyduties  except  those  apper- 
taining to  ibe  district,  and  that  he 
could  not,  siuL-e  such  duty  did  not  ap- 
pertain to  the  district,  but  might  be 
performed  by  any  Justice  of  any  dis- 
trict in  the  county  where  the  debtor 
was  comrnittcd,  Wilrox  v.  Crowcll,  t6 
R.  1.  707. 

JiutloM  Fat  inAOTiMd  —  Sinliar^ 
iBTaUd.  —  If  the  justices  »ho  adminis- 
lered  the  oath  to  the  debtor  arc  not  au- 
thorized, in  conformity  with  the  provi- 

Iheir  cenificaic  of  discharge  has  no  va- 
lidity whatever.  Hovey  v.  Hamilton, 
34  Me.  451. 

Taksn  WitUo  Six  Xontlu  AltM  CHvIng 
Bond.  ^ — The  poor  debtor's  oath  should 
be  taken  before  the  expiration  of  the 
■  ix  months  next  after  the  giving  of  the 
bond,  or  it  will  not  furnish  a  legal  de- 
fense to  an  action  thereon.  Fales  v. 
Goodhue,  25  Me.  433;  Longfellow  v. 
Scammon,  II  Me.  loS.  But  see  Moore 
V.  Oond,  IS  Me.  143. 

AdminUtratioD  of  Oatb  on  Fut  D»7.  — 
Under  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  c.  I2z,  g  4,  it 
was  held  that  a  magistrate  had  no  au- 
thority to  discharge  a  poor  debtor  on 
Fast  Day.      Esles  v.  Mitchell,  14  Allen 


:d  within  the  limits  of  the 
prison.     Com.  v.  Alden,  14  Mass.  3BB. 

Stiffldtnt  Bbovlns  of  Fropar  0»a  — 
BctDTU,  —  A  return  that  the  oath  le- 
quired  by  the  statute  was  taken  i» 
sufficient  evidence  thai  the  proper  oath. 
was  taken.  Chesley  v.  Welch,  10  N. 
H.  351. 

Ikll«r'i  X«fiit«r  Hot  Sufieieiit.  —  In 
Belchertovrn  v.  Dudley,  6  Allen  (Mass.) 
47S.  it  was  held  that  a  jailer's  register 
of  prisoners  committed  to  jail  for  debt, 
containing  his  entry  of  the  liice  and 
means  of  their  liberation,  was  not  com- 
petenl  evidence  to  prove  the  talcing  of 
the  poor  debtor's  oath. 

I.  Rider  v.  Thompson,  33  Me.  344: 
Wallace  v.  Carlisle,  ao  Me.  374.  And 
see  Morse  v.  Rice.  31  Me.  53. 

t.  See   the   t     " 


EnUUsd  to  (Hvi  Bail  Bond.  — A  de- 
refused  the  poor  debtor's  oath  is  en- 
titled to  give  a  bail  bond,  under  Sial. 
Mass..  1857,  c,  141.  §  21  (Pub.  Stat. 
tSS3,  c.  lbs.  %  27).  Wass  I'.  Banleit, 
10  Gray  (Mass.)  490- 

BefoMl  Annexed  U  ExecnUoa. — 
Under  Pub.  Stat.  Mass..  c  162,  J:  44, 
where  the  magistrate  refuses  10  admia- 
isler  the  oath,  the  certificate  of  the  re- 
fusal must  be  annexed  to  the  execution 
on  which  the  poor  debtor  was  arrested. 
Ruberg.  Petitioner,  i«  Mass.  33. 

Beftuwl  CtrtiSod  opon  ExeeatloB.  —  A 
poor  debtor  arrested  on  execution,  nba 
enters  into  a  recogniiance  under  Slat. 
1657.  c.  141,  §  11,  to  deliver  himself  up 
within  ninety  days  for  examination  and 
abide  the  linal  order  of  the  magistrate, 
and  does  attend  before  the  magistrate 
and  is  refused  the  oath,  is  not  bound 
to  surrender  himself  until  the  magis- 
trate certifies  such  refusal  upon  the 
Stone   V.  Russell.  II   Gray 


(Ma! 


(Ma. 


151'. 


ITeed  Hot  Ba  AdmiBiitarod  Tlthla 
PiiMn  Limits.  —  The  oath  prescribed 
for  poor  prisoners  in  the  Maiiackmtlls 
■tatute  of  17E7,  c.  39,  ae«d  not  be  ad- 


Surrender  to  OBoer.  —  The  debtor  is 
not  bound  to  surrender  himself  to  the 
otSccr  until  the  magistrate  ha;  certified 
a  refusal  to  admit  him  to  the  pour  debt- 
or's oath.  Jacot  v.  Wyait,  10  Gray 
(Mass.)  336. 

KefoHl  OOBtlasiT*.—  The  magistrate's. 
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Tht  D^pvinr*  of  the  DtUor  without  leave  after  the  refusal  of  the 
magistrate  to  administer  the  oath  and  before  the  magistrate  has 
finished  writing  the  certificate  of  such  refusal  is  a  breach  of  the 
recognizance.^ 

9.  Record  —  Oertiflcate  of  Discharge  —  a.  In  General.  —  While 
the  keeping  of  full  and  formal  records  of  poor-debtor  proceed- 
ings is  not  usually  required,*  still  it  is  not  improper  to  keep 
them ;  *  and  where  such  record  is  kept  it  cannot  be  contradicted 
by  the  oral  testimony  of  the  magistrate.* 

b.  Certificate  of  Discharge.  —  The  statutes  relating  to 
poor-debtor  proceedings  usually  prescribe  a  form  for  the  certifi- 
cate of  discharge  which  the  justices  are  required  to  make  after 
administering  the  oath,^  and  in  order  to  defeat  an  action  on  the 
bond  such  certificate  must  be  in  substantial  compliance  with  the: 
statute.^    But  it  is  not  construed  with  much  strictness,  and  slight. 

refusal  of  an  application  for  the  poor  justices  to  keep  any  further  record,  nor' 
debtor's  oath  upon  the  ground  that  the  by  the  omission  to  state  that  the  justices- 
debtor  has  property  is  conclusive;  and  were    disinterested    and    not    related 
an  appeal  taken  from  the  decision  of  either  to  the  creditor  or  the  debtor, 
the  magistrate,  finding  him  guilty  upon  8afifli«nt  Baoord.  —  The  record  of  the 
charges  of  fraud  filed  at  the  same  time,  justices    hearing  a  poor  debtor's  dis- 
does  not  exempt  him  from  arrest  on  closure  was  held  sufficient,  though  not 
the  execution.     Fletcher  v,  Bartlett,  lo  showing  that  they  were  disinterested,. 
Gray  (Mass.)  491.  or  why  the  creditor  did  not  select  one- 

1.  Fuller  V.  Meehan,  118  Mass.  135;  of  them,  nor  where  they  met,  nor  that 

Knight  9.  Sampson,  99  Mass.  36;  Loth-  any  disclosure   was  had.       Smith   v.. 

rop  V.  Bailey,  14.  Allen  (Mass.)  514.  Brown,  61  Me.  70. 

Fadlure  of  OAotr  to  Amst  Debtor. —  May  Bo  ProTod  by  Parol. —  In  Coti^ 
Upon  a  refusal  of  the  court  to  adminis-  necHcutiht  proceedings  of  jail  commis- 
ter  the  oath,  the  officer  is  empowered  sioners  in  administering  the  poor  debt- 
to  take  the  debtor  into  custody;  and  if  or's  oath  may  be  proved  by  parol,  they 
upon  having  opportunity  to  do  so  the  not  being  a  court  of  record.  Richard- 
officer  does  not  arrest  the  debtor,  and  son  v.  Hitchcock,  28  Vt.  757. 
the  debtor,  after  waiting  for  some  Froooedings  Shown  1^  Miniitof  and. 
time,  departs,  it  is  no  breach  of  the  Papers.  —  In  Maine  the  proceedings- 
recognizance.  Bessom  V.  McLaughlin,  maybe  shown  by  the  minutes  of  the 
166  Mass.  296.  magistrate  and  the  original  papers,  or 

Whoro  Hoithor  Offloor  Kor  Ezoention  certified  copies;  and  the  original  papers. 

Pment.  —  Where,  on  the  examination  are    admissible      whenever     certified 


of  a  poor  debtor,  the  magistrate  an. 
nounced  orally  his  decision  not  to  ad- 
minister the  oath,  and  made  out  his 
certificate  accordingly,  but  neither  the 
officer  nor  the  execution  being  present. 


copies  are.  Folsom  v,  Cressey,  73  Me. 
270. 

8.  May  v.  Hammond,  146  Mass.  439.. 

What  Booord  flhoold  iBdudo.  —  .\ 
magistrate's  record  of  the  proceedings 


the  debtor  departed,  it  was  held  that  on  an  application  for  the  poor  debtor's 
there  was  no  breach  of  the  recogniz-  oath  properly  includes  the  notice  to  the- 
ance.     Goodall  v,  Myrick,   iii   Mass.    creditor  and  the  officer's  return  there- 


484. 

2.  Folsom  V.  Cressey,  73  Me.  270; 
May  V,  Hammond,  146  Mass.  439. 

In  Buller  v.  Fairbanks^  4  Gray 
(Mass.)  531,  it  was  held  that  a  certifi- 
cate made  by  two  justices  of  the  peace 
and  of  the  quorum,  in  the  form  pre 


on.     Henshaw  v.  Savil,  114  Mass.  74. 

4.  May  v.  Hammond,  146  Mass.  439. 
And  see  infra^  II.  9.  ^.   Cotulusivemss, 

5.  Rev.  Stat.  Me.,  1883,  c.  113,  §  33; 
Pub.  Stat.  Mass.,  1882,  c.  162,  |  40; 
Pub.  Stat.  N.  H.,  1891,  c.  2jj6,  §  10; 
Gen.  Laws  R.  I.,  1896,  c.  260,  §6;  Stat. 


scribed  by  the  statute  for  the  adminis-    Vt.,  1894,  c.  90,  §  1777. 

tration  of  the  oath  to  a  poor  debtor,  was        6.  Xrror  as  to  Amooat  and  Dato  of  Jndg- 

not  invalidated  by  the  failure  of  the    BMnt^The  certificate  of  twojustice& 
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variances  or  informalities  therein  will  not  ordinarily  invalidate  the 
discharge.* 

■upisaag*.  —  If  facts  or  matters  other  than  those  required  by  the 
statute  are  incorporated  in  the  certificate,  such  foreign  matter 
will  be  treated  as  surplusage.* 

IMiT«T  td  OntlflMto  to  JaiUr.  —  Under  some  statutes,  when  a 
prisoner  is  admitted  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  for  poor  debtois, 
a  certificate  of  the  discharge  must  be  delivered  to  the  keeper  of 
the  jail  before  the  debtor  can  legally  go  at  large.*    But  it  seems 

of  (he  pe&ce  and  of  the  quomm  of  the  administered,    and    annezed    a    copr 

admin istration   of    the    poor    debtor'*  thereof,  ahowinK  that  the  proper  oath 

oath,  which  certificate  Incorrectlj  state*  was  in  fact  administered.  It  wat  held 

the  amount  of  the  judgment  and  the  to  be  aofficient.     Hoore  c.    Bond,  it 

date  of  its  rendition,  will  not  suppon  Me.  143. 

a  plea  of  performance  of  the  condition         Imffvlarltj  ■■  to  Debtor^  Mtrnt  ul 

of  the  bond  in  a  suit  thereon.     Perry  f.  OMBjatiaa.  —  A  certificate  of  discharge 

Plunkett,  74  Me.  3ag.  of  a  poor  debtor  is  not  tendered  ioTalid 

lallan  to  Ihow  that  Jnitlosi  Wan  Dli-  b^  the  fact  that  only  the  initial  letter  of 

Intanitad.  —  If  k  does  not  affirmatively  bis  Christian   name  is  given   and  all 

appear  from  the  justices' certificate  of  sutements  of  his  occupation  are  omit- 

dischar^e  of  a  poor  debtor,  or  from  the  ted  in   his  representation  to  the  jailer. 

proofs  m  the    case,   that   the  jnstkes  In  the  application  of  the  jailer 
■  were   "  disinterested."    the   certificate 


>t  defeat  1 
Scammao  v.  Huff.  51  Me.  194.  Davis, 

J..  dUs,«Hnx. 

Battiag  Twrth  Ixsentian  fw  Difirant 
8am.  —  A  certificate  of  jaii  commission- 
ers,  setting  forth  an  cxecnlioo   for  a 
>   different   from   that  on  which  the 


:,  in  the  notice  by  the  jusdce  v> 
the  creditor,  and  in  the  certificate  of 
discharge,  if  the  notice  nccnrately 
states  the  date  of  theciecutioo  and  the 
court  which  issued  it.  Davis  v.  Pnt. 
nam,  5  fJray  (Mass.)  311. 
Sufflelant  fttatfimimt  of  ExanlBaSlaa.  -.- 

there  was  an  examination  i« 


debtor  is  committed,  will  not  authorize  plied  from  the  language  of  a  certificate 

his  discharge,  although  the  proper  oath  which  says  that  "in  our  opinion  he 

may  have  been  administered  to  him.  [the  debtor]  Is  clearly  entitled  u  hare 

Holbrook  v.  Pearce.  15  Vl.  616.  the  oath  prescribed  in  the  18th  section 

1.  Though  the  OsrtlflekU  B«  ITot  Hade  of  said  chapter  administered  by  us,  and 

at  Um  PnpsT   Time,  or   B«    Infomally  that  we  have,  after  due  caotion  to  bim. 

lEada,   it  does  not  prevent  the  debtor  administered  said  oath."     Bumbam  c. 

from   claiming  the    advantage  of  the  Howe,  33  Mc.  48^. 

provisions  of  the  act.     Hill  v.  Knowl-  S.  Winsor  c.  Clark.  39Me.42S.    And 

ton,  ig  Me.  449.  see  Clement  v.  Wyman,  31  Me.  ja 

BUtlng  Bat*    of  Jadgvant.  —  Where  S.  Haighl  v.  Richards,  3  Vt.  77- 

the   bond   and   citation   state  that  the  BaJBotant  Szeu*  ferDebtaT>*D^ailtig. 

judgment  was  rendered  at  the  January  —  In  the  case  of  a  poor  debtor,  conGaed 

term  of  the  court,  It  Is  not  a  variance  If  on   execution  to   the  jail  limits,  when 

the  discharge  describes  It  as  rendered  admitted  to   the   benefits   of  the  oath 

on  January  23,  since  both  are  correct,  prescribed  for  such  debtors,  if  the  jail 

Gray  i'.  Douglass.  81   Mc.  437.  commissioners,  in  the  certificates  dellv- 

Omlnlon  U  O^tb  Dato  of  luentloB. —  cred  to  the  sheriff  and  to  the  debtor. 

Where  it  appears  by  the  certificate  of  state  that  the  creditor  was  notified  and 

the  justices  to  what  debt  the  proceed-  that  the  debtor  was  admitted   to  the 

ings  related,  their  omission  to  Insert  oath,  this  will  afford  a  sufficient  cicuse 

the  date  of  the  execution  on  which  the  for  the  debtor's  departing  the  liberties, 

arrest   was   made   will  not  render  the  In  such  case,  if  the  jail  commissioners 

proceedings  void.     Bombam  v.  Howe,  certify  in  one  certificate  that  Ihe  cred- 

33  Me,  489.  itors  did  attend,  and  in  the  other  that 

RetsrenM  to  Wrong  Aot.  —  Where  ihe  ihey   did  not,  this  will   not  render  ihi 

magiatratea  in  lh«ir  ccrlilicate  referred  discharge  irregular.     Carter  v.  Miller, 

to  the  wrong  act  aa  containing  the  oath  is  Vl.  513. 
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that  in  some  jurisdictions  this  is  not  essential.^ 

c.  Amendment.  —  The  court  before  which  a  poor  debtor's 
examination  was  held  may  amend  its  record  upon  an  application 
seasonably  made  so  as  to  conform  to  the  truth.*  And  this  may 
be  done  even  after  the  commencement  of  a  suit  upon  the  bond.' 

d.  Conclusiveness.  —  It  is  held  in  most  jurisdictions  that  a 
certificate  of  discharge  given  in  poor-debtor  proceedings  is  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  due  service  of  notice  upon  the  creditor.* 
But  as  to  other  matters  it  seems  that  the  certificate  is  usually 
conclusive.* 

1.  la  Xalm  it  has  been  held  that  TiUng  Hew  and  Correetod  Otrtifloato. — 
where  the  cooditioa  of  the  bond  does  The  court  wherein  an  action  on  a  poor 
not  expressly  require  that  the  certificate  debtor's  recognizance  is  pending  may 
be  filed  with  the  keeper  of  the  prison,  permit  the  magistrate  by  whom  it  was 
the  bond  is  not  forfeited  by  the  omis-  taken  to  file  a  new  and  corrected  certifi- 
sion  to  file  It.  Granite  Bank  v.  Treat,  cate  thereof  in  place  of  the  certificate 
i8  Me.  340.  previously  returned  by  him,  and  may 

Jailer  May  Act  upon  Any  Satisfeutory  allow  the  amendment  of  the  declara- 

JnformatioH,  —  The    certificate  of  the  tion  to  correspond  with  the  new  certifi- 

oath  is  intended  merely  as  a  notice  to  cate.     Morrill  v,  Norton,  116  Mass.  487. 

the  prison   keeper  of  what  has   been  4.  Parker  v.  Staniels,  38  N.  H.  251; 

done,  that  he  may  set  the  debtor  at  lib-  Woods  v,  Blodgett,  15  N.  H.  569;  Banks 

erty  if  in  his  custody;  but  he  may  do  v,  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445;  Flanders  v, 

this  upon  any  other  satisfactory   in-  Thompson,  2  N.    H.  421;    Slasson   v. 

formation  of  the  fact,  taking  upon  him-  Brown,  20  Pick.  (Mass.)  436;  Putnam 

self  the  peril  of  proving  it.     Kendrick  v,  Longley,  11  Pick.  (Mass.)  489;  Baker 

V.  Gregory,  9  Me.  22.  v,  Mofifat,  7  Cush.  (Mass.)  259;  Young  z/. 

In  lUMaehiisetts it  has  been  held  that  Capen,  7  Met.  (Mass.)  287;  Brown  v. 

where  a  poor  debtor   who  has  given  Foster,  6  R.  I.  564. 

bond  for  the  prison  limits  has  been  Kaine.  —  By  Rev.  Stat.  Me.,  1883,  c. 

duly  discharged  by  two  justices  within  113,  g  69,  it  is  provided  that  in  an  action 

the  ninety  days,  the  certificate  is  the  on  a  poor  debtor's  bond  the  magistrates' 

only  authority  necessary  to  his  going-  certificate  that  there  was  legal  service 

at  large,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  of  the  citation  upon  the  creditor  may 

should   be  discharged   by    the  jailer,  be  contradicted   by  outside  evidence. 

Green  v.  Wilbur,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  439.  Baldwin  v.  Merrill,  44  Me.  55;  Cannon 

2.  Scamman  v.  Huff,  51  Me.  194;  v,  Seveno,  78  Me.  307.  See  also  Bliss 
Kimball  v,  Irish,  26  Me.  444;  Ayer  v,  v.  Day,  68  Me.  201.  But  prior  to  the 
Woodman.  24  Me.  196;  Burnham  v,  .passage  of  that  statute  it  was  held 
Howe,  23  Me.  489;  Lincoln  z^.  Cook,  124  that  such  certificate  was  conclusive. 
Mass.  383;  Tufts  V.  Hancox,  171  Mass.  Waterhouse  v.  Cousins,  40  Me.  333; 
148;  Ward  z'.  Clapp,  4  Met.  (Mass.)  455.  Pike  v,  Herriman,  39  Me.  52;  Lowe  v. 

In  Merrill  7/.  Kaulback,  158  Mass.  328,  Dore.  32  Me.  27;  Clement  v.  Wyman, 
it  was  held  that  the  court  could  correct  31  Me.  50;  Carey  v,  Osgood,  18  Me. 
its  record  on  motion  of  the  debtor  so  as  152;  Hanson  v.  Dyer,  17  Me.  96: 
to  conform  to  the  facts  after  suit  on  the  Churchill  v.  Hatch,  17  Me.  411;  Buck- 
debtor's  recognizance  and  more  than  a  ley  v.  Page,  i  Cliff.  (0.  S.)  474. 
year  after  the  proceedings  were  had  for  In  Yeirmont,  when  the  commissioners 
his  examination.  of  jail  delivery  certify  that  the  creditor 

Kanner  of  SeleetioB  of  Jutioei.  —  The  is  duly  notified,  their  certificate  is  con- 
justices  may  amend  their  certificate  by  elusive.  Allen  v.  Hall,  8  Vt.  36;  Ray- 
adding,  in  accordance  with  the  truth,  mond  v,  Southerland,  3  Vt.  494. 


a  fuller  statement  of  the  mode  in 
which  their  own  selection  was  made. 
Burnham  v»  Howe,  23  Me.  489;  Ayer 
V,  Woodman,  24  Me.  196;  Kimball  v, 
Irish,  26  Me.  444. 

S.  Burnham   v,    Howe,  23  Me.  489; 
Ward  &.  Clapp,  4  Met.  (Mass.)  455. 


6.  Gray  v.  Douglass,  81  Me.  427; 
Cannon  r,  Seveno,  78  Me.  307;  Emery 
V,  Brann,  67  Me.  39;  Burnham  v, 
Howe,  23  Me.  489;  Lincoln  v.  Cook. 
124  Mass.  383;  Sewall  v,  Sullivan.  loS 
Mass.  355.  Compare  Folsom  v,  Cressey, 
73  Me.  270;  Dunham  v.  Felt,  65  Me. 
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!■  Viton  of  (StII  ProoMdlBf.  —  Such  chaises  are  in  the  nature  of 
civil  proceedings,'  and  need  not  be  proved  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.* 

A  jBdgmnt  in  tvtvt  of  th*  Dtbur  on  charges  of  fraud  entitles  him 
to  be  dischai^ed  from  imprisonment,  or,  if  he  is  at  laive  on  bail 
when  the  oath  is  taken,  his  bail  are  thereby  dischai^ed.' 

jndyant  Agmisrt  Dabur.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  if  the  debtor  is 
found  guilty  upon  chaises  of  fraud  he  may  be  sentenced  to  a 
term  of  imprisonment.* 

A  Uuharp  U  bwlvangr  Operates  to  discharge  the  debtor  from  the 
proceedings  on  the  charges  of  fraud,  and  he  cannot  thereafter  be 
imprisoned  if  convicted  on  such  charges.' 

allow  the  magliErate  to   consider  the  upon   finding  that    charge    BUMalned, 

questioos   ol    law  and  fact  involved  might  re fase  the  oaib  and  commit  the 

therein.       Andrews    v.    Cassldy,     143  debtor    to    jail.      Macaig'i   Case,    137 

Mass.  96,  Mass.  467. 

1.  Anderson  v.  Edwards,  133  Mass.  OathOMsetBa  Admlnistwtd.  —  Under 

373:  No^es  V.  Manning,  i6a  Mass.  14;  Pub.  Stat.   Mass.,  c.    i6a.   g§   39,   53, 

Smith  ti.  Dickinson,  140  Mass.  171.  tbere  is  no  authority  in  the  judge  of  a 

S.  Anderson  v.  Edwards,   133  Mas*,  munidpal  court  to  admintaier  the  poor 

373.  debtor's  oath  at  the  same  time  that  he 

Ths  Debtor  and  His  Wlfo  Kaj  Bo  Oallod  finds  the  debtor  guilty  upoa  a  charge 

•J  mtnsiSM  by  the  creditor.     Anderson  of    fraud.       Noyes    v.    Manning,    159 

V.  EJwards,  1Z3  Mass.  373.  Mass.  446. 

Kiut  B«  FioTodMAllsgod.  —  Where  a  OhaifSiltrifktnfroinSMOid. —  Where, 

person  arrested  on  mesne  process  ap-  on  (he  trial  oi  charges  of  fraud  In  the 

plies  10  lake  the  poor  debtor's  oath,  Superior  Court,  the  jury  found  a  ver- 

and  the  creditor  files  a  charge  that  he  diet  of  guilty  on  several  of  the  charges, 

contracted   the   debt  due  the  creditor  and  on   the  defendant's  motion  for  a 

with  an  intention  not  to  pay  it,   the  new  trial  the  verdict  was  set  aside  as 

creditor  must  prove  that  the  debt  was  to  some  of  the  charges,   and   on   the 

contracted    as    alleged.      Horton    v.  plaintiff's  motion   these  charges  were 

Weiner,  134  Mass.  gs.  ordered  to  be  stricken  from  the  record, 

S.  Ingersoll      v.     Strong,      9     Met.  it  was  held  that  the  granting  of  such 

{Mass.)  447.  order  was  within   the  discretion  of  the 

Votwlthstandlflg   Orsdltor's  AppsaL  —  court,  and  that  the  defendant  had  no 

A  iudftment  rendered  by  the  examining  ground  of  exception.  Chapin  i>.  Haley, 
of  ad  ■ 


magistrates   in  favc 


a  debtor  seek-     133  Mass.  i 


Motion  ia  iirrsst.  —  The   provision  of 

Stat.    Mass.,    1851,   c.   233,   §    3a    (re- 

icied  in  Stat.  iSja,  c.  313,  g3a),  that 

10  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  for 

y  cause  existing  before  verdict,  shall 

be  allowed  in  any  case  where  a  vetdict 

ings.       Collamore    v.    Fernald,   3     has  been   rendered,    unless   the   same 

Gray  (Mass.)  3i9.     See  also   Ingersoll     aSects  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court," 

c.  Strong,  9  Met.  (Mass.)  447.  does   not   apply   to  charges   of   fraud 

4.  Noyes  v.  Manning,  i6i  Mass.  14.       made  by  a  creditor  against  his  debtor, 

Arrost  en  On*  Charge,  OonTlDtion  en  An-    on  his  application  to   be   admitted   to 

trtker.  —  Where  aciedilor  made  affidavit    take  the   poor   debtor's  oath,   and   on 

d  liCth  charges  specified     which  he  is  found  guilty  by  the  jury. 

■    " -•    y(Mas- 


}ng  to  take  the  poor  debtoi's  oath,  i 
against  whom  charges  of  fraud  have 
been  filed,  discharges  bis  bail,  notwith- 
standing that,  on  appeal  by  the  cred- 
itor, judgment  be  rendered  thai  the 
debtor  have  no  benefit  from  the 
ceedings.       Collamore    v.    Fernald,   3 


the 


Pub.  Stat.  : 

lagistrate  authoriied  the~  debtor's 
:  on  the  fifth  charge,  and  the  debtor 
his   arrest  applied   to   take   the 


oath,  an 
Itor  exa 


iberlaln  v.  Hoogs,  I  Gray  (I 
173.     But  see  Lamagdelaine  v.  Trem- 
blay,  163  Mass.  339. 

fi.  Everett  v.  Henderson.  150  Mass. 
411:  Smith  V.  Dickinson,  140  Mass. 
171,  practically  overruling  Slockwell  V. 
Silloway,  loj  Mass.  517.  But  see 
B  Volume  XVI. 


PreaMdlBfi  nadir 
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F«er-^bUc  AMk 


b.  Form  and  Sufficiencv.  —  Charges  of  (raud  are  sufficient 
if  stated  with  such  fulness,  clearness,  and  precision  as  to  infonn 
the  debtor  of  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  transaction 
intended  to  be  proved  against  him,  without  being  in  the  form 
appropriate  to  an  indictment  or  a  criminal  complaint.* 

TIm  Fi»ndiil«Bt  A«ti  Are  Bnfldmtlf  AU^«d  u  hot*  by  an  averment 
under  the  oath  of  the  creditor  that  he  "believes,  and  has  good 

MorLC  u.  Dayton.  I3S  Mass.  47,  wherein  not  intend  to  pa;  the  same."  or  that 
it  was  held  that  (he  fad  that  the  cred-  "  he  contracted  said  debt,  having  no 
'"-  I--,  proved  his  claim  ftgainst  the     Intention  to  p«y  the  same,  and  haring 


debtor  in  bankruplcT  pending  the  hca 
ing  before  the  magiilrate.  and  before 
the  filing  of  charges  of  fraud,  will  doc 
bar  the  creditor  from  prosecuting  such 
charges  of  fraud. 

1.  Stoclcwell  V.   Silloway,  loo  Mass. 


ixpectation  that'it  would  be  paid," 
lot  substantially  a  charge,  within 
Rev.  Stal.,  c.  96,  g  31,  that  the  debtor 
"  contracted  the  debt  with  an  intention 
not  10  pay  the  same:"  and  is  bad.  even 
after  verdict.  Chamberlain  v.  Hoogt. 
ao7.  I  Gray  (Mass.)  t7a, 

Snfldsat  Okargt.  —  Where,  on  an  ap-  Oha^w Coastnwd Togsthsr.  —  Charges 
plicalion  by  a  judgment  debtor  to  take  of  fraud  were  filed  against  a  poor 
tlie  poor  debtor's  oath,  the  creditor  debtor,  the  first  of  (bem  alleging  that 
filed  a  charge  of  fraud  as  follows:  since  the  debt  was  contracted  or  llie 
"  And  now  comes  the  creditor  in  the  cause  of  action  accrued  the  debtor  had 
above  entitled  action  and  says  (hat  the  fraudulently  conveyed,  concealed,  or 
action  (upon  which  execution  in  said  otherwise  disposed  of  certain  parts  of 
case  was  issued,  and  the  said  debtor  his  property.  The  fourth  charge 
arrested)  'was  founded  on  contract,  alleged  the  making  of  a  conveyance  by 
that  (hedebtorcontractedthe  debt  with  the  debtor  with  a  design  to  secure  the 
an  intention  not  to  pay  (he  same,'"  property  to  hit  own  use  and  to  d^raad 
(he  charges  being  signed  and  sworn  10  his  creditors,  but  did  not  allege  that  Ibe 
as  required  by  the  statutes,  it  was  held  property  belonged  to  the  debtor.  It 
that  the  debtor  was  furnished  with  all  was  held  that  the  fourth  charge  shonld 
the  requisite  information  by  the  action  be  construed  in  connection  with  the 
to  which  the  poor  debtor's  proceedings  first,  being  in  the  nature  of  a  specifics- 
related  and  to  which  the  charge  re-  tion  under  it.  Clatur  v.  Doncgaa,  116 
ferred.     Noyes  c.  Manning,  163  Mass.     Mass.  38. 

14.  Ckaifs*  MayBeHgnad  aadSwMB  tsty 

■ufldent  Ulagatlon  of  Saining.  —  A  OiuFartiur.  —  Chargesof  fraud  alleged 
charge  of  fraud  which  alleges  that  the  against  a  debtor  upon  bis  application 
debtor  "  hazarded  and  paid  the  sum  to  take  the  poor  debtor's  oath  may  be 
of  [naming  it]  in  a  certain  unlawful  signed  and  sworn  to  by  one  of  several 
game  played  with  cards,  and  called  partners  in  behalf  of  his  Grm.  Brown 
draw  poker  or  bluff,"  and  that  the  v.  Tobias,  t  Allen  (Mass.)  385, 
debtor  "  did  hazard  and  pav  the  said  Ona  of  Seraral  Chi^M  Well  PUadsd.— 
sum  [naming  it]  in  said  gaming  Where  one  of  several  charges  of  fraud 
with  cards  as  aforesaid,  which  Is  pro-  filed  by  a  judgment  creditor  under  Pub. 
hibited  by  the  laws  of  this  common.  SMt.  Mass.,  c.  163.^17,  is  well  pleaded. 
wealth,"  sufficiently  alleges  the  hazard-    a  motion  W  dismiss  the  action  because 


ing    i 


allh. 


117- 


n  some  kind  of  gaming  pro- 
bv  the  laws  of  the  common- 
Chapin  v.   Haley,  133   Mass. 


iniaffieieat  Allegation  of  Intant  ITot  to 
Pay.  —  A  charRe  of  fraud,  made  by  a 
creditor  against  his  debtor,  on  his  ap- 
plication 10  be  admitted  to  lake  the 
poor  debtor's  oath,  that  "  a(  the  time 
when  the  debt  was  contracted  for  whirh 


162  Ma? 


.  339- 


Tremblay, 


Obj«otloni  Hot  Brought  ITp  by  Kotloa  in 
AjTSit.  —  After  a  verdict  of  guilty  upon 
charges  of  fraud  filed  by  a  judgment 
creditor,  the  question  whether  the 
charges  are  sufficiently  formal  and  pre- 
cise cannot  be  brought  to  the  Supreme 
Court  by  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
Lamagdelainc  11.  Tremblay,  lC3 
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Pe«r-d«M«r  A«U. 


reason  to  believe,  and  charees*'  them.*  And  such  fraudulent 
acts  need  not  be  alleged  with  any  venue.' 

l^iwlftnitliwi  —  If  the  charges  fail  to  show  dearly  what  matter 
the  debtor  is  accused  of,  the  creditor  may  be  required  to  file 
specifications.* 

MmmtmMO.  —  And  omissions  or  defects  therein  may  usually  be 
remedied  by  amendment.** 

c.  Appeal.  ~  The  Massachusetts  statute  providing  for  charges 
of  fraud  in  poor-debtor  proceedings  allows  an  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  magistrate  by  either  party.' 


i  Mass. 


7  Mus. 


1.  Siockwell  V.  SiUonay. 
387. 

S.  Stockwell  V.  Sillowar, 

S.  NofcB  V,  Manniag,  163  Mass.  14. 

BaftfMM  U  *"""-*  DocnMsnts.  —  In 
charges  of  fraud  ihe  fraudulent  acts 
may  be  specified  by  reference  lo  the 
documents  annexed.  Stockwell  v.  Sil- 
loway,  100  Mass.  3S7. 

4.  Ominloii  t«  Ohane  CnvfranM  Una* 
Debt  OMtneUd.  — The  omlesioa  to 
allege  in  charges  of  fraud  that  a 
fraudulent  conveyance  was  made  since 
the  debt  of  the  cteditor  was  contracted 
may  be  supplied  by  amendment. 
Brown  v.  Tobias,  i  Allen  (Mass.)  3B5. 

Ast  AUagad  "On  or  About"  Certain 
Dftf.  —  Where,  in  charges  of  fraud,  a 
fraudulent  act  is  alleged  in  time  as 
"on  or  about"  a  day  named  within 
the  limitation  prescribed  by  the  stat- 
ute, the  defect  is  not  necessarily  fatal, 
bat  may  be  cured  by  amendment. 
Stockwell  V.  Silloway,  100  Mass.  sS?. 

t.  Pub.  Stat.  Mass.,  i8Sa,  c.  163.  g  jo. 

Manu  CeuUtvtiaiial.  —  The  provi- 
sions of  the  Massachusetu  statutes 
concerning  charges  of  fraud  are  not 
unconstitutional  because  they  allow 
the  creditor  10  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  [be  magistrate  in  favor  of  the  debtor 
and  10  have  a  new  trial  of  the  charges 
by  a  jury.  Stockwell  ».  Silloway,  too 
Mass.  3&7. 

Knat  Ba  Intend  at  OItU  Term.  —  An 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  two  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  and  of  the  quorum. 
upon  charges  of  frand  filed  by  a  cred- 
itor against  a  debtor  on  his  application 
to  be  admitted  to  take  the  poor  debtor's 
oath,  must  be  entered  at  a  civil  term 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  a 
county  where  distinct  terms  are  estab- 
lished for  the  transaction  of  civil  and 
criminal  business.  Parker  v.  Page,  4 
Gray  (Mass.)  533. 

'^'-'-n  (•  nie  CopUs  of  Char^  and 


Pl«a.  — Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  ap. 
peal  by  a  debtor  from  the  judgment  of 
a  magistrate  upon  charges  of  fraud,  the 
debtor  omits  to  file  in  court  copies  bf 
the  charges  and  the  plea  thereto,  and 
of  his  examination  before  the  magis- 
trate, the  creditor  is  not  thereby  en- 
titled to  have  the  debtor  defaulted  after 
proceeding  to  trial,  without  raising  any 
objection  on  that  ground.  Morse  v. 
Dayton,  laS  Mass.  451. 

Ot)Jaottona  to  BoeogalsanM  —  Walvsr. 
—  On  a  trial  of  an  appeal  to  the  Supe- 
rior Court  from  the  judgment  of  the 
justices,  on  charges  of  fraud,  an  omis- 
sion 10  move  for  the  dismissal  of  the 
appeal  is  a  waiver  of  formal  objections 
to  the  recognizance  which  the  creditor 
entered  into  upon  appealing.  Brown 
V.  Tobias,  I  Allen  (Mass.)  385. 

BoiaoTal  of  Ifonnilt,  —  On  an  appeal 
from  the  finding  of  a  municipal  court 
on  a  charge  of  fraud,  it  is  within  the 
discretionary  power  of  the  Superior 
Court  to  remove,  at  the  same  term  at 
which  it  was  had.  a  nonsuit  of  the 
creditor  upon  which  no  judgment  has 
been  entered.  Noyes  v.  Manning,  159 
Mass.  446. 

Debtor  Fennd  Oniltj  on  One  Oharp, 
ITatSniltr  on  Othn.  — Where  a  debtor 
is  found  guilty  by  the  magistrate  of 
one  of  two  charges  of  fraud,  and  not 
guilty  of  the  other,  and  is  sentenced 
accordingly,  and  docs  not  appeal  from 
the  sentence,  the  creditor  cannot  ap- 
peal therefrom  although  the  charges 
are  under  different  clauses  of  Pub. 
Stat.  Mass.,  c.  163,  g  17.  Smith  v. 
Dickinson,  140  Mass.  171. 

notion  to  SlnnlM  StSMnably  Mads.  — 
At  the  trial  of  an  appeal  by  a  poor 
debtor  from  a  magistrj.ie's  judgment 
against  him  on  charges  of  fraud,  the 
debtor,  after  the  reading  of  the  copies 
sent  up  by  the  magistrate,  moved  to 
dismiss,  assigning  the  reason  therefor. 
It  was  held  that  Ihe  motion  was  sea- 
a  Volume  XVI. 


r 
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Th*  lamx  of  tb*  4ppMl  is  to  vacate  the  whole  judgment  and  open 
the  case  for  trial  upon  all  the  chaises,  notwithstanding  the  magis- 
trate's judgment  finds  the  debtor  guilty  of  some  of  the  chai^ 
and  not  guilty  of  the  others,  and  though  the  other  party  does  not 
appeal.* 

11.  Bond  or  Beeognisaoca  —  ft.  In  General. —The  statutes 
relating  to  poor  debtors  contain  provisions,  varying  more  or  less 
in  the  different  states,  whereby  a  debtor  arrested  on  mesne  pro- 
cess or  execution  may  get  a  temporary  release  by  giving  a  bond 
or  recognizance  conditioned  that  the  debtor  shall  within  a  certain 
time  appear  and  take  the  poor  debtor's  oath,  or  in  default  thereof 
surrender  himself  to  prison.' 

Donegan. 

AjipMl  from  Ordw  OmmllBK  XoUon  to 
BUmto.  — Amotion  lo  diamisE  an  ac- 
tion in  which  charges  or  fraud  nere 
filed  by  a  judgment  creditor,  because 
<if  defecls  in  the  charges,  was  made  at 
a  certain  sitting  of  the  con rt,  and  re- 
lated tolhe  charfijesas  they  then  stood. 
Amended  charges  and  specificatioas 
properly  snorn  to,  the  sufficiency  oE 
which  wai  not  queitioned  by  the  mo- 
lion  to  dismiss,  were  made  several 
months  later,  and  the  trial  at  which 
the  debtor  was  convicted  and  sentenced 
was  upon  the  amended  charges  and 
spec  ili cations.  It  was  held  that  the 
mciion  to  dismiss  was  properly  over- 
ruled, and  that  the  question  of  the 
suSiciencyaf  the  amended  charges  and 
specifications  was  not  strictly  brought 
before  the  Supreme  Court  by  an  ap- 
peal from  the  order  overruling  ihe 
motion-  Lamagdclaine  v.  Tremblay. 
ibz  Mass.  339. 

QdnUodi  of  L»w  Hay  B«  Baported  to 
Sopreme    Court    After    Terdiot.  —  Qucs- 

Court  on  the  trial  of  an  appeal  from  a 
magistrate's  judgment  on  charges  of 
fraud  may  be  reported  10  the  Supreme 
Couri  after  verdicl.  Morse  i.  Dayton, 
tI5   Mass.  47. 

JurltdlctioB  to  Admini*t«r  Oath  Pend- 
ing Appeal.  —  Where  a  magistralt  has 
found  a  debtor  guilty  upon  charges  of 

fused  him  the  poor  debtor's  oath,  and 
the  debtor  has  taken  an  appeal  from 
the  judgment  on  the  charges  of  fraud 
and  gi 


1.  Mone  f.  DaytoQ.  135  Mast.  47; 
Clatur  V.  Donegan,  t36  Mass.  3S. 

DAtor  let  IlsbU  to  Anwt  PMAhf 
Appall.  —  Charges  of  fraud  having  been 
filed  against  a  poor  debtor,  it  was  ad- 
judged that  he  bad  not  any  estate  to 
the  amount  of  twenty  dollars,  except 
what  was  by  law  exempt  from  being 
taken  on  execution,  but  that  he  had 
been  guilty  of  a  fraudulent  conTennce 
of  part  of  hi*  estate,  and  the  oatli  vu 
refused  him,  and  he  was  sentenced  to 
imprisonment.  He  appealed  frortt  ibe 
judgment  and  recogniied  10  prosccuie 
Ihe  appeal,  but  was  afterwards  re- 
arrested on  the  same  execution.  Upon 
bis  application  for  a  writ  of  habds 
corpus  it  was  held  that  he  was  not 
liable  for  arrest  on  [he  execution  while 
his  appeal  was  pending.  Hower't 
Case,  III  Mass.  394- 

2.  See   the   statutes   of    the  sevcnt 


n  his  keeping 


such  office 


appea 


I.  pending  such  appeal,  to 
^rant  an  application  of  the 
il(e  the  poor  debtor's  oath. 
.■.  Jones,  137  Mass-  15. 


giving  10 
ifficienl  bond,  confom- 
able  to  the  provisions  of  the  siataie. 
running  to  the  creditor.  The  officer's 
return  of  these  proceedings  00  the  writ 
is  legal  evidence  of  the  facts  in  a  sui: 
upon  [be  bond-  Wilson  t.  Gillii.  tt 
Me.  55. 

Whan  BaeogniMnce  II*jB«  Tskan.— 
A  magistrate  is  authorized  by  Pub. 
Slat.   Mass..   c.   163,   g  3S,   to  Uke  as 

liver  himself  up  (or  examination  within 
thirty  days  from  the  day  of  his  arrest 
only  when  the  debtor  is  taken  before 
him  upon  being  arrested  as  required 
by  section  37;  and  after  the  refusal  by 
the  debtor  to  take  the  oatb.  he  cannot 
that  section,  but  must 


inder  1 


Volar 
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a  POOR  PERSONS.  Pooi-d«i>t«  Art^ 

i.  Effect  Of.  —  In  Maine  it  is  held  that  a  poor  debtor's  bond 
is  only  a  substitute  for  the  detention  of  the  body,  and  not  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.*  But  in  Massachusetts  the  recc^ni- 
zance  is  held  to  supersede  the  execution,  and  the  creditor's  only 
remedy  is  by  an  action  on  the  recognizance.' 

c.  Who  May  Take.  —  The  jurisdiction  to  take  a  poor  debtor's 
bond  or  recognizance  is  a  matter  depending  upon  the  terms  of 
the  statute  under  which  the  proceedings  are  had.' 

d.  Form  AND  Sufficiency  —  (i)  Conformity  with  Statute. — 
A  bond  given  by  a  poor  debtor  to  secure  his  release  must  con< 
form  in  alt  its  matenal  parts  with  the  statute  provisions  under 

ioto  a  Tecognliancc   under  aeciion  36.  bf  departiDg  before  the  end  of  his  ex- 

Cook  f.  Harrington,  139  Mass.  38.  amination,  the  magistrate  hfts  no  au- 

Eov  Taking  of  BMOgidiMie*  ?roTed.  —  thorlty   tu  aonex   to  the  execution  a 

A  memorandum   npon  the  docket  of  a  certificate    aathorizing     the     debtor's 

magistrate  is   competent  evidence   to  arrest.     Morgan  v.  Curie;.  143   Mass. 

establish   the    fact    of   talcing  a   poor  107. 

debtor's  recognizance.      Townsend  v.  8.  ^Mlal  JuUm  or  DUtrlet  Cosrt. — 

Way^,  5  Atten  (Mass.)  436.  Under  Pub.  Stat.  Mass.,  c.  163,  §g  37, 

KaeognliMM  u   ItUmms,  — The  re-  38,  a  special  justice  of  a  District  Court 

dtals  in  a  poor  debtor's  recognizance  may  talce  a  recognizance  for  an  Impris- 

are  not  evidence  as  to  matters  not  oc-  oncd  debtor  at  a  time  when  the  court 

curring  in   the  presence  of  the  magis-  is  not  in  session.     Gibbt  v.  Taylor,  143 

trate   before   whom    the   recognisance  Mass.  1S7. 

was   taken.     Learnard   v.   Bailey,   lit  ^fM3t  Br  AcHng   at   Suth.  —  VaicT 

Mass.  160.  Pub.  Stat.  Mass.,  c.   i6a,  g§  37.  31,  as 

Bond  Olvu  bj  One  of  Two  Joint  Debt-  amended  by  the  Sututes  of  tSBS,  c. 

on.  —  An  execalion  against  two  per-  419,  g|   5,   7,    where   a   poor   debtor's 

sons  in  which  the  name  of  one  is  erro-  recognizance,   entered    into    before    a 

neously  stated  Is  not  void  as  against  special  justice  of  a  District  Court,  doe* 

the  one  who  is  coTrecIly  described,  and  not  appear  by  the  record  to  have  been 

a  bond  glren  by  him  to  procure  his  re-  taken   by  the  justice  while  exercising 

lease  from  arrest  on  such  execution  is  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  court.  It 

valid.     Blake  r.  Blanchard,  4S  Me.  397.  is  void.     Slack  c.  O'Brien,  157  Mass. 

Bead  Vot  B«  Betnraed  Into  Omrt  of  374. 

BMOid.  — A  recognizance  under  Stat.  SpoalalJiwtlMofFoUooOout.  — Under 

Mass.,  iSss,  c.  444,  was  not  required  Gen.   Slat.   Mass.,   c.   134.   gg  9,  10,  a 

to  be  returned  Into  a  court  of  record,  special  justice  of  the  police  court  (ex- 

Thacher  v.  Williams,  14  Gray  (Mass.)  cepi  in  Boston)  was  authorized.  In  case 

314.  of  the  disability  of  the  justice,  to  take 

BMonlnno*  Onlly  Takoo,  —  A  poor  a  recognizance  from  a  person  arrested 

debtor  8    recognizance  may   be   taken  on  mesne  process,  and  at  a  time  when 

orally.     Townsend    f.   Way.   5    Allen  the  court  was  not  in  regular  session. 

(Mass.)  436.  Dike  v.  Story,  7  Allen  (Mass.)  349. 

1.  Bates    V.   Tallman,   35   Me.   374;  Tonur  Ap^lMtlan  Ptndiag.  — Where 

Spencer  c  Garland,  90  Me.  7$;  Haih-  a  poor  debtor  has  applied  to  a  proper 

away  v.  Crosby,  17  Me.  44S.  magistrate  to  have  a  time  and  place 

Vo  Aatioa  on   Jadgmnt   mtUn   Hz  fixed  for  his  examination,  and  the  time 

KoBths,  —  After  the  giving  of  such  a  and  place  have  been  fixed  accordingly, 

bond   upon   the   execution,    no  action  and   notice  thereof  bas  been  given  to 

upon  the  judgment  can  be  maintained  the  creditor,  another  magistrate  has  no 

if  commeaced  before  the  expiration  of  juriadiclion,  unless  the  former  appllca- 

(he  six   months.     Rollins  v.  Richards,  tion  is  withdrawn,  to  Mke  a  recognl- 

36  Me.  48$.  xance  from  the  poor  debtor  that  he  will 

B.  Thomson   f.   Sleeper,    16S    Mass.  deliver  himself    up   for    examloaiion 

373;  Morgan  c.  Curley,  143  Mass.  107.  within  thirty  days;  and  a  recognizance 

Debtor  KM  UaU*  to  Arrost.  —  After  so  taken  is  void.    Soelllng  i>.  Cobum, 

the  debtor  has  broken  his  recognizance  10  Allen  (Mass.)  344. 
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which  it  is  given  in  order  to  be  a  good  statute  bond.^  Under 
the  Massachusetts  statutes,  however,  the  recognizance  is  construed 
with  considerable  liberality,  and  slight  variations  will  not  render 
it  invalid." 

(2)  BoTtd  Good  at  Cotnmon  Law.  —  Although  such  bond  or 
recognizance  fail  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute, 
so  as  not  to  be  good  as  a  statute  bond,  still,  if  the  creditor 
accepts  it,  it  may  be  good  as  a  common-law  bond  and  subject  to 
chancery,* 

PwtwauBM  of  OtadlUoB.  —  In  fulfilling  the  conditions  of  such  a 


1.  Woodman  v.  ValcDiine,  34  Me. 
I  V.  Flowers,  45  Me.  459; 
IS  V.  Berry.  49  Me.  434;  Merchants' 
Bank  v.  Lord,  49  Me.  99;  Bell  v.  Far- 
bush,  56  Me.  178:  Guilford  v.  DcUney, 
57  Me.  589;  Chase  p.  Collins,  ("  " 
37S:  Skinner  v.  Lyford,  73  Me.  : 

ApproTftlaf  Bontj.  —  IcU  anesscmiai 
noncompliance  with  the  requirements 
of   the   statute,    where   a   poor  debtor 


Norris,  36  Me.  419:    Ware  i 

S5I:  Flowen  c  Flowers,  45  Me.  459:  24  Me.  166;  Fates  v.  Do*  . 
:oss  v.  Berry.  49  Me.  434;  Merchants'  iii;  Hovey  v.  Hamilton,  34  Me.  451; 
ward  V.  Brown,  31  Me.  385:  Hosie 
V.  Weston,  19  Me.  333;  Hatbawky  v. 
Crosby,  17  Me.  44S:  Huntress  r. 
Wheeler,  16  Me.  390;  Pease  v.  Norton, 
6  Me.  239;  Winthrop  f.  DockendorS,  3 
Me.  ijfi. 
.     .  Massaektttetis.  —  Barker  v.   Ryan,  1 

a  bond  to  be  reicased  from  arrest    Allen   (Mass.)   73;    Pratt    v.   Glbbs,   9 
on  execution,   if  the   approval  of   the     Cush.  (Mass.)  S3. 

surety  by  the  creditor  In  the  manner  New  Hampskirt. — Pindar  v.  Upton, 
the  statute  provides  Is  wanting.     Ran-    44  N.  H.  358. 

dall  V.  Bowden,48  Me.  37.  Such  ap-  DlutntloM.  — In  thefollowJngcaM* 
proval  by  the  creditor's  attorney  of  the  bonds  have  been  held  good  at  com- 
lecord  is  sufficient.     Poorv.  Knight,  66     mon  law: 


Me.  48! 

lailnra  to  State  Ptoal  Sou.  —  A  poor 
debtor's  recognitance  "  ]n  the  sum 
double  the  execution  hereinafter 
named,"  which  sum  was  afterwards 
stated  therein  to  be  a  specific  sum  with 
Interest  from  the  day  of  the  rendition 
of  the  judgmeoi,  was  held  to  be  void, 
because  not  stating  in  terms  the  penal 
sum,  which  should  have  been  twice  the 
amount  of  the  damages  and  costs  re- 
covered, with  the  legal  charge  for  the  Gibbs,  9  Cush.  (Mi 
execution:  the  interest  accruing  on  Brown,  31  Me,  385. 
the  judgment  should  make  no  part  of  A  bond  taken  in  a  wrong  amouol. 
the  penal  sum.  Adams  v.  Brown,  14  Call  i>.  Foster.  49  He.  4J3;  Pease  v. 
Gray  (Mass,)  579,  Norton.  6  Me,  33g. 

"    "        rt  Wail  Paper  Co.  v.  Mullen.         A  joint  bond  given  by  several  exe- 


forming  to  the  provision 
01  B  statute  not  then  in  force.  Hunt- 
ress V.  Wheeler,  16  Me.  390;  Winthrop 
V.  Dockendorff,  3  Me.  rjC. 

Where  the  justices  who  approved  the 
bond  had  not  been  selected  according' 
to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
Gould  V.  Ford,  91  Me.  146;  Smith  v. 
Brown,  61  Me.  70. 

A  bond  not  executed  by  the  debtor, 
bur  by  n  third   person  only.     Pratt  f. 


163  Mass.  30;  Cook  v.  Thayer, 
Mass.  415;  Barber  v.  Floyd,  log  Mass. 
61:  Com.  V.  Cutter.  98  Mass.  31;  Gil- 
more  V.  EdmunA,  7  Allen  (Mass.)  360; 
Currier  v.  Poor,  5  Allen  (Mass.)  58s; 
Adams  r.  Stone,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  396; 
Thacher  v.  Williams.  14  Gray  (Mass.) 
314;  Wtggin  V.  Peters,  i  Met.  (Mi 
137- 

S.  Maine, — Goqild  v.  Ford.  91  Me. 
146:  Skinner  v.  Lyford,  73  Me,  383; 
Smith  V.  Brown.  61  Me,  70;  Bell  i-. 
Furbush.  56  Me,  178;  Call  -v.  Foster,  49 
Me.  453;  Athens  v.  Ware,  3g  Me.  145; 
Clark  V.  Metcalf.  38  Me.  132;   Hatch  v. 


cution   debtors.     Hatch  e.  Norris,  : 
Me.  419. 

A  tjond  requiring  performance  withio 
a  shorter  time  than  that  provided  by 
statute.  Hathaway  v.  Crosby,  17  Me. 
448. 

A  bond  requiring  that  the  creditor  be 

I.)    cited  before"  twojustleesof  the  peace. 

ffMoruH  unui,"  Instead  of  before  "  two 

e.     justices    of    the    peace     and    of   the 

3;     quorum."    Hovey  t'.  Hamilton.  34  Me, 

451;  Fales  V.  Dow.  34  Me.  3ii. 

A  bond  running  to  the   wrong  per- 
son,    Athens    t:    Ware,    39    Me.   34S; 
Hoxie  f.  Weston,  19  Me.  3*3 
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bond  the  obligor  is  not  required  to  perform  any  of  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  except  those  recited  in  the  bond.' 

e.  Performance  AND  Breach  —  (i)  In  General. — To  avoid  the 
forfeiture  of  a  bond  or  recognizance  given  to  obtain  the  release 
of  an  imprisoned  debtor,  the  debtor  must,  within  the  specified 
time,  perform  one  of  the  alternative  conditions  contained  therein, 
unless  prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  obligee,  the  law,  or  the 
act  of  God.*     Thus,  where  a  debtor  applied  to  have  the  oath 

1.  Gould  f.  Ford,  gi  Mc.  146:  Bell  S.  Fales  v.  Goodhue,  a;  Me.  433; 
I'.  Farbush,  56  Mc.  17S;  Ross  v.  Berry,  Morrison  v.  Corliss,  44  Me.  97;  New. 
49  Me.  434;  Merchanis'  Bank  i;.  Lord,  ton  v.  Ncnbcgin,  43  Me.  293;  Haclcett 
44  Me.  99:  Flowers  V.  Flowers,  45  Mc.  v.  Lane,  61  Me.  31.  See  also  Haight 
459:  Clark  v.  Mctcalf,  38  Me.  lai.  v.  Richards.  3  Vt.  77;  Wbitlier  v.  Way. 

Oktii  DiAring  from  On*  Prttertbed  by    6  Allen  (Mass.)s£8;  Everett  c.  Hender- 

•euaU.  — Wbcrc   a  debtor,    to   I  - 

leased   from  arrest  on  executioi 
given  a  bond  which  does  not  coi 
to  the  requirements  of  tbe  slaluti 
is  valid  as  a  common-law  bond,  1 
feiturc  of  it  will   be  saved  ii  he  takes 
the  oath  named  therein,  notwithstand- 
ing before  the  expiration  of  six 
and   before  the  taking  of  the 
new  statute  is  in  force   by  wh 
poor  debtor's  oath  to  be  taken  1 
rially  changed.     Randall  v,   B 
48   Mc.   37;  Smith   V.   Brown,   61   Mc. 


i65. 


BofBolant  CompUaaM  with  Bond.  — 
Where,  at  the  lime  and  place  fixed  b] 
the  citation  lor  the  disclosure,  the  jus 
tices  duly  chosen  by  the  parties  pres 
ent,  disagreeing  as  to  the  sufficiency  o 
the  service  of  the  ciution,  selected  1 
third   justice,  and   a   majority   of   tbe 


In  Sheafe  v.  Laighton,  36  N.  H.  340, 
t  was  held  that  if  the  debtor  gives 
bond  upon  bis  arrest  to  take  the  poor 
ir's  oath  or  surrender  himself  to 
prison  within  a  year,  his  sureties  will 
be  liable  if  he  fails  to  do  the  one  or  the 
other,  though  the  justices  to  whom  he 
has  applied  may  have  improperly  re- 
fused to  administer  the  oath. 

Slcknau  of  Debtor.  —  The  performance 
of  the  condition  is  not  excused  by  the 
sickness  and  confinement  of  the  debtor. 
Symonds  v.  Carlclon.  43  N.  H.  444. 

InMnlty  of  Debtor.  —  Proof  that  a 
principal  in  a  bond,  given  by  a  debtor 
arrested  on  execution  pursuant  10  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  iBal,  c.  309, 
for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors,  was  after- 
holdinic  the  wards  wholly  deprived  of  his  reason, 
service  insufficient,  refused  to  hear  the  and  thus  remained  until  after  (he  time 
disclosure  and  recorded  their  proceed-  limited  in  the  bond  for  taking  the  debt- 
iags;  and  the  creditor's  attorney,  or's  oath,  and  was  thereby  rendered 
together  with  two  of  the  magistrates,  al-  incapable  of  taking  it,  furnishes  no 
thoughnotifiedchatthe  debtor  persisted  valid  defense  to  an  action  on  the  bond. 
in  proceeding  to  disclose  under  tbe  Haskell  r.  Green,  15  Me.  33. 
citation,  notwithstanding  the  adjudica-  Tho  DlMliargo  in  Inoolvoney  of  tli* 
tion.  withdrew,  whereupon  the  justice  Flinidpal  in  a  bail  bond  after  a  breach 
originally  chosen  Dy  the  debtor  ad-  thereof  is  no  discharge  to  the  sureties. 
journed  for  a  few  minutes  to  procure  Clark  v.  Flagg,  11  Cush.  (Mass.)  539; 
the  attendance  of  another  justice;  and  Horn  v,  Nason.  23  Me.  roi;  Hussey  r. 
the  creditor  neglecting  to  choose,  one  Danforth,  77  Me.  17.  See  also  Dyer 
wa*  duly  selected  in  his  behalf  by  a  v.  Cleaveland,  18  Vt.  241 ;  Craggin  v. 
deputy  sberiS;  and,  before  the  tribunal  Bailey,  23  Me.  104;  Harris  v.  Hayes, 
thus  constituted,  the  debtor  submitted     171  Mass.  375. 

himself  to  examination,  made  a  true  Tbo  OonUnoanM  of  a  Fatltioii  In  Infolv* 
disclosure  of  his  business  affairs  and  onoy,  though  accompanied  with  a  stay 
property  under  oath,  and  took  the  oath  of  proceedings  against  the  body  of  the 
specified  in  his  bond;  it  was  held  that  debtor,  does  not  operate  to  discharge 
there  was  a  common-law  compliance  him  from  his  obligation,  under  a 
with  the  conditions  of  a  bond  which  prison-limits  bond,  to  remain  a  true 
was  good  only  at  common  law.     Bell    prisoner  within  the  limits  of  the  jail  [< 


f.  Furbush,  56  Me.  178. 
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administered  to  him  aft«r  the  expiration  of  the  time  prescribed 
in  the  bond,  it  was  held  that  an  appearance  by  the  creditor  and 
his  attorney  to  oppose  the  taking  of  the  oath  was  not  a  waiver  of 
the  breach  of  the  condition.* 

{2)  Performance  by  Taking  Oatk.  —  The  lawful  taking  of  the 
oath  by  the  debtor  within  the  prescribed  time  saves  the  condition 
of  the  bond.* 

(3)  Performance  by  Surrender  of  Debtor.  —  Where,  according 
to  the  condition  of  the  bond,  the  poor  debtor  delivers  himself  to 
the  keeper  of  the  jail  to  which  he  is  liable  to  be  committed  under 
the  execution,  and  is  received  by  the  jailer  within  the  specified 
period,  the  penalty  of  the  bond  is  saved,'  notwithstanding  he  be 

committed.     GlcKO   f.   Fsirington,    7  (he  lime  within  which,  bf  ihecoDditiMi 

R.  I.  49.  of  Ibe  recog-nlMiiice.  Ihe  debtor  wu  to 

Tilt  VM  Intand  M  Baton  ItftJ. —  deliver  himaelf  up  for  czamiDatiMi,  be 

The  fact  that  the  wHt  in  the  otjf^nal  failed  to  make  the  pajrmenii  in  com- 

:    wiih    Ihc    lerrns   of   (be  Jgret- 


rely 


^ifi 


r  the 


day  will  not  discharge  th 
the  poor  debtor's  recogniia 

entered   under  the  rules  0 
Gorgorian  v.  Prood.  167  Mi 

FailoTf  ts  BttOTii  Eieentlon.  - 
bar  to  an  action  on  a  poor 
recogniiHnce  thai  at  the  coi 
ment  theteof  the  execution  c 


Mai 

Mc.  267.' 

AgtMUMit  for  C«atluaaiiM. —  Where, 
after  the  poor  debtor  had  given  the 
usual  recogniiBnce.  his  examination 
was  continued  until  a  certain  day,  be- 
fore   the    arrival    of    which     a    written 


,  Alien 
e  also  Dunn  v.  Collin*, 
lith  I'.  Burlingame.  4  K. 


.t  Ihe 


,ct,  and  left  by  thi 
creditor's  attorney  with  the  debtor's 
attorney  to  Rle  in  court  before  that  day, 
and  the  latter  forgot  to  (tie  it,  and  the 
proceedings  were  consequently  dis- 
missed, it  was  held  that  by  such  agree. 
merit  for  a  continuance  the  conditions 
of  the  recognizance  were  not  waived. 
Driscoll  V.  Hurlburt,  167  Mass.  337. 
See  also  Burnett  v.  Small,  7  Gray 
(Mass.)  S4e. 

AgiMDiant  to  Dlwbaif«  Dabtor 
m«Dl  at  SpMlfltd  Bnm.  —  A  gratuitous 
written  agreement  by  a  creditor  that  he 
will  discharge  a  debtor  whom  he  has 
arrested  on  an  execution,  upon  pay- 
ment by  him  of  certain  portions  of  the 
sum  due  thereon,  at  specihed  times, 
does  not  discharge  the  surety  upon  a 
recognizance  taken  upon  the  arrest, 
especially  il,  before  the  expiration 


Abbott 
ip-     (Mass.)  72,     See  : 
liy     70  Me.  ajo: 
n.     1.45. 

DiMharf*  of  Bwofnlnao*  by  Sqjoialif 

no    ProoMdlnfri.  —  If  one  who  has  been  ar- 

r's     tested  on   mesne   process  under  Stat 

:c.     Mass.,    1857,    c.    141,   and  is  before  a 

ch     magistrate   for  examination   upofl  hit 

ed     application    to   labe   the   oath  for  the 

63     relief   of   poor   debtors,    enters  into  a 

So     recognizance  with  condition  to  appear 

at  an   adjourned  hearing,  and  thence 

re.     from  day  to  day,  submitting  himself  to 

he     examination   and   making  no  detinll, 

on     and   to   abide   the   final   order  of  the 

agistrate  thereon,  the  recognizance  is 

Ischarged   by    the   service   upon  Ibe 

agistrate  of  an  injunction,  procured 

)  request  by     by  the  creditors,  prohibiting  all  further 


proceeding-     -,     

Palmer  v.  Everett.  7  Allen  (Mass.)  "i^. 

1,  ScoviU  V.  Holbtook,  aa  N.  H.  rt). 

9.  Kendrick  v.  Gregory,  9  Me.  ». 

Hut  Be  Takoi  In  Rama  County.  —  Wberi 
a  debtor  arrested  in  one  county  girci 
bond  10  take  the  poor  debtor's  oath  in 
one  year  or  surrender  himself  10  ihc 
creditor,  the  taking  of  the  oath  in  an- 
other county  is  not  a  performince  of 
the  condition.  Symonds  v.  Carleton, 
Fay.  43  N.  H.  444;  Manning  v.  Cogan. « 
'— •     N.  H.  331. 

3.  Rollins  V.  Dow,  34  Me.  IJJ;  Hus- 
sey  p.  Danforth,  77  Me,  17;  W'"'"'  *■ 
Estes,  44  Mc.  31. 

To  Hake  It  th*  Duty  «f  tbi  JiU*'  ^ 
B«o«lT«  a  BabtVT,  the  Uiier  should  no' 
only  seasonably  offer  to  deliret  him- 
self, but  at  the  same  time  w  «" 
liver  to  the  jailer  a  copy  of  the  bond. 
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afterwards  improperly  dischai^ed  by  the  jailer.' 

(4)  Computing  Time  for  Performance,  —  In  computing  the  time 
within  which  the  debtor  must  perform  the  condition  of  his  bond, 
the  day  of  the  date  of  the  bond  should  be  excluded.'  It  is  not 
required  that  the  performance  should  be  completed  before  the 
expiration  of  the  specified  period  if  the  proceedings  are  com- 
menced within  that  time.' 

/,  Action  on  Bond — (l)  In  General. — Upon  a  breach  of 
the  bond  the  creditor  is  authorized  to  bring  an  action  gainst  the 
sureties  and  recover  the  amount  of  the  debt,  interest,  and  costs.' 

or  of  Ibe  execution  and  return  thereon.  Hatioa  Barrad  After  XxpintioB  of  Tliiie. 

at  the  jail.     Jonea  i.  Emerson,  71,  Mc.  — A   poor   debloi,   having    given   the 

405.  recogniiance    required   by    Pub,   Slat. 

Hurt  rally  Oompl;  vlth  BUtnt*.  —  In  Mass.,  c.  161.  g  sS,   surrendered   bim- 

order  to  comply  irith  the  lerms  of  the  self  within  the  thirty  days  required  by 

statute   providing  that   the   debtor,  in  the  statute  to  a  proper  court  and  pro- 

caie  he  does  not  take  the  oath  within  cured  the  issuance  to  the  creditor  of  a 

the  year,  shall,  on   the  next  day  after  notice  of  the  time  and  place  fixed  for 

the  expiration   of  the  year,  surrender  his  examination,  but  before  service  of 

himself  to  the  keeper  of  the  jail,  and  such  notice  a  formal  defect  was  discov. 

lemain  at  SAid  jail  from  twelve  o'clock  ered,  which  was  corrected  by  the  court 

noon  till    three  o'clock   in   the   after-  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days, 

noot),  the  debtor  must  make  known  10  and    the    notice    was     served    in     its 

the  jailer  the  purpose  for  which  he  is  amended  form,   the  debtor  appearing; 

at  the  jail,  and  must  remain  at  the  jail  and   receiving  his  discharge.     It  was 

during  the  fall  lime  from  twelve  o'clock  held  that  there  was  no  breach  of  the 

till  three,     Scovell  r.  Holbrook,  33  N.  recognizance,  and   the  discharge   was 

H.  360.  valid,  notwithstanding  the  notice  was 

1.  White  i>.  Es[es,44  Me.ll;  Hussey  not    served    within    Ihc    thirty   days. 

t:  Danforth.  77  Me.  17.  Eamcs  v.  Rice,  157  Mass.  joS. 

8.  Scovell  V.  Holbrook,  3a  N,  H.  369,  4.  See  the  statutes  of    the  several 
Say  «t  Arr«n  BMlBd*d.  —  In  comput-  states, 

ing  the  time  in  which  a  debtor  who  Only  Out  BaUifaetiaa  af  Orlglaal  Debt, 

has  been  arrested  upon  execution,  and  — An  action  may  be  tuainlained  on  a 

given  bond,  under  the  Stat.  N.  H.,  Jan.  poor    debtor's    recognizance    notnith- 

3,  1833,  must  apply  and  be  admllled  to  standing  the  creditor  has  a  prior  action 

take  the  oath  prescribed  for  poor  debt-  pcntling  upon  a  bond  given  to  dissolve 

ors,  the  day  oi   the  arrest  is  to  be  ex-  the  attachment  on  the  original   writ. 

eluded.     Bell  i'.  Adams,  to  N,  H.  iSi;  The  creditor  mav  pursue  his  remedies 

Odiomc  V.  Quimby.  II  N.  H.  334.  on  both  the  bond  and  the  recognizance 

Sormder  en  Vlnsty-ftnt  Day. —  The  to  the  extent  of  obuining  the  amount 

condition  of  a  bond  for  the  liberty  of  of    his    judgment,    with    interest   and 

the   prison   limits   is   satisfied   by   the  costs;   but  only  one  satisfaction  of  the 

debtor's   being  admitted   to   take   the  original   debt  can  b«   had.     Moore  v. 

poor  debtor's  oath  on  the  ninel^-first  Loring,  106  Mass.  4SS, 

day  from  the  date  of  the  bond,  without  Hut  B*  In  Varna  A  Orlfinkl  OUlgM. 

any  surrender  to  the  jailer  either  on  or  — In   Hoxie  v.   Weston,    iq   Me.  312, 

before  thatday.     Plummet  v.  Odiotne,  which  was  an  action  upon  a  bond  made 

8  Gray  (Mass.)  346.     See  also  Wiggin  payable  to  the  plaintiff  as  treasurer. 

V.  Peters,  i  Met.  (Mass.)  137.  or  his  successor,  it  was  held  that  the 

Tnetfest  of  Day  Hot    iMladsd.  — In  sail  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  original 

computing  the  ninety  days  in  which  a  obligee. 

poor  debtor  is  to  surrender  himself  ac-  PlaintlS  Xwt  Prove  Srsaeh.  —  In  an 

cording  to  his  tiail  bond,  fractions  of  a  action  on  a  poor  debtor's  recogniiance, 

day  are  not  to  be  included.     Clark  f.  the  production  of  the  recogniiance  with 

F'^e,  ti  Cash.  (Mass.)  539.  proof  of  the  oOicial   character  of  the 

9.  Marple  v.  Barton,  144  Mass.  79;  officer  by  whom  it  was  taken  does  not 
Bataes  v.  Ladd,  130  Mass.  557,  make   out  a  frinta  fade  case  for  the 
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>m  Irt  FMtiiM.  —  Under  the  plea  of  non  est  factum  in  such  action 
the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  any  ground  of  defense  show- 
ing  that  there  never  was  any  legal  validity  to  the  bond.* 

VU  D*b«  is  not  a  good  plea  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a  poor  debtor's 
bond.* 

debt  on  a  priion-Iimits  bond,  where  the  oner  justifies.     Brown  v.  Foster.  6  R, 

declaration  sets  oat  a  breach  of  the  I.  564. 

bond  by  the  escape  of  the   pdiooer,  a  What  BniBalant  te  Support  Pl«a  ef  P«r< 

plea  of  the  discharge  of   the  prisoner  fiinujUM.  —  In    an    action    on   a    poor 

Irom  jail  under  the  Poor  Debtor's  Act,  debtor's   bond,  if  it  is  shown  that  one 

containing  new  matter  by  nay  of  con-  of   the    alternative   conditions   of    the 

fession  and  avoidance  of  the  going  of  bond  has  been  fulfilled,  it  is  sufficient 

the  prisoner  beyond  the  limits,  should  to    support    a    pica    of    performance, 

not  conclude  with  a  special  traverse  of  Blanchard  v.  Blood.  87  Me.  a;;. 

the  escape,  to  the  country,  but  with  a  Btbtoi  Xttoppad  to  Attaok  VkUdlty  of 

Terilication ;   and  a  replication  to  such  Bond.  —  A  plea  of  performance  of  the 

plea,  averring  that  no  citation  to  the  conditions    of    a    poor  debtor's  boad 

credit  was  issued   by  the  justices  who  estops  (he  debtor  from  claiming  it  to 

granted  the  discharge,  or  was  served  be,  by  reason  of  its  variance  from  the 

upon  the  creditor,  is   not  liable  to  ob-  requirements  of  the  statute,  a  common- 

jection   because  the    plaintiff  did  not  law  bond.     Haclcett   f.   Lane,  61   Me. 

join  in  the  issue  tendered  by  the  spe-  31. 

..i,i  . — ._,..   u...  .....I..J   .1 i!j:._  j_  Downer  o.  Dana,  19  Vt.  338. 

S.  Dyer  v.  Cleaveland,  iS  Vt.  341- 
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See  article  TITLE,  OWNERSHIP,  AND  POSSESSION. 


POSSESSION,  WRIT  OF. 


I  DxnviTiov,  Vbe  or  Wut,  An  Bcon  or  Axncu,  744. 

I.  DefinitioH,  744. 
a.   Use  cf  WAi,  745. 
3.  5fi7/«  of  Article,  745. 
IL   FOKK  An>  COITTBVTB  Or  WeIT,  745. 

m.  Ihhaxox  or  Wut,  74;. 

1.  Limitation,  747. 

2.  W«V  Issuing  of  Course,  747. 

3.  On  Motion,  748. 

IT.  CovTBOL  or  Wbit,  749. 

T.  ExiOUTlOir,  751. 

1.  Time  of  Making,  751. 

2.  Htm'  Effeeled,  751. 

3.  JfA//  It  Affects,  752. 

4.  /r^OT  If  Affects,  753. 

5.  Sufficiency  Of,  755- 

TI  RsLiEr  AoAivsT  Tsit  Atieb  Execttiov,  756. 
TH  Aliab  ajtd  Fldbub  Wbits,  758. 

cross-references. 


L  DEnsiTiOH,  Ubz  of  Wkit,  Am  Scope  or  Abticle  —  1.  Sefi- 
nition.  —  A  writ  of  possession  or  habere  facias  possessionem  is  one 
which  directs  a  ministerial  officer '  to  give  one  who  is  entitled 
thereto  the  actual  possession  of  what  has  been  recovered  in  an 
action.' 

1.  IMrMtion  to  IhwiS.  —  The  wrk  Is  a  2,  3  Black.  Com.  413. 

judicial   one.   and   ai  common  law   is  InUrfaranM    vltii    PoMMitan    «f    S«- 

always   direcLcd   [o   the  sheriff  oC  the  odTsr.— Where  the  judsment  is  against 

county  in  which  (he  premises  are  situ-  the  receivers  of  a  railway  company,  ii 

ate.  or,  in  case  of  his  inability  or  inca-  is  proper  for  the  court  to  withhold  a 

pacity   to   execute   it,   to  the  coroner,  writ  of    possession  as   far   as   tbe   rc- 

4  Inst.  271.  ceivership  is  concerned.     Abbey  v.  In- 
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a  U»  of  Writ  —  L  OommoB-Uw  Writ.  —  Originally  the  writ  was  used 
only  in  the  common-law  action  of  ejectment,  to  place  a  successful 
plaintiff  in  possession  of  the  fruits  of  his  judgment,*  and  never 
issued  from  a  court  of  chancery.* 

■ddin  Un  «C  Writ.  —  Under  the  modern  practice,  however,  the 
writ  in  many  jurisdictions  is  granted  by  a  court  of  equity  to 
enforce  its  decrees;*  and  it  is  also  used  in  statutory  actions  of 
ejectment,*  actions  to  recover  land,  and  in  trespass  to  try  title." 
In  short,  whenever  the  object  is  to  place  a  person  in  the  posses- 
sion of  real  or  personal  property,  the  writ  in  use  is  that  of 
possession. 

3.  Soope  of  Artiolc  —  As,  however,  the  practice  respecting  writs 
of  possession  is  the  same  in  principle  whether  issuing  at  common 
law,  in  equity,  or  under  a  statute,  this  article  is  intended  to 
include  all  writs  in  the  nature  of  the  common-law  writ  of  habere 
facias  possessionem.* 

XL  Fowl  Aire  CoVTBiTTB  OF  Wmi.  —  The  form  of  writ  principally 
used  in  modern  times  differs  but  little  from  the  ancient  one,  and 
is  prescribed  substantially  in  the  various  codes  of  practice;' 
and  their  statutory  requirements  (as  in  other  writs  of  execution) 

tem»tion«l,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  s  Tex.  Civ.  (Del.)  573;  Harnrmsn  v.  Swrr.  56  Md. 

App.    261.     And   see  ^Qcrallj  article  63;  Curnn  v.   Cutp,  (K7.   1S91)   158. 

Rbceivrks.  W.    Rep.    657.       See    alto     Perei    v, 

1,  Bac.  Abr.,  tic  Execution,  D  5.  Everett,  73  Tci.431;  Bosie  f.  John  ion, 

a.  WftllcD  V.  Williams,  7  C ranch  (U.  73 Tex.  608:  Mottf.  Henry, <Kaa.  App. 

S.)  603,  Htingi  Com.  Dig.,  PleAdcr,  3  189S)   54   Pac.     Rep.   796;    Dortey    v. 

B.  zo;  ()  Vin.  Abr.,  tit.  Error,  F.  pi.  3.  Campbell,  i  BUnd  (Md.)  356. 

>.  bi  TwimaiM,  even  before  the  code,  Is  Tadml  Oovrtt   Ihe   nrit   may   be 

a  conn  of  chancery  had  jurisdiclion  to  awarded  where  It  iiperml»ible  in  state 

award  «   writ  of   possession   for  land  practice.     Lclghlon  v.  Young,  10  U.  S. 

where   a   coniroverty  coacemiag    the  App.  398. 

title  waa  properly  in  court.     Irvine  v.  4.  See   the   statute*   of   the   various 

McRee,  ;  Humph.  (Teno.)  554.  states. 

In  telti  te  ftnlitntU.— So  also  where  ».  Isler  r.  Foy.66  N.  Car.  547:  Field 

the  bill  is  one  to  quiet  tide  the  writ  has  v.  Moody,  iii  N.  Car.  353;  Meyer  v. 

been  used  in  some  sutes.     Trabue  v.  Kirliclcs,  (Tez.  Civ.  App.  1894)35  5.  W. 

Ingles.  6  B,  Mon.   (Ky.)  84;  Ballinger  Rep.  653;  Wlllburo  v.  Tow,  (Tex.  Civ. 

V.  Wsller,  <i   B.  Moo.  (Ky.)  66;  Lorn-  App.  1893)  33  S.  W.  Rep.  S53:  Carleion 

bard  V.  Atwater.  43  Iowa  599;  Lees  v.  v.  Hauslcr.  (Tex,  Civ,  App.  1899)  49  S. 

Wetmore.    58   Iowa   170;     Wyland   ».  W.  Rep.  ir8. 

Mendel,  78  Iowa  7391  Strabalav.  Lewis,  6.  OoafaalMatTanna,  —  Reporters  and 

Bo  Iowa  5101  Landregan  v.  Peppin,  94  Uw   writers  have    in  mtny   instances 

Cal.  465.  designated  as  writs  of  possestton  those 

After  Dnnr  Had  Imm  AMlgud   the  which   In    reality   are  either   writs  of 

writ  was  awarded  in  Agnew  v.Xichtea,  assistance  or  writs  of  restitution.     A* 

Tg  111.  App.  7g.  to  the  former,  sec  article  Assistance, 

In hrtltlsB Bolt!  the  court  may  carry  Writ  of,  vol.   3.  p.  975;  and  as  to  the 

ill  decree  into  effect  by  awarding  the  latter,  see  article  Rkstitutioh,  Writ 

writ.     Kem  v.  Zinli,  sj  III.  449.  of. 

AlMr  Jndlelal  laU.  —  In  cases  where  7.  T«nu.  —  For  an  old  form  of   the 

property  is  sold  under  a  decree  of  court  writ  see  Wentworth's    Pleading,   vol, 

the  writ  may    be   awarded.     Junek  v.  10,  p.  49,     For  forms  of  modern  writs 

Heieau,    11    La.    Aon.   731;    Smyrna  see   Rev.   Stat.   111.,   c.  45,  jg  4a;  Code 

Bldg.  Loan  Assoc,  v.  Worden.  %  Houst.  Civ.    Pro.   Cal.,  S  6S3;  Code  Civ.  Pro, 

mei.)  soB;  Wright  v.  Rodney,  5  Hoost.  N.  Y.,  $  1373. 
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must  be  strictly  followed.' 

SMdriptioB  of  PramLMt  BM«T««d.  —  But  with  respect  to  the  idiosyn- 
crasies peculiar  to  a  writ  of  possession,  the  description  of  the 
premises,  which  the  officer  is  directed  to  give  to  the  plaintifi,  is 
of  a  general  character,'  though,  in  order  that  the  execution  of 
the  writ  may  be  the  more  certain,*  it  should  follow  the  judgment 
and  declaration.*     But  whether  the  description  be  general '  ot 

1.  Se«  article  Exkcutioni  Aoainst 

Property,  vol.  8,  p.  388. 

2.  Xinvta  uid  PraciM  Dawription  Ifot  Ann.  579. 
Bc^nlnd.  —  II  is  the  raodetn  practice  ~  '  "" 
for  the  plaintiff  to  point  out  the  preim- 
iscs  to  the  sberiS.  as  it  was  found  by 
experience  that  the  coatraiy  coarse  of 
requiring  a  minule  and  precise  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  was  attended  with 
many  inconveniences.  If  a  description 
be  minute,  it  must  be  exact  or  iu  very 
minuteness  only  misleads.  It  is  true 
that,  under  this  practice,  a  plaintiff 
may  seek  to  obtain  possession  of  more 
than  he  has  recovered;  but  in  such 
case  the  courts  will  interfere  summa- 
rily and  restrict  the  action  of  the  sheriff 
under  the  writ  to  the  land  to  which  the 
plaintiff  proves  title  at  the  trial.  John- 
son V.  Nevill,  6s  N.  Car.  677. 

S.  Williams  v.  Kelso.  7  La.  409,  hold- 
ing that  as  Code  Piac.  La.,  art.  630, 
631,  requires  that  the  writ  sball  be  di- 
rected to  the  sheriff  with  a  copy  of  the 
judgment  and  a  copy  of  the  pctitloQ  to 
which  it  refers,  reasonable  certainty, 
at  least,  is  required. 

Whsra  QlTiaiDii  LIiim  An  In  Siipata  the 
description  should  describe  the  lands 
adjudged  with  sufficient  certainty  to 
enable  the  officer  correctly  and  Intelli- 
gently to  execute  the  writ.  Franklin 
V.  Haynes,  119  Mo.  566.  See  alaoClark 
V.  Clark,  7  Vt.  190;  Davis  v.  Judge,  44 
Vt.  soo. 

4.  Sherman    v.    Hanno,    66    N.    H. 


160. 

FoUavinf   JndgBeot   ud   OmplaUt. 
—  It  is  true  that  the  sheriff  is  seldom 

vided   with 


i   tace 


sithoi 


the  nid  of 
cute  it  with  unerring  certainly.  He 
must  avail  himself  of  the  inlormalion 
of  others  as  to  location,  boundaries, 
etc.  But  then  he  must  always  have 
process  so  certain  on  its  face  chat  with 
the  help  of  such  extrinsic  infoimation 
upon  it  and  say  tha 


:  the 


ribed. 


BnleatComiaanliaw. —  Moreover,  ibc 
rule  seems  to  have  been  the  sane  at 
common  law  from  a  very  earl;  day. 
Thus,  Roc  t.  Dawson,  3  Wils.  49.  is  re- 
ported as  follows:  "  The  plainJff  in 
ejectment,  as  tenant  in  common,  re- 
covered possession  of  Gvc-cighthsof  a 
cottage,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  a 
writ  of  possession  was  eiecmed  by  the 
sheriff,  who  turned  the  tenant  out  o( 
possession  of  ibe  whole,  and  lacked  up 
the  door,  as  appeared  by  affidavit. 
Cnria  :  This  is  wrong;  the  writ  ought 
to  have  pursued  the  verdict.  Let  ibere 
be  a  rule  upon  the  sheriff." 

B,  ^Mil4'iii|PartlMiof  landBaiVTBil 
—  Where  an  entire  tract  of  land  i« 
claimed  and  a  verdict  given  for  only  a 
portion  thereof,  the  writ  will  be  Ud 
unless  it  specifics  that  poitioa  with  ex- 
actness; for  by  this  method  questioni 
are  settled  at  once  which  might  other- 
wise produce  troublesome  controTcny 
In  other  forms.  McCutlough  c  Eait 
Tennessee,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  (G«.  i8qS)]3 
S.  E.  Rep.  97.  Ciltnx  Hicks  v.  Brinson, 
looGa.  S9s;  M'Arthuri'.  Ponet,  6  Pel. 
(U.  S.)  30s:  Hitchcox  V.  RawsoD.  14 
Gratt.  (Va.)  S96;  Kyser  f.  Catrnoa,  99 
Ohio  St.  359;  Smith  v.  Jcnka,  10  S.  & 
R.  (Pa.)  153;  Crommelin  r.  Minier,  q 
Ala.  594:  Bennct  v.  Morris,  9  Poa 
(Ala.)  17J;  Gregory  v,  Jacksons,  6 
Munf.  (Va.)as. 

Where  a  general  verdict  was  ob- 
tained by  the  plaintiff,  who  sued  (ot 
five  acres  of  land,  and  failed  tp  prove 
title  to  twenty-nine  feet,  the  couit  held 
that  the  writ  should  describe  only  thai 
portion  to  which  he  showed  title 
Bledsoe  v.  Doe.  4  How.  (Miss.)  13- 
Scc  also  Jackson  v.  Van  Bergen.  I 
Johns.  Cbs.  (N.  ¥.)  101. 

Wliars  tha  Terdict  Wai  for  Foot  Vnii- 
vided  ninth  Parts  of  a  tract  of  land,  in 
favor  of  four  plaintiffs,  and  judgment 
thcrcfoi,  a  writ  of  iafifr/  (aciits ^cisis- 
sicncni  issued  to  pu;  the  plainiifls  in 
possession  ot  the  whole  tract  of  land 
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special,*  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  premises  can  be  identified." 

BatniB  Dk;  TJmniotmry.  —  It  is  unusual  to  designate  a  return  day,' 
but  the  writ  may  be  made  returnable  at  a  certain  date.^ 

HL  lanrAHOB  OJ  Wsit —  1.  Limitation.  —  Under  the  common 
law  the  plaintiff  must  sue  out  his  writ  within  a  year  and  a  day  ' 
after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,*  or  he  will  be  compelled  to 
renew  the  judgment  by  scire  facias.^ 

Xfltot  of  bnuoa  Without  Mn  TmIm.  —  Should  it  issue  after  the 
expiration  of  that  time,  without  the  judgment  being  revived,  it 
"will  be  irregular  and  voidable,^  except  where  its  issuance  has  been 
enjoined  •  or  stayed  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error.** 

2.  Writ  Taming  of  ConTH.  —  And  during  this  period,  execution 
may  issue  as  of  course  in  cases  where  the  landlord  defends,"  or 
vrhen  the  defendant  disclaims." 


^ras  held  correct.  Dupont  v.  Ervln,  l 
Brev,  (S.  Car.)  400. 

1.  WhwfTlurtliftBpeelUTwdindes- 
Ig^natiag  by  metei  and  bouodi  the  pre- 
cise pare  touad  for  the  plaiotiff,  ibe 
judgment  and  execution  must  coDform 
thereto.  McCravea  v.  McGuire,  93 
MIbs.  100.  Citing  Jackson  v.  Ralbbone, 
3  Con-.  (N.  Y.)  396:  Camden  v.  HasklU. 
3  Rand.  fVa.)  465:  Dt>=  v.  Wilson,  a 
Stark.  477.  3  E-  C.  L.  495- 

S.  Fianklln  v.  Merida,  jo  Cal.  389; 
'.  Davidsoa,  44  Cal,  177. 


In  loulflaiia  no  length  of  time  will 
deprive  a  party  of  his  right  to  issue  the 
writ.     Riddle  a.  Ratliff,  6  La.  Ann.  job. 

In  Hnr  York  the  limitation  is  five 
years.  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Wright,  131 
N.  y.  6*6. 

€.  Bac.  Abr..  tit.  Ejectment,  G. 

Wlisn  Time  B^ins  Xo  Bun.  —  The  time 
will  run  from  the  day  on  nhicli  the 
judgment  is  entered.  Barnes  197; 
Emmons  v.  Bishop,  14  111.  ija;  Pugh 
c.  Rest.  107  III.  440. 

.  Jenkins.   3    Bibb  (Ky.) 


neflTnMrtalntT.  —  Uncertainty  of    314;  Bac.   Abr.,   tit.   Eji 


description  of  the  boundaries  □(  the 
premises  recovered  will  not  render  a 
writ  void.  Burnham  r.  Stone,  lol  Cal. 
170. 

Execution  of  the  writ  cannot  be  com- 
pelled if  there  be  not  an  accurate  de- 
scription. Goldmaa  v.  Donglass,  IJI 
Tex.  648. 


G; 


Withers  v.  Harris, 
Rayn.  ao6;  Runnington  on  Eject.  438. 
>nt  If  ZsMntton  B*  Takan  Oat  within 
and  continued  beyond  the  year,  there  is 
no  necessity  for  a  scire  facias,  because 
no  presumption  can  then  arise  that  the 

Rlainiiff  has  released  the  execution; 
it,  having  been  taken  out,  it  may  be 
-  Where  it  is  desired  owing  to  the  sheriff's  neglect  that  It  Is 
to  take  advantage  of  uncertainties  in  not  executed.  3  Inst.  471;  3  Leon.  77. 
the  writ,  the  party  should  move  to  8,  Bowar  v.  Chicago  West  DIv.  R. 
quash.     Parr  v.  Van  Horn.  38  111.  atb.    Co.,  136  III.  loi. 

3.  Jackson  v.  Hawley.  II  Wend.  (N.  9.  Michel  v.  Cne,  3  Burr.  66a  Bat 
Y.)  183,  in  which  case  the  court  said  see  ruii/ra,  Booth  v.  Booth,  6  Mod.  a88. 
thftt  the  object  of  not  having  a  return  10.  Goodwin  v.  Grudge.  Cro.  Eliz. 
day  is  that  the  writ  may  be  re-executed  416;  i  Rolle  Abr.  899.  c.  30;  Howard 
a*  often  as  the  defendant  may  forciblv  v.  Pitt,  i  Salk.  361;  Bowar  v.  Chicago 
enter  on  the  premises  from  which  he  West  Div.  R.  Co.,  136  111.  loi. 
fans  been  removed.  11.  Doe  v.  Bennett,  4  B.  &  C.  897,  1 


4.  Witbeck  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  64  N. 
Y.  37. 

5.  In  minols  the  writ  may  issue  with- 
in   


E.  C.  L.  466.     And  see  Isler  v.  Foy.  66 
N.  Car.  547. 
Bo  Fnrtbw  Ordsr  of  Oowt  is  neces- 

, After  that  time  the    sary.     David  v.  Municipality  No.  Two, 

judgment,  by  analogy  to  other  judg-  11  La.  Ann.  47;  Bourguignon  v.  Bou- 
ments,  becomes  dormant,  and  execu-  dousqule,  7  Martin  N.  S.  (La.)  157. 
tion  can  issue  only  upon  its  revival  by  19.  Thatis.  astothclandsdisclaimed, 
scire  facias.  Wilson  v.  Trustees  of  if  the  disclaimer  Is  astoaportion  only. 
Schools.  138111.385;  Bowarc.  Chicago  Squires  v.  Riggs,  3  Hayw.  (N.  Car.) 
West  Div.  R.  Co.,  136  III.  loi.  150;  Godfrey  i-.  Cartwright,  4  Dev.  L, 
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the  lapse  of  a  year  and  a  day  after  judgment,'  and  in  ejectment 
proceedings  under  occupying  claimants'  acts,'  or  in  cases  where 
the  verdict  is  conditional.* 

■«tlM.  —  Notice  of  the  motion  must  be  given.' 

IV.  CoiTBOL  or  Wwi,  —  After  issuance,  this  writ  is,  like  other 
writs  of  execution,*  subject  to  the  control  of  the  plaintiff  or  his 
agent.* 

BqaiubiA  Costrei  <rf  Oenrt.  —  In  the  action  of  ejectment,  the  court 
that  renders  the  judgment  exercises  a  species  of  equitable  juris- 
diction over  the  writ  of  possession,  recalling  it  if  justice  requires,' 
and  sometimes,  after  it  has  been  executed,  awarding  a  writ  of 
restitution.** 

IM»j  In  teaiac  WAt  M  !•  Ixanud.  —  In  the  exercise  of  his  control 
the  plaintiff  must  be  careful  not  to  show  laches,  or  the  acts  of  the 
officer  under  it  may  be  without  authority  of  law,* 

decision  !■  opposed  to  ih&i  in  Smith  v.  force  the  iiayment  of  purchase  mooey, 

Kornback,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  393.  and  the  jndgmeat  wat  conditional  on 

1.   Bac.  Abr.,  tit,  Ejeclment,  i.  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  in 

VMMdtT  tnr  BpMlal  Ordar.  —  Where  two    instalments,    and     the     plaintlB 

the  plaintlR  fails  tosueout  the  writ  for  assigned    the    last   instalment    before 

■  jrcar  after  judgment  it  ii  doubtful  cither  nas  due,  it  was  held   that  after 

whether  he  Is  entitled  to  it  without  a  the  assignment  he  could  not  sue  out  a 

special  order.     Oetgen  v.  Ross,  47  III.  habtn  before  the  last  insulmcnt  was 

I4J.  due.     Boyd  v.  McNaughton,  ji  Pa.  St. 

L  Morrill    V.  Gelstoa,  33  Md.  116;  ais- 

Cooke  V.  Brlce,  30  Md.  403;  Turner  v.  4.  Doe   v.  Roe,  3  Dowl.  K.   S.   407; 

Waters,  i4Md.63;  Clarke  v.  Belmear,  RItchief.Johnson.50  Ark.  JSt;  Oetgen 

I  Gill   &  J.  (Md.)   443:  McMechen  v.  v.  Ross,  47  111.  143;  Van  Rensselaer  v. 

Harman,  8  GillA  J.  (Md.)57:  Waters  Wright,     m     N.    Y.   636;    Shultes   v. 

V.  Duvall,  6  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  76;  Penn  Sickles,  70  Hun  (N.  Y.)  479. 

c.Isherwood,  5  Gill  (Md.)  106:  Dill  v.  fi.  See  article   Executions  Against 

Satterfield,  34  Md.  J3;  Griffith  v.  Ham-  Propbrtv.  vol.  8,  p.  484. 

mond,  45  Md.  85;  Meloy  v.  Squires,  43  fl.  Smith  v.  White.  5  Dana  (Ky.)  376. 

Md.  378:  Nutwcll  V.  Nutwell,  47  Md.  IfFosMidsnBa  DsllTarad  to  Oe  Agent 

35:  Deakins  v.  Rex,  6oMd.  SQS;  Miller  the   service   is   good,   for   the   agent's 

V.  Allison, SGill&  J. (Md.)35;  Schaefer  possession   is   in   fact  and   in  law  the 

v.  Amicable  Permanent  Land,  etc.,  Co.,  possession  of  the  principal,  and  upon 

53  Md.  83.  that   possession   he   may  maintain  an 

After   the   rights   of   the   occupying  action  for  forcible  entry.     Kerchevalf. 

claimant  arc  tMcertained  and  fixed  by  Ambler.   4  Dana   (Ky.)   167;    Higgin- 

jndgmeni,  if  the  other  party  elects  to  bolham  v.  Higginbothaiii,  10  B.  Mon. 

pay  the  amount  found  due  to  such  oc.  (Ky.)369. 

copying  claimant,  and  does  so.  he  may  The  Asslfnee  at  tha    PuehMar  at  a 

then  move   for   a   writ  of  possession,  mortgage  sale  may  be  given  possession. 

Halllngsworlh  D.  Stumph.  131  Ind.  546;  Moli  v.   Henry.  (Kan.    App.  iSg8)  54 

Gllman  v.  Stetson,  iS  Me.  41B;  Bodley  Pac.  Rep.  796. 

t.  Hord.   7   T.    B.    Mon.    (Ky.)    311;  T.  Oetgen  v.  Ross.  47111.  14a;  Bowar 

Donglais  v.  Sharp,  64  Ark.  645;  Field  v.  Chicago  West  Dlv.   R.  Co..  136  III. 

V.  Moody.  Ill  N.  Car.  353.  loi. 

y  TbtMnsisaij  ■howlay.  —  The  party  >.  Coleman  v.  Henderson.  3  III.  i%t; 

uking  for  the  writ  must  show  to  the  Ex  p.    Reynolds,    i  Cal.   (N.  Y.)   ioo; 

uti  If  action  of  the  court  that  he  is  justly  Jackson  v.  Hasbrouck,  5  Johos.(N.  Y.) 

eniitled  to  it.    Jones  w.   Backus,  (Pa.  366;    Doc  v.   itoe,  4  Burr.   1996.     See 

1896)  5  Cent.  Rep.  138;    Connolly  v,  also  article  Restitution,  Writ  of. 

Miller,  9;  Pa.  St.  513.  9.  iMhsi  ialx*entiii|  Trit.  — Where 

Where  a  defendant  confessed  judg-  a  writ  of  possession  issued  in  1879  and 

■nent  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  en-  remained  In  the  hands  of  the  agent  o( 
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PUlatUt  Kwt  Unituy  PnbImi.  —  The  plaintiS,  who  acts  at  his  own 
peril,  must  point  out  to  the  officer  the  premises  recovered,  if  the 
verdict  be  general ;  *  and  if  he  fails  to  identify  the  property  die 
officer  cannot  be  compelled  to  execute  the  writ,'  and  it  may  be 
returned  unexecuted.' 

FnmlflM  DeMrlb*d  ^^mUmUt.  —  But  if  the  judgment  be  upon  a 
special  verdict  describing  the  premises  the  plaintiff  is  confined  to 
such  location* 

KMiltutioa  cf  Frapert;  Inproparly  Ttkan.  —  Should  the  plaintiff  claim 
and  receive  too  much  under  the  writ,  the  court  will  in  a  summary 
way  restore  the  party  to  possession  of  that  of  nhich  he  has  been 
improperly  deprived.* 

OfflMr  Kay  Dettmod  IndMnnitx.  —  Moreover,  the  plaintifT  may  be 
required  by  the  officer  to  give  him  indemnity  before  following  his 
directions,*  and  should  an  indemnity  be  refused  the  officer  may 

spttifica!l» 
:3nnol  hirt 

to    Allen 


the  plaiallR 
officer  for  c 
the  writ  bei 


at/unelui  oflicia  lonf;  bc- 
.  Texas-Mexican  R.  Co. 
X.   Civ.   App.  1893}  =3  S. 


t-.  Cahill,   (T 
W.  Rep,  233- 

1.  Simpson  v.  Shannon,  5  Litt.  (Ky.) 
323;  Pennel  v.  Weyant.  3  Harr,  (Del.) 
501:  Johnson  v.  Nevill,  65  N,  Car.  677; 
Davis  V.  Higgins.  87  N,  Car.  298;  Fer- 
guson p,  Wright,  115  N.  Car.  568;  Jack- 
son  11.  Raihbone,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  agi. 

fl.  Goldman  v.  Douglass,  Si  Ten.  648. 

Kandamu  to  Compel  ExMatloa.  — 
Where  parlies  not  privy  to  the  eject- 
ment proceedings  claim   possession   a 

FoRarty  v.  Sparks,  aa  Cal.  142;  Fre- 
mont f.  Crippen,  10  Cal.  atl;  Quan 
Wo  Chung  V.  Laumelster,  83  Cal.  3B4, 

S.  DuR  V.  Patterson,  )73  Pa.  St.  153. 

4,  Jackson  I/,  Rathbone.  3  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  3QI.  holding  [hal  the  sheriff  may 
refuse  10  give  the  plaintiff  possession 
of  land  not  embraced  in  the  description, 

Vhore  It  I*  InpoHibla  to  LooaU  the 


But  if  the  premises 
described,  the  defcndai 
relief  summarily.  Nat< 
vclde,  31   Miss.  706. 

8.  Clark  V.  Parkins 
(Mass.)  133. 

Even  If  the  PremliM  Are  BptdiMllr 
Detcrlbed  tn  the  Vrlt,  the  officer  may 
demand  indemnity  if  he  finds  persons 
in  possession  nho  are  neither  paruci 
to  the  action  nor  named  in  the  wHl. 
claiming  to  be  rightly  in  possession  inii 
not  in  privity  with  the  defendant,  and 
istances  are  such  thai  a 
doubt   exists   whether  the 


office 


right  t 


LonK  V.  Neville.  36  Cal.  4.55. 

Oeonpanti  BunoTed  Wlwn  Bond  Ii 
OlTeil.  —  The  officer  is  not  clothed  wiih 
any  judicial  power  to  pass  upon  iht 
rights  of  parties  found  upon  the  prem- 
ises other  than  the  defendant.  The 
iuch  a  panf 


title 


0  the 


e  then 


from  the  plaintiff  a 
bond  of  indemnity,  or  give  a  reasonable 
for  ihe  party  10  apply  to  the  conn 


Hicks 


Ga.  SQ5. 

5.  Den  v.  O'Hanlin,  :8  N.  J.  L.  i 


ied     for  a 


of  the  ' 


exclude  him  from  itsoperalion.  UpoD 
such  application  the  coun  may  stay  the 
enforcement  of  the  writ,  or  except  the 
Tf.  Johnson,  la  N.  J.  L.  375;  Jack-  application  from  itsoperaiion,  until  [he 
son  V.  Rathbone,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y  )  aql;  rights  of  the  parties  can  be  properly 
Cotlingham  ti.  King,  I  Burr.  639.  In  determined.  But  when  a  sufficient 
this  case  Lord  Mansfield  said;  "  In  this  bond  of  indemnity  is  tendered,  and  no 
fictitious  action  the  plaintiff  is  to  show  different  order  is  made  In  the  manner 
the  sheriff  and  is  to  take  possession  at  indicated,  the  duty  of  the  officer  vill  be 
his  peril  of  only  what  he  has  title  to.  discharged  only  by  placing  the  plaintiff 
If  he  lakes  more  than  he  has  recovered  in  possession  as  directed,  and  ibis  Inl- 
and shown  title  to,  the  court  will  in  a  plies  a  removal  of  all  occupants.  Hall 
summary  way  set  it  right."  v.  Dexter,  3  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  434. 
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decline  to  proceed  further  until  directed  by  the  court.*  And 
though  the  court  may  compel  execution,  it  will  not  direct  the 
manner  thereof.* 

Motion  by  D«tandut  to  Compel  Botsrn.  —  The  Writ  is  SO  much  within 
the  control  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  court  will  not,  on  motion  of 
the  defendant,  compel  its  return;  for  by  being  left  to  his  discre- 
tion he  can  act  for  his  own  advantage  so  as  to  have  the  full  benefit 
of  his  judgment.* 

V.  Exscniov  —  1.  Time  of  Kaking.  —  Should  there  be  a  return 
day  named  in  the  writ,  which  is  unusual  unless  required  by 
statute,  the  officer  will  of  course  follow  the  directions  of  the  plain- 
tiff; but  it  is  advisable  to  execute  before  the  return  day,  if  one  is 
named,  for  it  is  doubtful  if  the  writ  of  possession  does  not  become 
functus  officio  after  that  date.*  But  as  the  office  of  the  writ  is 
simply  to  carry  the  judgment  into  effect  with  reference  to  particu- 
lar premises,  it  has  been  considered  that  a  command  to  return  the 
writ  in  a  specified  time  is  merely  directory,'  and  that  the  writ 
may  lawfully  be  executed  after  the  return  day.* 

a.  How  Bffeoted.  —  In  the  execution  of  his  writ  the  officer  may 
enter  forcibly,  if  necessary,  and  without  making  a  previous 
demand  of  admission,  and  even  though  there  are  persons  in  the 


1.   HuerstalT..  Muir.  64Cal.  450. 
I&  kaAppllMtloaforKandftmai  to  com- 
pel  An  officer  to  remove  from  posses- 
ion   of   the    iiremises    occupants    not 
parlies  lo  the  action  it  must  be  shown 

dislinctly  by  affidavits  that  their  pos-  Stcus,    \ 

session  was  acquired  under  the  parties  stranger 

ox  ptndtntt  litt.     Fogarty  v.  Sparks,  32  tlie  title 

Cal.  143.  be  returned  e: 

Ofloar  Hut  Show  Jaatlfle«tloa  tor  B«- 

fqnd.  —  The  officer  must  at  the   hear-  record  that  piaintiff  has  had  the  full 

ing  establish   affirmatively  the  matters  benefit  of  his  suit  and  a  fresh  execution 

which   he  alleges  as  an  excuse  for  re-  will    be   supcrBuous.     U.    S.   v.   Slay- 

fuial.     Leese  v.  Clark,  29  Cal.  665.  maker,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  169, 

Sotlaa  to  Ooonputa.  —  The  occupants  4.  U.  S.  v.  Slaymaker.  4  Wash.  {U. 

arc  entitled  to  notice  of  the  application.  S.)  169;    Reagan  v.  Evans,  a  Tex.  Civ. 

Wright  V.   Carr.  (Ky.   1897)  41   S.  W.  App.  35. 

Rrp.  23.  fi.  Witbeck  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  64  N. 

1.  Bowie  V.   Biahe.  4  Duet  (N.  Y.)  Y.  27;    Phillips  v.  Sinclair,  20  Me.  269, 

In  this  case  the  court  refused  to  holding  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right 


)n  at  his  pleasure.     For  If  he  b«  put 
It  of  possession  and  be  again  turned 
It  by  the  defendant,  be  may,  by  sug- 
gesting victcomii  turn  miiit  brivf,  obtain 

be    turned    out    by    a 

luse  with  respect  to  him 

t  tried.     But  if  the  writ 

:cuted  he  can  never  ob- 

ap  pears  of 


o  be  executed 
licnlar  manner  so  as  to  remove  from  a 
strip  of  land  one  and  seven-eighths  of 
an  inch  wide  (the  land  recovered)  so 
much  of  the  wall  of  a  buildingof  the  de- 
fendant as  stood  upon  it.  And  the 
court  further  declined  to  advise  the 
sheriff,  but  said  he  must  act  under 
the  advice  of  his  counsel  on  his  own 
responsibility. 

1.  Penn  r/.  Kline,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.)  64. 
citins;  Runnington  on  Ejectment  434. 

Tha  Baasan  of  thi  Bnl*  is  that  it  en- 
ables the  plaimiff  to  renew  the  execu- 


take  possession  of  the  land  by  virtue 
of  the  judgment,  without  any  writ,  if 
he  can  peaceably  do  so,  cihng  With- 
ers V.  Harris,  2  Ld.  Raym.  808. 

6.  Witbeck  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  64  N. 
V.  37,  wherein  it  was  said:  "  Such  an 
execution  is  not  analogous  to  an  exe- 
cution against  personal  property,  where 
a  levy  is  necessary  to  subject  it  lo  the 
operation  of  the  writ,  but  is  more 
analogous  to  a  proceeding  to  sell  real 
estate  under  an  execution,  which 
may  be  had  without  any  previous 
levy." 
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house  (provided  they  are  there  for  the  purpose  of  holding  pos- 
session by  force,  and  of  opposing  the  ofncer  in  his  execution)  he 
may  enter  it  by  breaking  a  door  which  is  fastened ;  *  and  having 
entered,  he  must  remove  what  chattels  may  be  in  the  house. 
doing  as  little  dam^e  as  possible,  and  no  more  than  is  necessai}- 
to  place  the  plaintifTin  full  possession.' 

Dntr  of  iMkodaat  to  TUU  PdmiwIw.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  comply  with  the  order  of  the  court,  and  by  failing  to  do  so  he 
invites  the  force  that  the  law  will  employ  to  compel  obedience  to 
the  process  requiring  restoration  of  the  premises." 

Wlur*  It  li  PhjilMllj  Inpowlbli  for  the  officer  to  take  actual  pos- 
session lawfully,  he  will  be  excused  when  he  has  done  all  in  his 
power  to  deliver  possession,* 

Vhsa  ftrtlM  VroaffoUr  inttrtto*  with  the  officer  in  the  execution 
of  the  writ  of  possession  they  may  be  restrained  by  an  injunction.* 

iBjuaUan  BMkOM  of  ixtm  in  jodgmnt.  —  On  the  Other  hand  no 
injunction  will  issue  to  restrain  the  officer  in  the  execution  of  his 
writ  because  of  some  error  in  the  judgment  which  might  he  cor- 
rected at  law." 

IirtfttlArittM  in  IzMattof  tka  Writ  must  be  adjudicated  in  the  court 
of  issuance,  and  will  not  for  the  first  time  t>e  regarded  in  an 
appellate  court. ^ 

3.  That  It  AffMtl  —  Only  Frapntr  Vmatd  In  Writ  —  As  the  writ  IS 
issued  only  according  to  the  right  and  justice  of  what  has  been 
really  recovered,  the  officer,  in  following  directions  of  the  plain- 
tiff, must  be  careful  not  to  give  possession  of  more  than  the  latttr 
has  a  right  to  recover ;  ^  for,  should  more  be  taken  than  the  plain- 
tiff has  recovered,  the  court  will  in  a  summary  way  set  the  matter 
right.* 


1,  Semayne's  Case.jCokegi;  Howe 

V.  Butterfield,  4  Cush.  (Mass.)  303. 

fl.  Ennis  ?'.  Lamb,  10  lU.  App.  447; 
Pajte  t:  De  Puy.  40  111.  506. 

Wanton  ti^nrr  U  ChatWli,  —  Should 
the  officer  wantonlv  injure  Ihe  chatlela 
hevrltl  be  liable  10  the  extent  of  the  in- 
jury.    Miller  v.  White,  80  III.  580. 

a.  Page  V.  Dc  Puy.  40  HI.  506. 

4.  In  Falvey  v.  Hlioii.  it  Alb.  L.  J. 
IS6.  the  plainlifT  recovered  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  possession  of 
a  small  piece  or  land  upon  and  over 
which  was  a  wall  of  the  defendant's 
house  projecting  about  two  feel.  The 
plaintiR's  house  stood  so  close  to  the 
defendant's  that  it  was  impossible  to 
go  between  them  and  remove  or  cut 
off  the  wall,  but  the  sheriff  cutoff  a 
portion  of  the  foundation  wall  not  be- 
tween the  buildings  and  made  return 
that  he  delivered  possession  of  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  writ 
commanded.     The  officer  was  excused 


See  also  Cut 
Y.)  437;    Bowie 
Y.)  676. 

B.  Hawkins  v 
539. 


.   McDougal,   is6  Ind. 


.  Civ.  App. 
.b(Ky.)i3:. 


Attaohmsnt  tor  Contampt  for 
OfiMT.  —  See  Kingsdalc  ;■, 
Mod.  27:  Clark  v.  Parkinson. 
(Mass.)  133. 

6.  Rcast  V.  Hughes,  (Tex.  C 
1896)  33  S.  W.  Rep,  looj. 

7.  Kouns  V.  Lawall,  a  1 
%.  Bacon's  Abr.,  tit.  Ej' 
Orowini'  Croff  ICa;  B«  Tikan  in  ei 

cution  of  the  writ  against  a  tcna 
holding  over.  Doe  v.  Withcrwick, 
Bing.  II.  II  E.  C.  L.  8;  Alies 
Hinckler.  36  111,  375. 

8.  Doe  V.  Wandlass.  7  T.  R.  113.  : 
this  case  a  motion  was  at  first  made 
Bet  aside  the  verdict;  but  as  there  ■;. 
a  part  of  the  premises  which  the  plai 
tiff   was  in   any  event  entitled  to  r 
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DallTwy  Sood  In  Part.  —  If  the  writ  has  been  executed  and  more 
land  has  been  delivered  than  judgment  is  for,  the  delivery  is  good 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  recovery,  and  is  void  for  the  surplus.* 

DaUnrr  of  UndlTldtd  laUrwt.  —  If  the  execution  directs  possession 
of  the  whole  premises  to  be  delivered  where  the  judgment  awards 
possession  of  an  undivided  interest,  it  will  be  set  aside.* 

Tkara  til*  qMtiaant  Ii  to  u  TJndlTldsd  fut  of  the  premises,  the  officer 
must  not  eject  those  in  possession,  but  must  put  the  plaintiff  into 
actual  possession  along  with  them.' 

4.  Whom  It  AAota  —  WIm  va.j  B«  iTloted.  —  The  officer  may  dis- 
possess only  parties  to  the  action,*  and  those  who  enter  under  or 
acquire  an  interest  in  the  premises  from  or  through,  or  enter 
without  title  in  collusion  with,  the  parties  subsequently  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action." 

pTManpUoa  Agaiiut  All  Tmoai  in  PoHwdan.  —  Prima  facie  all  parties 
in  possession  are  subordinate  to  the  defendant.  No  alienation  or 
abandonment  by  him  of  the  premises  and  the  entry  by  another 
with  or  without  his  assent  and  without  a  title  anterior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  can  prejudice  the  plaintiff.* 

cover,  a  rule  was  afterwards  made  to        4.  Smith  v.  Gayle,  58  Ala.  600. 
confine  the  executioa  to  such  part.  Xsmbtn  of  Uw  Famll;  residing  with 

Injiuatlon Agaluit  Awlff. —  InBrooks  the  party,  and  deriving  whatever  title 

ti.  Baldwin.  Barnes  468,  an   injunction  they  may  have  from  the  same  source. 

Issued  10  restrain  the  sheriff  from  de-  are  included.     Higginbotbam   v.  Hig- 

livering  possession  of  more  than  the  ginbotham,     10    B.    Mon.    (Ky.)    369; 

plaintiff  was  entitled  to.  Oyster  v.    Oysicr,    33   Mo.  App.   370; 

1.  Doe  V.  Lively,   i   Dana  (Ky.)  6^;  Richards  v.  Smith,  47  Mo.  App.  6ig. 
Pope  V.  Pendergrast,  I  A.  K.   Marsh.         Husband  and   Wifi.  —  Ki   it   is   the 

(Kj.)  i3s;    Dedman  v.  Smith,  a  A.  K.  duty  of  a  husband  to  defend   the  pos- 

Harsh.  (Ky.)  362.  session  of  the  family,  a  wife  will  also 

TtLBOrdBrfBr  B««titiittdn  must  be  only  be  turned  out  on  execution  against  her 

S-e    tantv,    and    not    for    the    whole,  husband.     Johnson    v.    FuUerlon,    44 

reading  v.  Taylor,  6  Dana  (Ky.)  336.  Pa.  St.  466;    Fiske  v.  Chamberlln,  103 

1.  Skinner  v.  Odenbach,  81  Hun  (N.  Mass.  405.     See  also  Wallen  v,  Huff.  3 

Y.)  31s,   eiHng    Jaclcson    v.    Stiles,    f  Snead  (Tenn.)  33. 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)4'e.  8.  Satterlee    v.    Bliss,   36   Cal.   489; 

5.  Ash  V.  McGill,  6  Whart.<Pa.)  391;  Hanson  v.  Armstrong,  33  111.  443. 
Bullion  Min.  Co.  f.  Crcesus  Gold,  etc.,         Burdan  of  Frarlng  IndspnidMt  Tttla,  — 
Min,  Co..  3  Kev.  16S.  If  patties  in  possession  really  hold  by 

Cnutnultiv*  P«M«Mtoii  of   Oumtor. —  an  mdependent  title  it  is  incumbent  on 

Where  a  writ  was  issued  to  deliver  the  them  to  show  it.    Sampson  ti.  Ohieyer, 

possession  of  the  undivided  four-fifths  33  Cal.   3oO;    Leese  v.  Clark,   39  Cal, 

>f  land  in  the  possession  of  the  defend-  664;  Wetberbce  v.  Dunn,  36  Cal.  147; 


other  undivided  one-fifth,  but  the  1 
estate  was  not  derived  from  his  father, 
whose  possession  was  adverse  to  both 
(he  son  and  (he  plaintiff,  it  was  held 
(hat  the  defendant  should  be  dispos- 
sessed and  (hat  the  officer  could  not 
execute  the  writ  by  gi 
tive  possession  to  the  father  as  cui 
of  his  son's  estate  and  allowing  hi 
remain  because  of  bis  fiduciary  inte 
State  V.  Staed,  143  Mo,  34S, 

16  Encyc.  PI.  &  Pt.  —  48 


>n.  who  owned  the     Ritchie  v.  Johnson,  50  Ark.  551. 


BJsht  of  Aetlen  for  tlnlawfnl  EzpnliloB, 
—  Where  (he  officer  expels  any  one  not 
within  the  legal  operation  of  the  writ, 
an  action  against  him  will  lie  at  suit  of 
such  persons.     Rodgers  v.  Bell.  53  Ga. 

?4:  Stokes  V.  Morrow,  54  Ga.  597; 
cffer«on  v.  Hartley,  Si  Ga,  716. 
S.  Hall  V.  Dexter,  3  Sawy.  (U.  S.) 
434.  See  also  Tevis  v.  Ellis.  3}  Cal. 
516;  Watison  V.  Dowljng,  36  Cal.  I3S( 
Le  Roy  v.  Rogers,  30  Cal.  134;  Ford  v. 
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Thorn  It  Aftctt. 


Who  Kftj  ITot  2o  Erloted.  —  The  officer  cannot  dispossess  those  who 
are  not  in  collusion  and  who  claim  that  they  are  rightfully  in  pos- 
session,' nor  those  who  did  not  Gnter  pendente  Rte  and  who  claim 
under  a  paramount  title.' 

Bomodr  If  Injiu7  PNbkbla.  —  If  execution  is  unlawfully  attempted 
against  persons  whom  the  writ  does  not  authorize  the  officer  to 
dispossess,  the  officer  may  be  restrained  by  injunction." 

Doyle,  37  Cal.  34S;  M'Chord  e'.  M'Clin'  the  defendani  was  not  in  possession 

lock.  5  Lill.  (Ky.)  304;  Mayo  v.  Sproul,  and  [hat  the  intervener  was  in  posMS- 

4c  Cal.  100.  sion  in  his  own  right  piior  to  suit  com- 

PoHMiion  TiJun  Panding  Aotioa  of  menced,  and  has  been  since,  and  thai 
^BMlntDt.  —  Where,  pending  an  eject-  he  does  not  claira  undertbe  defendant, 
tnenc.  two  other  panics  take  possession  or  under  any  one  claiming  by  or  under 
o(  the  premises  in  controversy,  and  Che  him,  the  officer  will  be  ordered  to  pro- 
plaintiff  in  the  ejectment  sues  out  a  ceed  to  execute.  Keliy  r.  Ncrthrop. 
writ  after  judgmenl,  the  officer  must  isq  Pa.  St.  537.  But  sec  Krcpps  p. 
dispossess  the  other  parties  and  deliver  Mitchell,  156  Pa.  St.  320. 
possession  to  the  plaintiff.  Hickman  Daath  of  Huband  —  SispDnndon  of 
V.  Dale.  7  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  149.                        — 

1.  Long  V.  Neville,  36  Cal.  455. 

PoHMsion  Before  or  Aftar  Suit  Brought. 
—  This  is  so  whelher  they  were  in  pos- 
session before  or  after  suit  brought. 
Irving  V.  Cunningham.  77  Cal.  5a. 

Action  Agalnit  Tgnant  —  DlipoHWoloa 
of  Landlord.  —  Where,  pending  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  against  a  tenant, 
the  tenant  transferred  possession  to  his 

landlord,  who  defended  the  suit,  but  judgment 

who  was  not  made  a  party,  it  was  held  second  husband  alone. 

that   the    landlord   might    be    dispos-  Stephenson.  86  Jll.  344. 


Widow 

—  When 

sion  of 

real  esta 

iipicd  by  himself 

and    fa 

mily   as 

he 

claim  of  title,  a 

nd 

th 

members  of  the 

family 

continue 

cupy  it  aflerhi* 

death. 

and  the 

wi 

dof 

marries  again. 

and   h 

r  second 

husb 

and   resides  with 

her   an 

d   her   fam 

ly 

upon   the    same 

land,  s 

be  dispossessed  under 

a   wri 

of   poss 

ess 

on 

issued     upon    a 

mpson   1'.  Ohieyer 


I   Cal. 


TartiH  Siimioud  from  Action, 
ties  in  the  exclusive  possession 
In  controversy  at  the  commen 
of  the  suit,  and   made   parties  defend- 


Writ  of  PoH onion  Against  Flaintifr  in 
Another  Bait,  —  And  where  two  parties 
with   different  titles  bring    two   eject- 


Iher 


and 


missed,  cannot  be  dispossessed  by 

of   possession  in   that  suiL     McLeran 

■B.  McNamara,  60  Cal.  610. 

S.  Garrison  v.  Savignac.  25  Mo.  47; 
Powell  V.  Lawton,  49  Ga.  190;  Fogarly 
V.  Sparks,  zl  Cat.  142;  Leese  v.  Clark, 
aq  Cal.  665;  Mayne  v.  Jones,  34  Cal, 
487:  Wetherbee  v.  Dunn,  36  Cal.  150; 
Ford  11.  Doyle,  37  Cal.  346;  Huersial  v. 
Muir,  64  Cal.  433;  Landregan  v.  Pep- 
pin,  94  Cal.  465:  Watdcn  v.  Bodley,  9 
'■     '.  (U.  S.)49:   Terrell 


.bsequently  dis.  tiff  is  put  into  possession,  after  nhich 
judgment  is  recovered  by  the  other, 
the  latter  cannot  eject  the  former  in 
right  of  his  execution  against  ihc  de- 
fendants 10  both  suits.  Jones  v.  Chiles, 
3Dana([Cy.)a5. 

3.  Moulton  V.  McDcrmotl,  93  Cal. 
660:  Deans  v.  Bowden,  so  Fla.  90^: 
Goodnough  v.  Sheppard.  18  111.  81; 
Charter  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co.  x:  Cummings. 

rMo.  267;  Anglesey  v.  Colgan,  44  X. 
Eq,  ao3;  Banks  v.  Parker,  80  N.  Car, 
57;     Gutshall    V.    Salsberry,    Wnght 


Wall.  (U.  S.)  389;  Tilton  v.  Cofield.  93  (Ohio)   127;    Hillebrant  t:   Barton.   19 

U.S.   163;    Warren  County  ».  Marty,  Tex.  599;  Williamson  f.  Russell.  18  W. 

97   U.    S.    105:    Union   Trust    Co.   v.  Vh.6i2.     See  also  Howard  p.  Kennedy, 

Southern   Inland  Nav.,   etc.,   Co.,   T30  4  Ala.  sga;  Hall  f.  Hiltiard.  6  Ala.  43; 

U.  S.  565:  Mellen  v.  Moline  Malleable  Tevis  v.   Ellis,   25  Cal.  515;    Jones  v. 

Iron    Works.   131    U.   S.    371:    Ucas-  Chiles.  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  341 ;  Harper 

sagne  v.  Chapuis,  144  U.  S.  125.  i>.  Hill.  35  Miss.  63;  Sinclair  r.  Worthy, 

Iniuffldnit    iBUrrantian.— Where    a  i  Winst.  L.  (N.  Car.)  116:  FerKusoni'. 

third  person  intervenes  and  avers  that  Wright,   iij   N.   CJr.   568;    Jeffries  p. 
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InflelHisj  Ot 


5.  Soffiolancy  01  —  To  satisfy  the  judgment  there  must  be  a 
thorough  and  complete  execution  of  the  writ,*  and  the  delivery 
of  possession  thereunder  must  be  effectual,  and  not  merely 
formal,*  though  it  may  be  executed  without  an  actual  removal  of 
the  defendant  and  his  effects  from  the  land.* 

Dugw  of  InnflUtot  XzimttoB,  —  Unless  there  be  an  open,  visible, 
and   notorious  change  of  possession,  as  opposed  to  a  merely 

Atl«n.  ^6  Tex.  1^5;    Hammers  v.  Han.  of  tbe  jndgment  —  no  execution  of  the 

rick,  6g  Tex.  41a.  writ."     Gresham    v.   Thum,   3    Meu. 

WUVi  Stpanto  IitaU  —  Iqjimetlaii.  —  (Ky.)  1S7.   CVA'n;  Denlv.  Simmons,  7  J- 

Wbere  a  married  woman  claiming  and  J.  Manh.  (Ky.)  43;    Fowler  v.  Carrie, 

ia  possession  of  land  as  her  separate  3  Dana  (Ky.)  53. 


estate,  under  a  rifrht  derived  from 
other  than  tbe  defendant,  her  husband, 
is  not  a  party  to  the  record,  the  execu> 
-  don  may  be  restrained.  Bushong  v. 
Rector.  3a  W.  Va.  311.  Citing  Hughes 
p.  Mount,  33  W.  Va.  130:  Johnson  v.  Ful- 
lerton,  44  Pa.  St,  466;  Mattox  v.  Helm. 
S  Litt.  (Ky.)  186;  Stewart  v.  Pace,  30 
Ark.  594. 

An  bgnnetloii  Wm 
petitioners  were  not 
-n  possessii '  — 


Fbtlntiff  Kwt  Est*  QalM  PoNMflon.  — 

The  writ  of  possession  will  not  be  re- 
garded  as  executed   until   tbe  sheriff 
and  his  officers  are  gone  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  left  in  quiet  possession.     Newell 
V.   Wbigbam,    103    N.    Y.    30,    HHHg 
Kingsdale  v.  Mann,  6  Mod.  37. 
8.  Smith  V.  White,  s  Dana  (Ky.)  376. 
BsanoTal    of    Qoods    Hshmssmit.  —  If 
mlsd  where  the    the  defendant  acquiescing  in  tbe  serv- 
arties  and  were     ice  of  the  writ  yields  up  possession  and 
idivided  portion     it  is  delivered  by  words  as  well  as  acts 


of  lands  which  they  held  as  tenants  in  to  tbe  plaintiff,  it  is  a  good  ; 

common  with  the  defendant.     Fcrgu-  though   all   tbe  defendant's  goods   be 

son  v.  Wright,  115  N.  Car.  j68.  not  removed.     Scott  v.  Richardson,  a 

AWldowlaTiittieatHer  Dowsr  Right  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  507. 

cannot  restrain  execution  against  land  Remoral  tf  Fart  at  Qoods,  —  A  writ  of 

recouered  of  her  deceased  husband  for  possession    obtained    by   tbe   plaintiff 

the  reason  that  the  judgment  was  ten-  after  judgment  for  the  possession  of 

dered    after    death    of    the    husband,  land  and  for  treble  rents  for  its  deten. 

' ~         1896)  36  S. 


Smith  V.  Whitsett,  (Ti 
W.  Rep.  104S. 
1.  Den   V.    Bilderback.    »6   N.   J.  L. 
Ex  p.    Black,    3    Bailey  L.  (S. 


,r.)  8, 


lot  fully  e 
of  the  making  of  an  order  slaying  exe- 
cution where  it  appeared  irom  the 
sheriff's  return  that  he  had  taken  out 
of  the  building  on  the  premises  in 
question  only  so  much  of  the  persnnal 
property  levied  on  by  him  as  was 
Perrine  necessary  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's 
money  judgment,  and  that  he  had  been 
unable  to  remove  the  balance  because 
while  so  engaged  the  order  staying 
execution  had  been  served  upon  hint. 
Lee  Cbucli  v.  Quan  Wo  Chong.  qi  Cal. 


Land  CoTWsd  with  Watsr.  —  Though 
the   land   is  covered   with   water    thi 
sheriff  must  give  possession, 
f.  Bergen,  14  N.  J.  L.  355. 

8.  Bac.  Abr..  tit.  Ejectment,  G,  3. 

Isrmal  Dsllvsiy  of  Pssssition  Insnffl- 
dsnt.  — "To  turn  out  the  defendant 
and  put  in  tbe  plaintiff,  under  cirrum- 
stances  which  indicate  beyond  reason- 
able doubt  that  the  latter  cannot 
remain  in  possession,  even  for  a  day, 
without  imminent  peril  oi  great  per- 
sonal injuty,  •  •  •  but  must,  to 
avoid  such  haiard,  immediately  aban- 
don the  possession,  and  give  way  to 
the  defendant,  who  stands  ready  to  re- 
enter, and  in  point  of  fact  does  re-enter 
on  the  same  day,  is  not,  in  our  opin- 
ion, a  complete  and  effectual  execution 

of  a  writ.  The  delivery  of  possession  possession  to  which  he  is  entitled 
nnder  such  circumstances  is  merely  virtue  of  his  recovery.  Famsworth 
formal.     1 1  Is  in  fact,  no  satisfaction     Fowler,  i  Swan  (Tenn.)  4. 
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Pfoprlsty  of  BamovlAg  Tenant,  —  If 
the  defendant  does  not  peaceably  and 
quietly  yield  the  possession  and  con- 
sent thereto  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer 
to  remove  him  entirely  off  the  prem- 
ises, and  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  has 
executed  the  writ  until  he  has  done  so. 
In  fact,  it  is  the  surest  and  best  way 
so  to  remove  the  tenant  that  the  plain- 
tiff may  have  the  exclusive  and  quiet 


B«U«f  ApdBrt  Writ     POSSESSION,  WRIT  OF.  A 

nominal  and  secret  execution,  it  may  be  that  in  some  collateral 
proceeding  the  writ  may  be  found  unexecuted.* 

Tl  BsLixr  AftAiVBi  Wmt  AriMi  Exwurrioir.  —  An  application 
to  set  aside  the  execution  can  be  made  to  the  court  which  issued 
the  writ,  if  the  judgment  is  irregular,*  if  the  writ  has  been 
improvidently  issued  after  default  against  the  casual  ejector  and 
before  final  judgment,*  when  the  judgment  on  which  it  depends 
has  been  reversed,*  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  collusion,"  or 
when  an  appeal  is  pending." 

Ill«gftl  Zviotlon  of  Btruger.  —  Likewise  the  execution  may  be  set 
aside  should  any  one  be  illegally  evicted,  for  the  writ  of  possession 
is  the  result  of  the  judgment,  and  the  judgment  is  the  legal 
determination  of  the  rights  of  those  only  who  are  parties  or 
privies  to  it;'  the  principle  being  that  parties  having  a  distinct 
possession  of  the  premises,  if  that  possession  be  disturbed  by  the 
writ  of  possession,  must  have  an  opportunity  to  defend.** 


1.  Newell  V.  Whigham,  102  N.  Y.  20. 
This  was  an  action  lo  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage upon  a  lease,  which  the  landlord's 
assignee  defended,  on  the  ground  thai 
Ihe  morlgai^e  had  been  cut  off  by  the 
execution  of  a  writ  of  possession  in  an 
action  o(  ejectment  brought  by  the 
landlord  for  nonpayment  of  rent.     It 


appeared     that    the     sher 
upon    the    prcm' 


of  ihe  premises  and  assumed  to  deliver 
pusscssion  to  the  agent,  the  execudon 
was  held  good.  Witbcck  t/.  Van  Rens- 
selaer. 64  N.  Y.  27. 

S.  Amey  v.  Marshael,  63  Md.  J69; 
Klinefelter  v.  Caret-.  3  Giil  &  J.  (Md.) 
349;  Doe  V.  Roc.  1  g.  B.  700.  41  E.  C. 
L.  736:    West  I'.  Talman.  4  Wash,  (U. 


itified 


S.  Mcllwea 
Car.)  S4. 


V.   Shin 


Ma[ 


,  (N. 


Ihcreafler.  It  did  not  appear  that  an 
person  was  put  in  charge  or  possessio: 
if  Ihc  plai     ■-  ■      ■ 


T  that  the  1 


signet 


to  the  plali 

half,  or  underlook  to  ho'ld  for  or  unde 
him.  The  sheriff  made  return  thai  hi 
had  executed  Ihe  writ  by  delivering 
possession  to  the  plainlifl  in  the  eject 
ment  suit.  It  was  held  that  the  evi 
dencc  did  not  justify  a  finding  thai  ihi 
writ  was  executed. 
Written  BurrendBi  and  Aaknovledgmant     Thi 


av.  Cunningham.  83  W- Va, 
109;  smiih  I.  Robinson.  I  T  B.  Mod. 
(Ky.)  14. 

Ord«r   ImproTidentlj   Qru)t«d.  —  It  H 

well  settled   that,  where  a  party  is  put 

out  ot  possession  of  land  In  pursuance 

of  a  judgment  or  order  improvidentlj 

granted,  and  the  judgment  is  afcerfrardi 

Jci-     declared   void  or  set  aside,  the  court 

led     will   restore  such   party   promptly  and 

be-     place  him  as  nearly  as   may  be  in  Ihe 

der     same   plight  and  condition  as  he  vis 

before  the  process  issued.     This  is  due 

alike  to  the  integrity  of  the  law  and  to 

the  party  asking  relief.     Lytic  i'.  Lyile. 

94  N.  Car.  51?. 

S.  Doe  V.  Roe,  5  Taunt.  20s.  I  E.  C, 

L.    73;    Den   v.   .  7  N.  J.   L.  161; 

-    .<C.  C.)444. 


ofTanuiej. —  Where,  in  the  absence  of  6.  Thompson    v.    Thornton, 

the  defendant,  the  sheriff  went  on  the  636.  holding  that  the  application  mtill 

premises  accompanied  by  the  agent  for  be  made  to  the  court  of  first  instance. 

the  assignee  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  eject-  T.  Clark     v.    Parkinson.     10    Allen 

ment.  and  demanded  possession  from  (Mass.)   133:    Howard   d.    Kennedy,  4 

the  defendant's  hired  man.  who  on  dc-  Ala.  592;    Hall  v.   Milliard.  6  Ala.  431 

mand  signed  a  written  surrenderof  the  Hickman  v.  Dale.  7  Verg.  (Tenn.)  143; 

premises  to  the  plaintiff's  assignee,  and  Jones  f.  Chiles.  3  Dana  (Ky.)  25;  Jack- 

an   acknowledgment   that   he   held  as  son  i'.  Tutile,  9  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  333. 

tenant  at  will  of  the  assignee,  and  the  8.  Ford  v.  Doyle.  37  Cal.  346;  Rogers 

sheriff  then  went  on  various  portions  v.    Parish,   35   Cal.    117:    Coleman  ». 
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Balltf  AK«liut  Writ      /Xfii^Ji^SiaN,  WKJJ    UJ:  Aft«  EMMtton. 

BMtontloa  to  ToMMaln  —  Thi  SeoeNur  Showing.  — Those  who  desire 
to  be  restored  to  possession  must  make  out  a  clear  case  free  from 
ambiguity;  for  the  opportunity  for  collusion  is  so  great  and  the 
fraud  so  often  difficult  of  detection  that  courts  are  reluctant  to 
grant  such  reUef  except  in  cases  clearly  made  out  and  free  from 
any  reasonable  suspicion  of  fraud  or  collusion.' 

Luho*  Kut  Hot  Bo  Shown.  —  The  application  must  be  made  in  due 
and  reasonable  time,*  and  a  good  defense  to  the  action  must  be 
shown.* 

AppMl  and  Mftudum*.  —  If  relief  is  denied  the  petitioner  can  appeal,' 
but  the  error  cannot  be  corrected  by  mandamus.* 

Whon  Oman  Eu  Doiivoroi  Pr«mi*«o  Hot  BMorarod.  —  In  cases  where  more 
land  than  recovered,  or  the  wrong  land,  has  been  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  rectification  may  be  made  by  a  writ  of  restitution,*  by 
a  motion  to  quash  the  writ,'  or  by  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
operating  as  a  supersedeas,"  or  the  court  itself  may  correct  the 
error.* 

Hendereon.  3  III.  351;  Judge  i'.  Hous-  f.  Dbiment,  7   N.   J.   L.  199;    Deo   v. 

ion.  la  Ired.  L.  (N.  Cor.)  lof);    McKay    ,  7  N.  t.  L.  161:  Deo  v.  Evaul.  i 

I..    Glotfcr.    7   Jones   L.   (N.   Car.)  41;  N.  J.  L.  133;  Den  v.  Ball.  3  N.  J.  L. 

Cowles  V.   Ferguson,  go  N.  Car.   30S;  jzS. 

Davis    V,    HiggioB,    S7   N.   Car.   agS;  4.  Green    v.    Hebbard.   45   Cal.   39; 

Springs  v.   Schenck,  99   N.   Car.  551;  Pignai  w.  Burneu,  119  Cal.  157. 

Ferguson  f.  Wright,   115   N.  Car.  568;  6,  Gulierrei  w.  Superior  C[.,  106  Cal. 

Poole  f.  Loan,  etc.,  Co.,  4  Obio  Dec.  171,   in   which   case   [he  petitiooer  did 

504;  Monongahela  Valley  Camp  Meel-  nol  appeal  from  the  judgment  before  it 

iog  Assoc,  v,  Patterson,  96  Pa.  St.  469.  was   executed,   and  by  reason  of  this 

rilid  in   Hessel  v.   Fiiii,   33   W.  N.  C.  failure  it  was  held  that  the  subsequeot 

(Pa.)  299;  Jones  v.  Burgel,  38  Tez.  396;  appeal  could  not  undo  what  had  been 

Texas  Land  Co.  v.  Williams,  si   Tex.  done. 

G   V.    Milwaukee,   etc.,    R.  6.  Blttiri'.  Pathkiller,  5  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 

is.  454;    Smith   v.  Pretty,  aa  330;  Doe  v.  Lively,  i   Dana  <Ky.)  66. 

Wis.  6s5;  Brown  f.Coho,  88  Wis.  635.  See    also    article  Restitution,    Writ 


1.  McQuade  v.  Emmons,  38  N.~J.  L.     ov. 
397;  California  Quicksilver  Mio.  Co. ' 


ia  Quicksilver  Mio.  Co.  v.  7.  Richart  v.  Goodpaster,  (Ky.  1896) 

Keaingioo,  50  CaL  160;    McCreery  v.  37  S.  W.   Rep,  77.   in  which  case  land 

Everding,54Cal.i66;Huerstalv.Muir,  had  been  sold  under  a  foreclosure  de- 

64  Cal.  450.  crec  in  two  parcels,  and  one  of  the  pur- 

i.  Grossman's   Appeal,    loa  Pa.   St.  chasers  sued  out  a  writ  of  possession 

137.  for  his  parcel.     The  writ  was  quashed 

Laohw.  —  Where     the     motion    was  on  the  motion  of  the  other  purchaser  on 

made,   on   November   8,    1S73,   t°   sec  the  ground  that  it  embraced  Ibe  land 

aside  a  writ  executed  on  April ai,  1871,  that  had  been  bought  by  him. 

it  was  held  thai  it  came  too  late,  as  the  t.  Bullion  Min.  Co.  v.  Croesus  Gold, 

delay  wasnotaccountcdfor.     Rocbfort  etc.,   Min.   Co.,   a  Ncv.   168:    Lum   v. 

f.  Bermingham,  7  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  508.  Reed,  53  Miss.  71. 

So,  also,  where  the  writ  was  executed  IHiMtlng  Offlesi  to  Bottoro  ToHSMlon, 

in  June.  1S63,  and  the  motion  made  on  —  In  Skinner  v.   Hannan,  Si   Hun  (N. 

June  s,  1884,  it  not  appearing  that  the  Y.)  376,  the  person  was  unlawfully  de. 

mover  bad  any  substantial  interest  in  prived  of  the  possession  of  real  estate 

the  premises.     Amey  v,  Marshael,  63  by  an  officer  of  the  court  assuming   to 

Md.  369.     But  the  lapse  of  a  term  does  act  under  process  of  the  court,  which 

not  deprive   the  court  of  Its  power  to  was  afterwards  set  aside.     The   court 

set  aside.     Campau  v.  Coaies,  17  Mich,  held   it  proper,  having  jurisdiction  of 

335.  (be   parties,  to  direct  tbe  officer  to  re- 

S.  Amey  v,   Marshael,  63  Md.   369;  Instate  the  person  dispossessed. 

Den  V.  Feiia,  6  N.J.  L.  431;  Alderman  0.  Shaw  v.  Bayard,  4  Pa.  St.  357, 
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7*lfMd  Imm.  —  The  application  will  not  be  granted  where  the 
facts  are  doubtful,  and  in  such  case  the  course  is  at  common  law 
to  award  a  feigned  issue  to  try  the  facts  in  controversy.* 

TIL  ALUS  Am  Pluuzb  Wkits.  —  There  is  considerable  conflict 
of  opinion  as  to  whether  an  alias  can  issue  after  a  writ  has  been 
returned  executed ;  one  line  of  decisions  holding  that  an  tditu 
should  not  be  allowed,  because,  by  the  execution  and  return  of 
the  original  writ,  the  plaintiff  is  put  into  possession  of  the 
premises  recovered,  and  the  judgment  is  satisfied  ;  *  while  another 
series  distinguishes  between  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  is  ousted 
by  the  defendant,  or  by  those  claiming  under  him,  after  he  has 
received  possession,'  and  those  in  which  he  is  dispossessed  by  an 
utter  stranger.  In  the  latter  event  it  is  well  settled  that  an  alias 
cannot  issue.* 

KMen  Kut  1«  MUa.  —  In  all  cases,  however,  an  alias  will  issue 
only  upon  motion ;  *  and  the  rule  for  a  new  writ  should  in  the 
first  instance  be  nisi,*  Moreover,  it  should  not  be  entertained 
at  all  where  the  lapse  of  time  after  re-entry  is  sufficient  to  create 
a  title  in  an  adverse  possessor.* 

1.  Jackson  V.   H*>brouck,  5    lohos.  v.  Stilei,  9  Johns.  <N.  Y.)  391;  Jadnoa 

m.   Y.)  367,  ciHng  Connur  v.  West,  S  v.  Hairley,  11  Wead.  (N.  Y.)  183;  Dtoe 

Burr.  1673.  V.  Koe,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  971;  Stacpocdes, 

9.  Fowler  v.Currie.  2Dana(K7.)  53;  Walsh,  6   Ir.   L.   Rep.  444;  WebsMr  v. 

Dent  V.  Simmons,  7  J.J.  Marsh.  (Ky.|  Filley.  43  Kan.  475. 

43:    Weatberhcad   v.    Canaingham.   4  4.  Jacbton  cr.  Hanley.  11  Wead.  (K. 

Dana  (Ky.)  78:    Hinton   v.   McNeil,  s  Y.)  183;  Van  Rensselaer tr.  Wttbeck,  1 

Ohio  S09;  Wilson  v.   Chanton,  6  L.  T.  Lans.  (N.  V.)  498. 

N.  S.  %%%;  Doe  v.  Roe,  I  Taunl.  55;  in  S.  Roussel   v.   Reay,  (Cal.    1893)  31 

which  last  case  the  conn  said  that  \l  Pac.  Rep.  900;  Majo  v.  Chiles,  3  T.  B. 

an  alias  could  issue  "  the  plaintiff,  by  Mon.  (Ky.)  960. 

omitting  to  call  on  the  tberieF  to  make  PsnnijlTkBift  ttatata, —  Under  Laws 

his  return  to  Ifae  writ,  might  retain  the  Pa..   1834,  c   36,  notice  of  the   motioa 

right  of  suing  out  a  new  kaitrt  fanai  musi  be  given  to  the  parties  interested. 

faiutiioHtm  «.«  a  remedy  for  any  tres-  White  v.  Robinson,  3  Peony.  (Pa.)3*3. 

pass  which  the  same  tenant  might  com-  And    good     cause    must    be     shown, 

mit  within  twenty  yean  next  tifter  the  Philadeiphia  v.  Hood,  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 

dale  of  the  judgment."  Rep.    373.       And    where    an   atiai  is 

WhsTS  ths  Writ  Was  Imp«psrlj  B«>  issued  without  proper    notice,  its  ei- 

tomed  as  executed  when  in  fact  it  was  ecution  will  be  stayed   upon  motion, 

not.  an  aliat  wai  allowed.     Gresham  v.  Duff  v.  Patterson.  173  Pa.  St.  153. 

Thum,  3  Mete.  (Ky.)  3B7.  6.  Doe  v.  Roe,  3  Dowl.  N,  S,  407. 

8.  Upton  V.  Wells,  I  Leon.  145,  in  la  ArksM>i  the  rule  niii  must  be 
which  case  it  appeared  that  persons,  served  on  the  defendants  two  full 
secreted  in  the  house,  eitpelled  the  days  before  the  return  day.  Cham- 
plaintiff  immediately  after  the  officer's  hers  v.  Jones,  (Del.  189S  >39  All.  Rep. 
departure,  and  upon  notice  thereof  the  1098. 

officer  returned  to  the  house  to  put  the  Ketlon  Afklsn  ?KWii  OoUvdUg  wltt 

plaintiff  in  lull  possession,  but  he  was  IMsadant  —  The  motion  cannot  besuc- 

so  resisted  that  without  peril  to  his  life  cessfuUy  resisted  by  those  who  aet  in 

he  could  not  do  it.     The   court   held  collusion  with  the  original  defendant, 

that  the  plaintiff  should  have  an  aliai.  Ritchie  c  Johnson,  (Ark.  tgSS)  S  S.  W. 

See  also  Rex   v.  Harris,  I   Ld.  Raym.  Rep.  943. 

484:    Kingsdale  v.  Mann,  6  Mod.   37:  7.  Ronsset   v.   Reay,   (CaL   1893)  31 

Ratcllff  V.  Tate,  i  Keb.  779;  Jackson  Pac.  Rep.  900. 
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POST  OFFICES. 

By  S.  B.  Fishes. 

I  OmvBBi  AQAtHST  Postal  BsainjiTioHs,  759. 

r.  iTtdictment  for  Using  Mails  to  Defraud,  759. 

a.  Charging  Several  Offenses  in  One  Indictment,  759. 

b.  Averment  of  Scheme  to  Defraud,  760, 

c.  Description  of  Scheme  to  Defraud,  761. 

d.  Allegation  of  Intent  to  Use  Mail,  761. 

e.  Allegation  of  Act  in  Fuftherance  of  Scheme,  763, 

2.  Indictment  for  Mailing   Improper   Medical  Advertisements, 

762. 

3.  Indictment  for  Robbing  Mails,  762- 

4.  Indictment  for  Theft  from  Mail,  763. 

5.  Indictment  for  Obstructing  Correspondence,  763. 

6.  Indictment  for  Obstructing  Passage  of  Mails,  763. 

7.  Indictment  of  Postmaster  for  Detaining  Mail,  766. 

8.  Indictment  for  Illegal  Carriage  of  Letters,  766. 

9.  Indictment  for  Unlawful  Franking,  766, 

10.  Indictment  for  Breaking  into  Ptst  Office  with  Intent  to  Com^ 
mit  Larceny,  767. 
U  AOTIOVS  AOAISBT  POBTHABTKBI  FOE  HseueiVOI,  IClSCOVDVCT. 
ETC.,  767. 

1.  jurisdiction,  767. 

2.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  767. 

3.  Pleading  and  Proof  ,  767. 

L  Omvas  ASAiRST  FoHAL  BzevLATioxi— 1.  Indiotmuit  for 

Vnng  Haili  to  Befr&ud  —  a.  Charging  Several  Offenses  in 
One  Indictment.  —  Under  the  United  States  statute  relatir^ 
to  the  offense  of  using  the  mails  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding, 
the  indictment,  information,  or  complaint  may  severally  charge 
offenses  to  the  number  of  three,  when  committed  within  the  same 
six  calendar  months,  but  the  court  thereupon  shall  give  a  single 
sentence.*     This  statutory  provision  does  not,  however,  confine 


1.  Rev,  Stat.  U.  S..  %  5460;  In  re 
Harnes,  30  Fed.  Rep.  767;  U.  S.  v. 
N^e,  4  Fed.  Rep.  SSS;  U.  5.  v.  Martia 
aa  Fed.  Rep.  Sia:  Howard  v.  U.  S.,  75 
Fed.   Rep.  986;    In.  re  Henry.  133  U. 

S.  37a. 

The  proviiiott  set  out  in  the  icxt  as 
lathe  numtMrof  oSenaes  which  may 
be  severally  charged  Is  not  a  part  of 
the  statute  creating  the  offense.     U.  S. 


V.  Nye,  4  Fed.  Rep.  SS8.  In  this  case 
the  court  said;  "The  statute  unjer 
which  this  Indictment  is  found,  then, 
does  nothing  more  than  could  have 
been  done  at  common  law  in  permit- 
ting the  joinder,  but  It  does  limit  the 
number  of  separate  and  distinct 
offenses  which  may  be  thus  joined  ta 
three,  and  provides  that  they  must 
have  been  committed  within  the  same 
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r 


the  government  to  the  prosecution  of  three  several  acts  during 
the  prescribed  time,*  nor  will  the  trial  together  of  two  indict- 
ments for  this  offense,  either  with  or  without  an  order  of  con- 
solidation, make  them  one  indictment  charging  a  single  offense, 
and  therefore  subjecting  the  defendant  to  only  one  sentence'  on 
both.» 

b.  Averment  of  Scheme  to  Defraud. —The  indictment 
for  using  the  mails  to  defraud,  or  for  a  conspiracy  for  such  pur- 
pose, should  aver  that  the  person  or  persons  charged  with  the 
offense  devised  a  scheme  to  defraud.' 

.bin  the  MLme  six  fnooths,  proe«cate 
[h«m,  and  if,  perchaoce,  tlic  piow- 
^  Lion  should  fail,  the  offender  siUw  ga 

which  create!  the  offense.     The  offense     unwhippcd  of  justice!     Besides  this, 
is    created    perfectly,   described    per-     the  section  forbids  not  the  genera]  nse 
fectl^,  andcompleted  before  thisclbuse     of  the   poet  office  for  the  purpote   ti 
i.  i^  ..;....^.       Thi.     carrying  out  a  fraudulent  scheme  c 


six  months.  This  provision,  in  regard 
to  the  number  of  offenses  which  may 
be  joined,  is    no   part   of  the   statute 


clause,  then,  relates  i 
of  the  offense,  for  it  is  well  said  by 
learned  counsel  for  the  defense  that  ne 
have  no  such  thing  in  the  United  Slates 
as  a  common-law  offense  or  common- 
law  misdemeanors,  Tbey  ace  all  by 
statute,  and  unless  they  are  created  by 
the   statute   they   do  -  .      ™-. 


;  it  forbids  the  putting  ii 
mail  of  a  letter  or  packet,  and  the  tak- 
ing out  of  the  mail  a  letter  or  packet, 
in  furtherance  of  such  scheme.  Each 
letter  so  taken  out.  and  each  letter  so 
put  into,  the  mail  is  a  distinct  and  sep- 
arate violation  of  the  section." 

Haynes,  30  Fed.  Rep.  767. 


statute   creates   the   offense,   and   this  See  also  Howard  f.  U.  S.,  75  Fed.  Rep. 

provision  is  no  part  of  the  creation  of  986. 

the  offense  at  all."  "It   is   indeed   provided   that   three 

Bamady  Where  Indietjnaat  Char^  nor*  distinct  offenses  committed  within  the 


than  ThrM  OAuum. — Shouli 

templed 

charge     more     than 


h  be  at-     same  six  months  may  be  joined  in  the 

indictment;    but  this  is  no  more 

separate     than    allowing   the   joinder    of    three 


offenses  for  the  purposesof  a  trial. 
its  general  effect  this  provision  is  noi 
materially  different  from  that  of  sec- 
tion 1024  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which 
allows  the  joinder  in  one  indictment  of 
charges   against  a  person   for  two  or 


offenses  in  difierent  counts,  the  govern- 
ment may  H-^iU  those  counts  in  excege 
of  the  proper  number,  and  the  defend- 
ant may  be  tried  upon  the  remaining 
counts.  U.  5.  V.  Nye,  4  Fed.  Rep.  S8B. 
1,  U.  S.  v.  Martin,  aS  Fed.  Rep.  812, 
wherein  the  court  said:  "  I  atn  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
this  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  to 
confine  the  goverament  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  three  several  acts  among  trans- 
actions  extending   over   six    calendar     ^ 

months.  Were  this  construction  of  the  joined,  but  not  more,  and  when  joined 
section  to  be  maintained,  a  man  may,  there  is  10  be  a  single  sentence  for  bH. 
within  six  calendar  months,  deposit  in  That  is  the  whole  scope  and  meaning 
the  mail,  or  receive  from  the  mail,  a  of  the  provision,  and  there  is  nothing 
thousand  letters  in  furtherance  of  his  whatever  in  it  to  indicate  an  intention 
fraudulent  scheme,  and  yet  Lhe  govern-  tomBkeasinglecontfnuousoffeoee.BDd 
ment  must  condone  all  but  three  of  punishable  only  as  such,  out  of  what, 
hese  unlawful  acts.     Persons  who  de-    without  it,  wonld   have  beei 


class  of  crimes  or  offenses,  and  the  con- 
solidation of  two  or  more  Indictments 
found  in  such  cases.  Under  the  pres- 
ent statute  three  separate  offenses  com- 
itted  {□  the  same  six  months  ma^  bi 


e  letters  for  cheirfraudu- 

place.     When 


distinct  offenses,  each  complete  in  it- 
self."    /,.  yf  Henry,  133  U.  S.  -,;;. 

8.  Stokes  [■,  U.  S..  157  U.  S.  187;  U. 
S.  V.  Hess.  184  U.  S.  483.  See  also  U. 
S.  f.  Hoeflinger.  33  Fed.  Rep.  469- 

Avermsnt  at  Intent  to  IMrand — Flaad- 
iDg  ud  FiHf.  —  In  U.  5.  I'.  Suples,  4s 


Volui 
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c.  Description  of  Scheme  to  Defraud. —An  indictment 
for  using  the  mails  to  defraud  should  describe  the  scheme  or  arti- 
fice to  defraud  which  was  to  be  accomplished  by  using  the  mail.' 
An  omission  of  such  description  is  a  defect  of  substance  and  not 
of  form,  and  cannot  be  aided  or  cured  by  the  verdict.* 

Fed.  Re[j.  195.  the  indictment  charged  of  '  having  devised  '  the  scheme  may 
tha.t  the  intent  of  the  defendant  was  lo  be  taken  astulSciently  direct  and  posi- 
defraud  cveiy  one  with  irhom  he  com-  tive,  the  absence  of  all  particulars  of 
municated  by  mail,  by  failing  to  com-  tbe  alleged  schem :  renders  the  count 
ply  with  ptomiseg  made  through  a  cir-  as  defective  as  would  be  an  indictment 
cular.  It  was  held  to  be  necessary,  in  for  larceny  without  stating  the  properly 
order  toconvict  thcdefendaat,  to  show  stolen,  or  its  owner  or  party  from 
that  he  intended  to  defraud  every  per-  whose  pcssession  it  was  taken.  The 
•on  from  whom  he  received  money  doctrine  invoked  by  the  solicitor  g'en- 
during  the  time  charged  in  the  indict-  cral.  that  it  is  sufficient  In  an  indict- 
ment. The  court  said:  "  It  might  ment  upon  a  statute  to  set  forth  the 
have  been  sufficient  to  have  alleged,  if  offense  in  the  words  of  tbe  statuie,  does 
tbe  case  were  a  proper  one  to  come  not  meet  thedifficulty here.  Undoubt* 
within  the  law,  that  tbe  respondent  ediy  tbe  language  of  the  statute  may 
formed  a  purpose  of  defrauding  some  be  used  in  tbe  general  description  of 
of  the  persons  with  whom  he  should  an  offense,  but  it  must  be  accompanied 
come  into  communication;  but  the  in-  with  such  a  statement  of  the  facts  and 
dictment  alleges  that  the  intent  was  to  circumstances  as  will  inform  the  ac- 
defraud  everybody,  substantially,  with  cused  of  the  specific  offense,  coming 
whom  he  should  come  in  to  comrounica-  under  the  general  description  with 
tion  through  the  mails  of  the  United  which  he  is  charged.  *  *  ■  Follow* 
States,   by  not    furnishing  them   with  ing  this  rule,  it  must  be  betd  that  the 


the  wheat  he  promised  in  his  circular 
that  he  would  furnish.  Now.  upon 
this  first  count,  in  order  to  convict  the 
respondent,  it  is  necessary  for  the  gov- 
ernment to  have  established  by  the 
proof  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  that 
the  respondent  formed  this  purpose  to 
defraud  everybody  who  should  come 
into  communication  with  him  through 
the  mails  out  of  their  money  by  not 
■ending  them  the  wheat  he  represented 
he  would  send  during  the  time  covered 
by  this  count  in  the  indictment  —  a 
period  of  six  months  in  1889." 
1.  U.  S.  V.  Hess,  134  U.  S.  483;  U. 
Hoeflinger,    33   Fed.    Rep.  469; 


of  the  indictment  before 
us  does  not  sufficienily  describe  an 
offense  within  the  statuie.  The  essen- 
tial requirements,  indeed  all  the  partic- 
ulars constituting  the  offense  of  devising 
a  scheme  to  defraud,  are  wanting. 
Such  particulars  are  matters  of  sub- 
stance and  not  of  form,  and  ibeit  omis- 
sion  is   not   aided    or    cured    by    tbe 

ATsmwnt  of  Falil^  ef  BUtMunt  to. 
LMUr.  —  Where  a  scheme  to  defraud 
by  the  use  of  the  mail  is  sufficiently 
described  in  the  indictment,  it  need  not 
be  averred  that  the  statements  in  the 
letter  in   question  were  false,  1 


Stokes  V.  U.  S.,  IS7  U.  S,  1B7;  U,  S.  v.     offense  which  the  statute  describes  doe* 


Beatty,  eoFed.  Rep.  740;  U.  S.  v.  Dui 
land,  65  Fed.  Rep.  40S;  U.  5.  v.  Be: 
nard,  84  Fed.  Rep.  634. 


it  depend  upon  the  truth  or  falsity  of 
mmunication  mailed  In  furtherance 
...  .   scheme   10    defraud.     U.    S.    v. 

In  U.  S.  V.  Hess.  134  U.  5.  4S3.  the  HoeQinger,  33  Fed.  Rep.  469.  See  also 
averment  was  that  the  defendant,  U,  S.  i'.  Bernard,  84  Fed.  Rep,  634. 
"  having  devised  a  scheme  todefra'Vd  S.  U.  5.  e/.  Hess,  124  U.  S.  483. 
diver*  other  persons  to  the  juron  un-  Snpllelty. — 'An  Indictment  which 
known,"  intended  to  effect  the  same  by  alleges  thai  the  scheme  to  defraud  was 
ioclting  such  other  persons  to  com-  to  be  effected  "  by  opening  correspond- 
municate  with  him  through  the  post  ence,  etc.,  and  by  inciting  the  person 
office,  and  in  attempting  to  execute  addressed  to  open  correspondence." 
such  scheme  receired  a  letter  on  the  etc.,  is  not  dupllcllous,  though  the 
f  object.  The  court,  in  holding  that  statute,  under  which  the  defendant  is 
(he  indictment  was  defective  for  failure  prosecuted,  declares  It  to  be  an  offense 
to  describe  the  scheme  in  question,  to  deposit  a  letter  in  the  attempt  10  ex* 
•aid:  "Assuming  that  this  averment  ecute  a  scheme  to  defraud  to  be  effected 
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d.  Allegation  of  Intent  to  Use  Mail. —The  indictment 
should  charge  directly  that  the  fraudulent  scheme  was  intended  to 
be  accomplished  by  the  use  of  the  mail,'  since  this  is  a  constitu- 
ent element  of  the  offense.' 

e.  Allegation  OF  Act  IN  Furtherance  OF  Scheme.  —The 
indictment  should  aver  some  act  in  furtherance  of  the  scheme 
charged  and  described,  such  as  depositing  a  letter  or  packet  in 
the  post  office,  or  the  taking  or  receiving  of  one  therefrom," 

2.  ladiotmfl&t  fi>r  Hailing  Improper  Kedioal  AdnrtiMinBiiti — 
AwTBMit  in  GaqJBitstlTa.  —  An  indictment  under  the  statute  forbidding 
the  use  of  the  mails  for  carrying  any  advertisement  giving  infor- 
mation where  articles  designed  for  producing  abortions  and  for 
the  prevention  of  conception  can  be  obtained  or  made,  is  good 
though  it  charges  the  offense  in  the  conjunctive.* 

3.  Indictment  for  Bobbing  Hull  —  Vann*.  —  It  should  appear  upon 
the  face  of  an  indictment  for  robbing  the  United  States  mail, 

by  openinK  correspondence,  etc.,  or  by 
inciling  others  10  open  correspondence. 
U.  S.  V.  Bernard,  84  Fed.  Rep.  634. 

I.  U,  S.  V.  Harris,  M  Fed.  Rep.  347; 
U.  S,  -B.  U>ng.  68  Fed.  Rep.  348;  U.  S. 
t;.  Smith,  4J  Fed.  Rep.  561 ;  Stokes  f. 
U.  S..  157  U.  S.  187. 

S.  U.  S.  v.  Harris.  68  Fed.  Rep.  347. 
In  this  case  the  court  said:  "  One  of 
the  constituent  elements  of  the  offense 
denounced  by  the  statute  upon  which 
the  indictment  in  this  case  Is  based  is 

the  intended  use  of  the  United  Stales 
mail  in  aid  or  turltierance  of  (he  fraud- 
ulent scheme.  It  is  therefore  essential 
that  the  indiclmenl  allege  directly,  and 
not  inferenlinlly  or  by  way  of  recital, 
that  the  scheme  included  the  intended 
use  of  the  mail,''  Citing  U,  S.  f. 
Hess,  114  U.S.  4B3;  Brandt.  V.  S.. 
4  Fed.  Rep.  304;  U.  S  v.  Flemming,  iS 
Fed.  Rep.  908;  U.  S,  r.  Wootten,  sg 
Fed.  Rep.  703;  U.  S.  v.  Finney.  45  Fed. 
Rep.  42;  U.  S.  T'.  Smith,  45  Fed.  Rep. 
S6l;  Wceber  i:  U.  S..  62  Fed.  Rep.  740. 
"  The  purpose  of  the  law  is  to  pro- 
hibit mail  facilities  in  aid  of  fraudulent 


the  language  of  the  statute,  is  insnS- 
clent  for  want  of  the  direct  averment  as 
to  the  intent  to  use  the  mail*  In  further, 
ance  of  tbc  scheme.  U.  S.  v.  Long.  6S 
Fed.   Rep.  348. 

S>Jld«at  Allaratln  sf  latsM,  — In- 
tent to  use  the  mails  is  sufficienlly 
alleged  by  the  averment  "  that  (be 
post-office  estAhlisbmeoc  of  the  United 
Stales  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  executing  such  scheme  and  artifice 
to  defraud,  as  aforesaid,  pursuant  to 
said  conspiracy,  by  opening  cor- 
respondence with  the  said  perKxis, 
firms,  and  companies,  and   other  per- 


rapam 


inknovn 


Thereby  the! 
its  purpose,  • 
in  aid  of  frai 


ills 


whyl] 
of    the     oflens 


ind  by  i 
said  persons,  firms,  and  companiel. 
and  others  as  aforesaid,  to  open  cor- 
respondence with  the  said  drfendaots 
by  means  of  the  post-office  establish- 
ment of  the  United  Sutes."  Stokes 
V.  V.  S..  157  U.  S.  187. 

8.  Stoltes  V.  U.  S.,  IS7  U.  S.  167. 
See  also  Weeber  v.  V.  S..  6a  Fed.  Rep. 

4!  U.  S.  f.  Kelly,  sSawj.fU.  S.I566. 
16  Fed  Cas.  No.  15.514,  wherein  the 
court  said:  "  In  this  case  the  statute 
makes  it  an  offense  to  mail  a  notice 
showing  where,  or  how.  or  of  whom,  or 
by  what  means  the  articles  may  be 
obtained  or  made;  hut  the  indictment 
alleges  it  in  the  conjunctive,  '  where 
they  may  be  had  and  made.'  The 
proof  of  either  is  an  offense,  and  proof 
of  either  would  be  sufficient  to  support 
the  charge  made  in  the  indictment. 
This,  however,  is  a  question  of  proof 
which  does  not  affect  the  decision  on 
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that  the  offense  was  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ; 
the  indictment  should  therefore  show  the  commission  of  such 
offense  within  the  district  wherein  the  court  sits.*  The  indict- 
ment need  not,  however,  state  the  county  in  which  the  offense 
■was  committed,* 

C^uglnr  OflnN  te  Uagaaf*  ti.  O*  StatBta.  —  An  indictment  for  rob- 
bing the  mail,  which  lays  the  offense  in  the  words  of  the  statute 
creating  it,  is  sufficient." 

4.  ludiotmeiit  fi>r  Thtft  from  Kail  —  AiUKBtten  of  OwunUp.  —  An 
indictment  for  the  theft  of  a  letter  from  the  mail  may  properly 
allege  the  ownership  of  the  letter  to  have  been  in  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  addressed.' 

Alltgatlen  m  to  UrMUon  of  LMt«r  —  TuUbm,  —  Where  one  is  charged 
with  the  theft  of  a  letter  from  the  mail,  a  slight  and  unsubstantial 
variance  between  the  indictment  and  the  proof,  as  regards  the 
direction  of  the  letter  which  is  not  produced,  should  not  be 
allowed  to  exclude  the  evidence.* 

DMwIpUini  at  D«fnidMt  m  Ouilar  InrploMg*.  —  Where  a  person  is 
charged  as  carrier  in  an  indictment  for  stealing  from  the  mail, 
there  being  no  such  offense,  the  word  "carrier"  will  be  con- 
sidered as  merely  descriptive  of  the  defendant  and  as  surplusage.' 

6.  Xfldiotment  for  Obfftniotiiig  CoiTMpoadeBM — Vhm.  —  An  indict- 
ment for  taking  a  letter  from  the  mail  with  the  intent  to  obstruct 
correspondence  should  state  with  reasonable  certainty  the  place 
of  such  wrongful  taking.* 

1.  U.  S.  V.  Wood,  a  Wheel.  Cr.  Cu.  irltncM  aol  beinr  poaitive  as  to  the  tb- 

<U.  5.  Cir.  Ct.)  335,  >S  Fed.  Cas.   No.  riance,  and  che  jury  having  found  Uie 

16,757.     See  also  U,    S,   v.   Wilson,   i  defendant  gulIiygenecaUy.theTcrdlct, 

Baldn.  (U.  S.)  78,  38   Fed.    Cas.    No.  it  seems  to  us,  should  not  beset  aside." 

16,730.  6.  U.  5.  -v.  Burroughs,  3  McLean  (U. 

5.  U.  S.  V.  Wilson.  I  Baldw.  (U.  5.)  S.)  405.  In  this  case  the  court  said; 
78,  38  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,730.  "  It  is  very  clear  the  defendant  cannot 

S.  U.  S.  V.  Wilson,  I  Baldw.  (U.  S.)  be  punished  as  carrier  of  Iht  mail;  but 

7B,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,730.  the    <juestion    is,    whether    the    word 

4.  U.  S.  V.  Jones,  31  Fed.   Rep.  718.  '  carrier '  may  not  be  considered  as  de- 
Boah  Alltgktlan  WUl  1»  BnntwUd  bj  scriptive   of    the   person,   and   not   as 

Troef  that  [he  letter  was  for  the  benefit  aggravating  the  offense.     Because  an 

of  such  person,  and  that  il  was  stolen  Individual  is  a  carrier  of  the  mail,  it 

while   in   the   mail   after   leaving   the  does  not  follow  that  he  is  eiempt  from 

mailing  office.     U.  S.  v.  Jones.  31  Fed.  punishment  for  offenses  disconnected 

Rep.  71S;    U.  S.  V.   Jackson.   39  Fed.  with   his    employment.     Suppose    the 

Rep.  503.  carrier    of    the    mail    should    sieat   a 

5,  U.  S.  V.  Burroughs,  3  McLean  (U.  borsc,  and  in  the  indictment  for  it  he 
S.)405.  In  this  case  the  court  said:  should  be  described  as  the  carrier  of 
"  If  the  letter  had  beeri  presented,  and  the  mail,  would  that  vitiate  the  indict- 
the  direction  of  it  varied  from  the  alle-  ment?  Surety  not.  As  carrier  he  Is 
gation  in  the  indictment,  it  could  not  not  punishable  for  aiealing  a  horse, 
have  been  received  in  evidence.  For  but  as  an  individual  he  is  punishable. 
although  the  direction  of  the  tetter  The  description  a*  carrier  would  be  re- 
need  not  to  have  been  slated  in  the  in-  garded  as  surplusage.  And  this  rule 
dictmeot,  yet  having  been  slated,  the  applies  to  the  case  under  consldero- 
proof  must  correspond  with  the  allega-  tion." 

lion.     But  in  this  case  the  letter  was        T.  U.  S.  v.  Davis,  33  Fed.  Rep.  865. 
ooc  produced^    the  statemeoi  of    the    In  this  cose  It  was  held  that  an  avet- 
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AUtgfttloB  of  Tkl».  —  Under  a  statute  making  the  taking  of  a  letter 
from  the  mail  an  oi7ense  "although  it  does  not  contain  any  article 
of  value,  or  evidence  thereof,"  the  indictment  need  not  allege 
that  the  letter  did  not  contain  anything  of  value,  since  this  is  not 
an  essential  characteristic  of  the  offense.* 

AUagatlon  thkt  Lattsr  Had  Bmb  Id  tli«  lUll.  —  An  indictment  for  the 
taking  of  a  letter  with  the  intent  "to  pry  into  the  business  and 
secrets  of  another,"  which  charges  that  such  letter  was  "taken 
from  the  post  office,"  being  a  substantial  following  of  the  words 
of  the  statute,  is  a  sufficient  averment  that  it  had  been  in  the 
mail,  to  let  in  evidence  of  such  fact.' 

AllagkUon  tlitt  Dpaning  Wu  tJaiawfai.  —  An  indictment  for  opening  a 
letter  which  had  been  in  the  post  office,  before  delivery  to  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  directed,  with  the  intention  to  obstruct 
his  correspondence  or  pry  into  his  business,  need  not  allege  that 
the  opening  was  unlawful.' 

AUigaUoD  that  Futy  Addrwied  Wai  Baal  Panon.  —  Such  indictment 
need  not  allege  that  the  one  to  whom  the  letter  was  addressed 

mcnt  that  at  "  Fife  Lake,  in  Grand 
Traverse  county.  v,'ilhin  this  d[vision 
of  ihc  distrfcl,  the  defendant  took  from 
the  United  States  post  office  a  letter 
mailed  at  said  post  office  at  Fife  Lake, 


wtikti  i 


alGD 


I   the   difr 


irict,"  charged  i 

that  the  place  of  the   taking  was  the 

post  office  at  Fife  Lake. 

L  U.  S.  V.  Davis,  33  Fed.  Kep.  865. 
In  this  case  the  court  said:  "  The  first 
objection  to  the  aufficiency  of  the  in- 
dictment made  by  the  defendant  is  that 
ii  does  not  aver  that  the  ielter  alleged 
to  have  been  taken  from  the  post  office 
did  not  contain  anything  of  value. 
And  the  argument  Is  that  Inasmuch  as 
there  is  another  provision  of  the  stal- 
n  5469)  which  defines  gener- 


siiion  is  tha 

,  wiihotit  tuch  allegation. 

the   iidictm 

em  does  not  describe  the 

offense.     If 

the   words   above   quoted 

did,   in  /act 

constitute  an   exception, 
ase  out  of  the  operation  o( 

taking  the  c 

the   general 

provision   in  which  sucb 

exception  is 

found,  my  opinion  wonld 

be  thai  the 

ndicimeni  should  negaiiie 

iheexceplio 

n.     •    •    •     But  I  do  not 

think  that,  upon  a  right  inierpretatioo 

of  the   statu 

le.  the  words  in   question 

n  exception.     The  oflenst 
be  definid,  the   other  cit- 

intended   to 

existing,     is      complete 

whether  th 

letter  contains   anything 

not.     That  is  indifferent. 

of  value  or 

The  words 

Tcre  added  simply  to  pre- 

ally  I 


clai 


of  c 


!  which  c 


dude  only  letters  and  packages  con- 
lainlng  articles  of  value.  The  nature 
of  the  offenses  created  by  the  two  set- 
tions  differs  in  essential  particulars. 
Section  54^^  's  concerned  more  espe- 
cially with  (hefte  and  embezilemcnis 
from  the  mails  for  purposes  of  gain. 
Seclion  3893  deals  with  unaulhoriied 
meddling  with  the  mails  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gratifying  mere  malice  or  a 
though  it  does  not  contain  any  article  prying  curiosity.  The  intent  or  pur. 
of  value,  or  evidence  thereof,'  the  in-  pose  which  constitutes  the  gist  of  the 
ference  which  it  is  said  should  be  offense  is  one  thin^  in  one  of  the  sec- 
drawn  from  a  comparison  of  the  two  tions,  and  quite  a  different  thing  in  the 
sections  is  that  the  nonexistence  of  other.  This  objection  cannot  therefore 
anything  of  value  in  the  letter  taken  is  be  sustained." 
an  essential  characteristic  of  the  oflense 
intended  by  the  last-mentioned  section, 
and  hence  that  circumstance  should  be 
alleged  in  the  indictment.     The  propo-     265. 
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essentially,  in  an  abstracting  from  the 
United  Stales  mails  of  tetters  and 
packages  containing  things  of  value, 
and  embeiiling  therefrom,  whereas 
section  3693,  under  which  this  indict- 
ment is  found,  cansticutes  the  offense 
taking  a  letter  from  the  mail! 


B.  U.   S.   V.   Nutt,   3 

7  Fed.  Cas.  No 

5.9°^- 
8.  U.   S.    V.    Pond. 

3  Curt.   (U.    S. 
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ivas  a  real  person,  if  it  be  alleged  that  the  letter  was  opened  with 
intent  to  obstruct  the  correspondence  of  such  a  party,  or  piy  into 
his  business  or  secrets.  In  such  a  case  it  will  be  intended  that 
he  was  a  real  person.' 

All^KtiMi  tltat  LMUr  Wm  >«»i*d.  —  An  indictment  under  a  state 
statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  to  wilfully,  and  without 
authority,  open  and  read  a  sealed  letter  or  telegram,  or  publish 
the  same,  must  chaise  that  the  letter  or  telegram  was  "sealed," 
or  that  it  was  published  with  knowledge  that  it  had  been  opened 
and  read  without  authority.* 

6.  Xndiotment  for  Obitmotiug  Paaag;*  of  Haili  —  AU*f>t>«  *)>>*  ^^t 
Vu  Don*  Ftlonionilr-  —  An  indictment  for  overt  acts  in  pursuance 
of  a  conspiracy  to  obstruct  the  mails  need  not  aver  that  the  acts 
done  were  done  "feloniously."  ' 

AlbfMim  of  Kmowl*dg«  of  CarrU^  of  lUll.  —  In  such  an  indictment  it 


a  the  UnJied  Stales  court  for  opening 
a  letter  wbich  had  been  in  tbe  custody 
of  a  mail  carrier,  before  it  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  person  to  whom  it  was  di- 
rected, see  U.  S.  V.  Mulvaney,  4  Park. 
Cr.  Rep.  (U.  S.  Cir.  Ct.)  164. 
Indietuent  for  Opening — finding  and 


be  made  to  charge  that  the  defend- 
ants opened  or  read  a  '  sealed  letter  or 
telegram,'  or  that  Ibey  '  published  the 
whole  or  any  portion  of  such  letter  or 
telegram  knowing  it  to  have  been 
opened  and  read  without  authority,' 
ind  these  are  necessary  words,  descrip- 


chatging  the  tlve  of  the  offense,  without  which  the 
opening  of  a  leuer  which  had  been  In  Indictment  fails  to  chaige  any  offense 
the  custody  of  a  mail  carrier,  before  tt  under  the  statute." 
bad  been  delivered  to  the  person  to  S.  U.  S.  v.  Debs,  65  Fed.  Rep.  310. 
whom  it  was  directed,  with  a  design  to  In  this  case,  upon  an  objection  to  the 
obstruct  the  correspondence  of  another.  Indictment  that  it  failed  10  charge  the 
etc.,  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that  the  acts  to  have  been  done  feloniously, 
defendant  opened  a  letter  which  had  Grosscup,  I.,  said:  "  Their  ^rst  ob- 
been  left  with  him  at  his  residence  b^  jection  to  the  indictment  Is  that  it  no- 
the  mail  carrier,  and  which  was  di-  where  charges  that  the  acts  done  were 
rected  to  another  person  to  the  care  of  done  feloniously.  This  word  is  one  of 
the  defendant,  at  the  number  of  the  those  legal  adjectives  that  have  grown 
bouse  occupied  by  the  defendant,  it  out  of  tbe  common-law  criminal  pro- 
appearing  ihat  the  defendant  not  only  cedure.  The  word  itself  seems  to  have 
used  no  artifice  to  obtain  possession  of  no  special,  inherent  meaning.  Ii  was 
the  letter,  but  that  he  in  fact  objected  held  necessary  in  those  Indictments 
U.  S^  i>.  Mulvaney,  4  which,  under  the  old  Ci 


Parlt.  Cr.  Rep.  (U.  S,  Cir.  Ct.)  164. 

S.  State  V.  Bagwell.  107  N.  Car.  S50. 
In  this  case  the  court  said;  "  The  fol- 
lowing is  the  act  under  which  the  de- 
fendants are  indicted:  'Any  person 
who  wilEatty,  and  without  authority. 
opens  and  reads,  or  causes  to  be 
opened  or  read,  a  sealed  letter  or  tele- 
gram, or  publishes  the  whole  or  any 
portion  of  such  letter  or  telegram, 
knowing  it   to   have   been  opened' 


ithln  tbe  classification  of  felonies. 
The  fact  that  a  crime  is  not  denomi- 
nated a  '  felony  '  does  not  make  the 
felonious  intent  indispensable,  unless 
it  was  one  of  those  felonies  that  have 
come  over  from  the  common  law.  No 
case  or  statute  has  been  called  to  my 
attention  which  shows  that  the  obstruc- 
tion of  the  mails  was.  under  tbe  old 
procedure,  known  as  a  felony.  I  am 
of   the   opinion   that   ' 


read  without  authority,  shall  be  guilty  that,  therefore,  on  tbe  authority  of  U. 
of  a  misdemeanor,' etc.  Acts  of  iSSg,  S.  v.  Staatx,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  41,  Irre- 
c.  41,  S  3.  This  indictment  is  for  an  spectlve  of  whether  it  is  a  felony  now 
offense  created  by  statute,  and  it  not  oroot,  tbe  felonious  intent  is  not  India- 
only  fails  to  follow  the  language  of  the     pensable." 
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is  unnecessary  to  charge  that  the  defendants  knew  at  the  time 
that  the  trains  obstructed  were  in  fact  carrying  the  mail,  since  the 
defendants  are  properly  chargeable  with  intending  all  the  acts 
which  are  the  reasonable  and  natural  consequence  of  the  act  done.' 

Allegation  thU  Obitrnotlon  Wm  ITot  UU  BMolt  of  %  LavftU  Eurel**  of  BIghtt. 
—  Where  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  obstruct  the  mail  sets 
out  particularly  the  overt  acts  which  are  presumed  to  be  unlawful, 
it  need  not  be  alleged  that  the  obstruction  was  not  the  result  of 
a  lawful  exercise  of  defendant's  rights,' 

Indletinatit  Hot  a««trlot*d  to  Single  Overt  Aet.  —  The  conspiracy  to 
obstruct  the  mail  being  a  single  offense,  the  indictment  is  not 
restricted  to  a  single  overt  act,  but  any  overt  act  in  effectuation 
of  the  conspiracy  may  be  shown.' 

7.  Indictment  of  Foatmatttr  for  Detaining  Mail  —  Allegation  of 
OSaiue  in  the  Wordi  of  the  Stktnta.  —  An  indictment  of  a  postmaster  for 
unlawfully  detaining  a  letter  is  sufficient  if  it  charges  the  offense 
in  the  language  of  the  statute.* 

8.  Indictment  for  Illegal  Carriage  of  Lettert.  —  In  an  information 
for  illegally  carrying  a  letter  out  of  the  mail,  the  fact  that  such 
letter  was  stamped  need  not  be  negatived,  such  fact  being  matter 
of  defense.* 

9.  Indictment  for  TTnlawfol  Tranking.  —  An  indictment  against 
a  member  of  Congress  for  unlawfully  franking  letters  need  not 


of     Ihe    defcndanl** 

said:     "  It   is  indi*- 
ihe  obstruclion  or  re- 


I.  U.  S.  ...  Debs,  65   Fed.   Rep.   110.  Uw 

In   this   case    the   court    said:     "The  rights,  the  cou 

second  objection  i$  thai  the  defendants  puiable   that   jl 

charged  with   the  oven  acts  of  retard-  tarding  of  [be 

ing  (he   mail    trains  are    nol  charged  defendants'    lawful   right   to   quil  the 

with   having  known  at  the  time  that  service  of  the  roads,  it  would  not  coo- 

the    trains    carried    the   mails  of   (he  stitute  a  criminal  overt  act.     But  (he 

United   Stales.     It  is  said   thai   no  in-  indictment  sets  out  particularly  vhat 

tent  against  the  mails  can  be  inferred  the  overt  acts  were,  such  as  (he  lumiDg 

unless  the  perpetrators  had  knowledge  of  switches,  the  overturning  of  railnar 

that  the  mails  were  on  board  (he  trains  cars  upon  (he  [rack,  etc.     These  are  so 

obstructed.     I   do    not  concur  In   (his  presumably    unlawful,   that   (he  non- 


:  defendants  are  propeHy 
chargcable  with  an  in(ent  to  do  all  the 
acts  thai  arc  (he  reasonable  and  nat- 
ural coi;seL|ucnce  of  the  acts  done. 
The  laws  make  all  (he  railways  post 
routes  of  (he  United  S[a(es.  and  i(  is 
within  every  one's  knowledge  that  a 
large  proportion  of  the  passenger  trains 
on  these  roads  carry  the  mails.     There 


;    Ol    : 


migh(  make  (hem  possibly  lawful  is 
not  an  essenliBUvermen(oI  the  indict- 
ment. If  such  circumstances  exist,  it 
will  be  within  the  power  of  the  defend- 
ants 10  bring  ther 


that 


1  obstructing  o 
mplal 


n  of  the  mails." 
B.  U.  S.  J..  Debs.  65  Fed,  Rep.  aio. 
In  ibis  case,  it  being  urged  that  the 
means  of  carrying  out  the  conspiracy 
is  not  set  out.  and  that,  for  all  the 
court  knew,  (he  obs(ruclion  of  the 
mails  may  have  been  (be  result  of  a 


8,  U.  S.  V.  Debs.  65  Fed.  Rep,  aio. 

4,  U.   S.  V.   Holmes,   40   Fed.   Rep. 
ilher   of    750. 

ircsume  Allegation  that Dstsntion  Was XdovIbk 
)f  these  mndWilful.— Such  an  indictment  need 
ther  in-  not  aver  that  the  de(en(ion  of  (he  let- 
lils."  (er   by   the   postmaster   was    knowing 

ind  wilful,  since  ihis  fact  is  ncce<sarily 
mplied  from  (he  intent  with  which  ihe 
tct  is  said  to  have  been  done.  V.  5. 
■'.  Holmes,  40  Fed.  Rep.  750. 

5,  U.  S.  t.  Tilden.  38   Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,533. 
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allege  that  the  defendant  was  a  member  of  Congress.'  This  being 
a  statutory  offense,  it  is  sufficient  if  it  is  substantially  set  forth, 
though  not  in  the  precise  words  of  the  act.* 

10.  Indiotment  for  Breakinjf  into  Pott  Offloe  with  latent  to  Coinmit 
Larceny.  —  An  indictment  for  the  offense  defined  by  statute  as 
"forcibly  breaking  into,  or  attempting  to  break  into,  any  post 
oflfice,  or  building  used  in  part  as  a  post  oflice,  with  intent  to 
commit  therein  larceny,"  is  sufficient,  without  the  allegation  that 
the  larceny  was  to  be  committed  within  that  portion  of  the  build- 
ing used  as  a  post  office,* 

n.  ACTIon  AQAIKBT  POSTXASTSBS  70K  KBOLIOEHCE,  TtXKOmVCT, 
ETO.  —  1.  jDriidiotion.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  statute  providing 
that  "justices  shall  not  have  cognizance  in  actions  ^^ainst  justices 
of  the  peace,  or  other  officers,  K>r  misconduct  in  office,"  includes 
postmasters.* 

2.  Deolaration  or  Complaint  —  AitorutiTa  ATanamt.  —  In  an  action 
against  a  postmaster  for  negligence,  a  count  in  the  alternative, 
charging  the  loss  to  have  been  by  the  misfeasance  of  the  defend- 
ant or  some  other  person  employed  by  him,  is  good  upon  general 
demurrer." 

Avanunt  wt  TtUnr*  to  s«nd  Latta.  —  An  averment  that  the  defendant 
postmaster  neglected  to  send  forward  a  letter  "as  it  was  his  duty 
to  do"  is  only  an  allegation  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
send  it  by  the  mail,  and  not  that  he  did  not  send  it  by  the  next 
mail.* 

LUbUltr  fv  Mlri^MMiM  of  Aootkar.  —  Since  a  postmaster  is  liable  for 
the  acts  of  one  whom  he  permits  to  have  the  care  and  custody  of 


1.  Dewee's  Case,  Chase's  Dec.   (U.     reasoning 


S.)  531,  7  Fed,  Cat.  No.  3,848. 

S.  Dewee's  Case,  Chase's  Dec.   (U. 
S.)  531,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3.848. 

-    "    "      .   Williams,  57  Fed.   Rep. 


mpbell, 


:  ia- 


la  lliU 


E  thec< 


before  Judge  Deady  charged 
ihe  defendant  with  breaking  into  a, 
building  used  in  pan  as  a  post  office, 
with  intent  to  commit  larceny  '  in  that 
building.'  It  did  not  follotr  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute,  but  made  use  of 
~  word  ot  much  more  wide  signiGcalion 


guiskin^  the  case  uf  U.  S.  v.  Campbell, 
16  Fed,  Rep.  333,  said:  "  The  indict- 
ment is  io  the  words  of  the  section, 

«nd,   if   the   language   In   Ihe   section  than  that  used  in  the  si 

(Djikes  out  the  offense,  the  indictment  4.  Ford  v.  Parker,  4  Ohio  5i.  576. 

must  stand.     This  section  is  under  a  In  McNamee  v.  U.  $..  11  Ark.  14S,  It 

subdivision,    'Postal    Crimes.'      The  was  held  that  the  United  States  may 

off«nse  defined  is  '  forcibly  breaking  sue  a  postmaster  for  a  balance  before 

into,  or  attempting  10  break  into,  any  a  justice  of  the  peace,  if  the  amount 

post  office,  or  building  used  in  part  as  claimed   be  wllbin   the  jurisdiction  of 


a  post  office,  with  Intent 
there  in  larceny.'  etc.  Clearly,  the 
word  ■  therein,'  qualifying  both  mem- 
bers of  the  sentence,  means  '  in  the 
post  office.'  The  last  part  of  Ihe  in- 
dictment fixes  its  meaning  posiiively. 


1  Cranch  (C. 


the  justice. 

5.  Dunlop  « 
C.)  536. 

6.  Dunlop  V.  Munroe,  I  Cranch  (C. 
C.)  536.  In  this  case  it  was  held  that 
If  the  allegation  be  that  the  defendant 


a  that  the  defendant  is  not  unadvised  did  n 
of  the  charge  against  him,  and  Is  in  no  cient  answer  to  say  and  prove  that  the 
danger  of  surprise.  The  defendant  defendant  did  send  it  on ;  and  he  is  not 
quotes  in  support  of  his  position  the  bound  to  prove  that  he  sent  It  on  in  a 
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See  articles   ADJOURNMENT,  vol.    i,  p.   238;    CONTINU- 
ANCES, vol.  4,  p.  8as. 


PRAECIPE. 

Br  Earl  P.  Hopkins. 

X   DlTIHITIOIt,  769. 
n.  HSOMHTT,  769. 

I.  In  General,  769. 
a.  In  Particular  Coies,  770. 
3.    Waiver,  771. 
m.   COttTXITTS  AVD  SVFTICIEHOT,  772. 

CROSS-REFERENCE. 
See  in  general  article  SUMMONS  AND  PROCESS. 

1  DimriTIOV.  —  A  praecipe  is  a  paper  containing  the  particu- 
lars of  a  writ,  filed  in  the  office  out  of  which  the  writ  is  to  be 
issued,  as  the  direction  and  instructions  to  the  officer  who  issues 
the  writ.* 

n.  Hecbssitt  —  I.  In  General  —  At  CommDn  Lav.  —  Under  the 
common-law  practice  a  praecipe  is  filed  to  obtain  various  writs 

1.  Abbou's  Law  Did.  luTuhlngton  under  the  Practice  Act 

The  prscipe  "  1>  a  mandate  to  the  ol  i86g,  ^  434,  in  proceedings  for  a  writ 

prochonotar]!  to  issue  process."     Grier  o(  error,  a  przcipe  pcifoimed  [he  addi- 

V.  McGIathery,  16  W,  N.  C.  (Pa.)  457;  tional  function  of  a  pleading,  and  was 

Harlan  v.  Plater,  19  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  401.  required  10  contain  "  a  pattLculat  de- 

■   "  ■■  ■    —"An  original  scriplion  of  ihe  e: . -— 1  •'     »». 


Piwdpa  QiLDd  Saddat. 
writ.  o(  which  pmcift  is  the  first  word, 
commanding  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
directed  to  do  a  thing  or  to  show  cause 
why  he  has  not  done  it."  Bouvier's 
Law  Diet.:  3  Bi.  Com.  374. 

FTMdp*  U  Caplt*.  — "  When   one   of 
the  king's  immediate 


igned." 
Almond  V.  Adams,  i  Wash.  Ter.  231; 
Shorey  v.  Wyckoff.  i  Wash.  Ter.  348. 
A  prscipe  for  a  writ  of  error  is  analo- 
gous to  a  complaint  In  the  district 
court,  while  the  notice  thereof  to  be 
served  on  the  adverse  party  stands  in 
pUc       ■  .... 


deforced,  his   writ   of   right   was     Wells.  1  Wash.  Ter.  506.     The  pracipe 


called  a  writ  <ii  prmcipi  in 
bott's  Law  Diet. 
Fi«dp*  ftnad  Tnieat  Convantlonsni. 


fines  were   usually  levied 
law."     Burrill's  Law  Diet. 
1.  Com,  350;  3  Bi.  Com.  156.     Wash.  Ter.  435, 
16  Encyc.  PI   &  Pr.  — 49  769 


Ab-  in  such  cases  must  contain  a  particular 
description  of  the  judgment  sought  to 
be  revised.  McAlmond  v.  Adams.  I 
Wash,  Ter.  331;  Shorey  v.  Wyckoff.  I 
Wash.  Tec.  348;  Carr  v.  King  County, 
-  Wash.  Ter.  416;  Lytle  v.  Territory.  I 


Volume  XVL 


r 


BHNHtr. 


r-ji^^LiftL. 


Il  FBTtlealar  CuM. 


and  forms  of  process,  and  particularly  the  summons;  by  which  the 
defendant  is  brought  into  court.' 

By  ButuM.  —  In  a  few  states  the  filing  of  a  pra:cipe  in  order  to 
begin  a  suit  at  law  is  made  necessary  by  statute.* 

2.  In  Fartionlar  Caiei  —  Dotk.  —  By  the  common  law,  a  precipe 
is  necessary  in  a  proceeding  to  secure  the  assignment  of  dower.' 

AtuohnM&t.  —  Under  the  Florida  statute  it  is  held  that  a  praecipe 
is  not  necessary  to  authorize  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  attachment.'' 

Eminent  Dotuln.  —  Under  the  Ohio  statute,  when  a  corporation 
seeks  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain  and  to  secure  the 
appropriation  of  property  thereby,  it  must  file  a  precipe  for  a 
summons  to  the  owners  of  the  property  affected.' 

Writ  of  BiTor,  —  In  a  few  states,  by  statute,  the  filing  of  a  prascipe 
is  necessary  in  proceedings  by  writ  of  error,* 

EzMntion.  —  It  is  held  in  some  states  that  a  precipe  is  necessary 
to  obtain  a  writ  of  execution.' 


Thompson, 
Chaffee,    6 


1.  y^iiAama.  —  Sieelc 
6a  Ala.  323. 

Florida.  —  Campbell 
Fla.  724- 

Iliirteis.  —  Thompson  ti.  Turner,  31 
111.  389:  Napper  f.  Sbori,  17  HI.  lao. 

Indiana.  —  Huai  v.  Conn,  la  Ind. 
as7;  Mills  v.  State.  10  Ind.  114;  Nim- 
mon  V.  Warthington,  i  Ind.  376. 

Mieiigan.  —  VoKKt  V.  John  Hutchi- 
son Mlg.  Co.,  87  Mich.  iq. 

PniHiylvania.  —  Brothers  v.  Milchell, 
157  Pa.  St.  484;  Hare  v.  Com..  9a  Pa. 
St.  143;  Davis  V.  Brode,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
Rep.  631;    Harlan  v.  Plater,  19  W.  N. 


C.  (Pa.)  401;    Grii 


W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)457. 


',  McGlathery,  16     S  4959, 


or  memorandum."  Rev.  Stat.  Fla. 
1893,  p.  3(15.  ^  1007.  See  also  Camp- 
bell t,.  Chaffee,  0  Fla.  734. 

Kauai,  —  "  Summons  shall  be  issued 
by  the  clerk  upon  a  written  praecipe 
tiled  by  the  plaintiff."  Kan.  Gen. 
Siat.  I8g7.  c-  95.  S  54.  vol.  3.  p.  laj. 
And  see  GolT  v.  Russell,  3   ICan.  313. 

Ohio,  —  "All  writs  and  orders  (or 
provisional  remedies,  and  process  of 
every  kind,  shall  be  issued  by  the 
clerks  of  the  several  courts;  but  before 
they  arc  issued  a.  precipe  shall  be  filed 
with  the  clerk  demanding  the  same.' 
"■        ■      ■       1.   Stai.   Ohio  I" 


,   P'  1547:  see   also  c 


Vim 


-Smith  V.  Howard, 


e  Suie  p. 


United  States.  —  U.  S.  v.  Van   Duzec, 

140  U.  S.  173. 
In  lllahl(an  it  is  usual  (or  the  aitor. 

ney  of  the  plaintiff  to  file  with  the  clerk 
a  prxcipe  or  order  directing  such  pro- 
cess 10  be  issued  against  the  defendant 
as  the  nature  o(  ihc  case  may  require. 
Potter  I-.  John  Hutchison  M(g.  Co..  87 
Mich.  59. 


PtnHjyIvania.  —  \a  Harlan  v.  Plater. 
19  W.  N.C.  {Pa,)40l  it  was  said:  "A 
prscipe  is  not  absolutely  necessary. 
(or  the  commencement  o(  an  action  is 
by  writ." 

Efftet  of  Wantof  Prsoipfl.  —  [n  Wad- 
worth  V.  Allen,  I   Chii,  Rep.  186,  j8  E. 
C.  L.  63,   the  plainlift'g  attorney   w: 
compelled  to  re(und   the  co 
because  o(  his  (allure  10  fil 

2.  Florida.  —  "A  personal 
's  be^un  by  filing  in  the  ci 


^  503^,  vol.  3,  p.  3SSo;  a 
CaSee,  6  Ohio  150. 

3.  Fulliam  v.  Harris,  Cro.  Jac  217: 
William  i:  Gwyn,  2  Sauod.  4a/.  43  note. 

4.  Simpson  V.  Knight,  13  Fla.  144; 
Bryan  i-.  Knight,  13  Fla.  165. 

In  Baars  v.  Gordon,  21  Fla.  35.  the 
plaintiff  in  error  filed  a  precipe  (or  a 
summons  and  for  a  writ  of  aitacbmenl. 
but  the  court  did  not  pass  upon  the 
necessity  o(  a  priecipc. 

6.  Bates's  Anno.  Stat.  Ohio  1S97,  c 
6,  §  64  tB.  vol.  3,  p.  3037. 

e.   Kan.  Gen.   Stat.  1897.  c.  83,  |  is. 

vol.  2,  p.  23;  Bates's  Anno.  Stau  Ohio 

lS97:    S   6714,    vol.  3.    p.  3iog;    §  735^, 

vol.  2.  p.  3312;    Wash.  Civ.   Prac.  Act 

1S69.  §  37B;    Wash.  Code  1855.  §  29B. 

p.  247;  McAlmond  v.  Adams.  1  Wash. 

Ter.  331;    Shorey  v.  Wycko(r,  1  Wash. 

bill     Ter.  348;    Lytle  v.  Territory,  i   Wash. 

praicipe     Ter.  435.     But  see  Ballinger's  Anno. 

it  at  law     Codes    &   Stat.   Wash.    1897.  ^§  515;. 


the  SI 


:  commenced  a  pra 


VWMltJ. 


PRECIPE. 


v.  —  It  has  been  held  in  the  United  States  courts 
that  a  praecipe  is  necessary  to  secure  the  issuance  of  a  bench  war- 
rant,' but  not  for  a  mittimus  after  sentence.*  In  Ohio,  by  statute, 
a  prjecipe  is  necessary  to  secure  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  where  a 
person  under  arrest  has  been  removed  to  another  county,  to  bring 
him  back  for  trial.* 

S.  WaiTWf.  —  The  filing  of  a  prscipe  may  be  waived.*    Although 

State  V.  Caffee,  6  Ohio  150;  Bower  v.  upon  the  indictment  being  reintncd  to 

Holladay.  18 OreKon49i:  HaTei'. Com.,  the  court,   and   It   is   proper   that   the 

93    Pa.    St.   143,   fieri   facias  againit  a  cletk  thould  wait  for  instructions  be- 

parinef'i  Ipterest;    Smith  v.  Howard,  fore  issuing  the  bench  wanaot.     These 

4t  Vt.  78.  instructions  are  given  in  Ibe  form  of  a 

Clnk  Htad  Vat  Imim  Tithnt  Pradpt.  prscipe,  and  for  tiling  luch  precipe  the 

—  "  It  ll  no  part  of  the  official  duty  of  clerk  is  entitled  10  hit  fee.     It  appear* 


the  clerk  t< 


till  it  lug  upon  the  finding  of  the  court  below 
that  the  filing  of  prtecipes  is  in  iucord- 
ance  with  the  settled  practice  of  the 
court,  there  is  no  just  reason  why  the 
clerk  ii  not  entitled  to  his  fee  Uiere.. 
/or." 

a.  U.  S.  f.  Van  Duzee,  140  U.  S.  175, 
wherein  the  court  s«ld:  "  With  regard 


was  the  duty  of  connset  to  call  for  an 
execution  against  the  body,  if  he  was 
entitled  to  It  and  desired  such  execu. 
tion."  Smith  v.  Howard,  41  Vt.  7S. 
See,  to  the  same  effect,  State  v.  CaSee, 
6  Ohio  150,  where  It  was  held   that  a 

clerk  was  not  bound  to  issue  execution  precipe  is  required,  the  sentence  of  the 

without  a  pnecipe  in  writing,  filed  as  court   being   that   the    defendant   '  be 

his  authority  and  indemnity.  committed  '  until  the  line  be   paid,  or 

Aftsr   Dsath    of   Jndgmant    DsMor,  —  the   terms   of   the  sentence   otherwise 

"  The   death  of   the  judgment   debtor  complied  with.     This  is  itself  an  order 

•ince  the   recovery  of  the   judgment,  for  a  mittimus,  and  the  district  attorney 

and  that  six  months  have  elapsed  from  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  ex- 

ihe  time  of  granting  of  letters  testa-  ecution   of   the   sentence.       From   the 

meniary  or  of  administration  upon  his  moment  the  sentence  is  pronounced  the 

estate,  should,  of  course,  be  suggested  case  passes  beyond  the  control  or  dis> 

in  the  precipe  for  the  writ,  but  all  other  creliou  of  the  district  attorney.     It  is 

pans  of  the  affair  must  be  left  to  the  the  mandate  of  the  court,  and  it  oblig- 


■y  upon  all  its  officers." 
"  The  prosecuting  attorney  of  the 
county  from  which  any  person  charged 
with  the  commission  of  an  offense 
shall  have  been  removed  for  safekeep- 
ing shall,  at  least  ten  days  before  the 
term  of  court  to  which  such  person  was 
aitted  for  trial,  file  with  the  clerk 


D.  Holladay,  18  Ore-  atory  u 
gon49"- 

L«T7  oa  Psrtiur's  Intenrt  In  Him.  — 
Under  the  Pcnnsyhiiatia  Act  of  April  8, 
1873,  providing  that   the  interest     ' 
partner  in  firm  property  could  r 
levied  upon  under  an  ordinary  fi.  (a.. 
and  prescribing  a  particular  mode  of 

levying  on  such  interest,  it  was  held  thereof  a  prsecipe  directing  that  a 

that  the  proper  practice  was  "  to  direct  of  habeas  corpus  issue;  and  the  clerk 

the    protbonotary   by   the   precipe   (o  shall    thereupon   issue   such   writ,  di- 

issue  a   fieri   facias   commanding   the  rected  to  the  sheriff  having  the  custody 

sheriff  to  levy  upon  the  interest  of  the  of    such    person,    who,    upon    service 

defendant  in  the  particular  partnership,  thereof,  shall   deliver   such   person  to 

as    set    forth   in   the   act."      Hare   v.  the  sheriff  holding  the  writ,  who  shall 

Com.,  93  Pa.  St.  141.  bring   him    before   such   court,   to   be 

1.  U.  S.  V.  Van  Duiee,  140  U.  S.  175,  dealt  with  according  to  law."     Bates' 

in     which     case     the    question    was  Anno.  Stat.  Ohio  1897.  vol.  1,  p.  3390, 

whether  a   clerk   was  entitled  to  fees  %  73B6. 

for  filing    precipes.     The  court  said:  4.  Ocbus   v.    Sheldon.    13   Fla.    13B; 

"  Charges  for  filing  precipes  for  bench  Jcrnigan    v.   Luther.    13   Fla.    165,   in 

warrants  ate  proper.     It  is  not  always  which  cases  it  was  held  that  a  waiver 

that  the   district  attorney   desires   the  of  precipe  and  summons  and  an  ac- 

•nesi  of  tbe  defendant  immediately  knowledgment  of  service  indorsed  upon 
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PRECIPE. 


Cont*BU  and  fsfMnij. 


a  clerk  may  refuse  to  issue  a  summons  without  the  filing  of  a 
praecipe,  if  he  issues  summons  without  insisting  upon  such 
precipe  the  defendant  cannot  object,' 

in.  CovTXVTi  Airo  SumciMrcT  —  Ib  omuti.  —  While  the  fonns 
given  in  the  books  seem  to  require  only  very  general  statements 
in  the  prscipe,'  yet  it  has  been  said  in  some  cases  that  certain 
specific  things  are  requisites. 

Writing  and  Bi going.  ^ — ^  The  precipe  should  be  in  writing,*  and 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney.* 

Showing  Oonrt.  —  The  pfEEcipe  should  show  the  court  in  which  the 
action  is  pending.' 

Hatnn  at  Aotlon.  —  The  nature  of  the  action  or  the  kind  of  a  writ 
desired  should  also  be  stated.' 

PartlM.  —  The  names  of  the  parties  to  the  action  should  be  set 


the  declaration  was  not  to  be  so  con- 
strued as  la  deprive  the  defendant  o[ 
his  right  to  make  derense  to  the  suit. 

1.  Goffiv.  Russell.  3  Kan.  2IZ.  where- 
in it  was  said;  "  [it  is  assiRned  as 
error]  chat  no  prxcipe  was  filed  with 
the   clctlr   of    the   District   Court,    de- 

the  defendant,  and  furnishine  the 
amount  of  plaintiff's  demand.  It  Ts  true 
that  it  was  the  duly  of  the  pUintiff  to 
file  such  a  praecipe  with  the  i^lerk.  and 
until  he  did  so  the  clerit  might  have 
refused  to  issue  a  summons  and  been 
excused  therefor.  But  as  the  cleric  in 
this  case  proceeded  to  issue  the  sum- 
mons required  by  law  with  the  proper 
indorsements  thereon,  setting  (otih  the 
amount  of  plaintiff's  claim,  we  are 
unable  to  see  ho'.v  the  defendant  could 
be  at  all  prejudiced  by  the  failure  of 
the  plaintill  to  file  a  pnecipe."  Compare 
Harlan  J'.  Plater,  iq  W.  N,  C.  (Pa.)  401. 
S.  For  example,  see  Pulterbaugh's 
PI,  and  Pr.  Common  Law  (6th  ed.. 
188S),  pp.  5i.  2B0.  295.   42a,  506.  553. 


Grier  v.  McGlathery.  16  W,  N.  C.  (P».) 
457.  in  which  case  a  writ  was  issued 
upon  a  prxcipc  which  was  not  signed 
either  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  any  one  u 
his  attorney,  and  upon  objection  beiag 
made  upon  litis  ground,  Thaver,  P.  J., 
said:  "  The  prxcipe  should  have  been 
signed,  and  we  will  direct  it  10  be 
signed.  It  is  a  mandate  to  the  pru- 
Ihonotary  to  issue  process," 

6.  Potter  V.  John  Hutchison  Mfg. 
Co.,  B7  Mich,  sg, 

6,  Rev.  Stat.  T,a.  iSga.  §  1007,  p. 
365;  Campbell  e,  Chaffee,  6  Fla.  72;; 
Hust  V.  Conn,  12  Ind.  35T:  Poller  r. 
John  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co..  87  Mich.  59. 

7.  Rev.  Siat,  Fla.  iSq2.  §  1007.  p.  36?; 
Campbell  I/.  Chaffee,6Fla.  724;  Bales' 
Anno.  Slat.  Ohio  r8()7,  c.  6,  ^  5036, 
vol.  2,  p.  2sSo:  Nappert.  Short,  17  UL 
130.  a  proceeding  in  error,  in  which 
case  the  court  said:  "  Where  the  record 
does  not  disclose  who  the  real  plaintiffs 
in  error  are,  the  party  oraliorney  prose- 
cuting the  writ  should  file  a  prxcipe 
with  the  clerk  of  this  court,  describing 

of  the  nan 


%.  ka 

.  Gen.  Stat.   1897.  c  83 

gT5. 

each   of   the   parlies  10  the   judgment 

vol.  3,    p 

22;  Stale  ;-.    Caffec.  6 

Ohio 

sought  to  be  reversed,   and  in  whose 

150:  Ste 

le  x:  Thompson,  62  Ala 

323, 

favoi-  the  judgment  mas  rendered,  and 

t  was  said:  ■'  The  appli 

then  directing  the  clerk  of  this  coun  lo 

maybe 

oral  or    written.      It  the 

clerk 

issue  the  writ  in  favor  of  the  plainliSs 

deems   1 

necessary  for  his   prol 

clion 

in  error,  giving  each  of  their  names  in 

he   may 

require  thai  it  be  tedu 

edlo 

full,   and   against    the    defendanis  in 

writing. 

But   if   it    is   ora!,    ar 

d   he 

error,  giving  [he  name  of  each  in  full; 

makes 

a   objection   on    ihat   g 

ound 

and,  indeed,  such  would  be  the  proper 

when    it 

Is   made,    he    cannot 

ubse- 

practice  in  all  cases.     Then  the  cleib 

quentJy 

excuse  his   failure  to  cc 

mply 

could  issue  his  writ  without  danger  of 

with  it  0 

n  the  ground  that  it  was 

mistake,   and  insert  the  names  of  all 

the  parties.  In  full,  in  the  writ  and  in 

"4."rfa 

Rev.    Stat.     i3g2,     p. 

3^5, 

all  subsequent  orders  in  the  case,  whicli 

g   1007; 

Hust    V.   Conn,   la   Ind 

357; 

is  indispensable  to  the  regularilv  of  the 

ContanU  kad  SnllLdaAef , 


PRECIPE. 


Contantt  and  BalB«i«ii9. 


Aoaont  of  Debt  or  ihuBkfM.  —  In  an  actioD  brought  to  recover  a 
money  judgment,  the  prscipe  should  state  the  amount  of  the 
debt  or  damages.* 

A  DuBuid  for  FroeeM  should  be  included  in  the  prscipe.* 

Whin  BatnmftM*.  —  The  time  at  which  the  process  is  to  be  made 
returnable  should  ialso  be  stated.' 

AiMndnrat.  —  The  prascipe  may  be  amended,*  or  it  may  be 
treated  as  though  it  had  been  amended,"  The  writ  or  summons 
may  also  be  amended  to  conform  to  the  praecipe.* 

proceedings  in  this  or  any  olher  court.  Oddte,  3  Bing.  446;  Gold  v.  Borough, 

Then,  too,  the  attorney,  who  oughl  to  i  Wilcox  (Pa^  76. 

do  so,  would  lake  the  responsibility  of  Anundmrnit  in  Snfrmit  Conrt.  —  In  an 

the  rejcularily  of  the  proceeding,"  action  of  ejectment  where  the  pmcipe 

1.  Rev.     Stat.     Fla.     1S93,    p.     365,  included    by  mistake  more  land  than 

g   1007;    Campbell  v.    ChaSee,   6   Fla.  the  plaintiff  claimed,  anda  verdict  was 

734;  Hust  V.  Conn,  12  Ind.  957;  Potter  rendered  for  the  plainliS  for  the  land 

V.  John  Hutchison  Mfg.  Co.,  87  Mich,  described  in  the  prtecipe,  the  pisinliff 

59.  was  permitted  to  amend  his  prxcipe  in 

t.  Bates's  Anno.  Stat.  Ohio  1897,  e.  the  Supreme  Court  by  disclaiming  the 

f>.  %  536,  vol.  2.  p.  1580;  Poller  V.  John  land   included   by    mistake,    and    the 

Hutchison  Mfg.  Co..  87  Mich,  so;  Hust  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  judgment 

V.  Conn.  II  Ind.  a57;  Shorey  w.  Wyck.  entered   on   the   verdict.     Brothers   v. 


I.  Ter.  348. 
"  Ptdmm  "  Inatnd  df 
"  The  defendant  claims  that  there  was 
no  written  przcipe  for  summons  on  Hie. 
The  body  of  the  prtecipe  filed  reads  as 
follows:  '  The  cleik  of  the  District 
Court  will  please  issue  process  in  the 
above- en  til  led  action,  returnable  ac- 
cording to  law.'  We  suppose  the  only 
objection  to  this  praicipe  is  that  it  says 


Mitchell,  TS7  Pa.  St.  4B4. 

S.  In  re  Forster,  6  Taunt.  373.  i  E. 
C.  L.  415;  In  rt  Alexander.  8  Taunt. 
164,  4  E.  C.  L.  59. 

S.  Thompson  v.  Turner,  aa  III.  3B9, 
'"  ■  -       the    1 


amended  by  making  the  amount 
claimed  by  it  correspond  with  the 
amount  claimed  in  the  precipe;  Nim- 
mon  V.  Worthington,  i  Ind.  376.  la 
which  case  the  writ  omitted  the  Chris- 
mons.'  We  think  the  precipe  was  tian  names  of  the  plalnlil!  and  defend- 
sufficieot  both  for  the  summons  and  ant,  and  it  w«*  amended  by  inserting 
for  the  order  of  delivery."  Kennedy  such  names  as  they  appeared  in  the 
V.  Beck.  15  Kan.  555.  precipe, 

8.  Potter  V.   John   Hutchison    Mfg.        The  declaration  may  be  amended  to 
Co.,  87  Mich.   59;    Hust   V.   Conn,   la    correspond  with  the  przcipe.     McKay 


Ind.  3S7;  Shorey 
Ter.  348. 

4.  Brothers  i>.  Mitchell.  157  Pa.  St. 
484;  Harlan  v.  Plater,  19  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)  401;  Davis  v.  Brode,  13  Pa,  Co, 
Ci.  Rep.  631;  In  re  James,  7  Taunt. 
434,  3  E.  C.  L.  434.  i  Moo.  130;  In  rt 
Cojc.  I  Binff.  23,  B  E.  C.  L.  3B3. 

;  following  cases  leave 


Wyckoff,  I  Wash.     v.   Friebele,  8  Fla.  l_      

Morell,  I  Brod.  &  B.  92,  5  E.  C.  L.  2t, 
where  leave  to  amend  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney  to  correspond  with  the  prscipe 

lusartiiif  CHiTlnUn  Vuim  of  Fartlw.  — 
In  Harlan  t-.  Plater,  19  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.) 
401,  the  prscipe  described  the  parlies 

■ly  by  their  s        ---■■- 


amendlhepnecipe  was  refused:  Shorey    amended  by  inserting  their   Christian 
Wyckoff.  I  Wash.  Ter.   348;  /»  rt    names. 
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PRAYERS   FOR  RELIEF. 

I  Scope  of  Article,  775. 
IL  SEFnriTioir,  775. 
in.  Hatdbe  or.  776. 

1.  Not  Part  of  Complaint,  776. 

2.  As  Determining  Nature  of  Action,  776, 

3.  As  Determining  Sufficiency  of  Complaint,  779. 

IV.  Hecebmty  Foa,  779. 

1.  In  General,  779. 

2,  Special  Prayer,  780. 

3,  General  Prayer,  781. 

4.  Several  Counts  or  Causes.  781. 

7.   fiEQUISITES  —  FOBK  AJID  SVFFICIXVCT,  783. 
I.  /«  General,  783. 
3.  Purpose  of  Prayer,  ^&y 

3.  Consistency,  784-  «_ 

4.  Directness,  784-  ^^ 

S-   Jielief  Against  All  Defendants,  784. 

6.  Construction,  784. 

7.  Irregular  or  Defective  Prayers,  785. 
TX  JouroBB  OF  Fbatebb,  785. 

I.  /n  General,  785. 

a.   ^or  Legal  and  Equitable  Relief,  787, 

3.  ^or  Alternative  Relief,  787. 

4.  Inconsistent  Prayers,  788. 
Vn.  AVEinilfEHTS,  790. 

1.    /n  General,   790. 

a.   What  Amendments  Permissible,   790. 
3.    Time  of  Amendment,  791. 
Tin.  ObjeOTIOHS,  792. 

1.  ifj-  .1/^o/wn,  79 J. 

2.  .5)'  Demurrer,   793. 

IZ.  Heabubs  of  Belief,  794. 

I.  In  General,  794. 

a.  Less  than  Asked,  794, 

b.  Greater  than  Asked,  795, 

e.  Different  from  That  Asked,  796, 
a.    Under  Prayers  for  Legal  and  Equitable  Relief,  797. 
a.   In  General,  ■jgy. 
6.   Equitable  Relief  under  Prayer  for  Legal  Redress,  799, 

c.  Legal  Redress  under  Prayer  for  Equitable  Relief,  800. 

(1)  Complaint  Showing  Right  to  Legal  Redress,  800. 
(a)  Complaint  Showing  Right  to  Equitable  Relief 
Only,  802. 
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3.  Under  Special  Prayer,  803. 

4.  Under  General  Prayer,  804. 

a.  In  General,  804. 

b.  Disclaimer  or  Default,  805. 

5.  Under  General  and  Special  Prayer t,  805. 

6.  Consistency,  809. 

;.  Effect  of  joinder  of  Issue,  8io. 

a.  In  Gerteral,  810. 

b.  Consistency,  812. 

c.  Relief  WitlUn  Issues,  814. 

d.  Equivalents  of  Answer,  815. 

8.  Effect  of  Default  by  Defendant,  815. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 
As  to  Prayers  in  Bills  in  Chancery,  see  article  BILLS  IN  EQUITY 
vol.  3.  P-  335- 
Prayers  fy  Defendant,  see  article  SET-OFF  AND  COUN- 
TERCLAIM. 
Prayers  in  Suits  for  Particular  Relief,  see  the  special  titles  in 
this  work,  and  consult  the  Gei^^tal  Index. 

L  Soon  or  ABtiOLB.  —  This  article  treats  of  the  prayer  for 
relief  in  equitable  suits  in  generaMuinder  the  reformed  codes  of 
procedure.  It  does  not  include  actions  at  law  under  such  codes,* 
except  cases  arising  under  the  provision  that  when  no  answer  is 
filed,  no  greater  relief  can  be  given  than  is  prayed  for  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  prayer  for  relief  under'  the  chancery  practice  is 
treated  in  the  article  Bills  in  Equity,  vol.  3.  p.  346  et  seq. 

n.  DSTnilTlOir.  —  The  prayer  for  relief  is  the  request  in  the 
complaint  or  petition  which  asks  for  the  judgment  or  the  relief  • 
to  which  the  plaintiff  thinks  himself  entitled.  It  is  also  that  part 
of  the  petition  or  complaint  which  contains  this  request.* 

^^•dml  ud  Q«n«nl  Fi«7«rt.  ~  A  Special  prayer  for  relief  specifies 
and  points  out  the  particular  relief,  or  kinds  of  relief,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  believes  himself  entitled.  A  general  prayer  asks,  in 
a  general  way,  for  such  relief  as  the  plaintiff  may  show  himself 
entitled  to,  without  specifically  pointing  out  what  that  relief  is. 
Where  the  general  prayer  follows  a  special  prayer,  the  usual  form 
is  to  ask  for  such  other  and  further  relief  in  the  premises  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  shall  require,  or  as  to  the  court  seems  just  and 
meet,  or  the  like." 


1.  As  to  prayers  for  relief  in  particu- 
lar suits,  see  the  specific  titles  in  this 
work,  and  coDsnlt  the  Geoem]  Index. 

>.  AMlnH  ftt  Law  — Ad  Dunaiun 
OUhm.  —  See  article  Damages,  vol.  5, 
p.  700. 

S.  VnrTo^  — In  a  note  to  Stover's 
New  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
g4Si  (jth  ed.,  bjr  Parker),  it  is  stated 
that  the  word  "  judgment  "  was  sub- 


stituted (or  the  word  "  relief"  in  the 
former  code  (Code  Pro.,  g  143),  for  the 
purpose  of  excluding  prayers  for  jjro- 
visional  remedies  from  the  complaint. 

4.  Anderson's  L.  Diet.;  Bouvier's  L. 
Diet. 

5.  Story's  Equity  Pleading  (lotb  ed.), 
§40. 

"  Tor  AU  Propw  Ordar  and  Judgmant " 
u  Bvilvftl*Bt  of  OMiMkI-  Pr^ar.  —  la 
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ViXm  A  PRA  VERS  FOR  RELIEF.     Determining  AeUen. 

instance,  in  determining  whether  it  is  legal  or  equitable.*     Thus 

a   prayer   for   equitable   relief,  or    for   general   relief,    will   not 
characterize  the  action  as  an  equitable  one.*    But  where  the 

And  8M  in/ra,   V.   7.    Irrt^ular  or  which   a  differcDl  rule  Beecns  (o  have 

Difictivt  Prayert.  obtmined."       O'Brien    v.     Kunheedi. 

Whrthu-  the  DeftndMiti  Am  or  An  ir«t  (Supreme  Ci.)  61  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  470. 

Vaitad  la  latWNt  cannot  be  determined  lajwuden  Ix  AetloB  Ua  HnlunM.  —  In 

by  the  prayer  for  relief,  bul  must  de-  Hellami  v.   Switier,   14  S.   Car.  39,  it 

pend  upon  ihe  Tacts  pleaded.     Moore  waa    held    that    in    an    action    for    a 

V.  Cbittenden.  39  Ohio  St.  571.  nuisance   the  fact  that  the  compiainl 

FarMlonn  —  AppUoatlon  for   Appoint-  prayed   not  only  far   legal   relief,  but 

mant  otBeeidTer.  —  In  Leopold  i'.  Silver-  also  for  an   injunction,  did   not  neces- 

man,   7  Mont.   aBa,    it   was   held   that  sarily  make  the   action   an   equitable 

where  the  complaint  asked  only  for  the  one,  the  court  saying:  "  The  question 

appointment  of  a  receiver,  tbe  sale  of  of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance  is  legfal  in 

mortgaged  premises  by  him,  and  the  lis  character,  which  the  defendant  baa 

application  of  the  proceeds  to  the  pay-  the   right   to   have   passed  npon  by  a 

roeni  of  the  plaintiff's  debt,  the  action  jury.     In  fact,  as  a  general  rule,  an 

mi^ht  be  treated  as  one  for  foreclosure  original    action    will   not    lie    on    the 

of  the  mortgage,  notwithstanding'  the  equity  side  of  the   court   to  enjoin  a 

prayer  did  not  formally  pray  for  fore-  nuisance,  unless  the  matter  complained 

closure.  of  is  itself  a  nuisance  per  it," 

1.  California.  —  Arrington  v.  Liscom,  Jnij  Trial  or  Appial — Ohio  TraetlM. — 

$4  Cal.  375-  It  is  the  statement  of  facie,  and  not  the 

Coleraje.  —  Becker  v.  Pugh,  9  Colo,  prayer  eoatalned  in  the  petition,  which 

589,  gives  character  to  the  action  as  being 

ConiteitieMt.  —  Baxter      v.      Camp,  one  In  which  Ihe  parlies  are  or  are  not 

71  Conn.  345.  entitled   to  a  jury  trial  or  an  appeal. 

Misintri,  —  Hendereon  v.  Dickey,  50  Corry  n.  Gaynor.  31  Ohio  St.  rn. 

Ho.  164;  Brown  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  s  ■.  Improper  Prayw  for  EqtdtaUe  Be> 

Ho.  App.  I.  lief.  — Whereapetitionsiates,  consecu- 

Nevi  Yerk.  —O'Brien  v.  Fitigerald,  lively  and  In  connected   form,  a  good 

143  N.  V,  377;  Williamsv.  Slate,  70  K.  legal  ground  of  aclion,  it  does  not  be- 

Y.   601;    O'Brien   v.   OttenbeiKi    (^*'~  ome  a  bill  in  equity  merely  because 

preme  Ct.)  59  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  379.  the  prayer  improperly  asks  for  equi- 

South  CaroUna.  —  Glover  *.  Farr,  33  table  relief,  but  that  part  of  the  petition 

S.  Car.  4SS.  relating   to   the  remedy,  if  separately 

fViieatitiH.  —  Bailey    v.    JEXnt    Ins.  staled,  should  be  rejected  at  surplus- 
Co.,  77  Wie.  336.  age.     Brown    v.   Home  Sav.   Bank,   5 

See  iH/ra,  IX.  a.   Undir  Prayers  far  Mo.  App.  i. 

Legal  arid  Equitabti  Rrlief.  SSMt  ef  YtKpK  for  InjnBetloB.  —  In 

Conlliot  in  Vnr  York  Oaeet.— "  It  is  Gillett  o.Tregania,  13  Wis.  472,  it  was 

uue  that  in  the  case  of  Glenn  v.   Lan-  held    that   the   fact   that   the   plaintiff 

caster,  ai  Abb.  N.  Gas.  (N.  Y.  Ct.  App.)  asked     for    a    temporary    restraining 

373,  the  court  held  that  the  character  order.  In  an  action  in   which  the   ulti- 

of  the  aclion,  whether  It  was  one   in  male  relief  sought  was  the  recovery  of 

equity  or  at  law.   was  determined  by  the   iand    in   controversy   and   of   the 

itsprayer  for  judgment.     But  this  view  damages  which  the  plaintiff  bad  sus- 

does  not  seem  to  have  been  adhered  to  tained  by  reason  of  the  acts  of  waste 

in  the  case  of  Muithn  v.  Curley,  go  N.  eomniitted    by  the  defendant,  did  not 

Y.  371,  and  Bell  v.  Merrifield,  109  N.  make    the    proceeding    an     equitable 

Y.   ao2,   in  both  of  which  cases  it  was  one. 

bcld  that  the  court  might  give  such  Eflbet  of  Prayw  for  Oeneml  Balltf.— 
judgment  as  was  embraced  within  the  An  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
issues,  and  which  the  evidence  re-  against  lire  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
quired.  It  i*  true  that  in  those  cases  loss  is  not  in  equity  although,  in  ad- 
answers  had  been  interposed,  and  diiion  to  the  money  judgment,  the 
formed  a  pan  of  the  record  in  the  ac-  complaint  prays  for  such  further  relief 
tion  in  which  the  relief  was  granted,  as  may  beequitablc;  and  such  general 
But  an  answer  had  also  been  inlerposcd  prayer,  being  unnecessary,  may  be  dis- 
In  the  case  of  Glenn  v.  Lancaster,  in  regarded,  and  does  not  change  the 
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complaint  sets  out  facts  which  will  support  either  an  action  at  law 

or  a  suit  in  equity,  the  character  of  the  action  may  be  detcnnined 

by  the  relief  demanded.'  This  rule,  however,  is  to  be  resorted 
to  only  in  cases  of  actual  doubt  as  to  the  nature  of  the  action, 
upon  the  facts  set  forth  or  the  statement  made.' 

A  DNuad  tu  Konaj  Oslf  on  its  face  and  primarily  characterizes  the 

action  as  one  at  law,'  but  not  so  conclusively  as  to  prevent  a 
different  result  where  the  action  is  clearly  equitable  rather  than 
legal  in  its  nature.^ 

chkrftcter  of    tbe   action.    Bkile;    v.  *.a  action  foreclocing « lien  foi  uiet, 

^tna  Ins.  Co.,  77  Wis.  336,  the  prayer  of  Che  complaint  will  detet- 

AetlOD  OB  V«t«.  —  In  Baxters.  Camp,  mine  [he  nature  of  the  action.     People 

71  Conn.  245,  it  was  held  that  a  prayer  v.  Micr,  34  Cal.  6t. 

for  general  relief  in  an  action  on  a  note  Attida    Agalaat   Bank    Obwtan,  —  A 

did   not  make  the  relief  sought  equi-  prayer,  in  a  complaint  for  relief  againtt 

table,   within   the  rnle  of  the  Practice  diTCcton  of  a  bank  for  wrongfnl  and 

Book,  p.   13,  g  iO|  which  provides  that  negligent  acts,  that  the  damages  be  as- 

"  a  party  seeking  equitable  relief  shall  ceriained   and  that  itie   plaintifl   faaie 

■pecifically  demand  it  as  sncb,  unless  judgment   therefor  does   not   ask   for 

the  nature  of  the  demand  itself  Indi-  equitable  relief  where  there  is  no  de- 

cates  that  the  relief  sought  is  equitable  mand  for  a  discovery  or  an  accouniiag. 

relief."  Higgins  p.  Tefft.  4  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  6). 

1.  California.  —  Nevada  County,  Ihowlng    Inqinpar    Jeiadsr.  —  In 

etc..  Canal  Co,  v.  Kidd,  37  Cal.  381.  O'Brien  v.  Fitzgerald,  143  N.  Y.  377,  it 

Nra   York.  —  Rodgers    w.   Rodgets,  was  held   that  the  prayci  for  a  money 

II  Barb.  (K.  Y.)  5^5;  O'Brien  v.  Kur-  judgment,  in  an  action  against  thedi- 

sheedi,  (Supreme  Ct.)  61  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  rectors  of  a  corporation  for  negligeace 

470;  Peck  f.  Richardson,  II  Mite.  Rep.  as  directors  resulting  in   losses  totbe 

(14.  Y.  Supreme  Cl.)  310.  corporation,  made   the   action   one  at 

WiitmuxH.  —  Bailey    v,    .£tna    In*,  law  so  that  an   inproper  joinder  ap- 

Co..  77  Wis.  336;    Gillett  V.  Tregania,  peared,  there  being  no  prayer  (or  an 

13  Wis.  473,  accounting  and   no  averment  Ibal  the 

Frayar  as  an  ElMtlon.  —  "  Where  the  defendants   were   severally   liable   for 

facte  stated  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  elect  separate  and  personal  miscondnd- 

belween   two    remedies,   to    either    of  S.  Bailey  v.  JExn*.  Ins.  Co..  77  Wis. 

which   the   fact*  show  blm   to  be  en-  337. 

titled,  the  prayer  may   determine   the  %.  Bell  w.  Merrilietd.  109   N.  Y.  lea. 

character  of  the  action,  because  it  Is  And  see  O'Brien  v.  Fitzgerald,  143  N. 

itself  an  election."     Coiry  v.  Gaynor,  Y,  377. 

31  Ohio  St.  177.  4.  Bell   v.  Merrifield.  109   N.  Y.  30s; 

AttlMi  AAotlng  Title  to  B«al  Propsr^,  Rindge  v.  Baker,  57   N.  Y.  aoq:   Half 

—  Whether  a  petition  is  at  law  or  to  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  49  N.  Y.  616,  n- 

equity   Is   to    be    determined    by    the  v^Wk;  33  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.40;  O'Brien 

prater  and  conclusion;  and  when  the  v.  Fitzgerald,  (Supreme  Ci.)  61  N.  V. 

Elamti&E  by   their   petition   say    they  St.   Rep.   473;    O'Brien   v.  Otienberg. 

ave  a  valid,  subsisting  interest  in  cer-  (Supreme  Ct.)  sg  N.  Y.  St.   Rep.  379: 

tain  land,  and  a  right  to  the  immediate  Adams  k.  Hayes,  im  N.  Car.  388. 

possFsaion  thereof   and   to   otrnership  Farformanoa  of  Contract  or  SamigM  br 

in  fee  simple,  and   pray  that  Ihey  may  Braaeh.  —  In  Rindge  v.  Baiter,  5:  N.  V. 

recover  the   immediate  possession  and  319,  the   court  said,  in  discussing  the 

damages  for  the  detention,  it  is  a  peli  effett  of  a  prayer  for  h  money  judg- 

tion   at  law.  and   the  plaintiffs  cannot  mcnt  in   determining  the  character  of 

recover  without  showing  the  legal  title  the  action:     "  The  real  test  in  such  an 

to  be  in  them.     Pella  Chtislian  Church  action  is  this:  if  it  be  brought  for  daoi- 

*.  Scholle,  3  Iowa  27.  ages  for  breach  of  contract,  it  is  a  case 

Tax  FrooMdlng.  ~  Where    there    are  at  law;  if  it  be  brought  for  money,  by 

two  statutes  prescribing  the  same  form  way  of  performance  of  the  coniracL  11 

ot  complaint  in  (i)  an  action  for  the  is   a   case   in   equity.     Thus,  where  a 

recovery  of  a  money  judgment  and  (3)  vendor  in  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
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AH  tk«  lutM  AUtftd  should  be  taken  into  consideration  in  deter- 
mining the  nature  of  the  action,*  since  the  relief  demanded  may 
determine  the  mode  of  trial,* 

3.  As  Dettrminlnif  Safficieoor  of  Craiplaiat.  —  The  prayer  for  relief 
does  not  determine  the  sufficiency  of  the  plaintiff's  pleading,*  nor 
can  it  have  the  effect  of  enlai^ng  the  stating  part  of  the  com- 
plaint or  petition,*  nor  aid  in  making  out  a  cause  otherwise 
defectively  stated.* 

VT.  HIOIBBITT  FOB  —  1.  In  QenaraL  —  As  heretofore  stated,  the 
prayer  for  relief,  although  required  by  the  codes,  is  merely  a 
matter  of  form,  and,  strictly  speaking,  is  not  a  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff's pleadings,*  yet  in  numerous  cases  are  to  be  found  observa- 
tions laid  down  in  a  general  manner  to  the  effect  that  the  prayer 
is  an  essential  conclusion  to  the  petition  or  complaint.*     It  has 

•nea  for  the  price,  hii  action  Is  equl-  cion  is  one  at  law  or  in  equity,  and 
table.  Tbe  mutaaliij'  of  tbe  coniract  therefore  whether  the  parties  would  be 
gives  each  of  the  partiet  the  same  rem-  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  or  by  the 
edy:  and  yet  the  recovery  by  the  ven-  court.  Swart  i;.  Boughcoo,  35  Hun  (N. 
dor  is  simply  in  money."  Y.)  ^84.     But  the   mere  fact  that  the 

Aatloniiiaatnr««f  Crsdltor^BUL  —  In  complaint  aslts  for  a  money  judgment 
Murtha  V.  Curley,  go  N.  Y,  37a,  it  was  does  not  necessarily  show  that  the  case 
held  that  a  prayer  that  the  defendant  Is  one  for  trial  by  jury.  Courts  of 
\x  compelled  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  equity  give  judgment  for  money  only. 
amount  oE  tbe  judgment  held  by  him  where  tbat  is  all  the  relief  needed, 
did  not  make  an  action  in  Ihe  nature  of  Bell  v.  Merrifield,  109  N.  Y.  3oa. 
a  creditor's  bill  one  for  legal  instead  of  I,  Iron  Hall  v.  Balcer,  134  Ind.  3g3; 
equitable  relief.  Mi:GuSey    v.   MeClain,   130   Ind.   337; 

Vamagsa  Agmlaat  DlrMtari  for  HegUtt  Hiatt  v.  Parker,  39  Kan.  76J;  Pox  v. 
of  Duty.  —  An  action  against  directors  Graves,  46  Keb.  B13;  Slenarl  v.  Hutch- 
to  recover  damages  caused  by  their  Inson,  3g  How.  Pr,  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.} 
neglect  of  duty  is  necessarily  an  equi-  tSi;  Culverf.  Rodgers,330hiDSt.546. 
table  action,  because  of  the  joinder  of  Compart  Peck  v.  Richardson.  la  Mlsc, 
several  defendants  to  avoid  muliiplic-  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  310. 
Ity  of  taits,  but  a  prayer  for  a  mere  4.  Bushnell  i:  Avery,  1 
money  judgment  will  not  chan       "'  ■-        --^         >  -   ■■ 

character  of  the  relief  and  thr 
plaintiff   out    of    court.       O'Brien 
kursbcedc,  (Supreme  Ct.)  61   N.  Y.  St, 
Rep.  47a. 

1.  Stephens  v.  Harding,  4S  Neb.  659; 
Moore  v.  Chittenden.  30  Obio  St.  563: 
Reed  V.  Reed,  35  Ohio  St.  434;  Mateer 
V.  Cockrill,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1898)  45  S, 
W.  Rep.  751  ■ 

S.  Lamoreux  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.,    3    Duer  {N.   V.)  680;    Swart   v. 


all  the  conditions  bad  been  performed, 
but  that  the  mortgagees  threatened  to 
foreclose,  and  praying  foi  an  account- 
ing. 

S,  Arrington    v.    Liscom,     34    Cal. 
375- 

B.  See  sufra.  III.  i.  Net  Part  0/  Cent- 
plaint. 

7.  See  the  following  cases: 
California.  —  Dominguez  v.  Domin- 
Bougbton,  35   Hun  (N.  Y.)  aS4;    Glenn    gaez,  7  Cal.  437,  a  suit  tor  an  account- 
s'.  Lancaster,  31   Abb.  N.  Cas,  (N.  Y.     ing;   Nevada  County,  etc..  Canal  Co. 
Ct.  App.)  373,  p.  Kidd.  37  Cal.  i8a;  Johnson  v.  Polhe- 

"  With  us  it  Is.  therefore,  often  of    mus,  99  Cal.  340. 
Importance  to  all  concerned  to  know        Indiana.  —  Chandler  v.  Chandler.  13 
what  relief  plaintiff  demands,  in  order    Ind.  491. 

to  deiennine  Ihe  proper  constitutional        leva. — Johnson  v.  Mantx.  6g  Iowa 
mode  of  trial."     Rush  v.  Brown,  toi     710:  Walker  v.  Walker,  93  Iowa  643. 
Mo.  586,  Afiiteuri.  —  Rutherford  *.  Williams, 

Btfflit  t«  Jwj  Trial.  —  The  prayer  for    4^  Mo.  iS;    Peyton  v.  Rose,  41  Mo. 
relief  may  determine  whether  the  at-    363;  Miltenberger  f.  Morrison,  39  Mo. 
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be  granted  under  a  prayer  for  general  relief  although  the  plead- 
ing contains  no  special  prayer.* 

3.  Q«iierftl  Prayer.  —  Though  in  some  cases  the  failure  to  insert 
a  general  prayer  may  not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  obtaining 

iu"    To  tbc  same  effect  tee  alto  He-  And  courts  bave  sometimes,  io  graot- 

Cooaell  f.  Denham,  73  Iowa  496.  log  relief  different  from  that  demanded, 

la  Voigtlander  v.  Brotze,  59  Tex.  bued  their  autiioriiy  upon  such  prayer. 
386,  it  was  said;  "  In  cases  of  this  Bliss  od  Code  Pleadings,  g  161.  But 
character.  It  would  be  the  better  ftod  ire  prefer  to  rest  our  action  upon  tbe 
the  safer  practice  for  tbe  party,  in  the  clear  import  upon  the  code  section  re- 
concluding  prayer  of  his  petition,  10  ferred  to  "  (Colo,  Code,  §  54,  providing 
ask  specially  for  all  the  particular  re.  that  when  there  is  answer,  any  relief 
liefs  denied.  This  is,  however,  not  conaistent  with  tbe  relief  embraced  in 
necessary,  and  the  practice  in  chancery  the  issues  may  be  granted).  In  this 
has  been,  in  such  cases,  10  grant  all  tbe  case  the  court  quoted  "  with  approval ' 
relief  necessary,  whether  it  has  been  thefoUowing  from  Elisson  Code  Plead- 
specially  asked  for  or  not.  Such  bas  ings.  g  i&i;  "  If  the  fads  put  in  issue 
been  the  practice  of  the  District  Courts  and  established  by  the  evidence  entitle 
of  this  state."  the  party  to  any  relief  in  the  power  of 

4»MUe  Indgaeit  Prarlded  by  Statate.  tbe  court  to  give,  alihough  not  that  de- 

—  Where  a  statute  has  distinctly  pre-  manded,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 

scribed  the  judgment  whicb   shall  be  give  it,  and   its  power  to  do  so  is  not 

rendered,  if  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  conditioned    upon    the    form     of    the 

certain  cases,  the  plaintiff  sbould  pray  prayer." 

"  generally  for  such  judgment  as  he  BaUef  AfsJ***  Assets  of  ft  Dsosdnt.  — 

may  be  entitled  to  under  the  law,  or  In  «  complaint   upon   a  note  executed 

for  tbe  specific  judgment  detailed  in  by  two  makers,  it  was  averred  that  one 

the  statute.'      But  where  this  has  not  of   the   makers   had    died.     Judgment 

been  done,  "the  judgment,   anarded  was  claimed  also  of  the  assets  of  said 

in   positive  and   precise   terms  by  the  deceased  in  (he  hands  of  his  adminis- 

law,    cannot    be    refused."     Hipp    v.  traior.  a  defendant,  and  general  relief 

Hucbcti,  4  Tex.  ao.  was    prayed     for,    and    it    was    said: 

roreolosnre  of  Attafthmtint  Uen.  —  In  "  Though  the  claim  against  the  assets 

Frank  v.  J.   S.  Brown  Hardware  Co.,  may   not  be  in   form,  yet  the  general 

10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  It  was  held  that  prayer    includes    all    proper     relief." 

a  special  prayer  for  the  foreclosure  of  Eaton  v.  Burns,  31  Ind.  390. 

an    attachment   whicb    was    procured  ForMlMni*.  —  In   Hait  v.   Ensign,  61 

pending  the  action  was  not  essential.  Iowa    734.    it    was    said     that    when 

ASpedalPr«yer,IiULppropTUte  because  the   facts  justify  a   foreclosure,   relief 

not  supported  by  the  facts  averred,  or  may    be    granted     under     a    general 

I  tberewitb,  is  bad,  though  prayer,  although   the   ■       *'         ■■   -  ■ 


454.  'I  "q- 

1.  As  to  the  office  of  a  general  prayer  IitabUshioaiit    of   TendDr's   lien, —  A 

in  connection  with  a  special  prayer  see  bill  ouniaining   proper  averments   for 

in/ra,    IV.    3,    Gmtral     Praytr ;     also  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  is  not 

infra,  IX.  ;.  Under  Central  and  Sfeeial  rendered  bad  as  a  bill  for  that  purpose 

frayert.  by   a  Special   prayer   which   might   te 

Tho  ComplalitanI   Kay  Have  Balittf  if  construed   to    seek   the   establishment 

There  Be  •  Prsyw  to  which   reference  and  saiisfaclion   by  sale  of  a  vendor's 

may   be    made,     A  general  prayer  Is  lien,  therebeinga  general  prayer  under 

sufficient  in  ordinary  cases.     Shelby  f.  which   the  appropriate  relief  may  well 

Tardy,  84  Ala.  387-  be    granted.     Fields  v.   Drennen,    iij 

In  Kayser  v.  Maugham,  8  Colo.  351,  Ala.  55S. 

it  was  said:     "The  complaint  in  this  FeiuMton    of    Bsalty.  —  Where     the 

case    contains  the  prayer  for   general  complaint  contains  proper   averments 

relief  characteristic  of  bills  in  equity  which  !f  proven  will   entitle  the  plain- 

wheie   the   code  system   of   procedure  (iff  to  recover  possession  of  real  estate, 

has  never  received  legislative  sanction,  and  there  is  a  general  prayer  for  relief, 
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the  relief  to  which  he  shows  himself  entitled,  yet  in  all  cases,  and 
whether  or  not  the  complaint  concludes  with  a  special  prayer  for 
relief,  a  general  prayer  should  be  inserted,  and  such  is  the  ordi- 
nary and  usual  practice.' 

Th«  Utility  of  a  general  prayer  for  relief,  and  its  necessity,  arc 
apparent  when  by  the  failure  or  partial  failure  to  sustain  the  allc 
gations  of  his  pleading,  or  for  any  other  reason,  the  plaintiff  is 
unable  to  secure  the  relief  demanded  by  his  special  prayer.'  or 
where  plaintiff  has  mistaken  the  nature  of  the  relief  to  which  he 
is  entitled  and  has  improperly  asked  tor  relief  which  cannot  be 
afforded  him.'  or,  through  mistake,  has  stricken  out  a  special 
prayer  which  demanded  relief  appropriate  to  the  case  in  hand,* 

4.  Several  Count*  or  Cftiuea.  —  When  a  plaintiff's  pleading  con- 
tains  several  causes  of  action  it   is  not  necessary  to  append  a 

if  ihere  are  an  appearaace,  trial,  and 
finding  in  favor  of  ibc  plaintiff*  "  thai 
[hey  are  the  owners,  and  entitled  to  Llie 
possession  of  the  real  eslale  described 
in  the  complaint,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant is  in  the  unlawful  possession  of  the 
same,"  there  is  no  error  in  rendering 
judgment  for  the  possession  of  the 
real  estate,  although  there  is  no  specific 
prayer  for  the  possession.  Evans  v. 
Schafer.  119  Ind.  49. 

BatOmiatian.  —  In  Ochority  v.  Wright, 
101  Ind.  382.  ii  was  held,  in  an  action 
to  reform  a  dted  as  to  the  description 
of  the  land  conveyed,  thai  a  specilic 
prayer  for  reformaLion  was  not  neces- 
sary to  make  the  complaint  good 
against  a  demurrer  where  there  was  a 
general  prayer  in  the  complaint.  See 
generally   article    Rescission,    Refor- 


Crow-FrtlUMi.  —  In  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage,  if  the  defendant 
prays  for  general  relief  in  his  cross- 
petition,  the  court  may  grant  any  relief 
consistent  with  the  allegations  of  the 
cross- petition  which  is  sustained  by  the 
proof.  A  special  prayer  is  not  neces- 
sary. Pond  V.  Waterloo  Agricultural 
Works,  50  Iowa  605. 

1.  Rollins  V.  Forbes,  10  Cal.  299; 
Peck  V.  Price,  q  Ky.  L.  Rep.  166,  (Ky. 
1687)  4  S.  W.  Bep.  306;  Hcmson  v. 
Decker,  ag  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
Ct.)  385;  Knight  V.  Houghtaling,  85  N. 
Cat.  17. 

As  to  the  office  of  a  general  prayer  in 
connection  with  a  special  prayer,  sec 
infva.  IX.  5.  Under  Genera!  and  Sfiedal 
Prayers. 

A  Senusd  for  0«naral  BaUaf  Ii  Iddod- 
siitent  with  ■  Denuuid  for  Indgnteat  in  a 
SpedSedBum,  in  an  action  fur  a  "  money 


demand   on  contract."  and   should  be 

stricken  out.     Durant  v.  Gardner,  id 

Abb.   Pr.  (N.  V.   Supreme  Ci.)  445,  19 

How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  94- 

S.  Shelby   p.    Tardy,    84    Ala,    31;: 

Rising.  103  Ala.  454;  Fields 

Drcnnen,    115   Ala.    556;    Eaton  r. 

ns,  31    Ind.  390;  Johnson  ;/.  Polht- 

i,  99  Cal.  340;  Dehority  b.  Wright. 

101   Ind.  3S2;  Webb  v.  Staves,  I  N.  Y. 

App.  Div.  J45;    Houston   t.  Emery,  7*1 

Tex.  382:    Frank  p.  ;.  S.  Brown  Haid- 

ware  Co..  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430. 

"  In  chancery  the  bill  always  stated 
connectedly  the  parties'  entire  cause, 
and  prayed  for  such  relief  as  the 
pleader  thought  he  would  be  entitled 
10.  But  experience  soon  demonstrated 
that  when  the  cause  came  lo  be  (qIIt 
heard,  or  even  from  the  differences  01 
opinion  between  counsel  and  coun 
upon  the  case  made  in  the  bill  itself, 
that  a  very  different  measure  of  redress 
was  proper  than  that  asked  for  spe- 
cifically. Hence,  there  n-as  almost  al- 
ways a  necessity  for  a  general  prayer, 
that  for  aiiernalive  and  general  relief. 
This  prayer,  it  soon  came  to  be  said, 
by  chancellors  and  equity  lawyers,  was 
ne^t  in  importance  10  the  Lord': 
Prayer.  This  was  so  simply  because  it 
was  impossible  to  foretell  what  relief 
would  ultimately  be  found,  or  Ihoaght 
to  be  proper.  The  same  necessity  ex- 
ists under  the  code,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
narrowly  and  technically  construed, 
but  liberally,  for  the  purposes  of  jus- 
tice." Draper  v.  Moore,  3  Cine.  Super. 
Ct.  Rep.  167. 

8.  McGlothlin  v.  Hemery,  44  Mo. 
550;  Hemson  v.  Decker,  29  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  385. 

4.  Hardy  v.  De  Leon.  5  Tex.  246. 
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PRA  YERS  FOR  RELIEF.        PurpoM  of  Prayer. 


prayer  for  relief  to  each  one,*  nor  is  it  necessary  or  proper  that 
each  count  in  a  complaint  stating  one  cause  of  action  should  con- 
tain a  prayer  for  relief.* 

If  a  FraTw  !•  Inoorporated  in  Eaeh  Covnt,  no  relief  can  be  obtained  on 
one  count  under  the  prayer  of  another  count.* 

V.  RsQUisXTis — Fosx  Ajrs  SumciEVCT  —  1.  In  General  —  The 
codes,  in  prescribing  the  contents  of  a  complaint,  lay  down  the 
general  rule  that  it  shall  conclude  with  a  demand  for  the  judgment 
to  which  the  plaintiff  supposes  himself  entitled.^ 

2.  Pupoee  of  Prayer.  —  In  framing  the  prayer  its  purpose  is  to 
be  kept  in  mind,  namely,  to  apprise  the  defendant  of  the  nature 
of  the  relief  demanded  by  the  plaintiff,  when  this  does  not  appear 
clearly  from  the  facts  alleged,  and  thus  prevent  surprise  at  the 
trial.  The  object  of  the  prayer  is  also  to  give  the  defendant  such 
precise  Information  as  to  the  judgment  which  will  be  rendered 
against  him  if  he  makes  default  that  he  may  be  able  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  defend.* 

1.  ApproTod  Praetioe.  —  It  is  proper,  Northwestern  MuL  Relief  Assoc.,  87 

and  is  the  better  practice,  in  pleading  Wis.  112;   Graham  v,  Blinn,  3  Wyom- 

on  several  causes  of  action,  to  add  at  ing  752. 

the  end  of  all  a  general   prayer  for  Ai  to  ths  form  and  BoAdenej  of  Fray- 
judgment  on  all,  instead  of  appending  «rs  in  Partionlar  Caioi,  see  the  specific 
a    prayer    to    each    cause   of    action,  articles  in  this  work. 
Brainard  v,   Rittberger,   2    Cleve.   L.  Ai  to  tho  Vooenity  of  a  Prayor,  see 
Rep.  (Ohio)  154,  4  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  supra^  IV.  Necessity  for, 
432.  Siroetory  Statatai.  —  The  provision  of 

8.  Malady  v.  McEnary,  30  Ind.  273;  the  Ohio  Code  that  the  petition  must 

Baxter  v.  Camp,  71  Conn.  245,  wherein  contain  a  demand  of  the  relief  to  which 

the  court  said:    '*  It  is  also  a  violation  the  party  supposes  himself  entitled  was 

of  the  rules  of  pleading,  in  any  case  of  held,    in    Draper   v.   Moore,   2    Cine, 

a  complaint  containing  several  counts.  Super.  Ct.   Rep.   174,  to  be  directory 

to  append  to  each  separate  claims  for  only. 

relief.  Such  claims  follow  the  complaint  6.  In  Rush  v.  Brown,  loi  Mo.  586,  it 

as  a  whole.     The  plaintiff  is  to  state  his  was  said:    "It  is  obvious  that,  upon 

whole  case  first,  and   then   the   relief  many  states  of  facts  presented   to  a 

Tvhich  be  seeks,  whether  it  be  of  one  court  for  action,  divers  remedies  may 

or  several  kinds,  and  whether  referable  be    applicable,    some    strictly    legal, 

to  all  or  to  but  one  or  more  of  the  sev-  others   perhaps  equitable    In    nature, 

eral  counts."  It  would  be  a  departure  from  the  true 

Prayer  at  End  of  Complaiat.  —  Where  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  code  to  re- 

the  same  cause  of  action  is  stated  in  quire  of  plaintiff  *  a  plain  and  concise 

different  forms  in  different  paragraphs  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  his 

of  a  complaint,  the  prayer  for  relief  cause  of  action  '  without  requiring  (at 

may  be  properly  placed  at  the  close  of  some  stage  of  the  case)  a  plain  state- 

the  last  paragraph.     Burbank  v.  Dyer,  ment  of  the  judicial  action  demanded 

54  Ind.  392.  thereon,  for  the  information  of  the  de- 

8.  Nevada  County,  etc..  Canal  Co  v,  fendant    and    of    the    court.    *    *    * 

Kidd,  37  Cal.  282.  With  us  it  is,  therefore,  often  of  import- 

4.  See  the  codes  of  the  various  states,  ance  to  all  concerned  to  know  what  re- 

and  see  Reece  v,  Roush,  2  Mont.  586;  lief    plaintiff    demands,    in    order    to 

Rush  V.  Brown,  loz  Mo.  586;  Muldow-  determine     the    proper    constitutional 

ney  v,  Morris,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  42  Hun  (N.  mode  of  trial.     On  this  account,  it  is 

Y.)  444;    Redmond  v.  Dana,  3  Bosw.  sometimes  necessary,  in  the  practical 

(N.  Y.)  615;  Dusenbury  v,  Dusenbury,  administration  of  justice,  to  recur   10 

4  Civ.   Pro.   Rep.  (N.   Y.  C.   PI.)  126;  the  inherent  distinctions  between  legal 

Hipp  V.  Huchett,  4  Tex.  20;   Jones  v.  and  equitable  rights  and  remedies,  and 
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3.  Conditeney.  —  It  is  essential  and  important  that  the  prayer 
for  relief  with  which  the  plaintiff  concludes  the  statement  of  his 
cause  of  action  should  be  consistent  with  that  statement.' 

4.  BirefltiWH.  —  Good  practice  requires  that  the  specific  relief 
sought  should  be  stated  distinctly  and  directly.  Hence,  ademand 
for  judgment  upon  hypothetical  or  alternate  conclusions  of  Uv  is 
not  only  unnecessary,  but  is  improper.* 

5.  B^af  Ag&iiut  JJlSsfendaatt.  — The  complaint  should  contain 
a  prayer  for  relief  against  all  the  parties  defendant,'  otherwise 
no  relief  can  be  had  as  against  a  defendant  who  has  made  default 
in  pleading. 

6.  CoaitniotloiL  —  While  it  has  been  held  that  all  parts  of  the 
plaintiff's  pleading  should  be  considered  in  construing  the  prayer 

to  insist  that  parties  asking  aid  of  the  Tbe  court  said:  "  Such  a  defect  is  the 
court  sute  the  nature  of  ibe  relief  de-  complaint  would  not  usually  hare  llic 
aired,  as  well  as  the  facts  on  which  effect  to  leave  the  cause  of  action  io- 
they  demand  it."  tended   to   be   set    out    uncertain.    Ii 

1,  Califernia.  —  Noonan    v.   Nunan.     would  not  be  a  serious  defect,  perhapt. 

?&  Cat.  44;  Arrington  v.  Liscom.  34  in  a  complaint  which  should  state  sucb 
'■'■  37S>  'lets  only  as  make  a  clear  cauM  of  ae- 

Indiana.  —  Judj  v.  Gilbert,  77  Ind.  don  on  contract  for  a  money  jndg. 
too.  ment.  or  such  as  make  a  clear  cause 

Mistiitiffi,  —  Thorns  v,  Tboms,  45 
Miss.  363. 

Montnna.  —  Arnold    v.    Sinclair, 
Monl.  S56,  2S  Am.  St.  Rep.  489. 

A'nir  York.  —  Short  v.  Barry,  40 
How.  Pr.  (N,  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  210; 
Redmond  i'.  Dana,  3  Bostv.  (N.  Y.>6is. 

See  infm.  IX.  6,  and   IX.   7.  >:   Con- 


for  an  equitable  jnlgnml 
onlj.  In  such  case,  while  the  demind 
(or  judgmeni  might  not  be  in  conplt- 


Ad^n^  FraysT  for  InjaDotiDn  aud  Ao.     tnble 
oouDting  in  Astlon  at  Lav.  ~  An  action 
against  a  Foreign  administrator  upon 
che  guaranty  of  a  bond   made  by  Ihe 
inresrale   and    praying  a   money  judg- 


be  changed  inio  an  action  in  equity  by 
adding  a  prayer  for  an  injunction  and 
an  accounting.  Hankinson  v.  Page.  3 
How.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  V.  Supreme  Ct.) 
323. 

2.  Durant  v.  Gardner,  ig  How.  Pr. 
(N.  V.  Supreme  Ct.)  94. 

FailoTB  to  Ask  SistLacitly  for  Legal  er 
Equitabls  EeUrf.  ~  In  Johns  v.  North- 
weslcrn  Mul.  Relief  As^oc,  87  Wis. 
III.  it  was  held  that  where  the  plaintiff 
prays  for  no  specific  relief,  but  shows 
by  his  pleading  that  he  will  be  content 
with  either  a  legal  or  an  equitable 
judgment,  such  prayer  is  not  in  com- 
pliance with  the  Wisconsin  Statutes 
(Rev.  Stat.,  g  2646,  subdiv.  3),  provid- 
ing  that  the  complaint  must  contain 
"  a  demand  of  the  judgment  to  which 
the  plaintiff  s':pposes  himself  entitled." 


legal  judgment  or  (01  equi- 
lief,  as  the  plaintiff  may 
ben  the  failure  ol  the  plainiif 
to  specify,  in  the  demand  for  judg- 
ment, the  particular  judgment  towbicli 
he  supposes  himself  entitled  may  make 
the  whole  complaint  uncertain  as  lo  Ihe 
nature  of  the  cause  of  action  which  the 
plaintiff  intended  to  set  oul.  Such  a 
complaint  is  ambiguous.  It  loots  tvo 
ways.  It  is,  both  in  its  allegations  and 
in  its  demand  for  judgment,  for  eiihtr 
relief,  indifferently  and  tmpariiallT, 
and  for  neither  definitely  and  Cer- 
tainly.- 
Slrset    Player     for    EefomuitiDa.  —  A 

bad  where  it  demands  that  if  it  tie 
necessary  the  policy  shall  be  rcforme'l 
in  such  manner  as  fully  and  cleailr  IQ 
express  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
Such  reformation  as  is  desired  shnuH 
be    BSUed    for 


Allar 
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for  relief,'  it  has  also  been  held  that  the  construction  which  the 
parties  themselves  have  adopted  will  be  followed.* 

7.  IrrtffuUr  or  DefwtlT*  Prayari,  —  Where  a  party  mistalces  the 
form  of  his  prayer  for  relief,  and  frames  it  inappropriately  or 
inartiiicially,  the  court  may  disregard  trifling  irregularities  or 
mistakes,*  or  treat  the  unnecessary  request  as  surplusage,  and 
grant  such  relief  as  will  conform  to  the  general  form  of  the  com- 
plaint, especially  if  it  contains  a  general  prayer  for  relief,* 
Defects  in  the  prayer  of  the  character  referred  to  will  not  be 
deemed  jurisdictional." 

TI  JoikoekotFeatku— 1.  In  G«ii«:aL  —  Inasmuch  as  a  party 
has  a  right  to  such  relief  as  from  the  pleadings  and  proofs  he 
shows  himself  entitled  to,  he  may  generally  or  specially  ask  for 
as  many  different  kinds  of  relief  as  are  consistent  with  the  facts 
and  circumstances;  consequently,  it  is  proper  to  join  several 
prayers  in  the  same  pleading,  to  the  end  that  the  rights  of  the 

1.  Howard  v.  Levering,  i  Ohio  Dec.  Fehl,  ai  WIi.   337;  Bftik;  *.  Xxaa.  F. 

133.     See  infra,  V.  7,  ImgHlar  er  Dt-  Ins.  Co.,  77  Wis.  336. 

ftiHtii  Prayert.  SorploMg*.  —  Where  one  of  the  pray- 

tvt  BhIm  u  to  Canrtnutlmi  sf  PlMd-  era  in  &n  action  to  restrain  trespasses 

Ingt  OenanJlj,  see  article  Construction  and  lor  prior  trespasses  is  to  quiet  the 

Of  Plbadincs.  vol.  4.  p.  741.  plaintiff's  title  to  the  Ia.nd  In  question, 

Il«fid«ne7  on  TorHlonn  —  Bnfllidwtsy  ji  maj'  be  rejected  as  surplusage  where 

«fII«mMict.  — The  Wisconsin  Rev.  Slat,  the  allegations  of  the  petition  do  not 

817.  S  3'S6  (Stat.  1898.  g  3556},  author-  authorize  judgment  on  this  idea,  and 

iies  ibc  court,  in  foreclosure  cases,  to  the  plaintiff  fails  to  allege  and  prove 

r  a   judgment   for   the   deficiency  his  possession   of  the  land.     Coppage 


only  where  the  compL 
demand   therefor,  and   wo  ere 
plaint  prays,  after  asking   for 
closure,  "  that  the  plaintiff  may  ni 
execution   for  any  balance  remain: 
unpaid,"    it    Is    a    sufficient    dem: 


r  this  s 


e  to  autho 
.     Olinger 


V.   Griffith,   (Ky.   1897)  40  S.  W.   Rep. 
com.     908. 

fore-  Sorpliuag;*  and  SsdsiaiiBy  ta  Pnyar 
have  SUragaidM.  —  "Any  portion  of  the  re- 
lief sought  not  consistent  with  that  di- 
rected by  law  to  be  awarded  must  be 
rejected  as  surplusage,  and  deficiencies 
in  the  prayer,  for  the  same  reason,  sup- 
plied."    Hipp  V.  Huchett,  4  Tex.  35. 

Inoonilitent     Frayer     DUrtgsxdsd.  — 
Where  relief  is  asked  which   is  incon- 
sistent with  ihe  cause  of  action  appear- 
le    other     ing  on  the  pleadings,  it  may  be  disre- 
and    the    gardcd     as     immaterial.       Arnold    v. 
"'     '   '     II  Mont.  ^s6. 

-In 


Liddle, 


Gciencf  judgi 
55  Wis.  631. 

2.  Ooutntotloii  by  Court  aikd  PartlM. — 
When  the  language  of  a  bill  in  chan- 
cery   ib   susceptible   of 
tions,    one     limited     a 
enlarged,   as    to    its   ol , 

extent  of  relief  sought,  but   the  subsc-    Sinclair,  II  Monl.  556. 
<fuen[  proceedings  show  that  the  par-        Equitablo  Belief  In  Justlos'i  Court. 


and     the     court     construed    the  Holden   v.   Warren,   118   N.   Car 

pleading   in   the   enlarged   sense,  that  which   was  an   action   in  a  court  of  a 

meaning  will  be  considered  as  the  one  justice  of  the  peace,  the  prayer  was  in 

Intended.     Brandon  v.  Mason,   i   Lea  part  lo  reform  and   correct  an  alleged 

{Tenn.)6l5.  error   of  calculations  in  a  settlement 

8.  Staton  V.  Rising,  103  Ala.  454:  between  the  parties,  and  it  was  held 
Truebody  v.  Jacobson,  1  Cat.  269;  that  the  prayer  for  the  equitable  relief 
Draper  v.  Moore,  3  Cine.  Super.  Ct.  should  have  been  treated  as  surplus- 
Rep.  167.  age.  and  that  if  the  justice  could  have 

4.  Truebody  v.  Jacobson,  3  Gal.  36g;  given  any  relief,  it  was  immaterial  that 

Coppage  V.  Griffitii.  (Ky.  lSg7)  40  S.  W.  the  prayer  was  for  relief  which  he  had 

Rep.  90S;    Brown  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  no  jnrisdiction  to  grant. 
5  Mo.  App.  i;  Dunn  7.  Weble,  14  Misc.         S.  Stuartf.  Allen.  16 Cal.  1)73;  Holden 

Rep.  (N.   Y.  C.   PI.)  542;    Sttoebe  »,  v.  Warren,  118  N.  Car.  336. 
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parties  may  be  completely  settled  in  one  proceeding.  However, 
care  should  be  taken  by  the  pleader  not  to  so  confuse  or  mix  up 
his  several  prayers  and  allegations  as  lo  obscure  the  issues  and 
cause  doubts  as  to  the  nature  of  the  relief  desired,  or  as  to  the 
proper  forum  for  the  triaL* 


-Smkb 


.  Smith,    106 


1.  Alabama. 
Ala.  39B. 

CntnecHctU,  —  Baxter 
71  Conn.  145. 

KiKtucky.  —  Peck  p.  Price,  9  Ky.  L. 

Rep.  166.  (Ky.  1887)  4  S.  W.  Rep.  306. 

^-        ■■     ■     -Hall  f.  H»I1.  38  Hot 


Jnlab 


aOagu 


-The 


jAdfaMat  Againrt  AdmUiitTUer.  - 
complaint  in  an  action  against  the  ad- 
mlmslralor  of  a  deceased  agent  miy 
ask  for  an  accounting,  and  for  judg- 
ment against  the  administraloi  in  the 
all«rnati«e  (or  money,  and  for  the  dc- 
Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ci.)  q7;  Redmond  livery  of  spcci&c  propeny  belonging  u> 
"  3   Bosk.  (N.  Y.)6iS'  Peck  f.     the  plaintiff  which  came  into  the  hand* 


RIchardsoo.  la  Misc.  Rep.  (IJ. 
preme  Cl)  310. 

Oiin.  —  Columbus,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Steinfeld,  4=  Ohio  St.  449. 

ProprlMy  of  Jolodar.  —  "  While  in 
some  cases  there  may  be  a  misjoinder, 
by   the   incorporation   of  ■■  -■     - 

._ !^  jjij  same  comj 


would   be 

rection.  yet  it  does  not  follow,  there- 
fore, that  the  insertion  ot  two  or  more 
demands  for  relief  In  the  same  com- 
plaint would  constitute  a  like  mis- 
joinder, and  subject  to  like  censure 
and  correction.     On  the   contrary. 


of  the  deceased  as  such  agent,  and 
which  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver. 
Day  V.  Stone.  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y. 
C.  PI.)  137- 

To  Sattla  Tnut*  vaim  Will,  IM  Adl* 
ConTayMWM,     fta.  —  In     Sheppard     v. 
tinci    Green,  48  S.  Car.  172,  It  was  held  that 
hich     the  plaintiff  might  properly  join  prayers 
COT-    for  judgment  for  the  amount  due  nn- 
der  a  trust  created  by  a  will;  that  cred- 
itors   be    called     to     establish     their 
demands;    that  the    exec n tor   account 
for  [he  assetsof  theestale;  thatcertain 
voluntary    conveyances    be    declared 
ill  and  void,  and  thai  the  lands  be 


asmucb    as    oftentimes    there    spring  sold  and   the  proceeds  applied  to  the 

from  one  cause  of  action  sevtrtil  reme-  payment  of  costs  and  aitomeys'  fees 

dial  rights,  entitling  the  party  injured  and  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

to  several  Icinds  of  relief,  it  is  not  only  BaftnniatloB,  ForMlaanrs,   sad   BU*.  — 

not  improper  to  unite  several  demands  Where  the  plaintiff  joins  in  his  petition 

in  such  cases  for  relief,  but.  failing  to  prayers  that  a   morti^ge  be  reformed 

do  so,  Ihe  plaintiff  might  fail  to  secure  and   foreclosed  and   that  the  land  be 

the  full  measure  of  bis  rights."     Emory  sold  under  it.  such  a  joinder  docs  not 

r.  Hazard  Powder  Co..  aa  S.  Car.  476.  make  the  petition  bad,  although  there 

Damandlng  a   IfulUpIidty   of    Selisft  was  no  necessity  for  the  reformation. 

does  not    neccs.iarily   make   the   com-  McClurg  r.  Phillips,  49  Mo.  316. 

plaint  bad  for  stating  more  than   one  SMtlng  Add*  Dmd,  FartltioB,  and  A*- 

cause  of  action.     Gccrv  i>.  New  York,  signmsntaf  Dowai.  —  A  complaint  pray- 

eic,  Steamship  Co..  is  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  ing  that  a  deed  be   set   aside,   that   ■ 

Supreme  Ct.)  368.  partition  of  the  premises  be  made,  and 

Partnanhip  Aoeonnt,  Battlag  Astd*  Bale,  that  dower  be  assigned,  is  not  necessa- 

Seestvar,  and  InjunetloB.  —  In  an  action  rily  a  complaint  on   several  causes  of 

by  one  partner  against  his  copartner  action.     Hammond  v.  Cockle.  3   Hun 

and  others,  to  whom  the  copartner  had  (N.  Y.)  495.  5  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  V.)  56. 


transferred  firm  property,  a  prayer  n 
ing  an  accounting,  for  the  setting  asiae 
of  transfers  by  the  copartner  to  the 
other  defendants,  for  the  appointment 

against  further  disposition  ot  the  part- 
nership properly,  is  a  proper  joinder, 
and  does  not  make  the  complaint  sub- 
ject to  demurier.  Palmer  r,  Tyler,  15 
Minn.  106.  And  see  in  general,  upon 
this  subject,  article  Pahtnership.  vol. 
15.  p.  108B  tl  lef. 


of   Bnl    Brtata,    QaiotJug 

TlUe,  etc.—  In  an  action  tn  recover  the 
possession  of  real  estate,  lo  quiet  title, 
(or  damages,  and  for  an  injunction, 
the  prayer  for  relief  may  properly  cm- 
brace  all  the  objects  sought  by  the 
action,  it  being  the  policy  of  the  law  to 
give  a  complete  remedy  in  one  suit,  so 
far  as  it  can  be  dnne.  for  all  wrongs 
complained  of  accruing  out  of  Ihe  same 
transaction.  Richwine  v.  NobleSViUe 
Prcsb.  Church,  135  Ind.  80. 
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2.  For  L^al  and  Squtable  Bali^  —  Ordinarily,  under  code 
procedure,  legal  redress  and  equitable  relief  may  be  demanded  in 
the  same  action,  and  if  justified  by  the  circumstances  either  or 
both  can  be  afforded.* 

S.  For  AlternatlTe  Relief  —  Alternative  prayers  for  relief  are  gen- 
erally permissible  in  equity  where  the  plaintiff  has  doubts  as  to 
the  kind  or  measure  of  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled,  and  under 
the  code  provisions  of  many  states  a  party  may  avail  himself  of 
the  like  privilege  by  so  framing  his  prayers  in  the  alternative  that 

BanoTKl  of   ?uieM  —  Kartrslniiig   Fn-  cm  Ins.  Co.,  13  N.  Y.  357;  Lamport  v. 

WW  Erection.  — In   U.   S.  v.    Bissel,  8  Abbott,  la   How.    Pr.   (N.  Y.  Supreme 

Mom.  20,  it  was  held  that  in  aa  action  Ct,)  340;  Stevenson  v.  Buxton,  15  Abb, 

under  Act  Cong.,  February  35,  1885  (23  Pr.   (N.   Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  353;  See  v. 

Sut.   at  L.   311).  providing  /or  the  re-  Partridge,  3  Ducr  (N.  Y.)  463;  Lioden 

moving  of  fences  from  public  lands,  a  v.  Hepburn,  3  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  668. 

prayer  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  k»  to  Xgaiun  of  Ballaf  vndar  Fmjm 

defendant   from    again    inclosing;   the  fin  Legal  and  EqnltablaBaUaf,  see  tn/ra. 

same  land  was  such   relief  as  is  ex-  IX.  3.     Under  Frayert  for  Ltgal  and 

pressly  authoriied  by  the  act  in  ques-  Editable  Ri He f. 

tion,  and  might  have  been  joined  with  iqjnnatlan  aiul  DamagM.  —  Where  the 

a  prayer  for  the  removal  of  the  fences,  complaint  pravs  for  an   injunction  to 

DoIIt«i7  of  Soiuij  and  CasMllaUoB  of  restrain  a  coniinuing  nuisance  and  for 

CerUftoata.  —  Where  the  cancellation  of  damages  sustained  the  plaintiB  cannot 

a  certificate   Ie    asked   foi    as    merely  be  required  to  elect  beineen  these  rem* 

auxiliary    to    the   principal   relief  de-  edies,  as  there  is  no  improper  joinder 

manded,  which  is  toobtain  the  delivery  of  prayers.     Emory  v.  Hazard  Powder 

of  certain  bonds,  only  one  cause  of  ac-  Co.,  33  S.  Car.  4S3.     See  also  Davis  v. 

tion   is  stated.     Turner  v.  Conant,  18  Lambcrlson,  56  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  4S0. 

Abb.  N.  Cas.  (K.  V.  Supreme  Ci.)  160,  And  in  Getty  v.   Hudson   River   R. 

affirmed  ijo  N,  Y.  660.  Co.,  6  How.  Pr.   (N.   V.  Supreme  Ct.) 

InjnnetlMi    in    Aotlon    tbr  SlTorM.  —  36g.  it  was  held  that  a  complaint  prop- 

Wbere  the  complainant  asked  for  a  di-  eriy  joined  a  prayer  for  damages  for 

vorce  and  alimony  or  for  the  annul-  obstructing  navigation  by  maintaining 

ment  of  her  marriage,  it  was  held  that  a   railroad   across   a  bay  between  the 

she   might  also  ask  an  injunction  re-  plaintiff's  farm  and   the   river,  with  a 

straining  the  defendant  from  releasing  prayer  that  the  defendant  be  adjudged 

a   right  of   action   for   slander   which  and  required  toconsimctsucha  bridge 

accrued  to  her  before  the  marriage,  as  as  was  required  by  its  charter,  so  as  to 

such   relief  was   not  inconsistent  with  admit  of  the  passage  of  plaintiff's  ves- 

Ihe  pleadings  setting  up  the  right  for  sels  between  his  farm  and  the  river, 

divorce,   tbougb  if  Ibe  marriage   was  Bafarmatlon  Vi   Innuanoa   Folloj   and 

annulled  ihe  husband's  release  of  such  Ifansy  Jndgmsnt.  —  The    plaintiff   may 

action  would   be  void.     Gibson  v.  Gib-  properly   join    with  a   prayer   for   the 

son,  46  Wis.  449.  reformation  of  a  policy  of  insurance  a 

DafHidant  in   Two   Capaeitiw.  —  It   is  prayer  for  tbe  recovery  of  the  amount 

improper   to  join   a  prayer  for   relief  of  a  loss   under   such   policy  and  for 

against  the  defendant  in  an  individual  general  relief.     Clem  v.  German   Ids. 

capacity  with  a  prayer  for  relief  against  Co  .  ag  Mo.  App.  666. 

him    in     a     representative     capacity.  Exwotlan  of  SMd  and  SaliTBrr  of  Foa- 

McMahon  1'.  Allen,  I  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  103,  taasion,— In   an   action   to    compel    a 

wherein    Ihe  supplemental  complaint  sheriff  to  execute  a  deed  in  the  place 

contained  a  new  allegation   that  since  of  one  which  had  been  lost  and  never 

the  commencemeni  of  the  action  the  recorded,   it   was    held    not   improper 

defendant  bad    become  executor,  and  for  the  plaintiff  to  demand   the  execn- 

prayed  "  thai  this  court  may  settle  the  tion  of  another  deed  and  also  to  ask 

whole  controversy  now  subsisting  be-  for  the  possession  of  the  land  embraced 

twecu  Ihe  plaintiff  and  the  defendant."  in  such  deed.     McMillan  v.  Edwards, 

1.  New  York  Ice  Co.  v.  North  West-  75  N.  Car.  St. 
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1.  Aiabaata.  —  Caldwdl  v.  King,  76 
Ala.  149;  Bells  v.  Gunn,  31  AU.  119. 
Sc«  Walthall  v.  Rives,  34  Ala.  gi,  aod 
38  Ala.  339. 

lawa.  —  Humphrey  v.  Rlngler,  94 
Iowa  183. 

Aonjoj.  —  Hiatt  V.  Parker,  ag  Kao. 
765- 

A"«r(«f*r.  —  Lillard  v.  Brannio,  gt 
Ky.  5".   ' 

A'™  York.  —  Wood  V.  Seely,  31  N. 
Y.  105;  Day  v.  Stone,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  137;  Young  v.  Ed- 
wards,  II   Hon.   Pr.   (N.   Y.   Supreme 


7aiBdn  of  rnyw*.        i'KAYJ2.K:i  tUK  Kt.l.lt.t.     ToeauMMtrnLfm. 

if  one  is  denied  the  other  m^  be  granted.* 

4.  loooiuiiUnt  Prayen  —  The  petition,  complaint,   or   similar 
pleading  should  not  pray  or  demand  inconsistent  relief;  that  is, 

be  a  security  only.  Nye  v.  Gribble,  70 
Toe.  458. 

PotseitUn  of  Realty  tmder  Agreement, 
or  Foreclosure  if  agreement  adjudged  a 
mortgage.  Fonler  v.  Sloneum,  it 
Tex.  478. 

Extingtiiskment  of  Dower,  or  Onilriim- 
titn  to  payment  of  mortgage  on  dower 
lands.     Wood  v.  Seely,  3»  N.  Y.  III. 

Enforcement  of  Vendor's  Lien,  or  Rt- 
tov/yy  of  Land.  —  Peck  v.  Price,  (Ky. 
1887)  4  S.  W.  Rep.  306. 

Retovery  of  Rati.  Joint  or  Several 
Judgment.  —  Van  Rensselaer  f.  Lay- 
man. 10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  tg 
SOS- 

Vacation  of  Judgment  and  Executor's 
Sale,  or  Judgment  for  Amount  Collected 
and  retained  in  excess  of  judgment. 
Henry  v.  Meighen,  46  MJno.  549. 

Divorce  and  Alimony,  or  Annulment 
of  Marriage.  —  Gibson  v.  Gibson.  46 
Wis.  449. 

Setting  Aside  Deed,  or  Recovery  of  Cost- 
sideration  and  Vendor'sLien.  —  Hamph- 
rey  v.  Ringlet.  94  Iowa  183. 

Cancellation  of  Mortgage,  or  Fereelot- 
•r<-.—  Hiatt  V.  Parker,  39  Kan.  765. 

Reformation  of  Contract  and  ^eci/ie 
Performance,  or  Rescission  of  contract 
and  for  other  relief.  Columbus,  etc, 
R.  Co.  V.  Steinfeld.  4a  Ohio  Si.  449. 

Wlwn  UiB  Flalntlb  Won  Manaammtt- 
tkl  as  to  what  judgment  they  suppoaed 
themselves  enlitled  to,  and  demanded 
no  specific  judgment,  the  court  said: 
"  They  will  be  coal«nt  with  either  of 
two  judgments  which  they  name: 
either  a  legal  judgment  oran  equitable 
judgment  —  it  is  a  matter  of  indiffer- 
ence which  —  will  answer  their  pur- 
pose. Such  a  demand  certainly  Is  not 
a  compliance  with  the  statute."  Johns 
V.  Northwestern  Mut.  Relief  Assoc.,  87 


Ohio.  —  Columbus,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Steinfeld.  43  Ohio  St.  449. 

7>nn»i».  —  lames  v.  Kennedy,  10 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)6oB:  Smith i'.  Hinson.  4 
Heist.  (Tenn.)  350. 

Texas.  —  National  Bank  v.  Texas 
Invest.  Co..  74  Tex.  411.  6  R.  &  Corp. 
L.  J.  373,  37  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas. 
358;  Mann  ».  Falcon,  35  Tex.  371; 
Teas  V.  McDonald,  13  Tex.  349;  Craw- 
ford V.  Stevens,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895) 
31  S.  W.  Rep.  79. 

IViiconsin.  —  Johns  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  Relief  Assoc..  87  Wis.  it3. 

But  see  contra.  Stuart  v.  Allen,  16 
Cal.  473. 

InrtasoM  of  Traytn  In  th*  AltwnatlTo 
-^eeific  Performance,  or  Damage,  for 
tfonperformanee.  —  Barlow  v.  Scon,  34 
N.  V.  45;  Stevenson  v.  Buxton,  15 
Abb.  Pr.(N.Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  356;  Boie 
V.  Davis.  14  Tex.  331. 

Specific  Performance  by  Copartner,  or 
Partnership  Accounting  and  lien  for 
amount  found  due.  Lyons  v.  Mc< 
Curdy,  00  Ala.  498, 

specific  Performance  of  Compromise 
Agreement  or  of  Original  Contract,  — 
Schifter  v.  Lauterbach.  7  N.  Y.  App. 
DIv.  333. 

Foreclosure  of  Mortgage  or  Enforce- 
ment of  Original  Mortgage,  the  payment 
of  which  constituted  the  cooslderation 
of  the  mortgage  in  suit.  Campbell  v. 
Campbell,  33  Abb.  N.  Cas  (N.  Y.  Su- 
pretnc  Ct.)  187. 

Foreclosure  to  Compel  Redemption  from 
PlainHfs  Lien  or  for  a  iVrit  of  Posses- 
lion.  —  Porterficld  v.  Taylor.  60  Tex. 
365. 


Wis.  \ 

Tho  Ttias  SyiMu  of  PnatiM  permits 
the  plaintiff,  alter  fully  stating  his 
cause  of  action,  to  add  such  allegations 
pertinent  to  the  cause  as  he  may  think 
necessary  to  maintain  the  suit  —  often 
historical  facts,  which  may  embrace 
several  causes  of  actioi,  with  prayer 
for  allernalivc  relief.  When  such  a 
petition  is  excepted  to,  to  test  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  any  of  the  relief  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  "  to  asceruin 
what  combination  of  facts  can  be  found 
stated  in  the  petltJOD  and  la  its  aoicad- 
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it  should  not  ask  two  or  more  kinds  of  redress  in  themselves 
incongruous  or  incompatible  with  the  principles  upon  which 
courts  act.* 


n  o[  a  city  ordin 

the  violation  of  the  ordinance. 

SMtnining  Brekoh  at  CoTanknt  In  LeaM 
—  Forfaltiire  of  Lwue.  —  A  complaint 
may  non  ask  alternative  relief  of  which 
one  alternative  could  toimerly  be  ob- 
tained only  in  an  action  al  Ian  and  the 
>nly  by  bill  in  equity ;  bulilcan- 


reliefs  prayed  for.  or  to  the  gene 
lief  in  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 
such  a  combination  of  (acts  slated  ( 
be  found,   the  court   must  sustain   I 
petition  as  containing  a  good  cause 
action,  although  three-fourths  or  nii 
tenths  of  ita  allegations  arc  liable 
the  exceptions  taken  to  them,  and  m 
thenceforth  be  treated  as  useless  sur- 
plusage."     Edgar   v.    Galveston   City 
Co..  46  Ten.  411.  a  lessor  cannot,  in  the  Fame  complaint, 

To  BM  AaldtSal*  or  for  DamagM.— In  seek  a  forfeiture  of  the  lessee's  term 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale  on  and  an  injunction  ai;ainsi  a  breach  of 
the  ground  of  fraud,  the  plaintiR  mav  his  covenant  as  to  the  particular  use  to 
pray  that  if  he  fail  to  prove  the  pur-  be  made  of  the  tenement,  the  forfeiture 
chaser  to  be  a  party  or  privy  to  the  being  totally  inconsistent  with  any 
fraud,  and  for  that  reason  fail  to  get  equitable  relief.  Linden  v.  Hepburn, 
the  sale  annulled,  he  may  have  judR-  3  Sanrff.  (N.  V.)  668. 
ment  against  the  other  defendants  for  To  B«t  Add*  CanTayanoa  or  Dealars  It  a 
the  damages  sustained  by  him.  Teas  Qaaanl  Anlfnniant  —  Test  a(  lueoniist- 
V.  McDonald,  13  Tex.  341).  eaey.—  A   creditor's    bill    cannot     be 

1,  Alaiama.  —  Lyons  v.  McCurdy,  90  hied  in  a  double  aspect,  asking  10  have 
Ala.  497:  Lehman  v.  Meyer.  67  Ala.  a  conveyance  set  aside  as  fraudulent, 
397:    Eufaula  v.   McNab,  67  Ala.  589;     or  in  the  alternative  to  have  it  declared 


ives  f.  Walthall,  38  Ala.  339. 

and  enforced  as  a  general  assignment 

^;««rjWa.  — Henry  v.  Meighen,   46 

inuring  to  the  equal  benefit  of  all   the 

inn.  548- 

creditors.      Moog   v.   Talcott.   ^^   Ala. 

Nfw  Kor*.  — Young  v.  Edwards,  11 

3IO.     En   this  case  it  was  said  that  the 

How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Cl.)  aoi; 
Campbell  v.  Campbell,  33  Abb.  N.  Gas. 
(N.  V.  Supreme  C(.)  187;  Getty  v. 
Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  6  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.  Supreme  Ct.)26g;  See  v.  Partridge, 
aDuer(N.  Y.)  463. 

That  the  prayer  should  be  con  sis  ten  I, 
see  supra.  V.  3.   Censisltncy. 

Thai  the  relief  granted  must  be  con- 
sistent with  the  case  made,  see  infra, 
IX.  6.  and   IX.  7.   *■    Coiuislincy. 

AnothBT  OaoM  of  Aetlan.  —  TJie  plain- 
tiff cannot  ask  in  his  petition  that  if  he 
should  have  mistaken  bis  remedy  and 
should  fail  to  obtain  the  relief  prayed, 
another  and  different  cause  of  action 
may  be  tried.  Pensenneau  v.  Pensen- 
1  Mo.  27. 


lest  of  inconsistency  was  "  if  a  decree 
pro  cenfesse  should  be  taken,  could 
the  court,  looking  merely  al  the  state- 
ments of  the  bill  and  the  confession, 
grant  any  certain  relief  10  the  com- 
plainant?" 

To  Stt  Aside  CoBTAjanee  —  BMoray 
of  PnrahaH  HDDSy.  —  When  the  bill  ai. 
tacks  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  by 
the  complainant's  debtor  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  and  seeks  to  reach  and  con- 
demn the  property  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  complainant's  demand,  he  can- 
not ask.  in  the  alternative,  to  have  the 
unpaid  purchase  money,  or  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale,  condemned  to  the  satis- 
faction of  his  debt;  and.  on  the  other 
hand,  if  he  seeks  to  condemn  the 
TrMpoM  <ln.  Cl,  Fr.,  Kjoetmont,  and  money,  or  proceeds  of  sale,  he  thereby 
■qnitablB Piayar.  —  In  Bigelow  ?'.  Gove,  affirms  the  change  of  title  effected  by 
7  Cal.  133,  it  was  held  that  the  com-  the  sale,  and  cannot  impeach  the  valid- 
plaint  which  joined  an  action  of  tres-  ity  of  the  transaction.  Inolher  words, 
pass  quart  t^iusum  /regit,  ejectment,  he  cannot  claim,  in  the  alternative, 
and  a  prayer  (or  relief  in  chancery,  was  under  and  against  the  conveyance, 
bad  and  would  be  dismissed  on  demur-  Caldwell  i'.  King.  76  Ala.  149. 
rer.  To   FotooIom  or  to   Set  Aside   Kort- 

Panalty and  Injnnetlon,— In  Lamport    gagor's    Titls.— The    plaintiff    cannot 
v,  Abbott,  II  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme    pray  in  the  alternaiive  that  a  m'>rigage 
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Tn.  AmHIilOUTB  —  1.  In  QoienL  —  An  insufficient  or  errone- 
ous prayer  for  relief  may  be  amended  whenever  the  circumstances 
render  such  a  course  necessary  and  no  prejudice  will  result  to  the 
adverse  party.* 

8.  Wkat  Ameadmenti  FenaiMibl*.  —  The  amendment  may  be 
made  by  changing  the  demand  for  legal  redress  to  a  prayer  for  equi- 
table relief,  so  as  to  make  it  appropriate  to  the  pleading,*  or  by 

held  bf  him  on  the  propeny  of  a  mar-  man  %  FlMdw  Hh  WfaUhw  Oi 
ried  woman  be  Coreclosed,  or  If  he  faili  S«1M  to  which  be  \t  entitled,  as  where 
to  obtain  such  relief,  that  the  properlj  a  sarcty  Is  entitled  to  be  subrogated  u 
covered  b;  the  mortgage  be  lubjectea  the  rights  of  bis  principal,  but  hu 
to  the  cUimi  of  her  husband's  credit-  failed  to  ask  for  such  subrogatioa,  the 
ors,  on  the  ground  th«t  her  title  wa*  prayer  of  the  petition  may  be  smeaded 
obtained  by  a  conveyance  in  fraud  of  so  at  to  ask  for  the  appropriate  relief, 
•uch  creditors.  Broam  v.  Ewart,  90  Blochc.  Koch,  70bio  Dec. {Reprint)S4. 
Teno.  65s.  OompDlsery    Aauadmnt.  —  Where    a 

BMeUifan  and  Jndgmtat  on  lastn-  complaioc  on  a  policy  of  insuraoce, 
meat.  —  In  Adamson  v.  Rose,  30  Inrl.  among  other  things,  "prays  that,  if 
3S0,  it  was  held  tbat  the  complaint  on  the  same  be  necessary,  said  policy  nisf 
a  title  bond,  asking  for  th«  rescission     be  reformed  in   such   manner  as  fally 

of  (he  bond  and  for  judgment  for  the     """"     ' — '"  ""    """ " 

amount  of  its  penalty,  was  not  bad. 
The  complaint  showed  a  right  of  ac- 
tion for  the  penalty,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  prayer  for  rescission  did  not 
make  the  complaint  bad. 

DiiMgardad  After  Terdlot  —  In  Ti 
ble  V.  Doty,  16  Ohio  St.  i3g, 
plaintiff  sought  both  10  bS 


ind  clearly  to  express  the 
and  '  agrcemeat  of  the  panics."  the 
plaintiff  will  be  compelled  to  •mend, 
either  by  striking  out  such  hypotheti- 
cal prayer  or  so  as  to  ask  directly  that 
the  policy  may  be  reformed,  and  to 
state  what  the  reformation  should  be. 
'here  the  Lamoreux  v.  Atlantic  MuL  Ins.  Co.,  } 
(N.  Y.)  tT 


•■  The  ii 


ured   parly   to   a  fraudi 


t  elec 


either 


as  void  and  be  restored 
rights,  or  to  affirm  and  enforce  it  by  the 
recovery  of  damages  for  its  breach  or 
by  specific  execution.  He  cannot  do 
both.  But  it  is  too  late  now  to  raise 
this  objection.  After  a  verdict  and 
judgment  for   damages,    it   should  be 


a,  Walsh  V.  McKecn,  75  Cal.  519. 

Xoney  Demand  WhtM  AMooatiag  m 
Ai^iortloament  HasMsarj.  —  In  Fisher  e. 
former  Charter  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co.,  51  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  Rep.  I7g,  the  action  was 
brought  on  an  agreement  whereby  the 
defendant  was  to  apportion  among  cer- 
tain of  its  policy  holders,  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  one,  the  divisible  surplus 


which  a 


aintiff  at  the  trial  abandoned  his  was  for  a 
prayer  fnr  a  rescission  and  elected  to  in  affirm 
proceed   upon   his   case   for    damages    dcmurr 


specific  sum  of  money,  and 
ling   a   decision   sustaining  a 
r  to  the  complaint  the  appel- 
rt  stated  that  the  prayer  might 
1.  jViuj   Vari.  —  Dows   v.    Green,   3     have  been  changed  to  a  demanil  for  an 
.How.   Pr.   (N.    Y.   Supreme   Ct,)   377:     accounlingon  the  agreement,  "  or  per 
Campbell  v.  Campbell,  33  Abb.  N.  Cas.     haps  [to  a  demand]  for  a  judgmeal  that 
/..   ,t   r.  ...._..  f-.  ,  _n_  j[j^  defcodant  proceed   to  apportion  " 


.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  1B7." 
OT/.'.  —  Bloeh  V.   Koch,  7  Ohic 
(Reprint)  5-1. 

Oi/a/ti.'iia.  —Carson  r'.  Butt.  4 


Dec. 


Tfxus. 


.  Laivrcnre.   14  Tel. 
ircf  V.  Leonard,  63 


ihe  surplus 

OltjMtfon  After' Jodgmetit.  —  In  Culver 
v.  Rodgers,  33  Ohio  St.  537,  the  relief 
demanded  was  equitable,  i.e..  for  an 
injunction.  Ii  was  assumed  by  both 
pirlics  that  the  case  was  one  for  equi- 
t:tble  relief,  and  the  cause  was  tried 
twice  on  that  theory.  It  was  held  that 
after  judgment  it  was  too  late  to  objecl 
on  the  ground  that  the  relief  should 
have  been  at  law  and  not  inequity. 
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adding  a  prayer  for  legal  relief  in  an  equitable  action.'  Such  a 
change  in  the  relief  asked  will  not  amount  to  a  change  of  the 
cause  of  action,  or  to  the  setting  up  of  a  new  cause  of  action.* 
Likewise,  a  complaint  claiming  legal  relief  only  may  be  amended 
by  adding  a  prayer  for  equitable  relief  as  to  which  the  complain- 
ant shows  a  right,  where  both  demands  are  consistent  *  The 
amendment  may  be  made  in  an  equitable  action  by  adding  a 
prayer  for  further  equitable  relief;  *  and,  in  accordance  with  the 
rule  that  pleadings  may  be  amended  to  conform  with  the  proof, 
the  prayer  may  be  amended  so  as  to  render  it  appropriate  to  the 
facts  proven." 
3.  Timeof  AmendmeBt. — Application  to  amend  should  be  timely,* 

Tbeappellaie  eonrtssid,  however,  that  qneatlon,  to   allow  an   amcndmeot  o( 

had  the  defeadant  made  the  qaeition  the  complnint   by  alteriog  the   prayer 

in  the  conn  below,  br  detnnrrer  or  an-  for  relief  contained  therein  so  as  to 

swer,  tiefote  the  hearing,  oreveti  at  the  claim  the  property  itself  and  damages 

trial,  an  amendment  of  the  prayer  for  for    its    detention,    and    further    that 

relief  might  have  been   permitted,  in  although  the  amendment  would  change 

furtherance  of  jnatice.  the  form  of  action  —  or  rather  the  class 

.   1.  Damagw  on  IiiJiuioUmi.  —  In  Mears  to    which    it     belonged  —  it    did    not 

c  Dole.  13s   Mass.   50S,  which  was  an  change  the  cause  of  action,  in  the  sense 

equitable  action  co  restrain  the  defend-  of  the  statute. 

ant  fiom  e](cavaling  on  his  land  so  as  1.  Getty  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  6 

to  let  in  the  sea  and  Injure  adjoining  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  l6g. 

land  of  the  plaintiff,  It  was  held  proper  4.  Campbell  v.  Campbell.  33  Abb.  N. 

to  permit    an  amendment  by  adding  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  1B7. 

a   prayer  for  the   assessment  of   inci-  S.  Ashley   v.    Little   Roctt,    56    Ark. 

dental  damages  and  recommitting  the  3gi;  O'Coonell  v.  Cotter,  44  Iowa  50; 

cause  to  the  maslerloassesssuch  dam-  Grand    Island    Sav.,    etc..    Assoc,    v. 

ages.  Moore,  40  Neb.  686.     See  Blood  v.  Pair-  - 

S.  Walsh   V.   McK-en,   75   Cal.  519;  banks.  48  Cal.  171;  and  see  in  general 

Porterfield  v.  Taylor,  60  Tex.  164.  article  Amendments,  vol.  i.  p.  57S  ittif. 

In  AVto  Y»ri  it  has  been  held  that  Amendment  Prevsntsd.  —  In  Gifford  r. 
where  by  statute  (Code  of  Procedure)  Mullins.  (Ky.  1888)  6  S.  W.  Rep.  437. 
actions  are  classified  with  reference  to  it  was  held  that  tiicre  was  a  right  to 
those  which  may  and  those  which  may  amend  the  prayer  (or  relief  to  conform 
not  be  joined  in  one  suit,  and  actions  with  the  facts  established  on  the  trial, 
for  injuries  by  force  to  property  are  put  and  where  it  Is  expressly  slated  in  the 
in  one  class  and  actions  to  recover  the  judgment  that  "the  plaintiffs  hare 
possession  of  personally  are  put  in  an-  waived  Che  deficiency  in  the  prayer  in 
other,  the  judgment  asked  for  will  dc-  the  answer  and  cross-petition."  such 
termine  to  which  class  the  action  statement  will  be  binding  on  the  plain- 
belongs,  and   any  amendment   which  tiff,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  ob- 

ill  have  the  effect  to  transfer  the  ac-  ject  that  the  judgment  granted  is  not 


tion  from  one  class  to  the  other  is 
within  a  statutory  provision  prohibit- 
ing an  amendment  which  will  substan- 
tially change  the  cause  of  action. 
Spalding  v.  Spalding.  3  How.  Pr.  <N. 
Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  397. 

In  Dowsp.  Green,  3  How.  Pr,  (N.  Y. 
Supreme  Ct.)  377,  wherein  the  prayer 
was  defective  because  asking  Improper 
relief,  >'.  e.,  for  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, the  decision  on  this  point  Is  dis- 
tinctly to  the  contrary.  It  was  there 
held  that  In  funherance  of  justice  the 
court  had  power,  under  the  statute  in 


accord  with  the  relief  prayed  for. 
since  this  statement  may  have  pre- 
vented the  defendant  from  amending 
bis  prayer. 

6.  Nevada  Cotiniy,  etc..  Canal  Co.  (>. 
Kldd,  37  Cal.  383.  See  generally  article 
Amendments,  vol.  i,p.  s^  it  seq. 

On  Demnirn.  —  "  Parties  who  wish 
to  change  or  enlarge  their  demand  for 
relief  should  do  so  by  amendment  or 
otherwise  while  the  cause  is  before  the 
(rial  court;  at  least  in  those  instancea 
where  the  case  goes  off  upon  demurrer." 
Rush  c.  Brown,  101  Mo.  586. 
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and  should  be  made  in  proper  form ;  *  and  while  there  are  decis* 
ions,  or  at  least  intimations,  to  the  eSect  that  suitable  amend* 
ments  may  be  made  to  the  prayer  after  verdict  or  judgment,' 
and  that  after  judgment  the  prayer  will  be  treated  as  amended,* 
it  is  manifest  that  no  amendment  which  will  operate  prejudicially 
should  be  allowed.* 

Vm.  Obixctioitb  —  1.  By  Motion.  —  Whenever  it  becomes 
necessary  to  interpose  objections  to  a  prayer  for  relief,  because  of 
indefiniteness,  uncertainty,  or  the  like,  the  proper  mode  is  by 
motion  directed  to  the  infirmity  complained  of.* 


mun  tlM  PnTar  Ii  Xsraly  Infum*!  U 

nay  be  amended  at  any  time.  Foole 
V.  Sprague.  13  Kan.  155.  To  the  same 
efiect  ia  Carson  v.  Bull.  4  Okla.  133. 

1.  Xotlaa  Traatad  ai  liMadaunt.  — 
Wbere  a  complaint  prays  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  and  for  general  relief, 
and  after  confirmation  of  the  sale  the 
plaintiff  files  a  motion  praying  for  a. 
deficiency  judgment,  serving  notice 
thereof  upon  the  defendant,  auch  mo- 
tion will  be  treated  as  an  amendment 
of  tbe  prayer  of  the  petition.  Grand 
Island  Sav.,  etc.,  Assoc,  v.  Moore,  40 
Neb.  666. 

S.  See  GiSord  v.  Mullins,  {Ky.  1888) 
6S.  W.  Rep.  437:  Grand  Island  5av., 
etc.,  Assoc.  V,  Moore.  40  Neb.  636. 
And  see  article  AiiENDJiiNrs,  vol.  i, 
pp.  604.  605. 

l^rayar  tbr  FarMlMnrs  Afttr  JndgmMlt. 
—  In  O'Connell  v  Cotter,  44  Iowa  50, 
the  petition  described  the  note  and 
mortgage  given  to  secure  it,  and  aslced 
judgment  for  the  amounl  due  on  the 
note,  and  it  was  held  that  an  applica- 
tion 10  amend  the  prayer  by  adding 
"and  for  a  decree  ot  foreclosure  of 
■aid  mortgage  "  might  be  allowed  after 
judgment  by  default. 

3.  Foote  V.  Sprngue,    13  Kan.   155; 

Culver  r.  Rodgers.  33  Ohio  St.  546; 
Carson  f.  Bull.  4  Oltla.  133;  Forcy  v. 
Leonard.  63  Wis.  353. 

Trial  on  tlis  Hsrita.  — In  Culver  i'. 
Rodgers.  33  Ohio  St.  546.  it  was  held 
to  be  especially  true  that  after  the  ver- 
dict the  prayer  would  be  treated  as 
amended  when  the  parties  had  "  tried 

technical  issues  in  the  pleadings." 

4,  Nevada  Counlff.elc,  Canal  Co,  t, 
Kidd.  37  Cal.  aSa.  wherein  it  was  held 
that  a  prayer  should  not  be  amended 
after  verdict  so  as  to  ask  for  further 
relief  unless  such  relief  is  authorized 
by  the  allegations  and  the  issues 
joined.     It  is  also  necessary  that   tbe 


Issues  as  to  which  the  further  relief  is 

»sl(ed  should  have  been  fully  litigated 
and  determined. 


If  the  trial  court  refuses  to  allow  the 
prayer  to  be  amended  after  verdict,  the 
presumption  is  that  it  acted  correaly, 
Nevada  County,  etc.,  Caaal  Co.  v. 
Kidd,  37  Cal.  IBs. 

S.  Ashley  r.  Little  Rock,  £6  Ark. 
391:  Thomas  v.  Farley  Mfg.  Co.,  76. 
Iowa 735.    SecalsoarticleDEFiNiTENESS' 

AND    CERTAINTV    tH    PL£ASINGS,  ToL  6, 

p.  246. 

Xstion  to  Kaka  Kan^MUe  is  proper. 
Baker  v,  Armstrong.  57  Ind.  189;  Ben- 
nett v.  Prestoa,  17  Intl.  3qi;  Lucas  v, 
Hendrii,  gz  Ind.  54. 

Katton  Kay  B«  Kada  t«  Stdka  Oat  ir- 
relevant or  improper  pans  of  the 
firayer.  Lord  n.  Vreeland.  13  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  306;  Lucas  v. 
Hendrix,  qi  Ind.  54. 

■trlkjog'  Ont.  —  A  part  of  the  prayer 
of  the  complaint  may  be  stricken  oat 
when  sufficient  remains  to  afford  all 
the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled under  the  facts  alleged.  Tippe- 
canoe County  o.  Reynolds,  44  Ind.  509. 

HjpothvtlaaJ  Damaad.  —  A  demand  for 
judgmtiit  upuii  hypothetical  01  altcr- 

supposed  the  court  may  arrive  on  the 
trial  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion. 
Durant  v.  Gardner,  iq  How.  Pr.  |S.  Y. 
Supreme  Ct.)  04- 

Objaotian  at  Hearing  far  Want  of 
Praysr.  —  In  Iowa  County  v.  Mineral 
Point  R,  Co.,  24  Wis.  laa'.  it  was  inti- 
mated  that  it  might  be  proper  In  make 
objection  for  want  of  a  praver  for  re- 
lief at  the  hearing. 

Belief  Orant«d  on  XotiaD  for  CettUaty. 


prayed  for,  il 


I 
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2.  By  Demomr.  —  Under  code  procedure  generally,  the  func- 
tion of  a  demurrer  in  respect  to  pleadings  is  to  determine  the 
sufficiency  of  the  facts  allied  therein  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  or  a  defense,  and  not  to  determine  whether  or  not  facts 
are  stated  which  are  sufficient  to  entitle  the  pleader  to  the  relief 
demanded.  In  other  words,  to  sustain  the  demurrer  it  must 
appear  that,  upon  the  facts  pleaded,  no  relief  can  be  had.  From 
this  it  follows  that  irregularities  or  defects  in  the  prayer  for  relief 
cannot  be  reached  by  demurrer  in  the  absence  of  express  provis- 
ions to  the  contrary.* 

L  DemoTiK  to  %  CompUint  or  corresponding  pleading  will  not  reach 
defects,  if  any  there  be,  in  the  prayer  for  relief,*  So  a  demurrer 
will  not  lie  when  the  plaintiff  fails  to  pray  for  all  the  relief  to 
which  he  is  entitled,'  or  when  inconsistent  relief,  or  relief  to  which 
the  party  has  no  right,  under  the  pleadings  or  otherwise,  is  asked,* 

the  siaiDte,  or  ^>y  omitting;   from   tbe  3.  Lucas    ti.    Hendriz.   gi   Ind.    SS; 

compUini  those  facts  which  look  only  Stribliog    v.   Brougher,   79   Ind.    338;. 

to  equitable   relief.     Certainty  in   the  Buess  v.   Koch,   10   Hud  (N.  Y.)  301. 

demand   for  judgment   wilt   cure   the  See  also  article  Demurkers  AT  CoMHOtf 

difficulty,  and  make  apparent  the  pre-  Law  amd  under  the  Codes,  vol.  6,  p. 

cise  natureof  Ihe  causeof  action  which  350. 
it  was  intended  to  set  out  in  the  com 
plaint.     Johns   v.    Northwestern   Mul 
Relief  Assoc,  87  Wis.  iii. 

I.  Calif ornia.  —  Mthoi  v.  Coohelm 
jBCal.  330.  ,  

/m/ianu.  —  Stribling  v.  Brougher.  7g  88  Ind.  481;    Marie  v.  Murphy.  76  Ind. 

Ind.  338;  Baker  f.  Armstrong.  57  Ind.  534;    Horlon   v,   Thom,   3a   Ind.   iji; 

I8g:    Bennett  v.  Preston,  17   Ind.  391;  Goodall  f.  Mopiey,  45  Ind.  355;  Lovely- 

Goodall  V,  Mopley,  45  Ind.  355;  Lucas  v.  Speisshofler,  8;  Ind.  454. 

V.  Hendrix,  93  Ind.  54.  Minntsola.  —  First     Div,    St.     Paul, 

Kansas.  — m».V.  v.  Parker,  39  Kan.  etc.,    R.    Co.   v.    Rice,  35   Minn.   378; 

765.  Lockwood  V.   Bigelow.   11   Minn.  113; 

Montana.  —  Reece  u.  Ron sh,  3  Mont.  Walton  f.  Perkins,  38  Minn. 415;  Mcii- 

586.  ner  v.  Baldwin.  II  Minn.  Ijo;  Connor 

?ffw     York.  —  Mackey    v.    Auer,    S  v.  Board  of  Education.  10  Minn.  439. 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  iSo;    Johnson  v.  Kelly,  3  .^iWcxri.  —  Northcrafl  v.  Martin.  aS- 

Hun    (N.    Y.)   139;    Hall   v.    Hall.   38  Mo.4'«»;  Easley  f.  Prewitt.  37  Mo.  361. 

How.  Pr.(N.Y.  Supreme  Ct.)97;  Peck  iVrAra/ia.  —  Missouri    Valley    Land 

V.   Richardson.   i3  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y.  Co.  -b.  Bushnelt,  11  Neb.  194. 

Supreme  Ct.)  310;  Walker  %:  Spencer,  Ntw  Kor*.  —  Siandart  %:  Burlis,  46- 

4S   N.  V.  Super.  Ct.  73;    Lord   i..  Vree-  Hun  {N.  Y.)  82;    Woodgale  v.  Fleet,  9. 

land,  13  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  Abb.    Pr.   (N.    Y.   Supreme   Ct.)    333; 

306.  Magaurao   ».  Tiffany.  6a  How.  Pr.  (K. 

JiwM  i)a>o/d.  —  McGillivray  v.   Mc-  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  351;  Hemmingway  v. 

Giliivrav,  9  S.   Dak.   187;    Hudson  v.  Poocher,   98   N.    Y.  381;    Wetmore   v. 

Archer.  4  S.  Dak.  laS.  Porter,  ga  N.  V.  77;    Swart  v.   Bough- 

Fnj«r    at   Part   of   CompUlat.  —  See  100,35   Hun  (N.  Y.)  281;    Andrews  v. 

tufra.  III.  I.  Nat  Part  0/ Complaint.  Shaffer.  la    How.    Pr.  (N.    Y.  Supreme 

i.  Slribling  v.  Brougher.  79  Ind.  338;  Ct.)  441;    Moses  v.  Walker,  3  Hilt.  <N. 

Mark  V.  Murphy,  76  Ind.  534.  Y.)  536. 

PailuTB  to  Hats  Amount  of  Demand. —  fViscoHsin.  —  Bailey    v.    >f:ina    Ins. 

In   Hiatt  v.   Parker,  39   Kan.   765,  the  Co.,  77  Wis.  336;    Morili  v.  Splill,  55 

failure    of    the    prayer    to    slate     the  Wis.  441;  Scheibe  t.  Kennedy,  64  Wis. 

amount  for  which  a  money  judgment  iti,  diilinguishiHg  Basse  v.  Gallegger. 

was  desired  was  held  not  to  make  the  7  Wis.  441. 

complaiut  demurrable.  IJMtBiMit.  —  In    an   Aetlon    of  Ijjeot- 
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at  least  when  there  is  also  a  general  prayer  for  relief.* 

IZ.  Keasitrx    or    BzLur  —  1.  In   General  —  a.  Less    than 

AsKEU.  —  The  general  doctrine  as  to  the  measure  of  relief  to 

which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  is  that  he  may  have  all  the  relief  to 

\  which  he  shows  a  right  in  his  pleading  and  proof,  and  which  in 

whole  or  in  part  is  appropriate  to  his  prayer  therefor.     It  is 


mmt,  a.  prayer  for  Ihe  cancelladon  of 
any  title  which  [he  defendant  may 
have  in  the  premises  does  not  maice  the 
compUini  demurrable.  Hiles  v.  John- 
son. 67  Wis.  5:7. 

Antlim  to  SaoDvn'  Pa  mil  Inn  —  Futitlim 
asd  AMOontlng. —  In  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  real  property. 
the  complaint  ia  not  demurrable  be- 
cause it  also  prays  for  a  partition  and 
an  accounting.  Westlake  v.  Farrow, 
34  S.  Car.  270. 

ImpTopar  Pmytr  for  Panoiul  Indgmant. 
—  Wher 


is  not  demurrable,  although  it  appears 
that  the  injunction  cannot  be  granted, 
if  a  right  to  damages  is  made  out. 
Porous  Plaster  Co.  ».  Seabury,  43  Hun 
(N.  Y.)6il. 
Fnndnlant  MortgBg*  —  Oan«nl  Anl^- 

clare  a  conveyance  fraudulent  and  void 
which  prays  that  if  it  should  not  be 
found  fraudulent  it  mar  be  held  to  ope  i- 
ale  as  a  general  assignment,  without 
stating  any  facts  which  would  authoiiie 


*ubjec 


eliet.   i: 


rable.     Leb- 


I  property 

the  payment  of  ihei: 

a.  petition,  if  otherwise  suffii 

subject  to  a  general  demuri 

prays    for    a    personal 


against  the  heirs,  [he  only  judgmeni 
which  could  be  obtained   being  one  ic 
the  amount  of  property  received  fron: 
the  estate.     Frost  i.  Smith,  (Tc».  Civ, 
App.  1893)  34  S.  W.  Rep.  40. 
Any   BsUef  Aathorlnd.  —  ' 
plaintiffs   prayed  for  relief 
court    could    not   grant. 


inhned 

relief,  but  m 
and  if  thi 
alleged  authorize   the  granting  0 


67  Ala.  397. 
IMtotm  «jtd  Ananlnaat  of  KftnUft.  — 
Where  the  plaintiff  asked  tbal  bis  mar- 
:nt.  is  not  riage  be  declared  null  and  void  aoil 
r  because  that  he  be  entirely  released  therefiora 
and  a  divorce  be  decreed  in  his  favor 
from  the  defendant,  and  for  Other 
e  to  proper  relief,  the  complaint  was  JUA 
rom  demurrable  allbough  Ihe  facts  stated 
^iv.  showed  that  the  plaintiff  wa.s  not  en- 
titled to  a  divorce.  Tefft  f.  TeBu  35 
here  the  lad.  44,  the  court  saying:  "  Though 
hich  the  in  this  case  the  pleading  setting  fortli 
denominated  a 


prayer  in  granting  n 


rfot 


equitable  relief  ir 


.  peti 


lads  for  legal  relief 
only  does  not  make  the  petition  de- 
murrable. Lederer  v.  Union  Sav. 
Bank,  51  Neb,  133. 

PntTor  tor  DuuagH  —  SurptaiagB.  —  I  n 
Bailey  v.  Dale,  71  Cal,  37,  a  prayer  for 
exemplary   damages   was   inserted    in 


the     petition,  and   was   probably   filed  * 
,y  look     reference   10  the  divorce  law,  yet  if  it 
states  the  facts  necessary,  it  may,  per- 
haps, be   held  good  as  a  complaint  [□ 
annul  the  marriage,  on  account  of  the 

1.  Rollins  V.  Forbes,  10  Cal.  299; 
Spivey  I'.  Fraiee,  7  Ind,  661;  Thonus 
V.  Farley  Mfg.  Co.,  76  Iowa  735: 
Dodge  f.  Evans.  43  Miss.  570 

Prayer  tor  Oeneral  Ballof  Only.  — A 
demurrer  based  on  the  ground  that 
"  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition  do  not 
entitle  plainliffto  the  relief  demanded" 
is  properly  overruled  where  the  prayer 
is  for  special  and  general  relief  and 
the  pelilion  shows  that  the  ptaindS  is 
entitled  to  some  relief.  Thomas  i. 
Fadey  Mfg.  Co..  76  Iowa  735- 

DunagM  Initsad  of  SpMlfic  PvfnrB- 
ano«. —  In  Cincinnati,  etc.,  R,  Co.  t. 
Washburn,  25  Ind.  »5q.  where  there 
was  a  prayer  for  specific  performance 
and  tor  general  relief,  it  was  held  that 

demurrer   on   the   grotind   that   the 


tacts  were  staled  showing  any  right  to 
damages.  It  was  held  thai  while  the 
prayer  was  bad,  it  did  not  make  the 
complaint  demurrable,  but  that  the  ob- 
jectionable part  of  Ihe  prayer  might  be 
treated  as  surplusage. 

Prayar  for  Ininnction  —  Ewovery  of 
DamagM.  —  In  an  acdon  in  which  Ihe 
prayer   is    for   an    injunction   against 

the  violation  of  a  trademark  and  for  the     facts    alleged    did     not    "  entitle    the 
recovery  of  damages,  such  complaint     plaintiS     to    tbe     relief     demanded " 
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immaterial  that  greater  relief  is  prayed  than  that  to  which  the 
petition  or  complaint  shows  a  right,  but  the  relief  granted  will  be  . 
m  accordance  with  the  doctrine  stated.* 

*.  Greater  than  Asked.  —  The  failure  to  ask  relief  to  which 
it  is  apparent  the  party  is  entitled  will  not,  as  a  general  rule,  have 
the  effect  to  deprive  him  of  the  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled  in 
fact ;  and  especially  is  this  so  where  the  defendant  has  appeared 
and  answered.'     However,  additional  relief  will  not  ordinarily  be 

wODld  not  lie,  although  the  complaiDl  aiockbolder  o[  an  insolvem  mutuat  in- 
made  a  case  for  damages,  bui  not  for  suranee  company,  in  an  action  under 
specific  performance.  Rer.  Stat,  wis.,   ^^  3318.3319,   asbed 

1.  Gttrgia.  —  Kupferman     v.    Mc-  that  the  corporation  be  restrained  from 

Gehee,  63  Ga.  350.  ■*- •.--  .r  ,^.  . .  .   ,  .     .,    . 

Indiana.  —  Mark  v.  Murphy,  76  Ind. 
534;   UcLead  v.  Applegate,  117  Ind, 


Xaiuat,  —  Hiatt  v.  Parker,  39  Kan. 


765. 


'.  Mini 


of  its  corporate  rights,  that 
be  appointed,  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation  be  closed  up, 
and  that  the  corporation  be  dissolved,  it 
was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  last 
prayer  conld  not  be  granted  because  of 
want  of  jurisdiction  would  not  prevent 
the  plainiiS  from  Securing  the  other 
relief  prayed  lot.  /n  ri  Oshkosh  Mut, 
F.  Ins.  Co.,  77  Wis.  366. 
t,  Arkansai.  —  Sannoner   v.    Jacob* 


Hfinntieta,  —  Seibert 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  58  Minn.  39. 

MittoHTX.  — Eaaley    v.    Prewitt,    37 
Mo.  361. 

Mentaaa.  —  Moise  v.  Swan,  1  Mont.         ..  _. 
306;  Clark  V.  Baker,  6  Mont.  153;  Leo-    son,  47  Ark.  31, 
potd  V.  Silverman,  7  Monl.  366.  Colorado.  —  Ross 

Ntv)  York.  —  Wood  f ,  Brown,  34  N.  3J. 
Y.  337;  Barlow  v.  Scott,  34  N.  Y.  40; 
Mulduwney  v.  Morris,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  49 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  444;  Murlba  f,  Curley.  la 
Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y..CI.  App.)  la.  3  Civ. 
Pro.  Rep.  (N.Y.)  i;  Dunn  v.  Wehle,  14    Chester  w.  Jumcl.  (Supreme  Ct.)  34  N. 


Purse,  17  Colo, 
Montana.  —  Giltett  f .  Clark,  6  blont. 


:.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PL)  54a; 
den  !>.  Ramsden,  91  N.  Y.  3S1 ;  Mills  v. 
Van  Voorhies.  ao  N.  V.  +13;  New  York 
Ice  Co.  V.  North  Western  Ins.  Co.,  33 
N.  Y.  357;  Dodge  v.  Johnson,  9  Civ. 
Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  339; 
Frear  v.  Pugsley,  9  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 
Supreme  Ct.}3l6;  Johnson  r.  Ha  thorn, 
3  Abb.  App.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  465,  3  Keyes 
(N.  Y.)476;  Bell  v.  Gitiere.  (Super.  Cl.) 
30  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  319. 

Ttxas.  —  Mcllhenny  Co.  v.  Todd,  71 


Y.  St.  Rep.  339;  Muehlbergerv.  Schill. 
ing,  (Supreme  Ct.)  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  705. 

Norlh  Carolina.  —  Johnson  v.  Loflin, 
III  N.  Car.  3lg. 

PraysT  for  Ajmnlmsnt  of  Marriage  — 
AUmony.  —  In  Parker  v.  Parker,  4  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  539,  which  was  an  action  for 
divorce  under  the  Ohio  statutes,  the 
plain  tifi  asked  that  "  the  marriage  con- 
tract heretofore  existing  between  said 
parlies  [the  petitioner  and  her  hus- 
band] be  set  aside,  annulled,  and  held 
for  nought,  and  that  she  be  restored  to 
all  her  rights  b.s  a /emi  lolt,"  but  did 
not  ask  for  alimony  or  any  other  relief, 
and  the  court  gave  to  the  petitioner  the 
care  and  custody  of  a  minor  child  until 
yance  the  further  order  of  the  court,  and  de- 
he  be  creed  that  the  defendant  pay  the  plain- 
an  ac-  liff  a  certain  sum  for  the  support  of  the 
said  minor  child  until  its  arrival  at  the 
age  of  eighteen  years.  The  Revised 
Statutes  of  Ohio,  relative  to  actions  for 
divorce,  provide  in  section  5696  that 
"  the  court  shall  make  such  order  for 
the  disposition,  care,  and  maintenance 


Wisconsin.  —  Moritz  v.  Sptitt,  55 
Wis.  441;  Stroebe  v.  Fehl.  32  Wis.  337. 
ttademptien  and  AeoountiJig  niidsi  Ab- 
•olnM  Oonvajanea.  —  Where  a  plaintiff 
asks  to  have  an  absolute  convevance 
declared  a  mortgage  and  that 
permitted  to  redeem  and  have 
counting  under  such  mortgage,  and 
the  evidence  shows  that  he  has  only  a 
half  interest  in  the  propeny,  relief  con- 
sistent with  the  facts  proved  may  be 
granted  to  him  under  his  prayer. 
Parmer  v.  Parmer.  88  Ala,  545. 

Prirau  Psnon  Praying  DiMOlntiM  of    of  the  children,  it  tbi 
Oerpentloa.  —  Where    a    creditor    and    just  and   reasonable,     ana  in  s 
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ant  has  appeared  and  answered.^ 

8.  ITnder  Prayers  for  Legal  aad  Equitable  Belief  —  a.  In  Gen- 
eral. —  The  effect  of  legislation  which  confers  on  a  single  court 
jurisdiction  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  the  power  to  admin- 
ister justice  under  a  comipon  form  of  procedure,  necessarily 
blends  to  some  extent  the  jurisdiction  in  both  classes  of  cases ; 
and  especially  must  this  be  the  result  when  the  forms  of  pleading 
and  procedure  are  substantially  alike.  In  the  early  cases  arising 
under  the  codes  there  appears  to  have  been  some  confusion  rela- 

1.  Colorado,  —  Ross     v.     Purse,     17  lag  or  maintaining  the  water  of  said 

Colo.  24.  stream,   by   means  of   fiash boards  or 

Missouri,  —  Miitenberger    v.   Morri-  otherwise,  above  the  height  mentioned 

son,  39  Mo.  71.  in  the  deed  aforesaid,  and  the  height 

Montana,  —  Leopold  v,  Silverman,  7  of  the  permanent  dam,*'  it   was  held 

Mont.  266;    Morse    v.  Swan,  2  Mont,  that  relief  might  be  granted  by  order- 

306.  ing  the  removal  of  flashboards  which 

New  York,  —  Webb  v.. Staves,  i   N.  were   on   the   permanent  dam   at   the 

Y.  App.  Div.  145.  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  en. 

North  Carolina,  —  Parker  v,  Norfolk,  joining  the  defendants  against   their 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  119  N.  Car.  677;    Holden  future   use.     Knapp  v,   Douglas  Axe 

V,  Warren,  118  N.  Car.  326;    Harris  v,  Co.,  13  Allen  (Mass.)  i. 

Sneeden,  104  N.  Car.  369.  SitabUshing  Mortgage  Allegtd  to  Have 

Ohio,  —  Bloch  V.  Koch,  7  Ohio  Dec.  Been    Paid.  —  Where    the    mortgagees 

(Reprint)  54.  ask  the  reformation  of  their  mortgage 

Texas,  —  Hipp  v,   Huchett,   4  Tex.  and   an   injunction   against  judgment 

20.  creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  and  their 

Compare  infra^  IX.  3.  Under  Special  mortgage  is  held  fraudulent  and  void 

Prayer,  against  such    creditors,    they    cannot 

To  Eigoin  TraipMS  —  Qniotiiig  Titlo. —  have  established  as  a  valid  security  a 

A  suit   for  injunction  against  appre-  previous     incumbrance     which     they 

bended  injuries  to  real  estate  mav  be  allege  was  paid  and  discharged,  and 

treated  as  a  suit  to  quiet  title,  where  constituted  a  part  of  the  consideration 

the  defendant  has  answered  and  the  of  the  mortgage  in   question.     Wiley 

averments  of  the  petition  are  proper  v.  Knight,  27  Ala.  336. 

and  sufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  Dimgaxd  of   BenoAoUiiM   Hot   Made 

to  such  relief,  although  it  is  not  spe-  Parties,  —  Where  an  intervener  attacks 

cially  prayed.     Stockton  v.  Lock  wood,  the  claim  of  the  original  plaintiff  for 

82  Ind.  158.  fraud,  and  prays  that  the  proceeds  of 

ToStayWaete  —  Determination  of  Title,  the  attached  property  may  be  applied 

—  The  title  to  the  land  in  question  may  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  own  claim, 

be  determined    in   an  action  to   stay  and   to   that  of  subsequent  attaching 

waste,    where    the    defendant    claims  creditors  according  to  the  priority  of 

ownership  and  prays  that  his  title  be  their  liens,  and  on   the  trial  the  claim 

quieted   and   that   the   plaintiff  be  es-  of  the  plaintiff*  is  adjudged  fraudulent, 

topped    from    asserting    any    further  it  is  error  to  decree  payment  to   the 

claim  to  the  land.     Bryant  v.  Wood,  plaintiff  of  such  funds  as  may  remain 

90  Ky.  530.  after  discharging  the  debt  due  the  in- 

Xandatory  Ixgnnotion  under  Prayer  for  tervener,  in  disregard  of  other  attach- 

Prohibitory  Injnnotion. —  Where  a   bill  ing  creditors;    and  this  though  such 

in  equity  against  mill  owners  who  had  other  attaching  creditors  have  not  been 

a  right  by  grant  to  raise  the  waters  by  made  parties,  the  suit,  however,  being 

means  of  their  dam  to  a  certain  height  for  their  benefit.     Cook  v.  Pollard,  70 

alleged  that  the  defendants  threatened  Tex.  723. 

'*  to  raise  the  water  by  means  of  flash-  Decree  Aiked  by  Heither  Party.  —  In 

boards  placed  on  said  dam  from  twelve  Weeks  z/.  Thrasher,  52  Miss.  144,  in  an 

to  fourteen  inches  above  the  height  of  action  by  the  purchasers  from  thp  heirs 

the  dam,  and  above  the  height  specified  at    law    to    restrain  an   administrator 

in    the    conveyance    aforesaid,"    and  with  the  will  annexed  from  selling  cer- 

prayed  for  an  injunction  against*' rais-  tain  land   under  a   will,  where   upon 
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tivc  to  the  right  to  legal  relief  under  a  prayer  for  equitable  relief, 
and  vice  versa,  but  the  result  of  the  adjudications  is  that  when 
the  plaintiff  has  set  out  facts  which,  when  proven,  will  entitle  him 
either  to  legal  redress  or  to  equitable  relief,  the  fact  that  he  has 
asked  for  one  when  properly  he  should  ask  for  the  other  wiU  not 
deprive  him  of  the  relief  to  which  the  case  made  entitles  him.' 


ansnei'andbt&ditg  apei'petual  iojunc- 
lion  was  decreed  against  a  sale  under 
the  will,  a  decree  urdering  the  admin- 
istrator to  sell  such  land  (or  the  pay- 
ment of  the  decedent's  debls  was  held 
mpTOper,    where   neither   party   asked 


fors 


ctl  a  dec 


1.  Grain  v.  Aldiich,  38  Cal.  514; 
Wright  V.  Wright.  54  N.  Y.  437; 
Wheelock  v.  Lee.  74  N.  Y.  495;  Murtha 
TT.  Curley,  90  N.  V.  372;  Denman  v. 
Prince,  40  Barb.  <N.  Y.)  213;  Beck  i/. 
Allison,  56  N.  Y.  372;  Andrew  i-.  New 
Jersey  Sleamboat  Co.,  11  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
490;  Leonard  v.  Rogan,  ao  Wis.  ^43. 
And  see  Stvari  v.  Boughion,  35  Hun 
<N.  Y.)  aBi. 

Ai  to  Jaiadar  of  FrByen  for  Legal  and 
EqiUtabla  BdW,  see  lupra,  VI.  a.  For 
Llgal  and  Eqailab!/  R^liff. 

Allowing  Ammdmant.  —  In  Getty  v. 
Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  6  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  aGt).  it  was  said:  -  If 
■e  [the  pi.-     •"'•  ■■         ■ 


asking  for  cqui 


ible 


elief,  i 


speciAc   performance.  : 


for  i; 


ogove 


action  to  obtain  redress. 
ought  not  to  be;  and  such  a  airiclness 
is  hostile  CO  Che  whole  spirit  of  the 
change  that  has  been  made.  In  tryinR 
such   a  cause  at  the  circuit,  I  should 

mem  in  the  pleadings  was  necessary  to 
give  the  party  redress.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  asked  for  equitable  relief,  and  it 
turned  ouiihat  hewai  eniklcd  to  legal 
relief  only,  I  should  permit  him  to 
lalte  it  in  that  farm.  And  if  he  had 
asked  for  legal  relief  only,  when  he 
was  entitled  to  both  legal  and  equitable 
relief,     I     should      allow      the      proper 


ing  ihe  appropriate  relief  if  ibe 
complaint  presents  facts  authortiing 
equitable  relief      '~  '  -  .      - . 

"Supreme    Ci.) 
ffirmrJ  withoi 

Croditor'i  BIlli.  —  A  judgment  cred- 
itor whose  complaint  shows  thai  he  is 
entitled  to  resort  to  properly  mortgageil 
by  his  debtor  in  satisfaction  of  h;s 
judf^ment  is  entitled  to  equitable  relief 
against  the  mortgagee  who  has  taken 
the  property  under  foreclosure,  al- 
though he  asks  only  for  a  moneyjudg- 
mem.  Webb  v.  Staves,  i  N.  V.  App. 
Div.  145. 

Trial  by  BafarM.  — Where  the  (acts 
alleged  and  proved  entitle  the  plainli9 
10  equitable  relief,  and  no  quesliou  has 
arisen  touching  the  mode  of  trial,  a 
referee  to  whom  the  trial  of  an  action. 
whether  legal  or  equitable,  may  be 
lawfully  referred  is  bound,  in  obedi' 
ence  to  the  statute,  to  grant  the  plain- 
tiff any  relief,  whether  legal  or 
equitable,  to  which,  upon  the  allega- 
tions and  proofs,  he  is  entitled.  Armi- 
tage  V.  Pulver,  37  N.  V.  494. 

Titla  to  Land  —  Convemon  of  CartU- 
oata.  —  In  Edgar  ;'.  Galveston  Ciiv 
Co..  21  TcK.  334,  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  the  defendant  fraudulently  ob- 
tained possession  of  a  certificate  for 
land,  which  ccrtiScate  belonged  10  the 
plaintiff,  and  had  the  land  surveyed 
and  patented.  The  plaintiff's  sole  ob- 
ject was  to  perfect  his  supposed  claim 
the  land  in  question  ir         "  ' 


-li&caie 


.    adm 


mplel. 


Common  Ksmbsr  of  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant FIrmi.  —  If  an  action  at  law  by 
one  firm  against  another  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  cannot  be  maintained 
because  one  of  the  defendants  is  a 
member  of  both  firms,  the  cause  may 
be  retained  for  the  purpose  of  award- 


deemed  necessary  I 
i«l,  and  Ihc  only  allegations  in  lespett 
to  such  certificate  were  such  as  to  show 
why  it  was  out  of  the  plaintiff's  posses- 
sion. The  plaintiff  did  not  ask  dam- 
ages for  its  conversion,  or  that  (be  land 
embraced  in  it  should  be  held  in  trust 
for  him,  or  generally  for  its  restoration 
to  him.  It  »as  held  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  emitled  10  relief  in  respect  to 
the  property  or  possession  of  said  cer- 
tificate or  the  land  appropriaied  bv  it. 

Wharo  the  Plaintiff  Allegei  Faou  Eo- 
tltllog  Him  to  Both  Lagal  and  EqnitaUe 
Belief,  and  demands  both,  the  court 
may  award  either  that  is  appropriate 
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b.  Equitable  Relief  under  Prayer  for  Legal  Redress. 
—  Where  the  allegations  warrant  legal  relief  only,  and  the  prayer 
is  for  legal  redress,  and  the  action  is  prosecuted  on  the  theory 
that  the  remedy  is  legal,  the  court  has  no  power  to  award  equita- 
ble relief  inconsistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint,  if  the 
plaintiff  fails  to  establish  a  right  to  the  legal  relief  prayed  for,* 
although  the  evidence  may  present  matters  of  equitable 
cognizance.* 

forth   is   breach  of  a  covenant  for  Ihc 

renewal  of  a  lease,  and  the  onlj  relief 
demanded  is  a  judg-ment  for  damages 
in  a  specified  sum,  a  decree  (or  specific 
performance  cannot  be  given,  and  it  is 
not  material  whether  evidence  showing 
a  right  'o  such  specific  performance  !s 
introduced,  Ryder  v.  Jenny,  2  Robl. 
(N.  Y.)  56. 
DaimigM  fbr  Brsaiih  of  Contraot  — 


Wehle.   14  Misc.   Rep.   (N.   Y.   C.  PI.) 
S43. 

1.  Towie  V.  Jones.  I  Robl.  (K.  V.) 
87 :  Stevens  v.  New  Yort,  84  N.  Y.  396, 
oMrming  46  N.  V.  Super.  Ct.  S74: 
Fisher  V.  Charter  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co..  14 
Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  3a. 


Tor  lloDe;  Jodgnunt  — 


—  SMtoratian  of  olfLo  Fsrfarmaiioa.  —  In  an  action  for  ihe 
gainst  a  cor-  recovery  of  money  only,  upon  a  con- 
pori.lian  to  recover  a  sum  claimed  to  tract  to  purchase  real  estate,  in  the  ab- 
be due  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant  senceof  prayer  for  specific  performance 
for  properly  sold,  the  plaintiff,  on  fail-  such  relief  cannot  be  granted  on  the 
ing  to  recover  on  this  theory  of  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  make  out  a  case 
case,  cannot  have  jadgmeni  for  a  res-  for  the  damages,  although  the  facts 
'  n  of  the  property,  if  he  has  not  stated  entitle  hlin  to  equitable  relief. 


asked    for    such    relief.     Colcmi 
Second   Ave.    R.   Co.,   38   N.   Y.   aoi, 
aj^rming  48  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  371. 

Prayar  (or  DamagN  for  Br«Mh  of  Con- 
tiMt  —  ^eolflo  Psriormanoe.  —  Where 
the  vendors  of  real  property  sue  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract  to  take  the  title, 
not  claiming  to  recover  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  money,  but  merely  dam- 
ages, by  reason  of  the  defendant's  fail' 


Towle  V.  Jones,  19  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Super.  Ct.)  449.  In  this  case  Bos  worth, 
C.  I,,  said:  "  No  rase  has  been  cited. 
and  none  has  fallen  under  my  observa. 
tion,  where,  in  an  action  on  contract 
brought  to  recover  money  only,  and 
where  the  plaintifl  failed  to  establish  a 
right  to  recover  anything  on  legal 
:^ui table    relief    has     been 


ted  to  him  upon  the  trial. 

,nd  upon  a  trial  before     To  enable  the  court  to  grant  equitable 

'  ig  been  waived,     relief,  and  in  order  that  the  granting 

rieht  to  recover    of  it  may  be  consistent  with   the  case 

made   by    the    complaint,    the    action 

must  be  brought  to  obtain  such  relief, 

wholly  or  in  part." 

CndK  ?lM  of  Hot  Onlltj.  — Where  the 
defendant,  in  an  action  of  trespass  lo 
try  title,  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  ii  was 
found  by  the  jury  upon  the  issue  pre- 
sented by  the  charge  of  the  court  that 
instru-    the  defendant  had  purchased  the  land 
ndant,     claimed  by  him  from  a  cotcnant,  who 
prayer     had  purchased  a  part  of  the  interest  to 
which  one  of  the  plainiifis  wasentitled. 


a   judge,  a  jury  oav: 

they  fail  to  make  out 

such  damages,  a  judgment  for  specific 

performance  in   favor  of   the  plaintiff 

cannot   be  given.     Towle  v.  Jones,   i 

Robt.  (N.  V.)  87. 

In  ui  AMion  on  PromlMory  Hotw,  on 
trial  to  the  court  sitting  without  a  jury 
(a  jury  having  been  waived),  there  is 
no  error  on  the  part  of  the  court  in  re- 
fusing or  failing  to  reform  the  instru- 
ments at  Ihe  Instance  of  thedefi 
where  the  answer  contains  no 
for  snch  relief,  neither  fraud  n 

Uke  is  alleged,  and  there  is  no  proof  o(     it  was  held  that  the  court  erred  ti 
mistake  or  fraud.     Collins  v.  Bnckeye     creeing  to  the  defendant  the  amount  of 
State  Ins.  Co.,  17  Ohio  St.  ziS-  land   claimed   by  him.  to  be  taken  out 

t.  Stevens  v.  New  York,  84  N.  V.  of  the  portion  which  the  plaintiff 
396,  affirming  46  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct,  vji,;  through  whom  he  claimed  should  re- 
Towle  V.  (ones,  I  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  87-  ceive  upon   the  partition  of  the  entire 

oant  —  Spsalfta  PorfiiTB-     tract  among  the  plaintiffs.     The  court 
1   cause   of   action   sec     said:     "  This  might  have  been  correct 
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c.  Legal  Redress  under  Prayer  for  Equitable  Reuef 
—  (i)  Complaint  Shewing  Right  to  Legal  Redress.  —  Where  the 
complaint  contains  allegations  which,  in  addition  to  the  equitable 
relief  specifically  prayed  for,  show  a  right  to  legal  redress,  or 
to  relief  of  a  legal  nature,  it  is  proper,  as  incidental  to  the  special 
relief  asked  or  as  an  independent  ground  of  relief,  to  award  such 
legal  redress  as  by  the  proof  the  plaintiff  shows  himself  entitled 
to.'     While  the  decisions  are  not  harmonious  as  to  the  right  to 

il  the  pleadings  had  been  so  framed  as 
to  admit  of  such  a  decree;  but  Ihey 
were  nol.  The  defendant  did  not 
frame  his  answer  iviLh  any  such  view, 
or  with  a  view  to  any  equitable  relief 
to  which  he  may  have  been  entitled  as 
Against  his  i;rantor.  Il,  therefore,  was 
not  competent  tj  render  a  decree  in  his 
favor  which  he  had  not  asked,  and  for 
-which  there  was  no  basis  laid  in  the 
pleadings.  And  hence  il  does  nol  be. 
come  necessary  to  decide  whether  such 
a  decree  might  ]cgatl]i  have  been  ren- 
dered it  prayed  for  specifically  or 
under  a  prayer  for  general  relief." 
McKey  v.  Welch.  32  Tex.  390. 

1.  Murtha  I..  Curley,  90  N.  Y.  37J. 
See  Greason  v.  Kciclias,  17  N.  Y.  491. 

Ts  ConlUna  WIU,  «to.  —  Where  in  an 

deed,  and  certain  wrill 
the  relief  prayed  for 
the  specific  performanc 
the  trial  court  found  that  by  the  true 
Intent  and  meaning  of  the  agreement 
•lUd  deed  the  land  in  question  was  con- 
Teyed  to  the  defendant  subject  to  a 
dower  right,  and  that  on  the  death  of 
the  dowress  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price 
to  the  grantors  in  the  deed  and  to  the 
plaintiff;  it  was  held  thLtt  the  court 
properly  ascertained  their  respective 
shares  and  rendered  judgment  against 
the  defendant  in  favor  of  each  for  the 
■um  due  him.  Nanny  v.  Fancher.  (Su- 
preme Ct.)  SQ  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  891. 

In  an  Aotian  for  an  Aooannting  and 
""""  1-  '    >  roughi   by   a   publisher 


equity  side  of  the  court  praying  a  gen- 

and  the  matter  is  referred  to  an  audi- 
tor, he  may  find  a  balance  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  without  any  specia! 
prayer  in  his  pleadings  for  a  decree  in 
his  behalf.  Hence,  where  the  defend- 
ant in  a  statutory  proceeding  to  fore- 
close a  landlord's  lien  for  supplies  filed, 
in  addition  to  his  counter-affidavit,  an 
equitable  plea  praying  tor  a  general 
accounting  and  offering  to  do  equity 
and  to  pay  the  landlord  whatever 
might  be  found  to  be  due  him,  the  au- 
ditor could  find  a  balance  in  favor  of 
the  landlord  without  any  prayer  in  his 
pleadings  for  a  decree  in  his  behalf. 
Mackcniie  v.  Flannery,  go  Ga.  590. 

To  Smotst  pTDpait;.  —  Where,  in  1 
creditor's  suit,  the  plaintiff  seeks  to 
recover  certain  property  and  subject  it 
to  the  payment  of  his  claims,  and  such 
property  cannot  be  reached  because  it  ii 
incapable  of  idenlificalion,  the  court 
may  render  a  money  judgment  againn 
the  defendant  for  the  value  of  the 
property.  Campbell  Printing  Press, 
clcCo.  )■.  Damon,  43  Hun  (N.Y.Jsoq. 

Forselomrs — FBraonal  Jndgmant.  —  in 


Dry  n. 
:  uf  a  mortgage  given  10 


again 


1   agent 


whereby  [he  agent  was 
to  take  on  an  average  at  least  a  speci- 
fied number  of  copies  of  the  publication 
annually,  and  a  subsequent  agreement 
by  which  the  defendant  was  to  do  the 
pressworlt  also,  it  was  held  thai  in  ad- 
dition to  the  accounting  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  10  recover  for  the  failure 
to  take  the  specified  number  of  copies 
ftgreed,  Bonn  :;.  Steiger,  31  Hun  (N'. 
Y:)3Iq. 


the  foreclusu 
secure  the  ni 

the  court  to  render  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant,  who  is  a 
party  to  both  [he  note  and  the  morl- 
gage,  allhough  the  petition  merely 
aslts  that   the  mortgage  be  foreclosed 

ante  remaining  unpaid  under  a  sale  of 
the    mortgaged    property.      Foote    r. 
Sprague,  13   Kan.    155.     See  Giddingi 
I'.  Barney,  Jl  Ohio  St,  So. 
Fenonal  Ind^ont  In  Action  on  a  Uta. 

which  no  personal  judgmenl  is  prarid 
for,  such  a  judgment  may  neVerlhele^ 
be  rendered.  Edieman  :■.  Kidd.  6! 
Wis.  18. 

To  Enjoin  TraDitar  of  Stock  — Xoafy 
Jndgnunt. —  In  an  action  10  cajoin  a 
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award  legal  relief  in  a  case  where  the  complaint  states  facts  which 
show  a  right  to  such  relief  and  also  to  relief  of  an  equitable 
nature,  which  atone  is  prayed  for,  yet  if  not  now  settled,  the 
trend  of  the  authorities  certainly  is  that,  independently  of  the 
frame  of  the  pleading,  or  of  the  kind  of  relief  asked,  where 
the  facts  will  warrant  relief  which  the  court  is  unable  to  grant  the 
plaintiff  will  not  be  dismissed,  but  in  some  appropriate  manner 
will  be  given  an  opportunity  to  obtain  relief  to  the  extent  to 
which  he  has  shown  a  right.* 

transfer  of  abates  of  siock  and  to  com-  Contiiiiiaf  AtUoB  u  Attlm  tX  Law. — 

pel  a  transfer  to  the  plaintiffs,  a  pra;er  Where  in  an  equitable  action  brought 

for  general  relief  will  authorize  judg-  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  interest  Jn  a 

menl  for  the  value  of  the  shares  if  the  nei*  boai  because  of  a  contract  of  pur< 

plaintiffs  aie  entitled  to  them  and  the  chase  of  an  old  boat  bj  the  defendant, 

defendants    have    disposed  -of    them,  it  appeared  that  because  of  the  wreck- 

Lillard  v.  Brannln,  91  Ky.  511.  ing  of  the  boat  it  was  not  delivered, 

Awaiding  DamagM  Only.  —  In  Her  v.  but  that  the  defendant  took  and  used  a 
Gtisnold,  S3  lows  443,  where  (he  peti-  portion  of  Ihe  old  boat  in  the  conscruc- 
tioQ  asked  that  the  title  to  certain  land  tion  of  the  new  one,  it  was  held  that, 
be  quieted  in  the  plaintiff,  the  court,  as  It  appeared  from  the  complaint  and 
rccogoiiing  the  rule  that  "where  a  the  evidence  upon  the  trial  that  Ihe  de- 
party  is  entitled  lo  no  equitable  relief,  fendant  had  wrongfully  converted  to 
relief  as  in  a  law  action  cannot  be  its  own  use  the  plaintiff's  interest  in 
given,"  said:  "  In  this  case  the  plain-  the  old  boat,  the  action  should  luve 
tiffs  were  certainly  entitled  to  equitable  been  continued  as  an  action  at  law  to 
relief,  but,  because  of  the  peculiar  recover  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
Bituation  of  the  case  as  to  parlies  and  plainliS  therein.  Andrew  v.  New  ]er. 
the  property,  it  could  be  more  definitely  sey  Steamboat  Co.,  it  Hun  (N.  Y.)  490. 
measured  or  determined  by  way  of  In  an  Aotion  on  aPoUoy  ^  IiwnraBM 
damages  than  by  some  equitable  there  was  demanded  judgment  for  the 
apportionment  or  division  of  the  land."  amount  of  loss,  that  if  necessary  the 
It  was  therefore  held  that  the  action  of  policy  should  be  reformed,  and  such 
the  lower  court  in  thus  awarding  dam-  further  judgment  as  might  be  neces- 
ages  was  proper.  sary.     It  was  held  that  the  trial  court 

1.  Glover  v.  Fair,  33  5.  Car.  4S8;  should  have  retained  the  action  for  the 
Getty  V.  Hudson  Rtver  R.  Co.,  6  How.  purpose  of  affording  the  plaintiff  such 
Pr.  (N.  Y,  Supreme  Ct.)  36g;  Steven-  relief  as  he  would  have  the  right  to, 
son  V.  Buxton,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N,  Y.  Su-  independent  of  any  relief  lo  which  the 
preme  Ct.)  353,  wherein  the  court  said:  reformation  of  the  contract  might  en- 
"  In  the  present  case,  if  the  complaint  title  him,  although  be  might  fail  10 
was  framed  with  this  double  aspect,  or  show  himself  entilled  to  any  equitable 
in  the  alternative,  asking  for  damages  relief.  New  York  Ice  Co.  v.  North 
if  specific  performance  of  the  contract  Western  Ins.  Co.,  33  N.  Y.  357. 
could  not  be  granted,  the  court,  if  it  Wktn  the  Dmiand  Wu  IBr  ^Mlfle 
did  not  grant  ibis  specific  relief,  would  FartmrnaBN  of  a  contract  to  convey 
•end  it  to  the  circuit,  for  a  jury  to  as-  land,  for  costs,  and  for  such  other  and 
certain  the  damages,  should  Ihe  plain-  further  relief  as  pigbt  be  just  and 
tiff  be  entitled  to  any; "  Beck  v.  equitable,  and  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
Allison,  56  N.  Y.  373,  wherein  it  was  fendant  could  not  make  title,  there 
said  tiUUr  that  if  the  complaint  con-  was  held  to  have  been  error  in  direct- 
tains  an  equitable  and  also  a  legal  ing  a  compulsory  reference  to  ascer- 
of  action,   and   If  the   plainuff,  tain  and  report  the  damages  to  which 


lief,  he  has  sdll  a  right  to  a  trial  of  the  defendant  of  his  right  to  have  a  jury 
legal  cause  of  action  set  out.  The  de-  pass  on  the  question  of  damages, 
fendant  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  Stevenson  v.  Buxton,  ij  Abb.  Pr.  <N. 
dismissal  of  the  complaint  until  the  Y.  Supreme  Cl.)  3S3.  See  also  Barlow 
cause  has  been  tried.  f.  Scott,  34  N.  Y.  45. 
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(2)  Complaint  Showing  Ri^  to  Equitable  RelUf  Only.  — Where 
the  plaintiff's  pleading  sets  forth  facts  which  show  a  right  to 
equitable  relief  only,  which  for  any  reason  cannot  be  granted, 
and  nothing  contained  therein  shows  any  right  to  legal  redress, 
and  equitable  relief  alone  is  prayed  for,  on  the  failure  to  establbh 
a  right  to  such  relief  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed,  although  on 
the  trial  a  legal  cause  of  action  is  established  and  facts  are  proven 
which  show  a  right  to  legal  redress,'  and  although  there  is  a 

Frkjar  for  K01M7  IndfiMnt  In  Action  I.  Von  Beck  v.  Rondout,  15  Abb.  Pr. 

for   AccoontiDB,  — Where    the    plalniitT  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)4S;   Kelly  i>.  Down- 

seis  up  facts  which  show  him  entitled  ing,  4a  N.  Y.  71;  Bradler  r.  Aldrich.  40 

lo  an  accounting,  and  concludes  with  a  N.  Y.  504;  Thornton  v.  Si.  Paol.  etc.. 

prayer   for    judgment   for  a   specified  R.  Co.,  17  Alb.  L.  J.  374;  Beck  r 


I.  56  N.  ' 
N.Y.Su 

Holladay, 


:  McCann. 


,4  Abb.   N.   Caa.  (N,  Y.  Sn- 

eme   i-t.)   lii;    Corrigan    v.    Coney 

land  Jockey  Club,  1  Misc.   Rep.  (S, 

Y.  Super.  Ct.)  511. 

It  b  ObvloDi  tliat  Putin  WnU  Oftam 


m,  the  complai 
missed,  and  will  be  allowed  to  proceed 
as  thouj(h  (he  prayer  had  been  for  an 
Bccounling  and  for  a  judgment  for  (he 
amount  which  (he  accounting  might 
show  (a  be  due  10  the  plal:  '"  "" 
V.  Pease,  ao  N.  Y.  6j. 

In  Tannsnea,  in  accordance  wi(h  the  B«  Xultd   i 

presen(   practice  in  chancery,  under  a  issues  of  the  case  if  an  ordinary  judg- 

bill   liled   by  a  judgment  creditor  ape-  mem  at  law  might  be  rendered  by  the 

cifically  tor  the  foreclosure  of  a  morl-  court  on  a  petition  praying  only  cqui- 

gage.  with  a  prayer  for  general  relief,  table  relief,  without  other  notice  of  such 

the  chancellor  may  render  a  decree  for  legal  demand  than  the  supposed  cas« 

the  complainant's  debt,  and  order  an  in  equity  incidentally  disclosed.     Rush 

execution  to  issue  for  the  residue  after  i-.  Brown,  loi  Mo.  586, 
enieringa  credit  forihe  proceedsof  the        Sp«oUo  FerfornuuiM— Xonay  Jodgnunt. 

foreclosure  sale.     Nolen  ?/.   Woods,  12  — Where  (he  complaint  avers  that  the 

Lea  (Tenn.)  615.  plainiifl    advanced    moneys   and   per- 

By  the  Tennesee  Code,  1871,  g  43gl  formed  services  under  an  oral  agrec- 
(Code  1896.  %  6101),  it  is  provided  that  ment  with  the  defendants  for  the  con- 
in  the  event  of  the  complainant's  fail-  veyance  to  him  of  certain  lands,  and 
Ing  to  establish  the  fraud  relied  upon  in  demands  judgment  against  them  for 
' 's  pleading,  the  court  shall  proceed  10  specific    performance,    and    the    facts 


render 


lent    1 


his 


In 


alleged  do  no 

show  hir 

n  coii.lcd  to  the 

remedy  dem 

nded,  he 

cannot  have  in 

1  HI  law  [or  the 

amount  of  su 

clTmoneT 

s  and  the  value 

of  such  servi 

es.      Hor 

n  ^.  Ludington. 

3a  Wis.  74. 

"AH   Othm 

PaUcr  Holden    SlndUriy 

Pigue  V.  McFerrin,  ta  Lea  (Tenn.)  645, 
it  was  held,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  a  judg- 
ment creditor  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent 
conveyance,  that  although  the  com- 
plainant (ailed  to  establish  the  fraud, 
the    court    might    proceed   to    render 

judgment  on   the  claim  which   he  held     Mtnat^."  —   Wheri       the       plaii 
against    the    defendant  and   which    he      brought   their  action     not    only     upon 

Boui{'<t  to  enforce  against  the  property    behalf  of  themselves,  btit  tipon  behalf 
translerred.  of  "'  all  other  policy  holders  similirlv 

WaivsT  of  I1U7  by  Datondant  b;  Engag- 
ing In  Trial.  — Where  an  action  is  be- 
gun and  tried  under  a  prayer  seeking 
only  equitable  relief  —  for  Instance. 
the  rescission  of  an  agreement  and  the 
rcstoratEon  of  the  parties  to  their  for- 
mer condition  —  and  has  ended  as  an 
action  on  the  case  for  deceit,  and  for 
the  award  of  damages  therefor,  the  de- 
fendant, by  going  10  trial  without  at>- 
jection.  does  not  waive  his  right 
object  to  a  trial  without  ajui  " 
ley  V.  AldrUh.  40  N.  Y.  509. 


situated    w1 
according  1 


the  practice  of  this  court 
in  such  cases  and  have  the  bene Gt  of 
the  same."  which  language  made  the 
complaint  one  necessarily  limited  to 
equitable  relief,  it  was  hclJ  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  recover  damages 
alone.  Taylor  v.  Charter  Oat  L,  Ins. 
Co..  9  Daly  (N.  V,)489, 

To  Bet  Adda  DMd^Xanay  Ji 
—  In  an  action  to  cancel  and   : 
Brad-    a  deed  of  partition,  where  there 
prayer  for  a  judgment 
80a  Volume  XVI. 


ir  of  the 
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prayer  for  general  relief.' 

3.  UndsT  BpMdal  Prayer.  —  Where  specific  relief  alone  is  prayed 
for,  the  plaintiff  is  generally  confined  in  his  recovery  to  the  specific 
relief  asked.  Relief  will  not  ordinarily  be  granted  against  defend- 
ants not  answering  by  a  decree  which  is  not  specifically  prayed 
for,  or  within  the  contemplation  of  a  prayer  for  general  relief.  If 
the  defendant  answers,  however,  by  virtue  of  some  code  provis- 
ions and  by  some  rulings  not  positively  based  on  statutory  pro- 
visions the  plaintiff  may  be  allowed  such  relief  as  his  complaint 
and  proof  show  him  entitled  to.* 

plaintiff  for  tbe  amount  agreed  to  be 

eid   to   equalize   the   partition,   or  in 
loi  of  the  defendant  for  possession, 
nor  any  allcKations  shoning  tbe  ri^hi 
to  lucb  relief,  no  such  judgments  will         Kentucky.  —  Mundy's  Landing,  etc., 
be   rendered.      Scbnorbus   v.    Winkle,     Turnpike  Co.  v.  Hardin,  (Ky.  iSga)  30 
(Ky.  1S91)  IS  S.  W.  Rep.  861. 12  Ky.  L.     S.  W.  Rep.  3S5 
Rep.  903.  MisiBuri.  —  Rush  v.  Brown,  loi  Mo. 

Ohanga  of  Senudr.  —  Wbere  the  plain-     5S6. 
tiff   in   his   complaint    claims    specific        Ntw     York,  —  Corrigan     v.     Coney 
relief,   purely    equitable,  against  the    Island  Joclcey  Club,  a  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 


of  the   personal   property  in   quettlon. 
Eady  v.  Napier,  96  Ga.  736. 
S.  /moa.  —  Johnson     c.    Mantz,     69 


defendants,  and  mates  no  demand  (or 
money  or  damages,  and  the  facts  shon 
that  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor 
exists  between  tbe  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants, and  that  the  latter  are  alone  re- 
sponsible to  the  plaintiK  in  an  action 
for  a  mooey  demand,  the  plaintiCf  will 
not  be  alloned  to  changi 
by  obtaininK  anorder  that 

tried  by  a  jury  as  a   money  demand,     embraced  within  the  issue.''    See  also 
The    complaint    must    be    dismissed.     Wetmorc  v.  Porter,  9a  N.  Y.  76. 
Craig  V.  Hyde,  M  How.  Pr.  (N.  V.  Su-         Texai.  —  Moore  v.  Guest,  8  Tex.  117; 
preme  Ci.)  313.  Nowlin  v.  Hugbes,   3  Tex.  App.  Civ. 

1.  Far  nu« and  Aaaottstlnf  —  Pmonal    Cas.,  g  314. 
Indgmant.  —  On  a  bill  in  equity  pray-         IVitcaiuitt.  —  Horn  v.  Ludington,  33 


Super.  Ct.)  51a,  referring  to  Code 
Liv,  Pro.  N.  Y.,  g  iao7,  which  provides 
that  "  where  there  is  no  answer  the 
judgment  shall  not  be  more  favorable 
re-  to  the  plaintiff  than  that  demanded  in 
ion  the  complaint.  Where  there  is  an  an- 
rill  Ewer  the  court  may  permit  the  plaintiff 
■Ay  to  take  any  judgment  consistent  with 
■L_     .1..    — j_  ^y  the  compla'"   -~' 


ing  that  the  title  to  certain  lands  con-  Wis.  73. 
veyed  to  the  defendant  be  vested  in  the  •  ■  -  — 
plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  account  for 
the  rents,  and  for  general  relief,  it  was 
held  erroneous  to  enter  a  general  per- 
sonal money  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant. Dougherty  i.  Adkins,  81 
Mo.  4"- 

TtviA  aa  OraDSd  et  ZqultaM*  Baliel  — 
Where  the  defendants  had  recovered 
against  the  plaintiffs  and  had  levied  on  vived  by  1 
certain  personal  property,  and  the 
plaintifls  brought  action  to  prevent  the 
sale  of  such  property,  aslcing  for  vari- 
ous forms  of  equitable  relief  and  con- 
cluding with  a  general  prayer,  but  the 
only  ground  on  which 


»  ITioiidtT  tot  BpMU  ttttjer,  see 

lufra,  IV,  a.  Spiciat  Praytr.  And  See 
iupra,  IX.  I.  t.  DifftrmI  /ram  That 
Askid. 

To  SarlT*  Judgnant — That  Is  Oanaral 
Frayar,  —  Where    a    petition    eon    ' 
allegations  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
tion  of  debt  upon  dormant  judgm 
and  prays  that  the  judj 


it  of  scire 


tcias 


if  nee 


id  that  they  [plaintiffs]  h 
relief  necessary  to  make  valid  said 
judgments."  it  is  improper  to  render 
judgment  for  the  principal  and  interest 
of  the  judgments.  Houston  v.  Emery, 
ause  for    76  Tex.  aSa. 

was  the  Frayer  for  Itparatlaii  —  AnnnlBait  of 

allegation  of  fraud,  which  was  not  Kairiaf*.  —  Where  a  husband,  by  his 
suiiained  by  the  proof,  it  was  held  that  complaint,  demands  judgment  against 
the  whole  case  must  fall,  although  the  his  wife  for  a  separation  from  bed  and 
plaintiffs  made  out  a  case  for  the  vatue  board  forever,  without  asking  (or  any 
608  Volume  XVI. 
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4.  Under  Oeneral  Pray«r —  a.  In  General,  —  Under  a  general 
prayer  the  plaintiff  may  have  such  relief  as  is  ^reeable  with  the 
complaint  and  the  case  made,  where  such  relief  is  entirely  within 
the  scope  of  the  prayer,  or  extends  and  effectuates  the  specific 
relief  sought.' 

other  relief  or  for  relief  generalljr,  if  il  Heisk.  (TeD0.)6oi;  DoU man  v.  Collier, 

appears   from   the   facts  stated  la  the  9a  Tenn.  660. 

complaint  that  the  plaintiff  H  not  en-  Aa  W  tha  VtoSMltj  of  a  Oenarat  Frajn 

titled  to  a  judgment  for  separation  from  see  supra,  IV.  3.  Gintral  Prayfr, 

bed  and  board,  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  If  to  th«  TTtill^  of  a  Oanonlnsjw  U 

complaint  for  insufficiency   he  cannot  Oonjnnotloa  witl)  a  ^adal  ftkyor  see  I'n- 

have  a  decree  declaring  the   marriage  Jra.  IX.   5.    Under  Cmeral  atij  Speeiai 

coiitrart  void,  notnlthstandingthe  com-  Prayers. 

plaint  contains   allegations   ffbich,   if  Eqnltf Fraotle* Adoptttl bj Ced«.  —  "A 

proved,  would  have  authorized  such  a  court  of  equity  would   not.    howeTci. 

decree  upon  a  proper  prayer.     Walton  even  under  a  prayer  for  general  relief, 

V.  Walton,  3a  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  303.  permit  a  party  to  go  beyond  the  geo- 

FuMloaan  —  TailnrotoAakDaflslaner.  eral  scope  of  the  case  made  by  the  bill, 

—  Where  the   plainti^  had  elected  to  and  would  not  ordinarily  permit  A  bill 

treat  as  a  mortgage  a  conveyance  ab-  framed  for  one  purpose  to  answer  for 

solute  in  form,  it  was  held  that  a  per-  anotherand  distinct  purpose, especjllly 

sonal    judgment    for    the    amount  of  if  the  defendant  might  be  surprised  01 


gage,  and  e 
for,  could  □ 
judgment ' 


,  which  were  given  subse-     prejudiced  tbereby.     Story  on  Equity 
n  of  such  mort-    Pleading,  §§41,  43-     OurCodeof  Ciril 
Procedure  in  prescribing  the  mode  of 
pleading  has  adopted  the  essential  ele- 
ments of  the  former  equity  practice." 
Johnson  v.  Polhemus.  Qg  Cal.  340. 
Under  a  statute  providing  that   tbe 
shall   be  invested  with   all   the 


s  collateral  security  there- 
)t  be  given,  where  no  such 
was  asked  In  the  complaint. 
!  (Code  Pro.,  S  6»6;  Code 
i397.  §  SS86)  providing  that  "  when 
there  is  no  express  agreement  in  the 

mortgage,  nor  aity  separate  Insirumenr  powers  necessary  to  afford  such  appro- 
given  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  priate  relief  as  maybe  prayed  foi.i' 
secured  thereby,  the  remedy  of  the  was  said  in  a  Texas  case:  "  It  is  p 
mortgagee  shall  be  confined  to  the  ble  that  the  courts,  by  this 
oroperty  mortgaged."  California  vision,  may  be  invested  witn  more 
"  _.  i.f._,.  -»_  ample  authority  to  afford  relief  than 
,  37  could  be  obtained  under  the  prayer  for 
general  relief  in  courts  of  equity." 
10  Hipp  V.  Huchett,  4  Tex.  30. 
Cal.  Bpseial  Prayor  Btrlokon  Ovt  by  Klftakt. 
—  [f  by  mistake  the  plaintiff  strikesoul 
his  prayer  for  specific  relief,  he  will 
.._.  ._^.  .  .,...  nevertheless,  under  his  prayer  for  gen- 
jB-wa.  — Johnson  v.  Manti.  69  Iowa  eral  relief,  be  entitled  to  the  specific  te- 
710:  Pond  *.  Waterloo  Agricultural  lief  prayed  (or,  if  il  is  appropriate  to 
Works,  50  Iowa  596;  Wilson  v.  Hotr.  bis  case.  Hardy  v.  De  Leon.  5  Tex, 
i;    lona  469;    Casady   v.     Woodbury  246. 

County,  13  Iowa  113,  To  Xijolii  IxeoBtlon  or  to  Obtala  latl» 

Ktnimciy,  —  Crow    v.    Owettsboro,  tsotionef  Judgaant.  —  In  Texas,  under 

-tc,  R,  Co.,  83  Ky,  134.  .,...-<-,..-/..- 


Maryland.  —  Fenby  v.  Johnson,  it 
Md.  106. 

Mississippi.  —  Bell  v.  Clark,  71  Miss. 
603;  Barkwell  v.  Swan,  69  Mist.  907; 
Weeks  v.  Thrasher,  53  Miss.  143. 

Missouri.  —  Muenlcs  v.  Bunch,  90 
Mo.  soo. 


Montana.  — Cnster  County  v.  Yellow- 
itonc  County,  6  Mont.  39. 
Tenmssee.  —  Dodd      v.     Benthal.    4    and  the  eviHence  shows  facts 


of  1846  (Hart.  Dig.,  art.  [599). 
It  was  immaterial  whether  a  proceed- 
ing should  be  regarded  as  one  to  enjoin 
execution  or  one  to  obtain  an  entry  of 
satisfaction  of  a  judgment.  Hence  a 
prayer  for  general  relief  was  sufficient 
to  authorize  a  judgment  ordering  the 
execution  to  be  returned  SMtisfied. 
Beardsley  v.  Hall.  9  Tex,  11^. 

iplaint  alleges 
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b.  Disclaimer  OR  Default.  — The  rule  just  stated,  however, 
has  been  held  not  to  apply  where  in  the  general  prayer  the  plain- 
tiff disclaims  the  relief  sought  to  be  awarded,*  or  where  the 
defendant  has  suffered  a  default  and  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust 
to  extend  the  relief  beyond  th^t  as  to  which  the  plaintiff  has 
indicated  his  purpose.* 

5.  Vnder  Ouieral  and  8p«oial  Praj«ri  —  la  Omani.  —  As  already 
seen,  the  office  of  a  general  prayer  is  to  enable  the  court  to  grant 
the  relief  which  a  case  warrants  if  the  plaintiff  has  mistaken  the 
special  relief  he  seeks,  to  extend  and  make  more  effectual  the 
specific  relief  sought,  or  to  enable  the  court  to  grant  appropriate 
relief  if  for  any  reason  it  is  unable  to  grant  the  specific  relief 
asked;  therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  inserts  both  a  special  and  a 
general  prayer,  if  the  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled  is  inconsistent 
with  that  specifically  prayed,  under  the  general  prayer  he  may 
have  such  relief  as  is  consistent  with  the  complaint  and  the  case 
made'  and  with  the  relief  specifically  prayed.     But  relief  which 


»n  accouniing  necessary,  \\  is  not  ma- 
lerial  thai  the  complaint  did  not  ask  for 
SQch  relief  specially,  (or  it  may  be 
allowed  under  a  general  prayer.  Dyck- 
man  v.  Valiente,  4a  N.  Y.  549.  affirming 
43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  131,  zB  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  346;  Wood  V.  Brown,  34  N.  Y. 
337. 

Kaehftnla't  Um  —  Panonkl  Jndginmit 
OB  Spadfle  Ptopartj, —  Under  a  prayer 
for  general  relief,  in  an  action  to  en- 
force a  mecharric's  lien.  lor  a  personal 
I'udgmenl,  and  to  have  an  attachment 
evied  on  the  property,  the  complainant 
ia  entitled  to  a  personal  judgment  [or  claimed  titli 
the  debt,  but  not  to  a  personal  judgment  she  could 
-obe  li    ■    ' 


ants,  prayed  that  in  case  Ihe  mortgagor 
"  or  any  other  person  shall  redeem  the 
said  premises  from  said  sale,  within 
the  time  allowed  by  law  for  such  re- 
demption, then,  and  in  such  case,  the 
plaintiff  may  have  the  usual  decree 
of  a  judgment  for  the  sale  of  the  said 
mortgaged  premises,"  etc..  under  the 
plaintiff's  mortgage,  ll  was  held  that 
the  relief  could  not  be  granted.  Potter 
V.  Marvin,  4  Minn.  525. 

litis    DlieUIttMd.  —  In    Hickson     v. 

Mohley,  So  Ga.  336,  it  was  held,  where 

the    complainant    had    expressly  dis- 

'1  property,  that 

such   properly 


ered  by  the  lien,  under  Mill.  &.  V  Code  9.  See   infra,   IX.  5.   Undir  Central 

Tenn,,  1884,  §3747  (Code  1S96.  g  3S43),  "nd    Sfiteitii    Praytrt ;    infra,   IX.    8. 

providing    that  the   lien    shall    he   en-  Efftct  of  Dtfattll  by  Difmdant. 

forced  by  judgment  and  execution  at  S.  Alabama,  —  Mutual   Bldg.,   etc., 

law  to  be  levied   on   the   properly  to  Assoc,  v.  Wyelb,  los  Ala.  639;  Bullock 

which  the  lien  attaches.  v.  Tutlle,  90  Ala.   435;  Lyons   v.  Mc- 

A  TutiunUpKajlcIHMOlTsd,  In  the  Curdy,  go  Ala.  497;  Shelby  -v   Tardy, 

absence  of  aspecificprayerfor  such  re-  S4  Ala.   337:    Gonzales    v.   Huklll,  49 


tjef,  where   there  is   a  general  prayer 
and  the  pleadings  and   proof  warra:  ~ 
such  a  disposition  of  the  case.     Hall  1 
Lonkey.  S7  Cal.  80. 

1,  FoiMlomn  —  klf.  —  In     a     for 
closure  suit  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 


Ala.   360;    Kirksey  v.   Means,  43  Ala, 


436:     Beti 


(fun. 


Ala. 


>9; 


Charles  v.  Dubose.  39  Ala.  367:  Wile, 
V.  Knight,  37  Ala.  336;  May  v.  Lewis, 
33  Ala.  646. 
Arkansas.  —  Chaffe  v.  Oliver,  39  Ark, 


tifl,  after  having  stricken  out  the  prayer  531 ;  Rogers  v.  Brooks,  30  Ark.  6ia. 

for  a  sale,  could  not  ask  for  that  relief  California. — Tarpemier  v.  Brenham, 

under  the  general   prayer,  as  he  had  jo  Cal.  549. 

waived    that     portion    of    his    claim.  Calorado.  —  Hamill  v.   Thompson,   3 

Ladd  K.  Rugales,  33  Cal.  333.  Colo.  519:  Jones  v.  Pearl  Min.  Co.,  30 

AdmlttlAg  Frloritr  of  LUn,  — Where  Colo.  417;    Trabino  v.  Nicoli,  5  Colo, 

the  complaint,  after  showing  the  fore-  App.  545. 

closare  of  a  mortgage  taking  priority  Georgia.  —  Peek  v.   Wright,   65   Ga. 

of  the  plaintifl's,  by  one  of  the  defend-  63S. 
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is  entirely  distinct  from  and  repugnant  to  the  special  relief  prayed 

IndioHa.  —  Spivey  v.  Fraiee,  7  Ind.  Yoric  L.  Ins..  etc..  Co..  43  N.  V.  Super. 

661;  Hunter  i..  McCoy,  14  Ind.  528.  Ct.  333;  Simson  v.  Chadwick,  10  N.  Y. 

/pioa.  —  HcBsion     v.    Linastruth,   96  Wkly.  Dig.  35. 

Iowa   4B3:     Reea    *.    Shepherdson,    gs  .    Nerth  Carolina.  —  Fowler  p.  Osboroe, 

Iowa  431;  Walker  v.  Walker,  93  Iowa  iii  N,  Car.  409;  Dempsey  i:  Rhodes, 

643:  Stivers  v.  Gardner.  88  Iowa  307:  93  N.  Car.  I30. 

Woriley   v.    Burlington    Ins.    Co..   74  t)*<o.  —  Moore  1;.  Ogden.  35  Ohio  Su 

Iowa  464;  Hoskins  v.   Rowe.  61   Iowa  433:  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  34  Ohio  St. 

180;    Hail   p.   Ensign,    61     Iowa    714;  402;    Riddle  v.   Roll,  24  Ohio  St.  573; 

Herring  f.  Neely. 43  Iowa  157;  Laveriy  Draper  v.   Moore,   3  Cine.   Super.  Cu 

V.  Sexton,  41  Iowa435;  Wilson  1/.  Horr,  Rep.  167. 

IS  Iowa  489:   Simplol   v.    Simplot.    14  7Vh««/«.  —  Lancaster  Mills  p.  Mer- 

lowa    449;      Casady      v.      Woodbury  chants'  Collon-press  Co..   89  Tenn.  1, 

County,  13  Iowa  113.  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  433:  AUum  r. 

j^Vn/nf^.  —  Giffordt.  Mullins,  gKy,  Stockbridge.  8  Ban.  (Tenn.)  356:  Gal- 

L.   Rep.   714,   (Ky.  1S88)  6  S.  W.  Rep.  loway   v.   Galloway,    2   Baxt.    (Teon.) 

43S:  Dean  i-.  Dean,  8  Ky.  L,  Rep.  419.  33H;    James   v.     Kennedy,    10    Heisk. 

<Ky.  1886)  I  5.   W.  Rep.  811 ;  Crow  v.  (Tenn.)  607;  Merriman  v.   Lace  Geld,  4 

-     "       '    ■■  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  ai7;  Doddi^.Benihal.  4 


wensboro,  etc.,  R.  Co..  82  Ky.  134. 
Maryland,  —  Sloan   v.   Safe    Deposit, 
«lc..  Co..  73  Md.  239;   Powell  V.  Young, 
4S  Md.  4^:  Polk  V.  Rose,  aj  Md. 
Fenby  v.  Johnson         "  '        '     *~ 
'.  Dennis,  ij  Md. 


,k.  (Tenn.)  601;  Nolen  f.   Woods, 

13    Ua    (Tenn.)    615;     Craigmiles    v. 

--.     Hays,   7   Lea   (Tenn.)  724;   Arnold   v. 

Md,  106;  Dennis     Moyers.    I    Lea  (Tenn.)   315;    Lee   v. 

Cone,  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  393. 


Massachusttts,  —  '^\xiAv.  Powers.  136  /■(■j.i/. —Garvin  t/.  Hall.  83  Tex.  395; 

Mass.  373;  Thompson  o.  Hey  wood,  129  Silbeiberg   v.    Pearson.   75   Tex.  387; 

Mass.  401:  Franklin  TJ.  Greene,  3  Allen  McKinney  v.  Moore,  73  Tex.  470;  Dial 

(Mass.)  519.  Ti.    Dial,    21    Tex.    sag;     Dcnison    p. 

JfrmuTjoi'o.  —  LandisK.  Olds,g  Minn.  League,  16 Tex.  399:  Burnley  v.  Cook, 

go:  Potter  v.  Marvin,  4  Minn.  535.  13  Tex.  586;  Hipp  v.   HuchetL.  4  Tex. 

Misiiisippi.  —  Barkwell  v.  Swan,  69  so;     Trammell    v.    Watson,    35   Tex. 

Miss.   907;     Mhoon   v.   Wilkerson,   47  Supp.  3lo;  Morris  v.  Holland.  10  Tex. 

Miss.  633;  Bytne  v.  Taylor,  46  Miss.  Civ.   App.   474;    Crawford   i'.  Stevens. 

96.     And  see   Bell  v.  Clark,  71   Miss.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)31  S.  W.  Rep.  79; 

ioj.  Kcrapner    v.   Ivory,  (Tex.   Civ.    App. 

jl//ijea/-i,  —  Bevin  v.  Powell,  83  Mo.  1S95)  39  S.   W.   Rep,  538;   Williams  e. 

363,  affirming  II   Mo.   App.  3ifi;   New.  Chambers,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  iB^)  26  S. 

ba.in  V.  Kenton,  79  Mo.  383;  Snider  c.  W.  Rep.  370. 

Ctileman.  71M0,  570;  Pomeroy  i/,  Ben-         r^rmon/.  —  Eureka    Marble    Co.  v. 

ton,  57  Mo.  S50;  Siemers  v.  Kleeburg,  Windsor  Mtg.  Co..  47  Vt.  443. 

56  Mo.  30I:  McGlolhlin  t.  Hemery.  44         Wyoming.  —  Graham    v.    Blinn.   j 

lo.  350;  Holland  :■.  Anderson,  38  Mo.  Wyoming  752, 


:nwood  v.  New  York  L.  Ins 
-  Co.,  27  Mo.  App.  417. 

Nfhraska.  —  Grand  Island  Sav.,  etc., 
Assoc.  V.  Moore.  40  Neb.  6fi6. 

Ntvi  yor*.  — Benedict  p.  Benedict, 
8s  N.  Y.  635;  Bcrgmann  v.  Salmon,  79 
Hun  {N.  Y.)  456:  Beach  v.  Cooke.  19 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  360,  affirmidii  N.  Y.  508; 
Brice  V.  Brice,  5  "Barb.  {N.  Y.)  533: 
Baitus  t.  Tisdall.  4  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  571; 
Stewart  v.  Hutchinson,  29  How.  Pr. 
(N.  v.  Supreme  Ct.)  iSl;  Hemson  v 
Decker,  29  How.  Pr.  {N.  Y.  Supreme 
Cl.)  385;  Grafton  v.  Remsen.  16  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  32;  Donovan 
V.  Sheridan,  37  N,  Y.  Super.  Ct.  356; 
Waters  ■^.  Crawford,  3  Thomp.  i  C. 
(N.  Y.)  6o2,  ixplained  in  Purscll  v.  New 


Coiyitnctlva  or  Diqimetiva.  —  In  Bat- 
net  r.  Boyd.  60  Miss,  627.  to  an  objec- 
tion that  no  other  relief  could  be  granted 
than  thai  spedlically  prayed,  or  of  [he 
same  character,  because  (he  prayer  for 
general  relief  was  in  the  conjunclire 
instead  of  the  disjunctive,  the  couit 
said:  '■  We  have  only  to  reply  tbal  the 
dsy  has  long  passed  in  which  such  ob- 

InRauoM.  —  In  (he  following  coses 
the  relief  indicated  has  been  granted 
under  general  prayers,  though  appro- 
priate relief  could  not  be  given  under 
the  special  prayers. 
Judgmtnl  for  Writ  0/  PosstisioH  and 
of  land.  In  actions  of  tres- 
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cannot,  it  has  been  held,  be  granted  under  a  general  prayer.* 
But  it  has  also  been  held  that  under  the  general  prayer  any  relief 


pus  to  vj  Ulle. 
Tex.  339. 

Enferctmtnt  of  a  Vtnde 
der  A    bill    for   specific   perfi 
Munford  v.  Pearce,  70  Ala.  453, 

RectviriHg  Back  Muniy,  in  a 
cDforce  a  rcGulciiiK  cruac.  Gn 
Gravefl,  3  Melc.  (Ky.)  167. 

Damagii  ftr   " 


BasMit  V.  Mania,  83        Tmiusm.  —  Tame*  v.  Kennedy,  10 
Heisk.  (Tcnn.)6oS. 

BlU  via  Donbl*  AipMt.  —  In  Simmons 

IT.   Williams.   37   Ala.   507,  it   was  said 

that "  the  rule  is  that  under  (he  prayer 

luU  to     (or  general  relief,  when  the  bilt  is  not 

ves  V.     filed  in  a  double  aspect,  no  relief  can 

be  granted,  unless  consisteni  with  that 


3rtaeh  of  Ccivfiai 
seizin,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  cove- 
nani  of   quiet    enjoyment.       Price   v. 
Deal.  90  N.  Car.  293. 

AdJMstnieHl  ef  Rights  of  Caparctneri. 
in  a  proceeding  to  sell  land  10  pay  the 
decedent's  debts.  Brldgford  v.  Bar- 
bou.  So  Ky.  519. 

Judgment  in  Favor  of  an  Adminis- 
tralor,  on  accounting  and  settlement 
among  distributees.  Dean  v.  Dean, 
(Ky.  1886)  I  S.  W.  Rep.  8tl. 


luii  for  the 

will  and  for  an  aci  ount  of  admlnl< 

tlon,     Loveman  v.  Taylor,  85  Tei 

ApfoitHmint  of  a    Truili     '      "' 

Ont  Rttigntd,  in  a  suit  by 


of     specifically  prayed  for;"  and  Thor 
TC-    son  f.  Smilhson,  7  Port.  (Ala.)  144,  and 
Pleasants  c.   Glasscock,   Smed.   &   M. 
Ch.  (Miss.)  17,  were  cited  in  support  of 
the  proposition. 

inan  Thar*  An  Two  sr  Xon  Special 
PraTen  and  a  general  prayer,  relief 
may  be  granted  which  is  inconsitlenl 
wiih  one  of  the  special  prayers,  pro- 
vided it  is  consiaienc  with  the  rest  of 
the  ease.     Belts  v.  Gunn,  31  Ala.  aaa. 

To  M  Aside  lalo  —  Jadgtnont  tor  Bal- 
ano*  of  PiirBhase  KeiiBy.  —  Where  the 
original  bill  sought  to  set  aside  a  sale 
of  personal  property  and  choses  in  ac- 
tion, on  the  gTouhd  that  It  was  fraudu- 
Plan  ef  tent  as  against  creditors,  and  also  asked 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take 


form  an  antenuptial  agreement  and  for  charge  of  the  property  and  collect  the 

an   injunclion  against  creditor*  of  her  debts,   the   business   acquired   by   the 

husband.      Love  v.  Graham,  15  Ala.  purchaser  being  broken  up  by  ibe  ap< 

187.  pointmentofa  receiver,  and  the  com - 

Dittrmination  of  a  Right  to  Pirtonal  plainant  failing  to  establish  any  particU 
Propiriy,  in  a  suit  by  a  itMirtgagee  of  patlon  on  the  part  of  ihe  purchaser  in 
chattels  to  enjoin  attachment  proceed-  the  fraud  of  the  vendor,  the  court,  un- 
ingi.  Thomas  v.  Farley  Mfg.  Co.,  76  der  the  general  prayer  for  relief,  re- 
Iowa  735.  fused  to  require  the  purchaser  to  pay 

Cu^.  in  an  equitable  action.     Searle  over   to   the   complainant  the   unpaid 

*.  Fairbanks,  80  Iowa  307.  portion   of   the    purchase   i 


„  ,  for  Prior 
suit    to    enjoin    threatened     trespass. 
WInslow  V.  Nayson,  ti3  Mass.  411. 

Action    to    Reach    Devised  Property — 
Relief  Against  Defendant  at  Hr-        '- 


portion   of   the    ,  , .    - 

cause  such  relief  would  be  Inconsistent 
with  the  special  prayer.  Florence 
Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Zeigler,  58  Ala. 

pialntUt  SafulBg  I^mUU  KoUof  Aikod. 

—  When  specific  relief  Is  prayed,  a  com- 
plainant cannot  dissent,  at  the  hearing, 
to  the  relief  be  has  sought,  and.  under 
the  general  prayer,  ask  relief  of  an- 
other description,  unless  the  facts  and 
circumstances  charged  in  the  bill  will, 
itly  with  the  rulesof  the  court. 


,   brought  by 
grantees  of   an'   alleged   devisee,    the 
plaintiff  claimed   certain  lands  in  fee, 
but,  the  court  finding  that  the  grantor's 
estate   was  less  than   fee.  it  was  held 
that  under  the  general  prayer  the  plain- 
tiffs could   not  have  a  decree  for  one- 
third  of  theland  to  which  their  grantor     maintain  the    relief. 
was  enlilled  as  his  distributive  share    Coldw.  (Tenn.)  30S. 
under  the  statute.     Slivers  v.  Gardner,         In  Dcnison  v.   League.   16  Tex.  399, 
SS  Iowa  307.  ibe  court  said :  "  Where  there  Is  no  ob- 

1.  Alabama.  ■—  Eufaula  v.  McNab.  67    jection  to  the  particular  relief  prayed 
Ala.  JS9.  for,  the  plaintiff  cannot  abandon  that, 

Kentucky.  —  Crow     v.     Owensboro,     and  ask  a  different  decree,  under  the 
etc.,  R,  Co.,  Vi  Ky.  134.  general    prayer,    "     •     "      It   would 

Maryland.  —  Sloan   v.  Safe  Deposit,     therefore  follow  that  in  this  case,  there 
etc..  Co.,  73  Md.  339.  being    no   obstacle   to   ihe   particular 
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consistent  with  the  bill  and  within  its  scope  may  be  afforded, 
though  it  be  inconsistent  with  the  specific  relief  prayed.* 

Injonotlon.  —  Relief  not  specially  prayed  for  may  be  granted 
under  a  pleading  containing  a  general  prayer,  although  the  special 
prayer  is  for  an  injunction.' 

roreoloinn.  —  Under  a  general  prayer  for  relief,  foreclosure  of  a 
lien  or  relief  of  that  nature  may  be  accorded,  if  such  relief  is 
appropriate  to  the  pleading  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
although  there  is  a  prayer  for  other  specific  relief;'  but  as  to 

relief  prayed  for,  and  since  it  would 
operate  as  a  surprise  on  the  defendant 
to  allow  him  to  abandon  it  and  ask  an- 
other relief  under  bi&  general  prayer,  it 
would  have  been  error  to  have  granted 
the  relief  by  way  of  damages." 

Eqnltabla  U«ii  —  Fsraoni^  Jodgmant. 
—  Under  a  petition  claiming  an  equi- 
table lien  on  property  belonging  to  a 
wife,  and  praying  for  "  such  other  and 
further  relief  as  equity  may  requite."  a 
persona!  judgment  cannot  be  rendered 
against  the  husband.  "  The  personal 
judgment  is  not  equitable  relief  within 
the  general  prayer  of  the  petition." 
Rees  c.  Shepherdson,  gj  Iowa  431. 

1.  In  Bell  V.  Clark,  71  Miss.  603,  it 
was  said:  "  U  wa«  formerly  the  rule  in 
equity  that  no  relief  could  be  granted 
under  the  general  prayer  wfaich  nas 
inconsistent  with  that  specially  prayed. 
Weymouth  v.  Boyer,  t  Ves,  jr.  416; 
Palk  B.  Clinton,  la  Ves.  Jr.  48;  Wal- 
poiec.  Orford,  3  Ves.  Jr.  403;  Crimes 
V.  French,  a  Atk.  141;  Kornegay  v. 
Carroway,  a  Dev.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  403. 
In  modern  practice  the  rule  is  more 
liberal,  and  under  the  general  prayer 
any  relief  consistent  with  the  bill  and 
within  its  scope  may  be  afforded, 
though  it  be  inconsistent  with  the 
specific  relief  prayed.  Dodger.  Evans, 
43  Miss.  570;  Mhoon  i>.  Wilkerson,  47 
Mist.  633.  But  the  relief  must  yet  be 
such  as  can  be  afforded  on  the  (acta 
staled,  and  it  must  appear  that  the  de- 
fendant is  fairly  apprised  by  the  bill 
that  the  relief  is  sought  by  the  com- 
plainant. Weeks  v.  Thrasher,  5a 
Miss.  143." 

Bee  also  Hipp  v.  Huchett.  4  Tex.  10. 

S.  Ininnotlaii  Agatait  Tut  Detd  —  Cftn- 
wlladaQ.  — Where  the  prayer  in  the  bill 


of  I 


.  enjq 


n  the  V 


a  pre- 


X  deed,  and  for  general  relief. 
the  court  may  properly  order  the  deed 
to  be  cancelled  although  there  is  no 
special  prayer  to  that  cHect.  Polk  i'. 
Rose,  af  Md.  :53. 
To  £qjain    Ikls  —  ProMoting    Llm.  — 


Where  the  plaintiff  adds  a  prayer  for 
general  relief  to  a  specific  prayer  that 
the  defendant  be  permanently  eajoined 
from  selling  certain  land,  it  is  proper 
to  enter  a  Judgment  allowing  a  sale  of 
such  land  by  the  defendant  in  sub- 
ordination to  the  lien  wbich  the  plaio- 
liff  holds  on  such  land.  Kcmpner  p. 
Ivory.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  ag  S.  W, 
Rep.  538- 

Eetaiuing  CtSM  to TrjTlU*.  — Where 
a  petition  was  framed  with  a  view  10 
obtaining  an  injunction,  and  contained 
no  other  special  prayer,  but  did  con- 
lain  a  general  prayer,  and  allegations 

pass  to  try  title,  it  w. 

to  dismiss  the  suit  on  the  dissolution  of 

the    injunction,   since    the    action    of 

trespass  to  try  title  should  have  been 

determined.     Burnley  v.  Cook,  ijTci. 

586. 

To  Enjoin  TTMpui  —  Datannlnatisn  of 
IIU«.  —  In  a  bill  the  specific  object  of 
which  is  to  enjoin  a  trespass,  a  prayer 
for  general  relief  docs  not  warrant  a 
determination  of  the  title  of  the  prem- 
ises.    Peek  V.  Wright.  65  Ga.  638. 

8.  See  in/".  1'"^- 6-  Effecto/ Dffa^lt 
by  Df/endanl.  See  in  general  upon  this 
subject  article  Forbclosuke  of  Mort- 
gages, vol.  q.   p.  3SS  fl  !fq. 

Ooutnutton  of  Prayar.  —  In  Morris  v. 
Holland.  lo  Tex.  Civ.  App.  474.  > 
prayer  for  the  recovery  of  money  paid 
upon  land  and  for  "  all  other  and  further 
relief  in  law  or  equity  "  to  wfaich  the 
plaintifi  was  entitled  "  by  reason  of  the 
premises"  was  construed  to  be  a 
prayer,  though  general,  in  substance 
and  effect  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  ven- 
dee's lien.  The  coun  cited  Fowler  r. 
Stoneum.  11  Tex.  478.  and  character- 
iied  as  a  dictum  a  statement  to  the 
contrary  in  Piegiar  f.  Twohig,  37  Tex. 

325. 

KoforMnent  of  Tandor'a  Llao.  —  Where 

the  special  relief  prayed  for  was  that 
the  defendants  should  be  decreed  to 
pay  the  amount  of  purchase  money 
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whether  or  not  a  deficiency  judgment  can  be  rendered  in  such  a 
case  the  authorities  are  by  no  means  harmonious.^ 

6,  Consistency.  —  The  relief  granted  must  be  consistent  with 
the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff's  pleading,  since  it  is  well  settled 
that  when  relief  is  sought  on  one  ground,  upon  the  failure  to 
establish  that  ground  there  can  be  no  relief  upon  independent  or 
inconsistent  facts  established  by  the  evidence,  but  not  relied  on 
in  the  pleadings.* 

found  to  be  due  to  the  complainants,  due,   and  contain   a  prayer  to  which 

and  a  prayer  for  general   relief   was  such    relief    would    be    responsive.'* 

added,  there  was  held  to  be  no  impro-  Mutual  Bldg.,  etc.,  Assoc,  v.  Wyeth, 

priety  in  enforcing  a  vendor's  lien  on  105  Ala.  639.     There  was  in  this  case  a 

the  land  concerned  for  the  purchase  prayer  for  general  relief, 

money,  under  the  general  prayer,  the  1.  See  article  Forbclosurb  of  Mort- 

facts  authorizing  such   relief  and  the  gages,  vol.  9,  p.  390. 

plaintiff  not  being  entitled  to  the  relief  2.  Alabama.  —  Lyons    v,    McCurdy, 

specially  prayed   for.     May  «/.  Lewis,  90  Ala.  497;  Shelby  v.  Tardy,  84  Ala* 

22  Ala.  646.  327;  Munford  v,  Pearce,  70  Ala.  452; 

Where  a  Bill  Attaekt  a  Trust  Deed  for  Gonzales  v.  Hukil,  49  Ala.  260;  Kirk* 

Trand,  and  the  allegations  of  fraud  are  sey  v.  Means,  42  Ala.  426;  Charles  v. 

not  sustained,  the  complainant  may,  Dubose,  29  Ala.  367;  Wiley  r.  Knight, 

under  his   prayer  for    general   relief,  27  Ala.  336:  May  r.  Lewis,  22  Ala.  646; 

have  a  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale.  Cook  r.  Boiling,  99  Ala.  455. 

subjecting  the  surplus  remaining  after  Georgia,  —  Peek    v.  Wright,  65  Ga» 

foreclosure  to  the  payment  of  his  debt.  639. 

Craigmiles  v.  Hays,  7  Lea  (Tenn.)  724,  Indiana,  —  Hunter  v.  McCoy,  14  Ind, 

Prayer   in    Answers.  —  In    Bevin    v,  528. 

Powell,  II  Mo.  A  pp.  216,  it  was  said  by  Iowa,  —  Walker  v.  Walker,  93  Iowa 

the  court:  *'  If  the  question  were  one  643;  Stivers  v,  Gardner,  88  Iowa  307; 

of  first  impression,  it  might  be  argued  Marder  v.  Wright,  70  Iowa  42;  Pond  v, 

with  much  force  that    the  defendant  Waterloo  Agricultural  Works,  50  Iowa 

cannot,  under  a  prayer  for  a  receiver,  506;  Laverty  v.  Sexton,  41   Iowa  435; 

^                      for  a  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff's  bill,  Huston  r.  Seeley,  27  Iowa  183;  Wilson 

and   for  general  relief,  have  a  decree  v,  Horr,  15  Iowa  489;  Simplot  v,  Sim- 

the   effect  of  which  is  to  foreclose  a  plot,   14  Iowa  449;  Cassady  v.  Wood- 

^                      mortgage  and  bar  an  equity  of  redemp-  bury  County,  13  Iowa  113. 

tion.     But  the  decisions  of  our  Supreme  Kentucky,  —  Crow     v,     Owensboro» 

Court  have  been  so  liberal  in  allowing,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  82  Ky.  134;  Schnorbus  v, 

under  a  prayer  for  general  relief,  any  Winkle,  (Ky.  1891)  15  S.  W.  Rep.  861, 

relief  appropriate  to  the  facts  alleged  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  902. 

and   proved,   that  all  difficulty  under  Maryland,  —  Fenby   v,  Johnson,   21 

this  head   vanishes.    That  court  has  Md.  106;    Dennis  v.   Dennis,   15   Md. 

said  that '  if  the  allegations  in  the  peti-  124. 

tion  entitle  the  plaintiff  ta  any  measure  Massachtuetts,  —  Nudd  v.  Powers,  136 

of  redress,  a  deaf  ear  will  not  be  turned  Mass.    273;    Winslow  v,  Nayson.   113. 

to  his  complaint    simply  because  he  Mass.  411;  Franklin  v.  Greene,  2  Allen 

thinksthat  justice  should  be  dispensed  (Mass.)  5x9. 

to  him  in  a  particular  way  other  than  Minnesota,  —  Seibert  v,  Minneapolis, 

and  different  from  that  to  which  he  is  etc.,  R.  Co.,  58  Minn.  39;    Potter  v, 

actually  entitled.'  "  Marvin,  4  Minn.  525. 

Foreeloinre   ef  Mortgage  —  Snfnreing  Mississippi,  —  Barkwell  v.  Swan,  69 

'Yendmr's  Lien.  —  '*  Relief  by  way  of  de-  Miss.    907;     Phelps    v.    Commodore, 

daring  and  enforcing  a  vendor's  lien  (Miss.  1887)  i  So.  Rep.  833. 

is  of  the  same  general  character  as  re-  Missouri,  —  Muenks    v.    Bunch,    90 

lief  upon  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  '  Mo.   500;    Reed  v,  Bott,  100  Mo.  62; 

^iven  to  secure  purchase  money,  and  Sharkey  v,  McDermott,  91   Mo.   647; 

IS,  therefore,  obtainable  on   a  bill   to  Bevin  v.  Powell,  83  Mo.  365,  affirming 

foreclose,  if  the  facts  stated  show  the  11  Mo.  App.  216;  Pomeroy  v,  Benton, 

existence  of  the  lien  and  the  amount  57  Mo.  550;  McGlothlin  v,  Heroery,  44. 
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Joiad«T  ot  iMU. 


7.  Effect  of  Joinder  of  luue  —  a.  In  General.  —  By  the  ctxle 
provisions  or  statutes  of  those  states  where  the  former  practice 
has  been  superseded  by  the  so-called  reformed  procedure,  where 
an  answer  has  been  interposed  the  plaintiff  is  not  confined  in  his 
relief  to  that  prayed  for,  but  may  be  permitted  to  take  any  judg- 
ment consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint  and 
embraced  within  the  issues.  The  right  to  recover  in  such  cases 
depends,  not  upon  the  prayer  of  the  complaint,  but  upon  the 
scope  of  that  pleading  and  the  issues  made,  or  which  might  have 
been  made,  under  it.  The  rule  itself  is  no  more  than  that  recog- 
nized by  courts  of  equity  where  general  relief  is  prayed  for.' 


Mo,  3SO;  Millenbcrgcr  v.  Morrison,  39 
Mo,  71:  Easley  1:  Prewilt.  37  Mo.  361 ; 
Pcnflcnueau  v.  Pensenneau,  »3  Mo.  37. 

Montana.  —  Custer  County  v.  Yellow, 
stone  County,  6  Mont.  39. 

A'rfrajifl.  — Grand  Island  Sav..  etc.. 
Assoc.  V.  Moore.  40  Ni 


Nt-a 


York.  - 


Boar 


'.  Davidso 


7  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  {N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  439 
Ryder  v.  Jenny,  a  Robt.  (N.  V.)  '5G 
Denraan  v.  Prince,  40  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  213 ; 
Van  Zandi  v.  New  York.  8  Bosw.  (N, 
V.)  37s;  Brice  v.  Brice.  5  Barb.  (N.  V.)  that  1 
533.  of  thi 

Norik  Carolina.  —  Shelton  v.  Davis,     lien  s 
6q  N.  Car.  334,  ance 

Ohio.  —  Corryi'.  Gaynor,  31  Ohio  St.    to  th: 


377- 


compliance  by  the  defendant  with  eui- 
utory  and  constitutional  requirements 
respecting  Ibc  acquisition  o(  rights  of 
way  by  railroad  companies,  there  can 
be  no  recovery  upon  the  theory  thai 
the  defendant  was  a  trespasser  upon 
the  inteiest  which  the  plainUH  had  in 
the  public  street.  Benedict  11.  Seventh 
Ward  R.  Co.,  {Supreme  Ct.)  34  N.  Y. 
Si.  Rep.  i6q. 

To  EnforM  Vandor'i  Liaa  —  B«wi«(tiiiL 
—  Where  the  case  made  out  by  a  bill  is 

lill  is  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
\  a  money  decree  for  any  bal- 


Tmni 


-  ADui 


Baxt.(Tenn.)  356;  Ja. 

10  Jleisli.  (Tenn.)   607:    Mer 

Lacefield,  4  Heislt.  (Tenn.)  a 


nedy. 


7;   Dodd 

.  n.)  t>oi; 
Arnold  V.  Moyers,  I  Lea  (Tenn.l  315; 
Lee  V.  Cone.  4  Coldw.  (Tcnn.>  393; 
Dollman  v.  Collier,  93  Tenn.  660; 
Nolen  V.  Woods.  t2  Lea  (Tenn.)  615. 
Texas.  —  Denison  v.  League,  16  Tex, 
mmell    v.   Watson,   25   Tex. 


TrMpaM  to  T17  tlU*  —  7ar«clonm  t& 

MortgagBi  —  The  plaintiff  in  trespass  10 
try  title  may  pray  in  the  aliernaiive 
that  if  on  the  trial  what  he  believes  10 
constitute  title  should,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  be  only  a  mortgage,  such 
mortga)je  may  be  foreclosed;  but  la 
support  this  prayer  there  must  be  aver. 
ments  establishing  a  right  to  such  re- 
"   '    '  )  the   facts  constituting 


Supp.   310:    McKi 

Tex.  470;  Mcllher 

Tex.   400;    Mann   v.    Falcon.  25   Tex. 

27t;    McKcy   r.   Welch,   aa    Tex.   390; 

Edgar  v.  Galveston  City  Co.,  21  Tex. 

302;    Hipp  r.  Hucheli,  4  Tex.  20. 

That  tha  Belief  Orantad  Hnst  Bo  Con- 
■iitent  withthg  CaiB  ICads,  see  infra.  IX. 
7.    Eff.cl  0/ Jo,mler  of  h!u,. 

That  DocrcBi  ftnd  ludgmenti  Kntt  fia     Ind.  49:    Houck  v.  Graham, 
Sacimdam  Allegata  ot  Probata,  see  article 
Decrees,   vol.  5,   p.   956  tt  scq  ;  ]v\x- 
MENTS,  vol.  n,   p.  8GS  iHrq. 

To  Enjoin  Lkying  Bailvay  —  Dunaf  m 
for  Traipan.  —  In  an  action  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  laying  a  railway 
track  in  a  street  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiff's land  abuts,  on  the  ground  of  non- 


73     the   instrument   a  mortgage, 
ly  Co.  V.  Todd,  71     Gribble,  70  Tex.  458. 

1.  ra/i/orBio.  — Nevada  County, 
etc.,  Canal  Co.  v.  Kidd,  37  CaL  aSa; 
Rollins  V.  Forbes,  10  Gal,  299. 

Georgia.  —  Mackenzie  v.  Flannety. 
90  Ga.  5QO. 

Indiana.  —  Sloclclon      v.     Lockwood. 

8a    Ind.    158;    Evans    v.   Schafer,   119 

i   Ind. 


JCamas.  —  Foote  v.  Sprague 


13  Kan 


eio 


Kmtuciy.  —  LiUard  v.  Brannin.  91 
Ky.  511:  Bryant  i'.  Wood,  90  Ky.  530. 
72  Ky.  L.  Rep.  454' 

Massachmtlts.  —  Knapp  v.  Douglas 
Axe  Co.,  13  Allen  (Mass.)  I. 
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]|«teidaat*s  B«Uel  —  It  is  essential  that  the  defendant  should  have 
so  framed  his  answer  as  to  show  himself  entitled  to  relief  under 

Mississippi,  —  Mhoon  v.  Wilkeraon,    assets  may  be  appointed,  where  only  an 

accounting  between  partners  is  asked 
for.  Smith  v,  Fitchett,  (Supreme  Ct.) 
17  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  076. 

Establishment  of  Resulting  Trust,  — 
An  accounting  and  settlement  of  part 
nership  affairs  confined  to  the  trans- 
action may  be  had,  in  case  the  court 
refuses  to  establish  a  constructive  or 
resulting   trust  arising  from  partner- 


47  Miss.  633. 

Missouri,  —  Ames  v,  Gilmore,  59 
Mo.  537;  Henderson  v,  Dickey,  50  Mo. 
164. 

Montana,  —  State  v,  Tooker,  18 
Mont.  540. 

Nebraska,  —  Rhea  v,  Reynolds,  la 
Neb.  128. 

New  York.  —  Marquat  v,  Marquat, 


12   N.   Y.  341;    Koehler  v.  Brady    78    ship  transactions,   where  suit   for  an 


Hun  (N.  Y.)443;  Bulkley  v,  Staats,  31 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  137,  66  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.J 
257;  Bonn  V,  Steiger,  21  Hun  (N.  Y.I 
319;  Mackey  v,  Auer,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.j 
180;  Johnson  v,  Kelly,  2  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  139;    Boardman    v,    Davidson,   7 


equitable  estate  is  brought  on  that 
theory.  Kayser  v,  Maughan,  8  Colo. 
232. 

Ascertainment  of  Proceeds  of  Sheriffs 
Sale,  —  An  execution  sale  may  be  set 
aside,  in  an  action  by  the  judgment 


Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  439;    Na*  debtor  and  under  a  prayer  for  an  ac- 
tional Tradesmen's  Bank  v.  Wetmore,  counting  to  ascertain  the  amount  due 
124  N.  Y.  24T;   Chester  v.  Jumel,  (Su-  on  the  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale, 
preme  Ct.)  24  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  229;  Bel-  Shattuck  v.  Cox,  97  Ind.  242. 
knap  V,  Sealey,  2  Duer  (N.  Y.)  570.  Divorce,  —  Common    property    may 

North  Carolina,  —  Gillam  v,  Virginia  be  divided  and  a  homestead  set  apart 

L.  Ins.  Co..  121  N.  Car.  369.  in  an  action  for  divorce.    Gimmy  v. 

South  Carolina.  —  Sheppard  v.  Green,  Gimmy,  22  Cal.  633. 

48  S.  Car.  165.  Partition,  —  Boundaries  may  be  as- 

SoHth  Dakota,  —  McGillivary  v,  Mc-  certained  and  fixed,  where  that  relief 

Gillivary,  9  S.  Dak.  187.  is    asked   in  addition   to  a  partition, 

Texas,  —  Fowler     v,     Stoneum,     11  though   the  action  cannot    be    main- 

Tex.  478;  Peters  v,  Caton,  6  Tex.  554.  tained  as  one  for  partition.     Boyd  v, 

Wisconsin,  —  Amory    v,  Amory,   26  Dowie,  65  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  237. 

Wis.  x6i ;   Leonard  v.  Rogan,  20  Wis.  Quieting  Title,  —  Enforcement  of  a 

540.  trust  in  land  may  be  decreed,  where  a 

lliat   Aft«r  Isfue    Jolnsd   fks   Belief  suit  to  quiet  title  cannot  be  maintained 

^niitad  Xuit  Be  Oonilsteiit  with  fha  Cms  because  the  plaintiff  fails  to  show  pos- 

Xsds,  see  supra^  IX.  6.  Consistency,  session.     Ryan  v,  O'Connor,  41   Ohio 

Instanoes.  —  There  are  numerous  ex-  St.  368. 

amples  of  the  application  of  this  prin-  Strict  Foreclosure,  —  Foreclosure  and 

ciple  in  the  reports  as  follows:  sale  may  be  decreed,  where  strict  fore- 

Requiring  New  Security^  etc,  —  Where  closure  is  sought.     Sage  r'.  McLaugh- 

the  court  refused  to  remove  a  trustee  lin,  34  Wis.  550. 

under  a  bill  filed  for  that  purpose,  it  That   a   Strict   Foreclosure  May  Be 

required  him  to  give  a  new  bond,  and  Granted  under  a  prayer  for  foreclosure 

act  under  its  direction.     Faust  v.  Levy,  and  sale,  see  Nevin  v.  Lulu,  etc.,  Mip. 

4  Lea  (Tenn.)  320.  Co.,  10  Colo.  364. 

Treating    Action    for    Recovery    of  Reinvestiture  of  Custody,  —  On  setting 

Money  as    Creditor's   Bill,  —  Where   it  aside  a  deed  from  wife  to  husband  the 

was  sought  to  recover  of  a  general  latter  may  be  restored  to  his  original 

partner  moneys  alleged  to  have  been  estate,  though  that  relief  is  not  prayed, 

wrongfully  taken  by  him  from  the  as-  Gilmore  v,  Burch,  7  Oregon  384. 

sets  of  his  insolvent  firm,  and  to  hold  Disposing  of  Creditor's  Claim.  —  On 

him  as  such  partner,  the  action  was  vacating  a  judgment  against  a  corpo- 

treated  as  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  ration,    the    claim    of    the    judgment 

bill,  requiring  the  defendant  to  account  debtor  may  be  passed  on  and  finally 

as  a  special  partner  for  capital  and  disposed  of.     Whittlesey  r.  Delaney, 

profits  withdrawn    by    him.     BelJ   v,  33  N.  Y.  571. 

Merrtfield,  109  N.  Y.  202.  Ascertainment  of  Debtor's  Interest,  — 

Accounting    Between   Partners  —  Re-  A  judgment   and   execution   may    be 

^eiverskip,  —  A  receiver  for  partnership  awarded  against  debtors,  where  it  is 
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his  prayer.  At  all  events,  his  allegations  must  not  be  repugnant 
to  the  granting  of  such  relief.* 

b.  Consistency.  —  The  defendant  has  a  right  to  suppose  that 
the  cause  will  be  tried  in  accordance  with  the  theory  indicated 
by  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and  therefore  need  not 
prepare  to  meet  another  and  different  theory ;  consequently,  as 
has  been  stated  heretofore,  the  relief  which  may  be  granted  must 
be  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff's  pleading,  not- 
withstanding the  interposition  of  an   answer.*     This  statutory 

asked  that  the]' be  declared  entitled  to  shown  that  they  were   purchasers   ia 

a  specilied  undivided  interest  in  land  good  faith  and  for  valuable  coosidera- 

devised    and    that     relief    cannot    be  tioo,  and  to  render  judgment  agaiost 

S anted.     Maloney  v.  Hawktos,  9  Lea  the  defendant  R.  for  the  value  of  tfae 

enn.)  663.  property  at  tlie  time  of  the  conveyance 

Dtcrie  Asktd.  —  A  judgment  may  be  10  hjm.    Valentine  v.  Rlcbardt,  126  N. 

given  though  a  decree  is  asked,  where  V.  37a. 

it  appears  by  the  complaint  that  the  re-  AbaanM  of  QreuBdi  br  Ballaf — CoMtv- 
lieC  desired  is  Icgsl  in  its  nature,  not  Prajara  byParUe*.  —  Where  the  de- 
Becker  V.  Pugb,  9  Colo.  589.  fendanl  in   his  answer  prayed  for  the 

Oanoallatlonof  lutrumantlaMdiiMdln  appointment  of  a  receiver  pending  the 

■vUauM.—  lii   McKeniie  f.  Sifford,  4S  action,  and   the   plointiS  in   his   rej^y 

S.  Car.   496,  it  was  held  that  a  court  demanded  the  same  relief,  it  was  held 

silling  in  equity  had  the  right  10  order  improper  for  the  court  to  grant  such 

the  cancellation  of  an  instrument  in-  relief  where  the  papers  did   not  brinj 

troduced  in   evidence,   although   such  the  case   within  the   provisions  of  the 

relief  had  not  been  asked,  and  was  not  code   authorizing    the  court   to  grant 

within  the  scope  of  the  action.  — "■     -    --'--      "^ ■-  " 

TitsMlthinfwt    of    BouiduT    Ubm  '~' 
DwTM  tpr  Itafindaiit.  —  Where  the  plain- 

tifi   alleged   a   necessity   for  a  decree  1,  Trammell     v.    Watson,    3$    Tex, 

fixing  the  boundary  line  between  him-  Supp.  110.     And  sec  Bevin  v.  Powell, 

self  and   the  defendants,   and   prayed  tl  Mo.  App.  316,  offtrmed  63  Mo.  365; 

for   a    decree    esiablishing    a    cenain  Snider  v.  Coleman,  7a  Mo.  570;    Her- 

boundary,  and  the  defendants  by  their  ring  v.  Neely,  43  Iowa  158. 

answers  Invited  the  like  action  of  the  Conntvolalm    ir«t     Bi^lUd     to.  —  In 

court   as  to  another  line,  it  was  held  Dempsey  v.  Rhodes,  93  N.  Car.  iso,  it 

that  on  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  de-  was  held  that  where  the  defendant  sets 

fendants  the  platnttS  could   not  com-  up  an  equitable  counterclaim  in  an  ac- 

plain  of  the  action  of  ibe  court  in  fixing  lion  at  law  be  may  have  such  relief  as 

the  boundary  asclaimed  by  the  defend-  the  facts  pleaded  by  him  warrant,  al- 

ants,  instead  of  simply  finding  against  chough  it  is  not  the  relief   which  be 

the   plaintiff.     Bird   v.   Pace,  36   Tex.  expressly  prays  for  and  although  the 

487.  plaintiff  docs  not  reply. 

To    Bst    Aalda   Daad  and  Xortn«f—  S.  CitA/ornM.  —  Zellerbach  v.  Allen, 

ludgmant  far  Talu* of  Propailj.  —  Wliere  berg,  99  Cal.  S7;  Johnson  v.  Polhemui, 

the    complaint    alleged    that    certain  99  Cal.  340;  Cummlngs  v.  Cummings, 

premises    were    conveyed    to   the  de-  75  Cal.  434;  Walsh  p.  McKeen,  75  Cal. 

fendanl  R.  without  consideration,  and  519;    Carpentler  v.   Brenham,  so  Cal. 

that  the  conveyance  was  induced  by  549;    Gimmy  v.  Gimmy,  Si  Cai.  633; 

fratid   and   undue   influence,  and   chat  Nevada   County,    etc..    Canal    Co.   v, 

the  defendant  R.  conveyed  the   same  Kidd,  37  Cal.  353. 

to  the  defendant   A.,  who  enecuted  a  Celeraie, — Greer  f.  Heiser,  16  Colo. 

innrli;..-    r;.,  .■■n    ;  ■  the  tltfeniJani  I...  yfy.   Kayser  !■.  Maugham.  8  Colo.  3;i. 

and  the  relief  demanded  was   that   ihe  /n./ionrt.  —  Shaltucic   v.  Cox,  97   Ind. 

conveyance  and   mortgage  be  declared  34I;  Humphrey  v.  Thorn,  63  lad.  19G: 

void  and  sarrendeied  up  and  cancelled  Tippecanoe  f.  Reynolds,  44  Ind.   J09: 

and    tor    general   relief,    it    was   held  ilunter  v.  McCoy,  14  Ind.  jaS;  CoIku 

proper  10  dismiss  the  complaint  as  to  v.  Smith,  9   Ind.  8:    Resor  r.  Reset,  9 

the   defendants   A.   and   L.,    it    being  Ind.  347. 
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provision,  which,  siibstantially,  is  no  more  than  the  former  equity 
doctrine  where  the  bill  contained  a  general  prayer  for  relief,  can- 
not,  in  the  absence  of  legislation  to  the  contrary,  be  extended 

Iowa.  —  Hioes  v,   Horner,  86   Iowa  Redmond  v,  Dana,  3  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)6i5; 

594;    Her  v,   Griswold,  83   Iowa  442;  Dusenbury  v.  Dusenburv,  4  Civ.  Pro. 

Byam  v.  Cook,  ai  Iowa  39a;  Marder  v.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  126;  Webb  v.  Staves, 

Wright,  70  Iowa  4a.  I   N.   Y.   App.   Div.    145;    Adams  v, 

Minmsoia,  —  Seibert  z^.  Minneapolis,  McCann,    59    N.    Y.    Super.    Ct.    59; 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  58  Minn.  39.  Schnaier  v.  Schmidt,  (Supreme  Ct.)  13 

Missouri,  —  Reed  v.   Bolt,   100  Mo.  N.    Y.    Supp.    735,    affirmed    without 

63;    Sharkey  v.   McDermott,   91    Mo.  opinion  128  N  Y.  683. 

647;    Newham  v.  Kenton,  79  Mo.  386:  North  Carolina,  —  Knight  w.  Hough- 

Morthcraft    v.    Martin,    28    Mo.    469;  ulling,  85  N.  Car.  17;   Jones  v,  Mial, 

Ashby  V,  Winston,  36  Mo.  210.  82  N.  Car.  257. 

Nnv  York,  —  Valentine  v.  Richardt,  South      Carolina,  —  Christopher      v, 

126  N.  Y.  272;    Rogers  v.  New  York,  Christopher.  18  S.  Car.  600. 

etc.,  Land  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  197;  Bell  v.  South  Dakota,  —  UcGi\\ivrA.y  v,  Mc- 

Merrifield,  109  N.   Y.  202;  Murtha  r.  Gillivray,  9  S.  Dak.  187. 

Curley,  90  N.  Y.  372,  la  Abb.  N.  Cas.  Tennessee,  —  Maloncy  r.  Hawkins,  9 

(N.  Y.)  la,  3  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  i.  Lea  (Tenn.)  663. 

reversing  47  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  393,  I  a  Texas,  —  Moreland  v.   Barnhart,  44 

N.   Y.   Wkly.    Dig.   5a;     Benedict    v,  Tex.  275,  affirmed  Edwards  v,  Norton, 

Benedict,   8$   N.   Y.   625;    Stevens  v,  48  Tex.  398;    Mann  r.  Falcon,  35  Tex. 

Kew  York,  84  N.  Y.  396,  affirming  46  371;  Hall  v,  Layton,  10  Tex.  55. 

N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  374;    Kelly  v.  Down-  Wisconsin,  —  Edleman   v.    Kidd,   65 

ing.  43  N.  Y.  71;    Bradley  v,  Aldrich,  Wis.   18;    Brook  v.  Chappell,  34  Wis. 

40  N.  Y.  504;  Coleman  v.  Second  Ave.  405;  Leonard  v.  Rogan,  20  Wis.  540. 

R.  Co.,  38  N.  Y.  30I,  affirming  ^  Barb.  See  also  supra^  IX.  6.  Consistency. 

(N.  Y.)  371;  Graham  v.  Read,  57  N.  Y.  iiinilarity  to  Chaaoery  Practiee.  —  In 

683;  Armitage  v,  Pulver,  37  N.  Y.  494;  Evans  v.  Burton,  (Supreme  Ct.)  5  N. 

Barlow  v,  Scott,  34  N.  Y.  40;  Marquat  Y.  St.  Rep.  316,  it  was  said  that  the 

V,   Marquat,    I3   N.  Y.  341;   Swart  v,  statutory   limitation   of    the   relief    in 

Boughton,  35  Hun  (N.  Y.)  381;  Taylor  cases  where  an  answer  is  interposed  to 

V,    Earle,   8   Hun   (N.  Y.)  i;    Hall  v,  that  which  is  consistent  with  the  case 

Hall,  38  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  made    by    the    complaint    was    '*  not 

7;    McVity  V,  Stanton,  10  Misc.  Rep.  much,  if  any,  departure  from  the  ear- 

N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  105;    Nanny  v,  Fancher,  Her  practice  "  in  New  York  in  equity 

(Supreme  Ct.)  39  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  890;  cases.     CitingCohon  v  Ross,  3  Paige 

Ryder  v,  Jenny,  3  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  56;  (N.  Y.)  396;   Beach  v.  Beach,  11  Paige 

Mengis  v.  Fifth  Ave.  R.  Co..  81   Hun  (N.  Y.)  161;   Brady  v,  M'Cosker,  i  N. 

(N.  Y.)  480,  34  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  Y.   314;    and    Maync  v,   Griswold,  3 

131;  Hotop  V.  Neidig,  17  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  464. 

Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  333;    Bergmann    v.  Improper  DeerM  as  to  Bower.  —  Where 

Salmon,  79  Hun  (N.  Y.)  456;  Campbell  a  petition  sets  out  facts  which /n'ma 

Printing  Press,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Damon,  48  facie  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  be  regarded 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  509;  Hollister  v,  Engle-  as  assignee  of  a  dower  interest,  but 

hart,  II   Hun  (N.  Y.)  446;  Muldowney  does  not  specifically  seek  to  have  such 

V,  Morris,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  43  Hun  (N.  Y.)  dower  assigned,  and  the  defendant  by 

444;    Evans  v.  Burton,  43  Hun  (N.  Y.)  answer  and  cross-petition  sets  up  title 

653,  5  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  316;   Towle  v,  under  a  deed  of  trust,  and  asks  that 

Jones,  I  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  87;  See  v.  Par-  this  title  be  quieted,  a  decree  for  the 

tridge,  3  Duer(N.  Y.)  463;    Marie  v,  defendant  is  improper  if  it  is  in  such 

Garrison,  13  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Super,  form   that  it  would    bar  the  plaintiff 

Ct.)  210;    Stevens  v,   Huber,  3   Misc.  from  asserting  his  right  as  assignee  of 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  599;    Boyd   v,  the  dower  interest.     Huston  v,  Seeley. 

Dowie,  65  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  337;    Cowen-  37  Iowa  183. 

hoven  v,  Brooklyn,  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  Snforeiiig  Vendor's  Lien— Satisfsetion 

Currie    v.   Cowles.    6    Bosw.    (N.  of  Votes.  —  In  a  suit  to  enforce  a  ven- 

.)   452;    Saltus  V,    Genin,   3   Bosw.  dor's  lien,  where  the  answer  sets  up 

N.  Y.)  350,  639,  affirmed  10  Abb.  Pr.  fraud,  and  asks  for  the  rescission  of 

N.  Y.)  478,  19  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  333;  the  contract,  a  sale  of  the  land,  and  the 
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so  as  to  justify  the  court  in  awarding  relief  on  facts  set  up  in  the 
answer  which  are  materially  different  from  those  set  forth  in  the 
complaint.' 

c.  Relief  Within  Issues. — The  proposition  that  no  judg- 
ment will  be  permitted  which  is  not  embraced  within  the 
issues  means  no  more  than  that  no  relief  can  be  granted  which 
is  not  within  the  issues  made  in  the  case.* 


application  of  Ihe  proceeds  lo  Ihe  reim- 
bursemenl  of  the  defendant  for  part 
of  (he  purchase  money  already  paid,  if 
the  issue  of  fraud  is  found  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  it  is  nevertheless  im- 
proper 10  enler  a  decree  that  the  plain- 
tiff shall  retain  ihc  money  received  by 
bim  il  the  defendant  retains  possession 
of  [he  land,  and  that  the  balance  of  the 
notes  for  Ihe  purchase  price  be  satis- 


fied, i 


Bald- 


pleadings  of  the  c 
in  V.  vVhaley,  78  Mo.  i8ti. 
To  Bat  Ailde  DMd  —  ABrwinff  Um  Oon- 


-Wher 


JUght 


aside  a  deed  and  to  recover  the  property 
conveyed,  a  judgment  having  the  eflecl 
of  confirming  and  enforcing  the  con- 
tract sought  to  be  set  aside  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  case  made  by  the 
plaintiff.  Crawford  v.  Stevens,  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  1895)  31  S,  W.  Rep.  80. 

BatUiig  Aifda  a  Bale  Dtnled  ia  the  Cotn- 
plalnt.  — Where   the  prayer  of  the   bill 


no  affirmative  relief,  adecrce  requiring 
the  plaintiff  10  issue  to  the  defendant  a 
certain  number  of  shares  is  improper, 
because  not  embraced  within  the  is- 
sues. Hampton,  etc.,  R.,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Charleston  Bank,  48  S.  Car.  120.  The 
Courtsaid:  "  The  plainlifi  may  possess 
some  good  defense  against  such  issue 
which,  under  the  pleadings,  it  was  not 
invited  to  make." 

8.  Lothian  v.  Wood,  55  Cal.  159; 
Cleveland,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Moline  PIov 
Co.,  13  Ind.  App.  aas;  Clapp  !■.  Mc- 
Cabe,  84  Hun  (N.  Y.)  379;  Hampton, 
etc.,  R.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Charleston  Baoli. 
4E  S.  Car.  116.  And  see  the  citation! 
,  IX.  7.  fl.  In   Gfnrral; 


IX.  7.  ' 


Iz-ncy. 


Prayer  far  Attachmeat  —  lettiiig  Aild* 
Bala. —  Where  a  bill  charged  thai  cer- 
tain notes  were  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  goods  sold  10  defraud  the  sell- 
er's creditors,  and  prayed  that  the 
notes  in  question  be  "  attached  specifi- 
cally, and  held  for  the  payment  of 
complainants'  debt."  and  no  issue  at 
1  Sale  Can-  lo  the  validity  of  the  sale  was  made  in 
when  the  complainant  the  bill,  it  was  held  that  in  the  absence 
e  has  been  such  a  sale,  of  any  alternative  prayer  therefor  no 
as  such  relief  is  Inconsistent  with  that  relief  could  be  given  declaring  Ihe  sale 
allegation.  Charles  i'.  Dubose,  iq  fraudulent  and  setting  it  aside,  ncir 
AU.  367.  could    recourse   to   the  goods   be  had. 

Partition  —  DMlarisg  Titio  and  QiTing    James   v.  Kennedy,  lo   Heisk.  (Teon.t 


:  trust  property,  and  tor  general  i 
f,  a  decree  Setting  aside  . 
1   be  granted  w  ' 


-Wher 


1  pelili 


607. 


the   allegations  appropriate   lo  a  Suit  EeUefToaBiwid. —  Inejeetmeni where 

for  partition,  and   the   prayer  is  for  a  the  defendant  claimed  to  be  the  owner 

pariiiion  and  general  relief,  but  there  o(  the  land  in  controversy  and  averred 

is  no  allegation  that  the  defendants  are  that  the  deed   of  trust  through  which 

in  possession  or   withhold   the  posses-  Ihe  plaintiff  claimed  title  was  procured 

lion  from  the  plaintiff,  a  judgment  for  from  her  by  false  representations  and 

title  to  an   undivided    interest   in   the  was  improperly  executed,  and  prayed 

land  in  controversy  and  for  a  right  of  that  Ihe  deed  of  trust  and   the  deed  to 

possession   is  erroneous,  as   being   in-  the  plaintiff  from   the  trustee  "  be  s;1 

Gonsisient   with  the  case  made  by  the  aside  and  for  naught  held,  and  thai  the 

¥  station.       McKinney    v.     Moore,     73  title   acquired   by    plaintiff   by    virtue 

ex.  470.  thereof  be  divested,  and  v<sled  in  "the 
defendant,  etc.,  a  decree  by  which  such 


1.  Dalivary  of  Btaok  —  Iiina  of  Hew 
■hUM.  —  In  an  action  by  a  corpor 
to  compel  the  defendant  to  delivc 
certain  shares  of  the  plaintiff's  ca 
■tock  which  were  claimed  to  have 
illejjally  pledged,  if  the  defendant  asks 


deed  was  set  aside,  the  plaintiff  di- 
r  up  vested  of  all  title  in  the  land  in  ques- 
ipital  lion,  and  "  the  title  therein  •  ■  • 
hereby  vested  in  the  said  "  defendant, 
was  held  too  broad,  since  Ihe  only  re- 
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d.  Equivalents  of  Answer  —  Btmurwr.  —  Under  statutory 
provisions  of  the  nature  here  discussed,  the  interposition  of  a 
demurrer  is  not  equivalent  to  the  filing  or  interposition  of  an 
answer,  so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  relief  not  prayed  for.^ 

AppaarmiiM.  —  But  it  has  been  held  that  consistent  relief,  although 
not  prayed  for,  may  be  given  under  some  circumstances  where 
the  party  has  appeared,  or  has  been  advised  of  the  nature  of  the 
relief  sought.' 

8.  Effect  of  Defanlt  by  Defendant  —  In  Gentral.  —  In  conformity 
with  the  rule  in  equity  that  where  special  relief  alone  is  prayed, 
in  case  of  default  the  relief  is  confined  to  that  demanded  in  the 
complaint,  it  is  generally  provided  in  thoses  states  which  have 
adopted  the  code  practice  wholly  or  in  part  that  where  there  is 
no  answer  the  judgment  shall  not  be  more  favorable  to  the  plain- 
tiff than  that  demanded  in  the  complaint.' 

lief  to  which  the  defendant  was  entitled        In  Wiiooniin  a  demurrer  was  held  to 

was  to  have  the  deed  set  aside  as  to  be  equivalent  to  an  answer,  so  as  to 

her,  leaving  her  in  the  same  situation  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  relief  not  de- 

in  respect  to  the  real  estate  as  if  she  manded  in  the  complaint,  where  it  ap- 

had  never  executed  it.     Mays  r.  Pryce,  peared  that  the  j  udgment  was  rendered 

95  Mo.  603.  upon   notice,  that  the  defendant  was 

fnxA  in  Proeuing  Deed  —  Mental  In-  present  when  it  was  rendered,  that  he 

eapaeity.  —  Where  the  only  issue  in  the  did  not  except  or  object  to  it,  and  that 

case  was  whether  a  conveyance  had  the    relief    granted     was    consistent, 

been   procured   by   fraud,  deceit,  and  Viles  v.  Green,  91  Wis.  217. 
undue  influence,  and  the  prayer  was  to       8.  See  Viles  v.  Green,  91  Wis.  217. 
set    the    conveyance    aside    on    that        In  Wiiooniin.  —  The    County  Court 

ground,  it  was  held  erroneous  to  set  it  sitting  as  a  court  of  probate  is  not  lim^ 

aside  on  the  ground  that  the  grantor  ited  to  granting  or  refusing  the  precise 

did  not  have  sufficient  mental  capac-  relief  asked,    but,    acting    within    its 

ity  to  execute  a  deed,  no  such  issue  jurisdiction,  it  may,  especially  where 

being    presented    by    the    pleadings,  the  parties  opposed  in  interest  are  pres- 

Hines  v.  Horner,  86  Iowa  594.  ent  or  are  represented,  grant  any  relief 

The  trial  court  '*  is  not  bound  to  consistent  with  the  facts  proved  or  ad- 
give  other  relief  than  that  speciflcally  mitted,  and  which  the  justice  of  the 
asked,  or  to  allow  an  amendment  of  case  demands.  Brook  v.  Chappell,  34 
the  prayer  to  correspond   with   it,  on  Wis.  405. 

application  made  after  trial  and  verdict        S.  California,  —  Mudge  v,  Steinhan, 

upon  the  theory  of  the  case  stated,  and  78  Cal.  35;   Chase  v.  Christianson,  41 

in  view  of  the  relief  asked  in  the  com-  Cal.  253;   Parrott  v.  Den,  34  Cal.  80; 

plaint,  without  reference  to  the  ques-  Logan  t*.  Hillegass,  16  Cal.  200;  Raun 

tion  whether  all  the  issues  have  been  p,  Reynolds,  11  Cal.  15. 
fully  litigated  and  determined  in  favor        Colorado,  —  Clear  Creek,  etc..  Gold, 

of  the  plaintiff,  or  to  the  proofs  and  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  Root,  i  Colo.  374. 
circumstances  of    the  case.     If   such        Idaho,  —  Lowe  v.  Turner,   i   Idaho 

practice  could  be  tolerated,  defendants  107. 

would  be  liable  to  be  misled,  and  have        Iowa,  — Johnson  v.  Mantz,  69  Iowa 

judgments  entered  against  them  on  is-  710;    McGlaughlin    v,    O'Rourke,    12 

sues  never,  in  fact,  litigated  and  deter-  Iowa  459. 

mined.*'      The    matter    rests    in    the        Kentucky,  —  Sinking  Fund  Com'rs  v. 

sound  discretion  of  the  court.     Nevada  Mason,  (Ky.  1897)  41  S.  W.  Rep.  548. 
County,   etc..   Canal  Co.  v,  Kidd,  37        Minnesota, — Seibert  v.  Minneapolis, 

Cal.  282.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  58  Minn.  39;    Minnesota 

1.  Sinking  Fund  Com'rs  v.  Mason,  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v.  Maginnis,  32  Minn. 

(Ky.  1897)  41  S.  W.  Rep.  548;  Kelly  v,  193;  Prince  v.  Farrell,  32  Minn.  293. 
Downing,  42  N.  Y.  77;   Alexander  v,        Nevada,  —  Burling    v,   Goodman,    i 

Katie,  63  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  262,  Nev.  314. 
xo  Daly  (N.  Y.)  506.  New  York.  —  Argall  v.  Pitts,  78  N. 
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The  Olyaiit  ol  Bnali  »  TraTUlan  is  obvious.  By  being  advised  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  relief  which  is  sought,  the  defendant,  if 
he  chooses,  may  sutTer  a  default  and  thus  restrict  the  piaintifi  to 
his  exact  claim.  In  other  words,  the  defendant,  by  faihng  to 
answer,  docs  not  admit  that  judgment  can  be  given  to  the  plain- 


licin,     Pect  f.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.. 
85  N.  Y.  lib. 

FutltioD  —  Aoooant  for  Baatt.  —  I  n  an 
action  for  parlilion,  if  ttie  defend£.nii 
do  noL  answer,  a  decree  requiring  iheo 
to  accounifor  rents  is  improper,  if  sucb 
relief  is  not  praved  for.  Bullwialcer  c. 
Ryker,   la   Abb.   Pr.   (N.   V.   Supreme 

a.)  3". 

Maohanlo'i  Litn — Intaratt  ot  Taunt. 
n  force  a  mechanic's 


Y.  139:  Hale  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank.  49 
N.  Y.  636,  rntrsin^  33  N.  Y.  Super. 
Cl,  40:  Bradley  v.  Aldrich,  40  N.  Y, 
504;  Clapp  I'.  McCabe,  84  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
379:  Mackey  f.  Aucr,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.)  180; 
Olcott  J'.  Kohlsaal,  (Supreme  Cl.)  37  fJ. 
Y.  St.  Rep.  014;  Vandenburgh  v.  New 
York  City  Ccns.  Underground  R.  Co., 
57  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  285;  Willis  r:  Fair- 
child,  51  N.  Y.  Super,  Cl,  405;  Simon- 
son   V.    Blake,    13    Abb.    Pr.   (N.    Y. 

Supreme  Cl.)  331,  ao  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  lien  for  materials  used 
484;  Corrigan  v.  Coney  Island  Jnckey  building  by  one  defendi 
Club,  3  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Cl.)  lenanl  on  Ih 
StJ;  Hall  V.  Hall.  38  How,  Pr.  (N.  Y.  anl,  where  1 
Supreme  Cl.)  97;  Alexander  f.  Katie,  a  judgmeni 
10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  506,  63  How.  Pr.  (N.  litlcd  to  a  v 
Y.)  162;  Moses  V.  Walker,  la  Hilt.  (N.  rials  furnish 
V.)  536;  Olcolt  V.  Kohlsaai.  (Supreme  a  right  10  er 
Ct.)3  N.  Y.  Supp.  117.  remove   and   sell 

ATarlA  Cbro/iBo. —Jones  v.  Mial,  33     held   outside   Ihe 
N.  Car.  357.  mem   was   direct! 

South  Carolina.  —  Ross  f.  Carroll,  33 
S.  Car.  WW. 

Ttnntssff.  —  Lancaster  Mills  v.  Me: 
chants'  Collon-prcsa  Co.,  89  Tenn.  : 
«  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  433. 

WtKonsin.  —  Whilehill  v.  Jacobs,  7 
Wis.  474:  McKeniic  v.  Peck,  74  WiJ 
3d8;  Edieman  v.  Kidd,  65  Wis.  lE 
Brook  V.  Chappell,  34  Wis.  405. 

But  see  Gillett  v.  Clark.  6  Mont.  19- 

entitled  lo  the  relief  which  Ihe  faci 
alleged  and  proved  warrant  whelht 
his  prayers  are  answered  or  ntt.  Se 
also  Ihe  citations  jh/j-o,  IX.  7-  fiff"!  ' 


nd  of  the  other  defend- 
be  tenant  sudered  default 
thai  ihe  plaintiff  was  en- 
^ndor's  lirn  for  the  mate- 
id  and  ihal  he  should  have 
ter  upon  the  premises  and 
sell  such  materials  was 
I  judg. 


be  ( 


tered  ii 


land  a 


r  of  the  plainliEt  for  a 
interest  as  the  icnanc  had  in  the 
:  of  the  accruing  of  the 
■icn.      Lothian  i..  Wood.  53  Cal.  159. 

DiTOrM  uid  Allmoaj  —  Birliion  (rf  Eo*- 
bknd'i  Prapnty.  —  If   Ibe   complaiat.  ia 

lief  as  to  alimony  a  temporary  allow- 
ance only,  a  default  judgment  for  the 
division  of  the  husband's  properly  is 
erroneous.  Hoh  i-.  Hoh.  S4  Wis.  373. 
Bwelutoa  —  Iqjunetlon. —  In  anaciioa 
against  prison  commissioners  by  les- 
sees of  convict  labor,  it  is  improper  V> 
enter  a  judgment  enjoining  the  de- 
/i'ln.icr  fj  lisHc,  fendants    from    inlerfcring    with    the 

Ai  to  Uia  Xaainra  al  BeUaf  on  Defonlt  plaintiff's  right  to  use  convicts  outside 
under  a  general  prayer,  see  supra  IX.  ibe  prison  walls,  where  the  prayer  of 
4.  h.  Dhclaimir  or  Drfaull.  the  petition   is  thai  the  contract  be  re- 

FaUwa  la  Atk  BaUat—  No  relief  can     scinded.  and  the  accounts  between  ihc 
be  given  against  a  defendant  who  has     panics  determined,  and  for  general  re- 
noi  answered  and  as  to  whom  no  relief    lief.     Sinking  Fund  Com'rs  v.  Mason. 
is   prayed.     Kelly   v.  Downing,  43  N.     (Ky.  1897)41  S.  W.  Rep.  548. 
Y.  71.  VMatlan  af  Tax  Daad  —  PaaaaKUn  dL 

Tho  Can  Objaot. -- The  provision  that  Property,  —  Where  the  only  relief  *pe- 
wben  no  answer  is  filed  the  judgment  cifically  asked  for  is  thai  tax  deeds  be 
shall  be  no  more  favorable  to  the  plain-  vacated,  set  aside,  and  canceled,  and 
tifl  than  that  demanded  in  the  com-  possession  of  the  properly  is  not  prayed 
plaint  is  intended  for  the  protection  of  for,  it  cannot  be  awarded  on  final  judg- 
defendants  who  suffer  default,  and  ment.  Swart  v.  Boughton.  35  Hun 
cannot  be  invoked  in  an  attack  upon  (N.  Y.)  384. 
the  judgment   by  one  not  a  defendant        CkBoaUftUoB  of  VotM  udKonay  Jndg- 

I  the  defense  of  the  ac-    aant.  —  Where  the  complaint  asked  to 
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tiff  for  the  relief  demanded  by  the  complaint,  but  merely  admits 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  relief,  not  greater  than  that 
demanded  in  the  complaint,  as  the  facts  alleged  entitle  him  to.^ 
OxMitiiig  Soliflf  Hot  Prayed.  —  A  judgment  for  greater  relief  than 
that  prayed  for  is  not  necessarily  void,  where  the  excessive  relief 
granted  can  be  ascertained  and  separated  from  that  to  which  the 
party  is  legally  entitled.  It  has  been  said  that  such  a  judgment 
is  a  most  erroneous  judgment,  which  may  be  corrected  by  appeal, 
by  motion,  or  in  some  other  appropriate  way.* 

have  notes  to  the  amount  of  five  thou-  Diimiifal  ai  to  Part  of  ]>tfeiidants.  — 

sand  dollars  delivered   up    and    can-*  Where  the  action  is  dismissed  as  to  two 

celed,  and  for  a  money  judgment  for  defendants,    a    decree     requiring    the 

two  thousand  dollars,  and  the  defend-  other  defendants  to  convey  is  not  in 

ant  did  not  answer,  a  judgment  for  excess  of  the  relief  asked  by  the  prayer 

seven   thousand  dollars  is   erroneous  that  the  **  defendants  "  be  required  to 


because  an  excess  of  the  relief  asked. 
Hnrd  v.  Leavenworth,  i  Code  Rep.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  278. 

Answer  Stiidken  Oat.  —  Where  the  de- 
fendant   files    an     answer    which 


IS 


convey.     Brooks  v.  Carpentier,  53  Cal. 

287. 
1.  Argall  V.  Pitts.  78  N.  Y.  239. 
Where  the  plaintiff's  pleading  is  in- 
sufficient to  establish  a  cause  of  ac- 
stricken  out  for  irregularity,  a  subse-  tion,  no  relief  can  be  granted,  although 
•quent  judgment  by  default  cannot  be  there  is  a  general  prayer,  and  the  de- 
lor  more  than  was  asked  in  the  prayer,  fendant  does  not  answer.  Lancaster 
Lattimer  v,  Ryan,  ao  Cal.  629.  Mills  v.  Merchants'  Cotton-press  Co., 

In  Ross  V,  Carroll,  33  S.  Car.  202.  in  89  Tenn.  2. 
addition  to  the  usual  prayer  for  a  fore-  2.  Ross  v,  Carroll,  33  S.  Car.  202; 
closure  and  sale  and  for  an  execution  Harrison  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  144  N. 
ior  the  deficiency  there  was  a  prayer  Y.  326,  affirming  80  Hun  (N.  Y.)  463; 
for  *'  such  other  and  further  relief  as  Chase  r.  Christianson,  41  Cal.  253,  in 
the  circumstances  may  require  and  as  which  case  it  was  held  that  Prac.  Act 
to  the  court  may  seem  just.''  The  Cal.,  §  147,  providing  that  relief  should 
•complaint  alleged  two  notes  secured  not  exceed  that  prayed  for  when  no 
by  a  mortgage,  but  alleged  the  amount  answer  is  filed,  had  '*  no  application  to 
of  only  one  of  them,  which  was  past  questions  of  jurisdiction,"  and  that  a 
due  when  the  action  was  commenced,  judgment,  *'  even  though  it  might  ex- 
It  was  held  that  although  a  judgment  ceed  the  measure  of  relief  demanded 
•of  foreclosure  for  principal  and  interest  in  the  complaint,  and  no  answer  had 
due  and  to  become  due  on  both  notes  been  filed,  would  not  be  void  for  that 
was  not,  perhaps,  in  proper  form,  yet  reason,  but  erroneous  merely." 
it  was  valid  and  would  not  be  enjoined,        Correotion  of  Jvdirinant.  —  In  McKen 


one-half  the  second  note  having  become 

due  when  the  judgment  was  rendered. 

Three  Toaxi'  Interest  under  Arayer  for 

Two.  —  When,  in  a  prayer  for  relief. 


zie  V.  Peck,  74  Wis.  208,  wherein  a 
personal  judgment  was  given  and  also 
a  judgment  for  a  lien,  the  essential 
facts  in  the  complaint  showed  a  right 


only  two  years'  interest  is  demanded  to  such  relief,  but  contained  no  prayer 

as  due,  and  the  defendant  makes  de-  for  a  lien,  and  the  part  of  the  judg- 

fault,  a  judgment  for  three  years'  in-  ment  relating  to  the  lien  was  reversed 

terest  is  improper.     Zwickeyz/.  Haney,  and  the  personal  judgment  left  undis- 

63  Wis.  467.  turbed. 
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PREFERRED  CAUSES. 

See  article   CALENDARS  AND   TRIAL  DOCKETS,  vol.  ], 
p.  8oi. 


PRELIMINARY  EXAMINATION. 

■.     ■         •  '  By  S,  B.  FisHU. 

L  IttruriTioir,  Osionr,  Am  Vatque  or  PBOcnonro,  82a 

H.   BiQHT  TO  SXAHIVATIOH,  821. 
t.  When  Necestary,  Sar. 

a.t  General  Rule,  Sai. 

b.  Detention  Witfumt  Examination  Unlawful,  813. 
e.  Mandamus  to  Compel  Examination,  813. 

3.  When  Unnecessary,  Saj. 

a.  Where  Accused  is  a  Fugitive,  3*3. 
i.  Where  Coroner's  Inquest  and  Commitment  Have  Bee* 
Had,  8*4- 

c.  Where  an  indictment  Is  Found,  825. 

d.  Information  Filed  by  Leavf  of  Court,  837. 

e.  In  Cases  of  Concurrent  Jurisdiction,  828. 

/.  Upon   Affidavit    Filed  with    Attorney    or  Clerk  sf 
Court,  8i8. 
3.  Waiver  of  Right,  S2%. 
a.  In  General,  828. 
*.   Efeci  of  Waiver,  831. 

IIL  ExAxnrATioiT  Should  Be  Without  Sbut,  832. 
IT.  AojonBiricEHT  Aits  CoatTiiriTAHCB,  832. 

T.   JUBIUtlCTIOS  AITB  TSBUE,  835. 

1.  Effect  of  Examination  Without  jurisdiction,  835. 

2.  Where  Held,  835. 

3.  Before  Whom  Held,  836. 

a.  General  Rule,  836, 

b.  Power  of  Examining  Magistrate,  837, 

4.  To  Whom  Warrant  Returned,   838. 

5.  Right  to  Call  In  Another  Magistrate,  839. 

6.  Change  of  Venue,  840. 
TI  CoXFtAIKT,  842. 

1.  Necessity  for,  842. 

2.  Defective  Compliant,  843- 
TU  WABKAVT,  843. 

I.  Necessity  for,  843. 

a.  Effect  of  Failure  to  Charge  Proper  Offense,  844. 
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IMUition.  etc.,    PRELIMmA  R  Y  EX  AMI N  A  TIOX.     «t  Pwewiiif. 

6.  For  Want  of  Examination  or  Errors  Tktrtii,  866- 
(O    Time  of  Raiiing,  %(,(,. 
(a)  Manner  of  Raising,  867 

3.    Waiver  of  Ohjerdon.   867. 

X.  BiRDiKG  Over  Witwesses.  86.S. 

Xt  Pbocedhbi:  in  Cases  of  Cohcdbslent  JuBisstcTioit.  869. 
Xn.  Eeheabttto  OB  Hew  Tbux,  S70. 
Xin.  Pboceedihob  iir  the  Natitbe  of  Appeal  fbox   ExutniA- 

Tiow.  S;o. 
xrv.  Ofebation  as  Res  AsjttDiCATA  —  Fobkeb  Jeopakst,  "71. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

See  in  general  article  INDICTMENTS.  INFORMATIONS, 
AND  COMPLAINTS,  vol.  10,  p.  344;  and  see  the  vanous 
criminal  titles  in  this  work. 

L  DzriHiTioir.  OsieiH,  ahd  Natuhe  of  Fboceediho  —  mositiaa. 
—  A  preliminary  examination  is  the  hearing  given  to  a  person 
accused  of  crime,  by  a  magistrate  or  a  judge  e.\ercising  the  func- 
tions of  a  committing  magistrate,  to  ascertain  whether  there  is 
evidence  to  warrant  and  require  the  commitment  and  holding  to 
bail  of  the  person  accused.' 

Orlgta.  —  Under  the  earlier  English  common  law  the  right  to  a 
preliminary  examination  did  nut  exist.  The  proceeding  is  purely 
statutory  in  its  origin."  1 


I 

I 


objects  of  Ihe  slslules  reialLng  ID  the 
duties  of  juMices  up  to  the  lime  of 
Philip  and  Mtiry.     Tb«  ststuies  i  and 

ic.     2  Ph.  &  M.,  c.  13.  and  ihe  3  and  j  Pb. 

14  &  M.,  c.  to.  were  the  first  thai  enabled 
of  the  peace  to  take  ttnjfthiui" 


1.  Bouv.  L.  Diet. 

2.  State   V.   Webster.   39   N.    H.   96; 
French  p.  People.  3  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  (N 
Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  114:  Harper  v.  Stale. 
7   Ohio   St,    73:  U.  S.  -...   F 
Blalchf.  (Lr.S,)69, 

At  Common  Law  Jutloai  of  ttao  Feaca 
were  not  enabled  lt>  take  examinations     charge  on  the  arrest  of  a  prisotier.  ai 
of  persons  accused  of  crirne.     Bridge-     according  to  [he  opinion  ofGtose.  J.J 
man,   L.   C.  J..  Kclyng   icj.     See   also     !n   Ren  v.  Lambe,  1   Uach  C.  C.  ;«" 
Rex  V.  Lambe.  1  Leach  C.  C.  5;2.  the  only  intention  of  ihe  legblature  U 

Early  EngUih  Statntw.  —  The  right  to     passing  the  former  act  was  to  preceafl 
auch   examioBtion   was   first  conferred     jusiices  of  the  peace   from  admitl'i 
by  the  statute's  l  and  1  Ph.  JiM.,  c.  13      offenders  improperly  to  bail:  xhile  tl 
and  2  and  3  Ph.  &  M.,  c.  10.  and  then     sole  object  of  the  latt< 
only  in  the  case  of  felonies;    but  Ihe    able  jusiices  to  take  auch 'informaiisn 
ri^ht  was  afterwards,  by  statute  7  Geo.     of  those  that  bring  the  prisoner,  of  ihe 


24.  extended  to  the  case?  of  per- 
sons accused  of  misdemeanors. 

"  At  common  law.  however,  as  de- 
clared b)r  Bridgeman.  L.  C.  J.  (Kelyng 
rg),  justices  of  the  peace  were  not  en- 
abled to  lake  examinations;  the  bail- 
ing or  detention  of  those  brought  be- 
fore them  were  the  only  matters  of 
which  they  had  cognltance.  and  the 
abuses  arising  from  their  improper  ex- 
ercise, or  refusal,  of  bail  were  the  only 


of  the  felony. 
what  pbsses  before 
them  to  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Ter- 
miner, or  jail  delivery.'  to  enable  (he 
judge  and  jury  before  whom  tbe  pris- 
oner is  tried  to  see  whether  the  offense 
is  bailable,  and  whether  the  witnesMS 

iradictory  In  ilial 
they  give."      See  arlide  o*^ 
'reliminary    fnvesliRalion    ' 
3  Crim.  L.  Mag.  197. 
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BlgU  to  PRELIMINAR  Y  EXAMINA  TION,      Ezaminmtioii. 

Hatwt.  —  A  preliminary  examination  is  not  a  trial,  ^  and  the 
rules  that  govern  criminal  pleading  and  the  scope  and  import  of 
trial  issues  and  the  relevancy  of  evidence  are  not  applicable.* 

It  Is  Only  a  PrtUminary  Xaquiry  whether  there  be  sufficient  ground 
to  commit  the  prisoner  for  trial,'  and  on  such  an  examination 
the  only  issue  tried  by  the  examining  magistrate  is  as  to  whether 
there  is  z,  prima  facie  case  established.* 

U  Eight  TO  ExAMiVATiOH  —  1.  Wben  Necessary  —  a.  General 
Rule.  —  In  many,  if  not  most,  of  the  states,  the  preliminary 
examination  of  a  person  accused  of  crime  is,  with  exceptions  to 

1.  Matter  of  Garst,  lo  Neb.  78;  Lati-  What  ConstitatM  SoiUcieiit  Prelimlnaiy 

mer  v.  State,  55  Neb.  609;  Turner  v.  Examination.  —  In  a  criminal  prosecu- 

People,   33  Mich.   363;     Hamilton    v.  tion  for  a  felony,  where  the  defendant 

People.   29  Mich.    173;    Cox  v.  Cole-  interposes  a  plea  in  abatement,   upon 

ridge,  I  B.  &  C.  37,  8  E.  C.  L.  17.  the  ground  that  he  has  not  had  any 

Vo  Bill  of  Exooptloni  by  an  Examining  proper  preliminary  examination,  the 
Gonrt.  —  An  examining  court  has  no  only  questions  presented  to  the  court 
right  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  any  for  consideration  are  whether  an  at- 
opinion  or  act  of  the  court;  and  if  it  tempt  has  been  made  to  give  the  de- 
does  so  it  is  no  part  of  the  record  of  the  fendant  a  preliminary  examination, 
trial.  Souther  v.  Com.,  7  Gratt.  (Va.)  and  whether,  by  such  attempt,  reason- 
673.  able  notice  has  been  given  to  him  with 

8.  Turner  v.  People,  33  Mich.  363.  regard  to  the  nature  and  character  of 

S.  Per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Cox  z/.  Cole-  the  offense  charged  against  him.    And 

ridge,   I  B.  &  C.  37,  8  E.  C.  L.  17;  it  is  not  necessary,  in  such  a  case,  that 

State  V,  Hartwell,  35  Me.  129;  Yaner  v,  the  papers  and  proceedings  on  the  pre- 

People,  34Mich.  286;  Cargen  f.  People  liminary  examination  should  be  tech- 

39    Mich.    549;    Secor  v,   Babcock,   2  nically  regular    and    exact,    like    the 

Johns.  (K.  Y.)  203;  U.  S.  t^.  Burr,  25  papers  and  proceedings  required  on  the 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,692a,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.)  final  trial.     It  is  not  necessary  that  the 

455;    Matter  of  Van  Cam  pen,  2  Ben.  papers  and  proceedings  on  the  prelim- 

(U.  S.)  419;  U.  S.  r.  Bloomgart,  2  Ben.  inary  examination  should  set  forth  the 

(U.  S.)  356;  Cox  V.  Coleridge,  i  B.  &  offense  in  all  its  details,  and  with  per- 

C.  37.  8  E.  C.  L.  17,  2  D.  &  R.  86.  feet  and  exhaustive  accuracy.     For  the 

4.  Reg.  V,  Carden,  49  L.  J.  M.  C.  i.  purpose  of  authorizing  a  final  trial,  and 

ThoDiCnidant'tXTidonoa.  —  A  commit-  requiring  that  the  defendant  should 
ting  magistrate  is  only  to  decide  plead  to  the  merits  of  the  action,  all 
whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  that  is  necessary  is  that  the  defendant 
hold  to  bail;  but  he  ought  to  hear  the  should  be  given  a  fair  opportunity  to 
defendant's  evidence  of  matters  which  know,  by  a  proffered  preliminary  ex- 
could  be  easily  explained  if  the  ac-  amination.  the  general  character  and 
cused  were  allowed  to  offer  testimony,  outlines  of  the  offense  charged  against 
The  practice  ought  to  be  so  moulded  him.  It  is  not  necessary  that  all  the 
that  the  magistrate  could  hear  and  details  and  technical  averments  re- 
judge  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  de-  quired  in  an  information  should  be  set 
fendant's  explanations;  at  the  same  forth  in  the  papers  used  on  the  prelim- 
time  he  ought  not  to  try  the  case,  but  inary  examination;  and  the  defendant 
to  moderate  the  rule  in  accordance  with  should  take  notice,  from  the  evidence 
justice.  Philpot  v.  Bailey,  Binns*  introduced  by  the  state  on  the  prelim- 
Just.  (Pa.  8th  ed.)  500.  inary  examination,  as  well  as  from  the 

Proeaedingt  So  Hot  Abate  Before  Final  papers  in  the  case,  of  the  nature  and 

Mepoiition.  —  The  proceedings  on  pre-  character  of  the  offense  charged  against 

liminary  examination  are  not  judicial  him.    State  v.  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83.    See 

in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term,  and  also  People  r.  Coffman,  59  Mich,  i,  in 

when  once  begun,  on  proper  complaint  which  case  it  is  held  that  a  sufficient 

and  arrest,  do  not  abate  before  their  preliminary    examination     is    shown 

final  disposition  by  discharge  or  com-  where  a  sufficient  complaint  and  wai- 

mitment.      Hamilton    v.    People,    29  rant  appear  on  examination  of  witnesses 

Mich.  173.  before  the  magistrate  who  issued  the 
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PRELIMINARY  EXAMINA  TION. 


be  hereinafter  noted,  essential  to  authorize  proceedings  against 
him  by  information.' 

Bcqnlitu  to  Wunutt  of  Bomftfal.  —  Where  a  person  has  been  accused 
of  crime  committed  in  another  district  a  preliminary  examination, 
unless  waived,  is  necessary  in  order  to  establish  the  identity  and 

AVirajio.  —White  v.  Stue.  aB  Neb. 
341;  Ladmer  v.  Slate.  55  Neb.  609; 
Coffield  V.  Suie,  44  Neb.  417;  White  c. 
State,  38  Neb.  341. 

New  Hampskirt,  —  State  0.  Thomp. 
Bon,  so  N.  H.  ajo;  Stale  c,  Hilton.  31 
N.  H.  aB5;  Sute  v.  StevcDs,  36  N. 
H.  59. 

Nen  Ysrk.  —  Pratt  ».  Hiil,  16  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  303;  Matter  of  Ramscar,  1  N. 
Y.  Cririi.  Rep.  33:  PeopU  p.  Drury,  s 
Edm.  3el.  Cas.  <N.  Y.)  351;  Green  v. 
Kennedy,  46  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  16. 

North  Dakota.  — %tMt  V.  Huledaht. 
3  N.  Dak.  36. 

PtnnsylvaKia.  —  Qata.  V.  Groff,  8 
Lane.  L.  Rev.  (Pa.)  »67;  Matter  ot 
Memocial  of  Citizens'  Asmc.,  S  Phila. 
(P».)  478. 

Tmiuiirt.  —  Temhey  p.  King,  9  Lea 
(Tenn.)  482;  State  v.  McCoy,  1  BuL 
(Tenn.)iii. 

rexat.  —  State  c  MiI^t^,  31  Tex.  16;. 

yermtnrt.  —  VfhUtmab  v.  Cook,  38 
Vt.  i77. 

Virgihia.  —  jBck'son  v.  Com..  13 
Gratt.  (V».)9ig:  Butlcri'.Ccim.,8i  Va. 
159;  Hurd  V.  Com.,  j  Leigh  (Va.)  71s: 
Forde  t/.  Com.,  16  Graft.  (Va.)  547; 
Com.  V.  Myers,  i  Va.  Cai.  18S;  Com. 
o.  Linton,  3  Va.  Cas.  aoj. 

tffil  VirgiiHa.  —  State  v.  Stmdet,  S 
W.  Va.  686. 

WitcenstH.  —  Sute  v.  Soreaaon.  84 
Wis.  37;  /nrrBurkhardt,  33Fed.  Rep. 
95:  Martin  f.  Sute.  79  Wis.  165. 

Wyoming.  —  State  *.  KrtAne,  4 
Wyoming  347. 

IMittd  Stalls.  —  U.  S.  V.  SfaepBTd.  I 
Abb.  (U.  S.)  431;  Ex  p.  BoUmaa.  4 
Cranch  (U.  S.)  7s. 

AtMirtlU  to  GlnOmt  JvriadletlM.— 
Until  the  examining  magistrate  has 
determined  that  an  offense  not  cogniz- 
able by  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  been 
committed,  and  that  there  is  probaUe 
cause  to  believe  the  ntspondent  ^illy 
thereof,  and  has  so  ceniried  Is  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  the  prosccnting  attorney 
has  no  authority  10  file  an  in  formation; 
and  a  return  by  order  ot  the  court. 
made  after  such  filing,  will  not  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  court  to  proceed  on 
said  infornialion.  People  v.  Evans,  71 
Mich.  367. 
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warrant,  and  a  commitment  by  him 
reciting  that  be  finds  the  crime  charged 
to  have  been  committed  and  probable 
cause  to  believe  the  respondent  guilty. 

1.  CaH/omia.  —  People  p.  McCurdy, 
68  CaL  576;  People  v.  Van  Horn,  119 
Cal.  333:  People  v.  Kilvington,  (Cal. 
1894)  36  Pac.  Rep.  13;  People  v.  Sher- 
man, (Cal.  1893)  «  Pac.  Rep.  879; 
Exj.  Baker,  88  Cat.  84:  People  v. 
Bawden,  90  CaL  19s;  People  ».  Golden, 
•on,  76Cal.  338;  People  v.  Tarbox,  115 
Cal.  57;  Ex  p.  Walpole,  8;  Cal.  363; 
Kailoch  V.  Superior  Ct.,  56  Cal.  339; 
People  V.  Barnes,  66  Cal.  594. 

Celarade.  —  RatdiS  c.  People,  33 
Colo.  75;  Holt  V.   People,  33  Colo.  i. 

/(/dio.  —  State  v.  Bralthnaite,  a 
Idaho  857:  State  v.  Clark,  (Idaho  1B94) 
3S  Pac.  Rep.  710. 

Indiana.  —  Simmons  c.  Vandyke,  138 
lod.  380;  Johns  V.  State,  104  Ind. 
SS7- 

Kantat.  —  Slate  e.  Reedy.  44  Kan. 
190;  State  V.  Woods,  49  Kao.  337; 
State  V.  Gleason,  39  Kan.  345;  State 
V.  Montgomery,  S  Kan.  351;  Stale  f. 
Nulf,  15  Kan.  404;  State  v.  Bamett,  3 
Kan.  350,87  Am.  Dec  47':  Matter  of 
Schurman,  40  Kan.  533. 

Kentucky.  —  Otbom  v.  Com.,  14  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  346,  (Ky.  1893)  3o  S.  W.  Rep. 
333. 

Louiiiana.  —  State  f>.  Recorder,  43 
La.  Ann.  logi;  Macarty's  Case.  3  Mar- 
tin (La.)  J79- 

Maisachttsttts.  —  Com.  v.  Tobln,  108 
Mass.  436;  Phillips  V.  Fadden,  13S 
19S;    Papineaa   v.    Bacon,    no 


Mas 


3.19. 


Michigan.  —  People  v.  Jones.  14 
Mich.  315:  Brown  c.  People.  39  Mich. 
37;  People  V.  Kubn,  67  Micli.  463; 
People  V.  Brock,  64  Mich.  691;  People 
V.  Evao*,  7a  Mich,  367;  Swart  f.  Kim- 
ball,  43  Mich.  443;  Washburn  f.  People, 
10  Mich.  37a-,  People  f,.  Chapman,  6a 
Mich.  380:  O'Hara  i'.  People.  41  Mich. 
633;  People  ».  Wright.  Bg  Mich.  70; 
People  V.  McKinney,  10  Mich.  93; 
Turner!-.  People,  33  Mich.  363;  Snced 
I'.  People,  3S  Mich.  348;  Stuart  p. 
People,  43  Mich.  357. 

^onCoBu.  —  State  v.  Brett,  16  Mont. 
360. 


probable  guilt  of  the  accused  before  issuing  a  warrant  of  removal 
under  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  g  1014.* 

b.  Detention  Without  Examination  Unlawful.  — 
Where  the  defendant  has  the  right  to  a  preliminary  examination 
and  it  is  refused,  his  detention  is  unlawful.* 

c.  Mandamus  to  Compel  Examination.  —  When  a  person 
charged  with  committing  a  public  offense  is  regularly  brought 
before  an  examining  officer,  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  right 
to  a  preliminary  examination  is  given,  such  examining  magistrate 
may  on  refusal  to  proceed  with  the  examination  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  to  do  so.' 

3.  Wlten  TTnneoMiary  —  a.  Where  Accused  Is  a  Fugitive. 
—  Where  the  person  accused  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  no  pre- 
liminary examination  is  necessary  even  in  case  of  a  prosecution  by 
information  ^  nor  is  it  necessary  as  a  basis  for  an  indictment  in 


1.  /«  rt  Burkhardi,  33  Fed.  Rep.  35. 
In  tbis  case  the  coun  said:  "  It  is  true 
that  this  section  [Rev.  Stat.  U.  S., 
%  1014J  contains  no  provision  for  ■ 
preliminary  examination  in  such  cases, 
but  it  does  provide  that  the  accused 
may  be  '  arrested  and  imprisoned  or 
bailed.'  Tfais  is  to  be  done  agreeablj' 
to  the  usaal  mode  of  process  against 
offenders  in  the  state  where  he  is 
found,  as  the  section  further  expressly 
provides;  and  we  knoir  that,  by  the 
course  of  practice  in  this  state,  an 
offender  is  not  imprisoned  or  held  to 
bail  without  a  previous  examination 
into  his  probable  guilt,  unless  he 
waises  examination.  It  is  by  this 
course  of  proceeding  also  that  the 
identity  of  tbe  prisoner  is  established; 
and  it  seems  very  clear  that,  in  cases 
where  the  removal  of  the  accused  is 
sought  from  the  district  where  he  is 
found  to  the  district  in  another  state 
where  tbe  ofFense  was  committed,  the 
Act  of  Congress  was  Intended  to  require 
a  preliminary  examination  by  the  com- 
mitting magistrate,  so  ibat  such  mag- 
istrate, and  the  judge  who  may  be 
applied  to  for  a  warrant  of  removal, 
shall  be  satisfied  of  the  identity  of  the 
prisoner,  and  of  his  probable  guilt. 
Otherwise  great  injustice  might  be 
done  to  an  accused  person.  The 
language  of  section  1014  leaves  no 
doubt  that  the  preliminary  inquiry 
should  be  had  in  toe  district  where  the 
ofendcr  is  found.  This  statement  of 
the  practice  in  such  cases  Is  but  a  re- 
iteration of  tbe  views  expressed  on  the 
Juescion  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller  and 
udge  Love,  In  i  Woolw.  (U.  5.)  413- 
4«7-" 


S.  State  V.  Devine,  4  Iowa  443;  Sim- 
mons V.  Vandyke,  138  Ind.  3S0;  Papi- 
neau  V.  B^GOn,  no  Mass.  319. 

S.  People  V.  Barnes,  66  Gal.  S94.  In 
this  case  the  court  said:  "  We  are  of 
opinion  ihat  the  magistrate  was  com- 
manded by  the  law  to  proceed  with  the 
examination  in  the  case  before  us,  and 
that  on  his  failure  to  do  to  the  writ 
asked  for  to  compel  him  is  appropriate. 
The  magistrate  had  nothing  to  do  with 
what  had  transpired  before  any  other 
magistrate.  It  was  not  a  matter  for 
bis  consideration  —  was  entirely  foreign 
to  his  duly  in  the  premises.  The  dis- 
charge of  the  prisoners  was  a  failure  to 
perform  the  duty  which  the  law  en- 
joined upon  him.  Tbe  discharge  was 
not  ordered  after  examination,  but 
without  it.  We  End  nothing  in  any  of 
the  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  respondent 
which  militates  against  the  views 
herein  expressed.  It  is  urged  that  a 
defendant  may  be  subjected  10  so 
many  preliminary  examinations  as  to 
be  oppressive  to  him.  No  reason 
occurs  to  us  why  such  an  abuse  should 
occur.  Neither  observation  nor  expert. 
ence  furnish  any  ground  or  pretext 
whatever  to  contemplate  the  occurrence 
of  any  such  abuse  of  procedure."  See 
also  State  v.  Recorder,  41  La.  Ann. 
1091.  And  see  the  article  Mandamus. 
vol.  13.  p.  479. 

4.  State  f .  Clark,  fldaho  1S94)  35  Pac. 
Rep.  710;  State  v.  Bralthwaite,  3  Idaho 
857;  State  V.  Bamett,  3  Kan.  fljo; 
Stale  f.  Myers.  54  Kan.  306;  State  v. 
Woods,  49  Kan.  237;  Washburn  v. 
People,  10  Mich.  371;  People  v.  Kubn, 
67  Mich.  463;  CoSeld  v.  State,  44  Neb. 
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Ihal  court.  It  requireil  no  examining 
court  to  enable  the  grand  jury  to  indict 
the  accused,  and  under  the  indictment 
he  could  be  tried  vhelher  found  guilty 
or  acquitted  by  the  enamining  conrt. 
The  grand  jury  is  not   always  ii 


and  a 


ining  £ 


€.  Where  an  Indictment  Is  Found  —  in  a«iMnJ.  -—  As  a 
general  rule  no  preliminary  examination  of  the  accused  is  neces- 
sary where  an  indictment  has  been  found  gainst  him  by  a  grand 
jury." 

*"—'■■*'"■  S*taMta  to  BuUIa  IndlatniMt.  —  In  some  jurisdictions, 
however,  it  would  seem  that  an  indictment  cannot  be  sustainetl 
without  the  previous  examination  of  the  accused  before  a  magis- 
trate except  in  cases  expressly  prescribed  by  the  statute;*  and 

Ilns,  20  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Oyer  &T.  Ct.) 
116.  ia  which  case  the  court  said:  "  In 
England  '  a  defendant  may  be  prose- 
cuted  for  marder  by  coroner's  inquest, 
tt^tr  viium  cerpans.  The  (ioding  of 
such  inquest  [there]  is  equivalent  to  the 
finding  of  a  grand  jury,  «nd  a  woman 
tried  on  a  coroner's  inquest  (or  the 
murder  of  her  bastard  child  may  be 
found  guilty  under  43  Geo.  IH.,  c.  5S, 
S  4,  of  endeavoring  to  conceal  its  birth, 
there  being  no  distinction  in  this  re- 
spect between  the  coroner's  inquisition 
and  a  bill  of  indictment  returned  by 
the  grand  jury.'  I  Chitly'sCrim.  Law 
(4tb  Am.  ed.)  157.  163,  1&4.  And  '  in 
cases  of  murder  or  manslaughter, 
where,  be«des  the  indictment,  there  is 
also  a  coroner's  Inquisition,  it  is  usual 
to  arraign  the  prisoner  on  the  Inquisi- 
tion immediately  after  arraigning  him 
on  the  indictment,  and  to  try  him  on 
both  at  the  same  time.'  Archbold's 
Cr.  PI.  (Waterman's  ed.),  vol.  i,  p.  108; 
East's  Plea*  of  the  Crown  {London  cd., 
1803),  vol.  I,  p.  371." 

1.  Ex  p.  Anderson,  55  Ark,  547; 
People  e.  Goldenson,  76  Cal.33S:  State 
V.  Schielcr.  (Idaho  1894)  37  Pac.  Rep, 
37*;  Osborn  v.  Com.,  (Ky.  iSga)  to  S. 
W.  Rep.  833;  State  v.  Recorder,  43  La. 
Ann.  logi;  State  v.  Webster,  sg  N.  H. 
g6;  French  v.  People,  3  Park.  Cr.  Rep. 
(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct,)  114;  Kendle  v. 
Tarbell.  34  Ohio  St.  196;  Harper  v. 
Slate,  7  Ohio  St.  73;  U.  S,  v.  Ronione, 
14  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  6g. 

Ho  Kotion  w  Sat  Aiids  Indlotmrat.  — 
An  examination  before  a  committing 
magistrate  is  required  only  to  precede 
an  information,  and  does  not  apply  in 
cases  of  indictment,  and  its  absence  Is 
not  ground  for  motion  to  set  aside  an 
indictment.  People  v.  Goldenson,  76 
Cal.  336. 

ladletiMnt  BagaidlMS  of  UrTitrftli™ 
—  In  Osborn  r.  Com.,  (Ky.  iSgs)  to  S. 
W.  Rep.  333,  the  court  said;  "  Some- 
thing was  said  in  argument  about  the 
examining  court,  and  the  failure  to 
give  the  accused  time  to  be  heard  in 


vided  that  the  parly  accused  may  be 
held  to  bail,  and  the  testimony  under 
which  he  was  acquitted  or  held  over 
taken  down,  and  subject  to  the  inspec- 
tion of  the  grand  jury.  Stilt  this  noes 
not  control  the  action  of  the  grand  jury 
when  it  comes  to  investigate  the 
offense,  as  they  may  indict  while  the 
offense  Is  being  investigated  by  an  ex- 
amining tribunal." 

EMfon  br  Exoeptlon. —  In  People  v. 
Drury,  3  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  331, 
the  court,  in  holding  thalapretimlnary 
examination  is  not  necessary  where  an 
indictment  is  found,  said:  "  The  stat- 
ute has  provided  this  protection  and 
established  these  safeguards  only  in 
case  of  a  preliminary  arrest,  and  has 
not  provided  them  in  case  that  an  in- 
dictment be  the  (irsi  step,  trusting. 
doubtless,  the  character  and  liberty  of 
the  citizen  to  the  good  sense  and  sound 
discrimination  of  the  grand  inquest  of 
the  country,  as  a  substilute  for  the  ex- 
amination required  in  other  cases.  In 
other  words,  the  legislature  have  not 
deemed  it  necessary  to  throw  around 
the  action  of  the  grand  jury  the  same 
safeguards  which  it  has  been  so  careful 
to  esMbUsh  around  the  action  of  the 
police  justices," 

9.  Com.  V.  Green.  24  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.) 
Hughes,  J  Pa.  DIst.  Rep. 


Assoc..  S  Phtla.  (Pa.)  478. 

In  PannsylTMita  an  indictment  cannot 
be  sustained  without  the  previous  ex- 
amination of  the  accused  before  a 
magistrate, except;  (1)  Wherecriminal 
courts  of  their  own  motion  call  the  at- 
tention of  grand  juries  'to.  and  direct 
the  investigation  of,  matters  of  general 
public  import,  which  from  their  nature 
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in  others  it  has  been  held  that  the  accused,  when  indicted,  should 
be  sent  before  a  magistrate  for  examination.' 

Indietmant  Foonded   m  Hiaatci  of  PralimlaM?  EsmmliutiOD.  —  In  at  least 

one  state  it  Is  expressly  provided  that  an  indictment  may  be 
founded  upon  the  minutes  of  the  evidence  given  by  witnesses 
before  the  committing  magistrate." 

Effect  of  Indiotmant  Tonnd  While  Ez»mln»Uon  fending.  —  Though  the 
general  rule  is  as  stated,  yet  the  fact  that  the  grand  jury  has 
investigated  the  charge  against  the  accused,  who  is  in  custody, 
does  not  justify  the  examining  magistrate  in  declining  to  examine 
the  accused,  and  such  investigation  even  sustains  the  pending 
prosecution  before  the  magistrates.' 


and  operaiion  in  the  cntiic  community 
justify  such  intervention,  (zj  Where 
the  attorney- general  or  diairicl  at- 
torney, ex  offiiio,  prefers  an  indiclmcnl 
belore  a  grand  jury  without  a  previous 
binding  over  or  commilmenl  of  the  ac- 
cused. (3)  Where  the  indictment  origi- 
nates by  the  prescnlment  of  a  grand 
jury,  which  is  the  notice  taken  by  ihem 
of  an  oRensc  from  Ihclronn  knowledge 
or  observation,  without  any  bill  of  in- 
dictment being  laid  before  ihem  at  the 
suit  of  ihe  commonwealth.  Com,  v. 
Green,  34  W.  N,  C.  (Pa.)  149- 

IndUtrntnt  Priitnlid  Without  Leave 
of  Court.  —  In  Com.  v.  Hughes,  i  Pa. 
Dist.  Rep.  5q6,  it  was  held  that  the 
power  of  the  district  attorney,  under 
Act  May  3,  1850,  to  prefer  an  indict- 
ment before  a  giand  jury  without  a 
previous  commitment  of  the  accused, 
must  be  exercised  under  the  supervi- 
sion of  the  proper  court  of  criminal 
jurisdiction,  and  its  employment  can 
be  justified  only  by  some  pressing  and 
adequate  necessity.  If  an  accused  be 
arrested  on  a  complaint  for  obtaining 
goods  under  false  pretenses,  and  a 
hearing  be  had  before  the  magistrate 
on  that  oilensc  alone,  an  indictment  for 
forgery  presented  to  (he  grand  jury  by 
the  district  attorney  without  leave  of 
court  being  first  had  and  bill  found  will 
be  quashed.  Such  a  course  of  proceed- 
ing deprives  the  defendant  of  the  priv- 
ilcRe  conferred  by  Act  May  33.  1887,  of 
being  heard  by  himself  and  his  wit- 
nesses upon  the  preliminary  hearing,  a. 
right  applicable  to  all  offenses  not  tri- 
able in  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer, 

1.  la  Virginia  this  seems  to  have 
been  formerly  the  rule.  Butler  v. 
Com..  81  Va.  161;  Chahoon  1/.  Com., 
ao  Gratt.  (Va.)  7O4:  Jackson  v.  Com., 
23  Gralt.  (\'a.)  919.  But  it  was 
changed   by   Code  Va.,   1887,  %   4003; 


le  often: 


t  tbf 


.  86  Va.  661,  in  which 
said^  "  Under  the  law 
time  of  (he  ci 


,  thel 


j  thai 


1  indicted,  should  be  sent 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  exam- 
ination. Acts  1885^6,  p.  sa2.  But  at 
ihc  time  of  the  trial.  October,  1S89,  the 
law  had   been    changed,  and   this  ic- 

enacted  that  a  capias  should  issue. 
Code  Va.  (in  force  May  1,  iSSfc).  ^4003. 
The  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
was  followed  as  to  this,  and  Ihe  ac- 
cused excepted ;  and,  upon  the  advei» 
ruling  of  the  court,  he  applied  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Smylhe  County  fori 
writ  of  error,  which  was  denied. 
Whereupon  the  prisoner  applied  Ion 
writ  of  error  from  this  court,  wbicb 
was  awarded.  At  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense,  the  law  required 
that  the  prisoner  should  be  sent  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace  to  be  examined. 
Acts  T8B5-86:  Chaboon  v.  Com..  10 
Gratl.  (Va.)  -M\  Jackson  b.  Com.,  33 
Gratt.  (Va.jgiQ:  Butlerp.  Com.,  81  Va. 
161.  But  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  Oc- 
tober, 18S9,  the  present  code  bad  gone 
into  eRect;  and  by  seclioo  4003  ii  is 
provided  that,  upon  an  indicimeni.  ihr 
court  shall  award  process,  which  shall 
be  a  capias,  which  was  the  method  per- 

S,  Stale  V.  Wise,  83  Iowa  596;  Siaie 
V.  Heivin,  6;  Iowa  3B9. 

3.  Slate  V.  Recorder,  43  L>.  Aon. 
loqi.  In  this  case  the  coon  said- 
"  The  custom  has  always  been,  in  all 
cases,  for  Ihe  recorder  to  invesltgale 
the  complaint,  taking  Ihe  testimony  in 
writing,  and  almost  invariably,  except 
in  palpably  groundless  accusations,  [o 
iransmil  Ihe  same  to  a  higher  antbcriiy 
for  (urtheraclion,  .•  "  *  It  is  clear 
thai,  a  complaint  having  been  lodged 
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d.  Information  Filed  by  Leave  of  Court.  —  In  a  num- 
ber of  states  where  the  right  to  file  an  information  is  not  limited 
to  cases  where  there  has  been  a  preliminary  examination  the  prose- 
cuting attorney  may  file  an  information  upon  leave  of  the  court 
without  preliminary  examination.* 


and  being  peodlng  before  him,  il  Is  the 
duty  of  the  recorder  lo  proceed  with 
the  Mine  as  the  law  provides,  *  *  * 
unleM  the  state  prefers  to  discontinue 
it  and  leave  the  matter  in  the  hands  of 
th:  grand  jury.  We  therefore  conclude 
that  as  the  proceedings  before  the 
grand  jury  do  not  hare  the  effect  of 
staying  the  prosecution  before  the  re- 
corder, it  is  hii  duty  to  proceed  with 
the  cxaminalioa  of  the  complaint. 
"  *  •  As  long  as  the  grand  jury  baa 
not  discharged  the  accused,  or  the  state 
has  not  diBconlinued  the  prosecution 
before  the  recorder,  the  accused  have 
a  right  to  demand  that  the  latter  shall 
proceed  to  examine  their  case.  Other, 
wise  the  rights  of  the  accused  may  be 
imperiled  or  destroyed  and  the  ends  of 
justice  frustrated.  •  •  "  It  is 
therefore  ordered  and  decreed  that  the 
mandamus  asked  be  made  peremptory, 
and  accordingly  that  the  respondent 
do  fix  and  proceed,  within  reasonable 
delay,  with  the  case  "  •  •  pending 
before  him,  m  couformity  with  usage 

ArgMuat  In  l^TOr  «f  Exaala^ttMi  Aitw 
lallotlMmt.  —  In  People  v.  Drury,  3 
Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.  V.)  351,  it  was  held 
that  the  party  arrested  on  a  warrant 
issued  on  .a  criminal  charge  has  a  right 
to  have  a  preliminary  examination  be- 
fore the  m^istrate  issuing  the  war- 
rant, of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived  by 
the  finding  of  an  indictment  before  the 
examination  is  completed.  Said  the 
court:  "  If,  after  an  arrest  on  a  crim- 
inal charge,  the  prisoner  can  be  in- 
dicted before  an  exa  ml  nation  be 
condaded  as  provided  in  the  statute, 
the  superior  court  of  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion will  be  in  a  measure  deprived  of 
its  salutary  supervision  oi'er  commit- 
ting magistrates;  the  prisoner  be  de- 
prived of  the  only  opportunity  which 
our  law  gives  him  of  making  a  per- 
sonal explanation  —be deprived  of  the 
Invaluable  right  secured  to  him  by  our 


ings  against  bim.  He  will  also  bo 
deprived  of  the  assistance  of  counsel  in 
the  preliminary  proceedings,  and  of 
his  right  to  challenge  the  grand  jury. 
In  a  word,  he  may  be  deprived  of  all 
the  protection  which   the   e'"  —  *-   ' — - 


libert 

do „r-..- 

People,   33  Colo.   75;  State  v. 
Anderson,  30  La.   Ann.   557;  Slate  v. 
Brett.  16  Monl.  360. 
Ia&n;iatl«ii  Without  Frevlf  ni  Ezamla- 

atlon.  —  In  llult  r.  People,  23  Colo,  i, 
the  court  said;  "  We  have  been  unable 
to  find  any  case  holding  a  preliminary 
examination  a  necessary  prerequisite 
to  the  filing  of  the  information,  except 
in  those  states  in  which,  by  constitu- 
tion or  ^tute,  the'  right  to  file  an  in- 
formation'is  limited  to  cases  where 
there  has  be^n  such  an  examination. 
On  the  iiVa.pt  ^and,  in  the  stales  where- 
in ao  such  limitation  exists,  it  is  uoi- 
fortnly  held  that  a  preliminary  exam- 
ination  is  not  essentia!,  and  that  (he 
acts  which  permit  the  district  attorney 
to  file  an   information   upon   leave  of 


lional  requirement." 

Lmts  m  Cnrt  to  nio  InfoniiatloD.  — 
In  State  v.  Brett,  16  Mom.  360,  the 
court  said:  "  It  is  not  necessary,  in 
order  to  vest  power  in  the  county  at- 
torney, to  file  an  information  that  there 
shall  be  a  prelim irary  examination  and 
commitment.  He  may  act,  after  leave 
has  been  granted  by  the  court,  in  a 
case  like  the  one  at  bar.  where  there 
may  not  have  been  any  charge  or  in- 
formation before  a  committing  majjis- 
trale.  One  of  two  methods  of  pro- 
cedure    is     indispensable     where     an 

iformation  is  filed;  either  There  must 


ihcr 


Ui 


,    o(  c 


anting    1 


the  privilege  of  kn 
wiloesses  against  nim,  ana,  aoove 
all.  of  the  opportunity  of  demonstrat- 
ing, by  his  own  witnesses,  his  inno- 
cence, at  the  very  onset  of  the  proceed- 


procored.  But  both 
steps  are  not  required.  A  plain  inler- 
pretation  of  the  words  of  the  constitu- 
tion by  which  every  clause  of  the 
section  quoted  [art.  3.  ^  S]  shall  be 
elective  leads  to  ihrs  conclusion.  We 
ihlnk.  too,  that  the  rights  of  a  defend- 
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e.  In  Cases  of  Concurrent  Jurisdiction-.  —  In  some  states 
it  is  held  that  where  District  Courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  justices  of  the  peace,  as  in  certain  cases  of  misdemeanor,  a 
preliminary  examination  is  unnecessary.' 

/.  Upon  Affidavit  Filed  with  Attornev  or  Clerk  of 
Court. — In  at  least  two  states"* prosecutions  for  certain  pre- 
scribed offenses  may  be  by  information  upon  affidavits  filed  with 
the  prosecuting  attorney,  or  with  the  clerk  of  a  court  of  record, 
without  a  preliminary  examination.* 

3.  Waiver  of  Eight  —  (I.  In  General.  —  Even  where  the  right 
to  a  preliminary  examination  is  expressly  given  by  statute,  such 
right  is  a  personal  privilege,"  and  one  which  may  be  waived  by 
the  accused.'*  If  he  does  thus  waive  his  right,  he  cannot  after- 
wards complain  that  he  was  permitted  to  do  so.*     However,  the 

ant  are  guarded,  no  matter  what  pro- 
cedure is  followed." 

la  KuUMil  is  provided  that  a  district 
judge  "  may,  upon  information  or  affi- 
davits with  him  filed  of  the  rommis- 
sion  of  crime,  require  Ihe  prosecuting 
allorney  to  prosecute  any  criminal  by 
information  lor  Such  crime."  Stale  v. 
Barnett,  3  Kan.  350. 

In  Wjtualng  it  was  formerly  held 
that    an    information    might   be   filed 


Myers,  28 

/BViana.  —  Davis    v.    Bible,  I34   Ind, 


vithoi 


:r  the  county  or  prosecnling  at- 
lorney  was  satisfied  that  a  crime  or 
offense  had  been  committed  in  his 
county;  but  this  rule  was  afterwards 
changed  by  statute.  State  v.  Krohne, 
4  Wyoming  347. 

Varlflofttian  by  Ona  Eftving  Enowltdg* 
.of  OflaiLH.  —  Where  an  information  is 
filed  by  leave  of  court  without  prelim- 
inary examination  being  held  or 
waived,  such  information  must  be 
verified  by  the  affidavit  of  some  person 
having  knowledge  of  the  commission 
of  Ihe  offense.  RalclifT  1:  People,  3a 
Colo.  75- 

1.  Slal.  Ind..  iag6.  §1679;  Code  Civ. 
Pro.  Mo.  (Bums  1896),  g  58;  Stale  -u. 
Ransberger.  106  Mo.  135  r  State  v. 
Pruett,  61  Mo.  App.  156.  See  also 
State  V.  Krohne,  4  Wyoming  347. 

2.  State  I'.  Watson.  30  Kan.  aSt; 
Matter  of  Donnelly,  30  Kan.  191.  424. 
Sec  also  Slate*.  Krohne,  4  Wyoming 
347- 

S.  Latimer  i'.  State.  55  Neb.  609. 

4.  /■/^na'fl.  —  Benjamin  t.  Slaie,  95 
Fla.  675. 

Idahf.  —  Stale  v.  Braithwaite,  a 
Idaho  B57:  State  v.  Larkins,  (Idaho 
1897)  47  Pac.  Rep,  ^5;  State  v.  Clark, 
(Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  710. 


KaHias.  —  State  v.  Glcasan,  32  Kan. 
345:  Slate  v.  Smith,  13  Kan.  396;  State 
V.  Lewis,  19  Kan.  abo;  State  -v.  Bailey, 
32  Kan.  83;  Matter  of  Malison,  36  Kan. 
735:  State  V.  Myers,  54  Kan.  306; 
State  V.  Geer,  48  Kan.  75a. 

Maine.  —  State  v.  Cobb,   71  Me.  I98. 

Michigan,  —  Stuart  v.  People.  42 
Mich,  a;;;  People  v.  Wright,  89  Mich. 
70:  People  V.  Harris,  103  Mich.  473; 
People  I-.  Annis,  13  Mich.  511;  Waili- 
burn  v.  People,  10  Mich.  37a;  People 
V.  Jones,  a4  Mich.  315. 

Nebraska.  —  Coffield  v.  State,  44  Neb. 
417:  Korth  V.  State,  46  Neb.  631;  Lati- 
mer V,  State,  5;  Neb.  tog. 

OWa.  — State  I'.  Ritty,  33  Ohio  St. 

Oregon.  —  Hess  v.  Oregon  Bakinf 
Co..  31  Oregon  503. 

Virginia.  —  Builer  v.  Com..  Si  Vi. 
159. 

West  Virginia.  —  State  v.  Stewart.  7 
W.  Va.  731. 

IVinansin.  —  Martin  ri.  Stale,  79  Wis. 
i6s;  State  v.  Sorenson,  &4  Wis.  17; 
Brown  f.  Stale,  91  Wis.  345. 

B.  Slate  r.  Larkias.  (Idaho  1897)  47 
Pac.  Rep.  945:  Benjamin  v.  State,  25 
Fla.  675:  Stale  !'.  Mycts.  54  Kan.  5o6. 

EfiiMt  Df  Valvar.  — After  expressly 
waiving  a  preliminary  examinatioa.  it 
is  not  open  to  the  respondent  to  abject 
that  it  was  nol  made,  nor  is  soch  ob- 
jection   open 


has  waived  his  r 
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authorities  are  not  in  accord  upon  this  question.  Althougti 
according  to  the  weight  of  authority  the  right  is  one  which  may 
be  waived,  cases  are  not  wanting  in  whicn  the  practice  of  per- 
mitting a  waiver  has  been  discountenanced  and  even  considered 
altogether  improper.* 

and  che  order  tbat  the  recof(aizance  be 
given  has  thecenpon  beea  entered. 
State  V.  Cobb,  71  Me.  198. 

la  State  v,  Myers,  54  Kan.  306,  it 
was  Bald:  "As  ihedefendanl  expressly 
wtdved  the  preliminary  examination, 
he  cannot  now  be  heard  to  say  by  a 
pica  in  abatement  that  he  ghotild  be 
discharged  because  he  had  no  prelimi- 
nary examination  prior  to  the  Kling  of 
the  informailon  agalngi  him."  Citing 
Stale  V.  Smith,  13  Kan.  396;  State  v. 
Bailey.  3a  Kan.  83. 

Walnr  with  Conttnt  of  th*  SUts.  —  in 
Utah,  under  Const.,  art.  i,  §  31,  and 
Rev.  Slat.,  §  4509.  a  prisoner  has  the 
right,  with  the  consent  of  the  sute,  to 
waive  examination  before  a  commicling 
magistrate.  Slate  v.  Norman,  16  Utah 
457.  See  also  State  v.  Spencer,  15 
17  tab  149. 

Waivar  Hotwltiutandlag  Plw  of  Vot 
OvUtj.  —  In  Ohio  a  person  brought  be- 
fore a  justice  of  the  peace,  charged 
with  an  ofTense,  may,  notwithstanding 
a  plea  of  not  guilty,  waive  an  exami- 
nation of  the  state's  witnesses  and  sub' 
rolt  to  be  bound  over  without  such  an 
examination.  State  v.  Ritly,  33  Ohio 
St.  563. 

WaivOT  of  Tlma  to  Pnpan  tOr  ZxmiI- 
katin.  —  In  People  v.  Cokahnour,  I30 
Cal.  353,  It  was  held  that  even  though 
the  accused  does  not  waive  his  right  to 
a  preliminary  examination,  he  may 
waive  time  for  the  examination.  If  he 
wishes,  before  the  information  filed. 
In  this  case  the  court  said:  "  The  ob- 
jection that  defendant  was  not  legally 
examined  and  committed  before  Infor- 
mation filed  is  untenable,  and  the  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  Information  on 
that  ground  was  properly  denied.  The 
case  of  Kalloch  v.  Superior  Ct.,  tfi  Cat. 
33g.  is  not  in  pninl.  In  that  case  the 
defendant  attempted  to  waive  exami- 
nation, and  it  was  held  this  could  not 
be  done:  that  the  statute  contemplates 
an  examination  as  a  basis  of  commit- 
ment. In  this  case  there  nas  no 
waiver  or  attempt  to  waive  the'  exami- 
nation.' Alt  that  defendant  waived 
was  time  to  prepare  for  examination, 
Knd  aslced  that  It  l>e  proceeded  with  at 
once,  which  was  done." 


WalTw  th«  ZqniTilnt  of  • 
tlsn.  —  Waiver  of  examination  by  a  re- 
spondent brought  before  a  magistrate 
for  an  alleged  offense  Ijeyond  the  juris- 
diction oF  the  magistrate  may  properly 
be  regarded  at  the  hearings  and  in  all 
subsequent   proceedings    as   the    sub- 

and  finding  thereon  'contemplated  by 
the  statute.     State  v,  Cobb.  71  Me.  198. 

Tai*w  by  Pita  of  OoUtj,  —  If  the  ac- 
cused, on  being  arrested  and  brought 
before  an  examining  magistrate,  vol- 
untarily pleads  that  he  is  guilty  ol  the 
crime  charged  against  him,  he  thereby 
waives  his  right  to  a  preliminary 
examination.  Latimer  f.  State,  55 
Neb.  609.  See  also  lo  the  same  effect 
People  V.  Cokahnour,  120  Cul.  353. 

1,  Talvar  Oontldand  Impropec.  —  In 
California  It  Is  held  that  ihe  provisions 
of  the  Penal  Code  contemplate  an  ex- 
amination by  the  committing  magis- 
trate in  cases  of  felony,  and  do  not 
authorise  a  waiver  of  the  examination 
by  thedefendant.  Kalloch  v.  Superior 
Ct.,  56  Cal.  339.  See  also  Ex  p. 
Walsh,  3^  Cal.  705.  in  which  case  the 
court  said:  "  The  statute  provides 
that  after  the  witnesses  for  the  people 
shall  have  been  examined,  the  defend- 
ant may  waive  his  right  10  make  a 
statement  In  relation  to  the  charge 
against  blm,  but  it  does  not  provide 
for,  or  contemplate,  a  total  waiver  of 
any  examination  whatever  into  the 
charge  made  against  him  in  the  first 

at  least,  would  seem  to  be  required  for 
purposes  of  public  justice.  It  m»y  be 
that  a  commitment  and  a  bond  given 
pursuant  thereto,  without  any  exami- 
nation in  fact  had,  would  not  be  abso- 
lutely void;  but  even  if  this  be  so,  It 
does  not  follow  that  such  commitment 
and  bond  would  constitute  a  bar  to  any 
other  or  further  examination  into  the 
charge  by  another  magistrate,  upon 
proper  application  to  him  for  that  pur- 
pose. It  would  seem,  indeed,  that,  in 
dealing  with  the  higher  grade  of  felo- 
nies, at  least,  the  judicial  conscience 
of  llie  magistrate  holding  the  Inquiry 
ought,  in  some  legal  way,  to  be  in- 
formed of  the  circumstances  attending 
ft  Volume  XVI. 
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Tftlver  Unit  B«  TolnnUry.  —  The  waiver  of  a  preliminary  examina- 
tion by  the  accused  will  not  be  binding  upon  him  unless  it  is 
voluntary. ' 

V»)T«r  5Bt  AdmlHlsa  af  Prttliftbla  CkOM.  —  The  (act  that  the  accused 
waives  an  examination  before  a  magistrate  and  gives  bail  for  hts 
appearance  for  trial  is  not  such  an  admission  of  guilt  as  will  pre- 
clude him  from  maintaining  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution.* 


the  commisiion  of  ihe  alleged  crime 
before  he  could  properly  determine 
what  amount  of  bail  would  probably 
secure  the  attendiince  of  the  accused 
to  answer  ihe  charge  —  which  is  the 
object  to  be  attained  by  the  preliminary 

Nevada.  ~  In  Ex  f.  Ah  Bau,  lo  Ncv. 
364,  it  was  held  that  an  examination 
should  lake  place  in  all  cases  where  a 
party  has  been  arrested  charged  with 
4  crime  and  brought  before  a  magis- 
trate, and  that  the  practice  of  allowing 

is  irregular  and  should  be  discontinued. 

1.  Matter  of  Malison,  36  Kan.  7*5; 
Slate  z:  Lewis,  19  Kan.  360.  See  also 
Latimer  v.  State.  S5  Neb.  6og. 

WalvBT  undsr  DiinM  —  EIIM  «n  Bight 
ta  Hare  Faeti  EzamlnBd  on  Kabaai  Ctrpiu. 
—  Where  a  defendant,  charged  with 
murder  in  the  lirst  degree,  waives  a 
preliminary  esaminalion  for  such 
offense,  he  waives  his  right  not  only  to 
be  let  to  bail,  but  also  to  have  the  facls 
of  the  alleged  offense  e^iamined  into  on 
habeas  corpus;  but  where  such  waiver 
is  made  under  fear  ol  violence,  he  will 
not  be  estopped  by  reason  of  such 
waiver.  Maitcr  of  Malison.  36  Kan. 
725,  wliere  the  court  said:  "  The  re- 
spondent insists  that  because  the  peti- 

examinations  for  the  offense  of  murder 
jn  the  first  degree,  they  are  not  now 
entitled  to  have  the  charges  against 
them  investigated,  or  be  iet  to  bail. 
We  shall  first  consider  [his  question: 
A  defendant  who  is  charged  with 


der 


I   the  I 


waived  a  preli 
»uch  offense,  not  only  waives  his  right 
to  be  let  to  bail,  but  also  to  have  Ihc 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  alleged 
offense  examined  into  on  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus.  But  to  Ibis  rule  there 
are  exceptions;  as  where  at  the  time 
of  such  waiver  of  CJtaroinalion  (here 
are  good  grounds  (o  believe  that  if  an 
examination  is  gone  into,  personal  vio- 
lence will  be  used  against  defendant, 
and   under  such  apprehension  an  ex- 


amination is  waived,  he  will  not  be  es- 
topped by  reason  of  such  waiver.  To 
be  estopped,  he  most  have  waived  his 
right  to  an  eiamination  Irom  a  free 
choice,  after  fair  opportunity  to  have 

imaginary  danger  will  be  enough  [0 
justify  ic;  but  a  well-grounded  belief, 
founded  upon  such  informaiiou  or  ob- 

ciie  fear  of  bodily  harm  in  the  mind  of 
a   reasonable   person    under    like    cir- 

rwtrHald  K«t  to  Ooutttata  DviMi.— 
The  mere  fact  that  a.  person  arresied 
upon  a  criminal  charge  is  handcuffed 
when  taken  before  the  CKa mining 
magistrate,  and  so  remains  during  ihe 
reading  cf  the  wirrani  and  5ub»«]Qent 
proceedings,  the  sheriS  and  a  poliit' 
man  being  present  all  the  time,  does 
not  in  any  wise  alfect  a  waiver  then 
and  there  made  by  the  accused  of  a 
preliminary  examination  upon  such 
criminal  charge;  and  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment to  an  information  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  charging  the  accused  with 
the  same  offense,  grounded  upoM  such 
fact,  claiming  that  the  waiver  was 
made  under  duress,  is  not  good,  and  a 
demurrer  thereto  is  rightfully  sus- 
tained.    State  V.  Lewis,  19  Kan,  sfo. 

S,  Pr«b«UUty  nf  Quilt  Hot  *r<miH.J  — 
In  Schoonover  v.  Myers.  18  111.  jtS,  Ihe 
court  said:  "  The  first  question  of  law 
which  is  presented  arises  upion  the  licl 
that  when  the  plaintiff  was  brought 
before  the  magistrate  upon  the  prose- 
cution for  the  institution  of  which  this 
action  is  brought,  he  waived  an  exami- 
nation and  voluntarily  gave  bail  for  his 
appearance  at  the  Circuit  Court.  This, 
it  is  insisted,  was  an  admission  at  least 
of  such  a  probability  of  guilt  as  to  prt- 
clude  him  from  ever  after  saying  that 
the  prosecution  was  maliciously  insti- 
tuted. We  do  not  think  so.  Such  a 
course  may  often  he  judiciously  ad- 
vised, when  the  party  is  not  only  in- 
nocent in  fact,  but  known  to  be  so  by 
Ihe  prosecutor.  At  least,  this  course 
should  have  no  more  influence  than 
0  VoJume  XVI. 
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■ktlaa  Should  Hat  B*  Wkivtd.  —  Where  a  person  has  been 
arrested  on  a  warrant  charging  an  offense  including  lower  grades, 
he  should  not  waive  preliminary  examination,  if  he  wishes  the 
magistrate  specifically  to  designate  the  offense  committed.* 

b.  Effect  of  Waiver.  ~  Where  the  accused  voluntarily 
waives  his  right  to  a  preliminary  examination,  he  thereby  consents 
that  he  be  held  for  trial  for  the  offense  chained  against  him,'  and 
no  witnesses  need  be  produced,  sworn,  or  examined,  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution.'  The  m^istrate  may,  thereupon,  bind  him 
over  for  trial  for  the  offense  charged  in  the  complaint  and  war- 
rant,' and  the  prosecuting  attorney  can  file  an  information  chain- 
ing him  with  any  offense  covered  by  the  warrant  and  sustained 
by  the  evidence  on  which  it  was  issued.' 

would  the  finding  of  ihe  mKg!*tnite, 
upon  k  hearing  of  llie  evidence,  tlial 
there  was  probable  cause,  and  binding 
the  party  over  foT  his  appearance,  or 
commitllng  him." 

1.  Stuart  V.  People,  43  Mich.  ■»$%. 
'  S.  Sluan  -J.  People,  43  Mich.  155. 

EAet    «n   XzMilnatlaft    of   Taeti    Ob 
HabMi  Corpas.— In   Cowell  v.  Paitcr- 


brought  before  an  examining  magis- 
trate,  waives  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion, the  magistrate  should  recognlie 
him  to  appear  io  the  District  Court  and 
eater  upon  his  doclcel  Ihe  proceedings 
that  actually  accrued,  and  the  dul/ 
certified  transcript  o(  this  record  filed 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  District 
Court  will  invest  that  court  with  juris- 
)  Iowa  514,  il  was  held  that  a     diction  to  try  the  accused  on  Informa* 


waiver  of  preliminary  examination  be- 
fore  the   commiiting   magistrate    will 
not  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  right 
in  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding  to  intro- 
duce  testimony    for    the    purpose    of        £zk 
showing  that  he  is  not  detained  upon    Ofiknw 
sufficient     evidence     to    sustain     Ihe     Browi 
charge.     See.  however,  as  apparently     held    that  the 
•  ■    rule,  thi  -    -    -   ■        - ■-    --..- 


for  the  crime  with  which  he  is  ac- 
cused before  the  examining  magistrate, 
S.  Stuart  »,    People,   4a   Mich.   255; 
Latimer  v.  Slate,  ss  Neb.  6oq. 
_ExuiiInatIim     IL1A     B*    WiiTsd     ta 
Chargad  In  the  lafinnatlMi.  —  In 
V.   Slate,   ql  Wis.   345,   it  was 
of   preliminary 
iplaint  charging 
)  the  proposition  that  the     petjurycommitlcd  in  iheCounty  Court 


roiuniary.  ante,  p.  830. 
3.  Smart   v.    People,   43   Mich.   35J; 
Lalitiier  v.  Slate,  55  Neb.  601). 
WaivsT  SqnlTBlMit  to  nndlng  Etaffloint 


"  The  ■ 


r  of  a 
In  law  to  a  finding 


October  7.  iSga,  ' 
of  such  examination  on  the  charge 
contained  in  an  information  subse- 
quently filed  alleging  the  commission 
of  perjury  in  the  Circuit  Court  on  De- 
cember l6.  l8q3.  The  court  said;  "  It 
is  evident  that  the  charge  of  having 
commilicd  the  crime  of  perjury  by  giv- 
ing false  testimony  Ir.  Ihe  County  Court 
on  the  7th  day  of  October.  1S93,  and 
the   charge  of  having  committed   the 


by  the  magisirati 

cient  cause  to  believe  the  defendant 
guilty,  and  the  authorities  are  substan- 
tially agreed  that  such  a  finding  is  not 
conclusive,  but  only  prima  faeit  evi- 
dence of  probable  cause,  which  may  be  ....  „ 
overcome  bvcompeicntcvidenceon  Ihe  mony  in  ihe  Circuit  Court  on  the  i6th 
an    allegalion    in   the  day  of  December.  1893.  are  charges  of 

mplaint  of  a  wan:  of  probable  cause  two  separate  and  distinct  crimes.     The 

is  a  sufficient  averment  for  the  admis-  complaint  charges  one  crime.     The  in- 

sion  of  such  proof."     Hess  v.  Oregon  formation  charges  another.     There  is 

Baking  Co..  31  Oregon  503.  nothing  10  show  that  il  was  Intended 

4.  Sluan   v.    People.  43   Mich.   155;  by  the  information  to  charge  the  same 

Latimer  v.  Stale,  55  Neb.  609;  Sute  v.  erimi 

Myers,  54  Kan.  306.  plain 

Booagnixtng  Dofaikdantto  AppMt,  —  In  dent. 

Latimer  v.  State,  55  Neb.  teq,  it  was  error 

held  that  where  the  accused,  on  being  tlon. 
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L   was   charged    by   the   com* 

The  contrary  intention  is  evi- 

It  Is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  in 

never  had  a  preliminary  examina-  - 

nor  waived  it,   for   the  offense 
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HL  ExAKiMATioic  Should  Be  Without  Dklat  —  OBB«r»i  edI*.  — 

Where  the  accused  has  the  right  to  a  prehminary  examination, 
he  is  entitled  to  such, examination  as  soon  as  the  nature  o{  the 
case  will  permit  and  without  any  avoidable  delay.' 

JUtlon  for  7>lw  Impriwumaiit.  —  Any  unreasonable  delay  in  holding 
an  examination  will  constitute  ground  for  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment.' 

VaiTsr  of  Bight  to  ImmBdlate  EzunliutiDa.  —  Where  a  party  for  llis 
own  convenience  stipulates  to  appear  before  the  magistrate  at  a 
future  date  and  receives  a  parol,  he  cannot  afterwards  complain 
that  he  was  not  immediately  taken  before  a  justice,' 

IV.  Adjotibhiieiit  AHT»  COHTraOABTCK.  —  Where  the  accused  has 
been  brought  before  the  magistrate,  the  hearing  may   be   con- 


charged  in  the  information.     The  plea 

time  for  that  purpose  would  be  illegal. 

in  abatemeni  should    have  been   sus- 

A'™   York    SutMU.  —  ln    Arnold    f. 

tained." 

Sleeves,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  51S.  "  "a^ 

Amtudmsnt  of  IniormiUon.  —  I  n  Peo- 

held that  previous  to  the  Revised  Sui- 

ple  I-.  Handley,  93  Mich.  46.  it  was  heid 

utes  the  court  had  a  right  10  detain  th; 

that  where  a  respondent  waives  a  pre- 

defendant  for  a  reasonable  time  within 

liminary  examination  and   is  informed 

which  to  make  a  iona  fidr  eSort  to  find 

against     under     How.     Stat.     Mich., 

a  justice  to  hear  the  case,  but  that  such 

§  gil3,  for  burning  the   dwelling  home 

period  has  since  been  fixed  at  iwelte 

of  another,  the  information  cannot  be 

hours. 

amended   so   as   to   charge   him    with 

uilding  other  than  a  d 
5137. 


ell- 


I.  Wiggins  V.  Norton,  83  Ga.  14S; 
State  V.  Aucoin,  47  La.  Ann.  1677; 
Matter  of  Peoples,  47  Micb.  6s6;  Exp. 
Ah  Kee.  33  Nev.  374;  Slate  v.  Kruise, 
31  N.  J.  L.  313;  Nowak  V.  Waller,  56 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  647.  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  199; 
Arnold  v.  Sleeves,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
51s:  Slate  11.  Freeman,  86  N,  Car.  683; 
Wrighl  V.  Courl,  4  B.  &  C.  396.  10  E. 
C.  L.  411;  Scavage  v.  Taieham,  Cro. 
Eliz.  S29. 

Eujnlnation  with  BaanmabU  Frompt- 
BMi,  — In  Wright  i-.  Courl,  4  B.  &  C. 
S96,  10  E.  C.  L.  413,  it  was  held  that  a 
constable  arresting  a  man  on  suspicion 
of  felony  must  take  him   before  a  jus- 

sonably  can;  therefore  a  plea  justifying 
a  detention  for  three  days,  in  order 
that  the  party  whose  goods  had  been 
stolen  might  have  an  opportunity  of 
lilecling  his  witnesses  and  bringing 
prove  the  felony,  was  held  bad 


9,  46  Ga.  So, 


th- 


in Johnson  v.  A 
it  was  held  thai  in  case  01  arrest  wiin- 
out  a  warrant  the  prisoner  should  be 
conveyed  without  unreasonable  delay 
before  the  most  convenient  officer  au- 
thorized 10  receive  an  affidavit  and  to 
issue  a  warrant,  and  the  imprisonment 
of   the   offender  beyond  a   reasonable 


AftsT  Behun  of  Vuruit.  —  In  Stale 'c. 
Keyes,  75  Wis.  288,  the  court,  in  hold- 
ing ihat  this  requirement  applies  only 
to  the  examination   on  a  charge,  and 

crime  had  been  committed,  said:  "  Ii 
is  also  contended  that  the  cxaroiaaiion 
shall  be  immediate  and  summary,  and 
shall  be  within  one  day,  unless  contin- 
ued for  cause,  and  section  4744.  Rev. 
Slat.,  is  cited  as  so  requiring.  Bui 
that  section  relates  to  proceedings  be- 
fore the  justice  on  the  return  of  the 
warrant  with  ihe  accused.  Thejuslice 
shall  then  proceed  10  hear,  try.  and 
determine  the  cause  within  one  daj. 
etc.  It  docs  nol  relsic  to  the  cxainica- 
tion  of  the  complainant  and  the  wit- 
nesses produced  by  him  upon  Ibis  pre- 
liminary inquiry.  In  that  there  is  no 
limit  of  time  or  of  the  number  of  wit- 
nesses. These  are  left  by  the  statute 
within  the  reasonable  discretion  of  the 

9,  Wiggins  V.  Norton.  83  Ga.  148: 
Tubbs  V.  Tukey,  3  Cush.  (Mass.)  4381 
State  V.  Kruise,3a  N.J.  L.  313;  Arnold 
V.  Sleeves,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  515:  Scav- 
age 11,  Taieham,  Cro.  Elii.  Bag;  Wright 
V.  Court.  4  B.  &  C.  596,  10  E.  C.  L. 
412:  Davis  V.  Capper,  10  B.  &  C.  iS,  >l 

a,  Nowak   V.  Waller,  (Supreme  Cl) 

10  N.  y.  Supp.  199. 
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tinued  or  adjourned  by  the  magistrate,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion.*  But  such  continuance  or  adjournment  must  be  based 
on  some  good  and  sufBcient  grounds,  and  not  on  the  mere  whim 
or  caprice  of  the  magistrate.' 

iHipodtloB  if  Aaeoifd  Fradlss  Ailjovnaiiit.  —  In  the  interval,  the 
magistrate  may  either  commit  the  accused  if  the  oflense  is  not 
bailable  or  sufficient  bail  is  not  furnished,*  or  he  may  admit  him 


1.  State  V.  Allen,  33  Ala.  431;  Potter 
«.King«bury.4  Da]'(Conn.)9S;  Ogden 
».  People,  6a  111.  63;  Tillson  ».  Stale, 
aq  Kan.  453;  State  v.  Recorder,  43  La. 
Ann.  loqt;  State  v.  Aucoln,  47  La. 
Ann.  1677;  People  v.  Freeman,  30 
Micb.  413:  Hamilton  v.  People,  39 
Mich.  173;  Matter  of  Peoples.  47  Mich. 
£36;  State  V.  Nerbovig,  33  Minn.  4S0; 
State  V.  KruiM,  33  N.  J.  L,  313;  Peo- 
ple V.  Hodgson,  (Supreme  Ct.)  35  N. 
Y.  St,  Rep.  ^1;  In  re  Ludwig,  33  Fed. 
Rep.  7741  /«  rf  Macdonnell,  iiBtatchl. 
<U.  S.)  79- 

Pow«r  to  Oemmlt  for  11 »  iwmlnailnn  — 
In  State  v.  Kruise,  3a  N.  J,  L.  313.  the 
court,  in  quoting  from  3  Buin'i  Just., 
said:  "  The  justice  should  take  and 
complete  the  examination  of  all  con- 
cerned, and  discharge  or  commit  the 
accused  for  trial  as  soon  as  the  nature 
e  will  permit  him;  but  he  is 


able  ti 

4S0. 


,   State  V,  Nerbovig,  33  Mini 


n  all  c 


s  allow* 


lable 


for  tbis  purpose,  before  be 
Anal  decision.  There  can  be  nu  uuuui 
a  magistrate  can  commit  for  re-eicami- 
naiion.  •  •  •  The  time  of  detainer 
must  be  no  longer  than  is  necessary  for 
such  purpose,  and  the  magistrate 
ought  not  arbitrarily  to  commit  the 
party." 

Aajannmwiit  Haj  Be  Kod*  with  th« 
Csnwnt  of  tLo  Dsfondant,  and  the  surety 
on  his  bail  bond  cannot  object  that  such 
adjournment  was  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  such  surety.  State 
V.  BenzioD,  79  Iowa  467. 

Szuninatloa  OontliiiiMl  to  a  Holiday.  — 
The  commitment  for  trial  is  not  void 
where  a  person  was  arrested  and 
brought  before  the  magistrate  on  a 
valid  complaint  on  February  31,  and 
the  examination  continued  from  day 
to  day  for  several  days,  one  of  which, 
the  twenty-second,  was  a.  legal  holiday. 
Hamilton  v.  People,  ag  Mich.  173. 

S,  AbwDM  of  Coiutj  AttOTDBj.  —  tn  a 
criminal  prosecution  before  a  magis- 
Craie,  the  absence  of  the  county  attor- 
ney from  the  county,  when  a  warrant 
is  returned,  is  sufficient  cause  for  the 
continuance  ot  the  case  (or  a  reason- 
16  Encyc  PI.  &  Pr.  — 53  S 


nlneM  of  ProMontlBg  WitiMMS.  —  In 
State  V.  Aucoin.  47  La.  Ann.  1677,  it 
was  held  that  while  it  is  an  imperative 
requiremcnL  that  the  examination  by  a 
committing  magistrate  must  be  taken 
as  soon  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
will  permit,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion  he  may  postpone  the  exami' 
nation  if  the  wiiaesses  important  and 
material  for  the  state  are  in  no  physi- 
cal condition  to  attend. 

PastpoDSmnit  to  HotUy  Complainant  and 
WttaoMM.  —  In  People  v.  Hodgson. 
(Supreme  Ct.)  35  N.  V.  St.  Rep.  981,  it 
was  held  that  it  is  in  the  discretion  of 
the  magiilrate  to  make  a  reasonable 
postponement  of  the  hearing  of  a 
charge  in  order  to  enable  the  complain- 
ant to  be  notified  and  the  witnesses  to 
be  summoned,  or  for  the  necessary 
accommodation  of  other  business  before 
him;  and  that,  therefore,  his  power  to 
commit  the  accused  to  the  custody  of 
[he  sheriff,  pending  such  po9t|Mne. 
ment  and  in  default  of  bail,  follows  of 
necessity. 

Adjonnuunt  HaralT  for  Coavanlanoe  of 
ProMontlon  Improper.  —  The  preliminary 
examination  of  the  accused  should  be 
made  promptly,  and  not  delayed  merely 
for  the  convenience  of  the  magistrate 
or  prosecuting  officer.  Matter  of  Peo- 
ples. 47  Mich.  6a6;  Tubbs  v.  Tukey,  3 
Cush.  (Mass.)  43S;  Davis  v.  Capper,  10 
B.  &  C.  28,  31  E.  C.  L.  30. 

8.  Potter  V.  Kingsbury,  4  Day 
(Conn.)  98;  Ogdeo  p.  People,  69  111.  63; 
State  V.  Gachenheimer,  30  Ind.  63; 
Tillion  v.  State,  39  Kan,  453;  Com.  v. 
Salycr,  S  Bush  (Ky.)  461:  People  v. 
Freeman,  ao  Mich.  413;  People  f. 
Hodgson,  (Supreme  Ct,)  35  K.  Y.  St. 
Rep,  981;  Touhey  v.  King,  9  Lea 
(Tenn,)  433;  Wheeler  z.,  Nesbilt,  34 
How.  (U.  S.)  544;  RcR.  V.  London,  s  Q, 
B,  5S5,48E,  C.  L.  SS5- 

BooognlaanM — Cenmchcul.  —  A  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  before  whom  a  person 
arrested  for  a  bailable  offense  is 
brought  for  examination  may  adjourn 
B  Volume  XVI, 
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t  bisdi 

lake  (rom  ihe  prisoner  a  recognizance, 
with  sulficieni  sureties,  far  his  appeac- 
cnce.  Poller  v.  Kingsbury,  4  Day 
(Conn.)  qi. 

In  Ktnruiiy  il  has  been  held  thai  a 
county  judge  or  magistrate  has  no 
BUthorlly  to  lake  a  bail  bond  fiom  a 
prisoner  brought  bctoce  him  (or  exam- 
ination of  a  charge  of  felony  committed 
in  another  county.  He  has  no  right  to 
lake  temporary  bail  for  the  appearance 
of  the  accused  before  him.  Com.  v. 
Salyer.  8  Bush  (Ky.J  461.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  "Since  the  passage 
of  the  Act  of  March  S,  1S67,  '  to  amend 
the  Criminal  Code  of  Practice,'  a 
county  judge,  or  other  magistrate  or 
officers  composing  an  examining  court. 
having  in  custody  a  person  charged 
with  Ibe  commission  of  a  felony  within 


r  thei 


irisdici 


ing  c 
Ihe  e 
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to  bail  if  the  nature  of  the  offense  permits  and  the  accused  offers 

the  defendant,  not  exceeding  three 
days  at  any  one  time.  And  if  in  such 
case  "theoSenseis  not  bailable,  or  if 
the  defendant  does  not  give  the  bail  re- 
quired, he  shall  be  committed  to  jail  is 
the  meantime;  and  if  the  offense  is 
bailable,  the  defendaai  may  give  bail 
in  such  sum  BB  the  magistrate  direct 
for  his  appearance  for  such  further  «- 
amination."  Touhey  v.  King,  q  Lra 
(Tenn.U22. 

KaoagninjMe  Ktut  Btata  FlMa  far  Ip- 
P«*ra"0«.  —  A  recogniiance  taken  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  from  a  party  who 
is  brought  before  him  on  a  criniiiul 
charge,  conditioned  for  the  party's  ap- 
pearance on  a  day  certain  before  the 
said  justice.  "  or  some  other  juidce  of 
the  peace,"  is  void  for  uncerlaiaty, 
when  no  place  is  specified  for  the 
party's  appearance.  Stale  v.  Allen.  33 
Ala.  4J2. 

Condition  of  BaeogiBlnuMO.  —  Where  a 
justice  of  the  peace  takes  a  recogni- 
zance of  the  accused  for  his  appearance 
at  a  subsequent  day  lo  befunherci- 
amincd,  the  condition  of  such  recngai- 
lance  need  not  allege  ihe  existence  of 
probable  cause  forallowinghim  toboil. 
People  V.  Freeman,  no  Mich.-4i3- 

ContinnsnM  Wlthont  Saw  Bond— So- 
bnlt.  —  After  a  partial  preiiminary  ei- 
aminalion  before  a  justice,  tbe  parti 
was  recognized  to  appear  before  hint 
"  on  the  ad  day  of  February,  •  •  • 
A.  D.  1869,  and  from  day  to  da^  then- 
after  until  discharged  by  order  of  this 
court."  for  the  purpose  of  further  ti- 
aminalion.  The  accused  appeared  on 
the  day  named,  one  witness  wu 
sworn,  and  the  prosecution  continued 
to  the  bib  of  February  without  any  ncv 
bond.  The  accused  failed  10  appeal. 
It  was  held  that  the  justice  had  no 
right  to  enter  a  default,  and  that  ihe 
scire  facias  issued  after  a  default  thus 
wrongfully  entered  was  void.  Ogdcn 
f.  People,  6a  111.  63. 

Snty  at  Xa^tnta  to  SnbKrlbo  Dtpoil- 
tloni,  —  A  magistrate  commiiting  lor 
re-examination  ougktat  each  examina- 
tion 10  subscribe  the  depositions  then 
taken  (the  witnesses  having  gr^t 
signed),  and  not  to  defer  the  subscrip- 
tion by  himself  and  the  witnesses  until 
he  determines  upon  committing.  Reg. 
...  London.  5  Q.  B,  555.  48  E.  C.  L,  5S5- 

ConuultiiMnt  Knit  Bsfbr  Flatd  Tint.— 
A  commitment  of  a  prisoner  by  a  com- 
missioner, on  a  preliminary  warrant, 
A  Volume  XVI. 


oSense  is  charged 
mitted  in  another  county  than  that  in 
which  the  arrest  Is  made,  and  is  a 
felony,  the  authority  of  the  judge  or 
magistrate  before  whom  (he  defendant 
may  be  brought  is  limited  to  the  In- 
quiry    whether     there     are     sufficient 

county  in  which  the  oflense  may  have 
been  committed;  the  duty  of  the 
magistrate  being,  in  that  event,  to 
'  commit  the  defendant  to  a  peace  olE- 
cer,  to  be  conveyed  by  him  before  a 
magistrate  of  ihe  county  In  which  the 
offense  Is  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted.' Criminal  Code,  g  43.  But  In 
such  a  case  we  are  aware  of  no  law 
authorIzin(;the  magistrate  10 lake  lem- 
porary  bail  for  the  appearance  of  the 
accused  before  him,  either  during  the 
examination  or  preliminary  to  il." 

In  Kni>  Jirsey^  prior  to  Act  March 
31.  1866.  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  no 
aulhoriiylo  take  a  recognizance  for  the 
appearance  al  a  future  day  of  a  person 
charged  before  him  of  crime,  and  a 
recognizance  so  taken  was  entirely 
void.  Since  that  act,  however,  such 
recognizance  may  be  taken.  State  t. 
Kruise,  32  N.  J.  L.  313. 

In  Tennessee  it  is  provided  by  statute 
(Code  1858,  gg  5051,  5053;  Code  tS^e. 
§  7011I  that  the  magislrate  may,  for 
good  cause,  adjourn   ihe 
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bail  in  a  sufficient  sum.  ^ 

TlM  Tim*  for  Wliieh  th*  HMtfing  lUy  Bo  A^jonniid  is,  in  the  absence  of 
any  statute  prescribing  it,  understood  to  mean  a  reasonable  time.* 

7.  JxntiSDiOTiOK  AVD  TsvxnB  —  1.  Effect  of  Examination  Withont 
JnriBcLiction.  —  An  examination  of  one  accused  of  crime,  conducted 
by  a  magistrate  who  has  not  the  proper  jurisdiction,  is  not  such  a 
preliminary  examination  as  is  provided  for  by  law.' 

Eifoet  of  Xmnoou  AiBdaTit.  —  Jurisdiction  of  a  magistrate  to  hold  a 
preliminary  examination  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  in  affi- 
davits taken  before  him,  wherein  facts  are  charged  to  have  been 
committed  which  constitute  a  crime,  error  has  been  made  in  the 
statement  as  to  the  particular  statute  violated,  since  such  state- 
ment can  be  stricken  out  as  surplusage  and  the  error  disregarded.^ 

2.  Where  Held.  —  The  preliminary  examination  of  a  person 
accused  of  a  crime  is  so  far  a  part  or  stage  of  the  prosecution  for 
such  crime  that  it  should  be  held  in  the  county  in  which  the  crime 
was  committed.* 

for  examiaation«  should  be  for  a  short  legal  commitment  of  the  defendant  be- 
period  of  time,  and  not  for  an  indefinite  fore  the  filing  of  such  indictment, 
period.  The  time  should  not  exceed  Xagistrato  Liablo  tut  Oommitmont  te 
twenty-four  hours,  except  for  special  TTnroaionablo  Poriod.  —  In  Davis  v.  Cap- 
cause  shown,  unless  requested  by  the  per,  lo  B.  &  C.  28,  21  E.  C.  L.  20,  it 
prisoner.  U.  S.  v.  Worms,  4  Blatchf.  was  held  that  trespass  will  lie  against 
(U.  S.)  332.  a  magistrate  for  committing  a  party 

1.  Touhey  v.   King,   9  Lea  (Tenn.)  charged  with  felony  for  re-exam i nation 

422,  and  cases  cited  in  preceding  note,  for  an  unreasonable  time,  though  with- 

%.  Pardee    v.   Smith,   27    Mich.  43;  out  any  improper  motive. 

Hamilton    v.   People,    29    Mich.    173;  In  People  v.  Drury,  2  £dm.  Sel.  Cas. 

State    V.    Nerbovig,     33     Minn.    480;  (N.  Y.)  351,  it  was  said:  "  In  these  pre- 

People  V,   Van    Horn,    119  Cal.   323;  liminary  examinations  by  the  commit- 

Davis  V,  Cauper,  10  B.  &'  C.  28.  21  E.  C.  ting  magistrate  he  has  no  right  to  de- 

L.  20;  Cave  v.  Mountain,  i  M.  &  G.  257,  tain  a  prisoner  for  examination  for  a 

39  £.  C.  L.  432.  longer  period  than  three  days,  unless 

In  Nevada  it  is  provided  that  the  ex-  under  extraordinary  circumstances,  z 
amination  must  be  completed  at  one  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown  585,  i  id, 
session,  unless  it  be  adjourned  for  good  120.  In  one  case  a  magistrate  was  held 
cause  shown.  The  adjournment  can-  liable  in  an  action  for  false  impris- 
not  be  for  more  than  two  days  at  each  onment  who  detained  a  prisoner  nine- 
time,  nor  more  than  six  days  in  all,  teen  days  for  examination.  Scavage 
unless  by  consent  or  motion  of  the  de-  v,  Tateham,  Cro.  Eliz.  829.  Obedience 
fendant.     Ex p.  Ah  Kee,  22  Nev.  374.  to  this  law  would  produce  prompt  and 

California,  —  See    People    v.    Van  speedy  action  on  complaints  for  crimes, 

Horn.  119  Cal.  323.  and  need  in  no  instance  delay  the  ac- 

EiEBttt   of  Poftponomont   Beyond   Pro-  tion  of  the  grand  jury  an  unreasonable 

ioribod    Poriod.  — In     People    v.    Van  time." 

Horn,  119  Cal.  323,  it  was  held  that  8.  White  v.  State,  28  Neb.  341. 

although  Pen.  Code,  $  861,  authorizes  4.  State  v.  Judge,  44  La.  Ann.  1093. 

the  postponement  of  a  preliminary  ex-  5.  In  re  Kelly,  46  Fed.  Rep.  653. 

amination,  save  by  the  defendant's  con-  Sight  of  Prosoeating  Attorney  to  ]>eiig- 

sent,   no  longer    than    six    days,   yet  nateProoinot  and  Xagistrato.  —  It  is  the 

where  the  postponement  is  for  a  period  province  of  the  prosecuting  officer  to 

slightly  longer  than  this  before  pro-  designate  the  precinct  where,  and  the 

ceeding  to  commit  for  probable  cause,  magistrate  before  whom,  a  preliminary^ 

and  such  postponement  was  without  examination  upon  a  criminal  charge 

prejudice  to  the  defendant,  an  indict-  shall  be  had.     State  v.  Griffin,  (Idaho 

ment  against  the  accused  will  not  be  1895)  40  Pac.  Rep.  58,  in  which  case  the 

set  aside  on  the  ground   of   want  of  court  said:  "It  is  not  charged  or  con- 
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3.  Before  Whom  Held  —  ^.  General  Rule  —  jiuu«M«(a«  Tmm 
ud  Uie  Lto.  —  Preliminary  examinations  are  as  a  rule  to  be  held 
before  justices  of  tlie  peace  '  or  persons  exercising  jurisdiction 
analogoustothatexercisedby  just icesof  the  peace,  suchas mayors' 


tended  but  ihat  IhP  preliminary  exam' 
ination  was  in  slrint  Bccordanc«  »ilb 
the  provJElonK  o[  Ibe  statute.  It  is 
contended  that  the  defendant  had  the 
absolute  nglii,   under   the 


magistrate  of  the  precinct  in  which  the 
crime  was  charged  tu  tiave  been  com- 
milted.  This  cunlentiDn  has  nothing 
to  support  or  recommend  it.  It  is 
predicated  upon  the  erroneous  idea. 
which  seems  to  have  obtained  in  the 
minds  of  some  people  iri  this  country, 
thai  the  primary  object  of  the  crirninal 
taws  is  the  protection  of  criminals. 
The  limit  of  the  county  is  the  limit  of 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  preliminary 
examinations,  and  the  prosecuting 
officer  will  designate  the  precinct 
where,  and  the  magistrate  before 
whom,  such  examination  will  be  had; 
'  bjt  all  hearing  on  preliminary  exam- 
inations must,  as  far  as  possible,  be 
had   before   the   magistrn' 


;o  the  major 


of  witi 


sfor 


vho  acts  alone   in  such  a  case 

ids  the  clearly  defined  limils  of 
his  auThority.  His  acts  are  void,  and 
he  thereby  render*  bimscll  liable  in 
damages  lo  the  piny  injured  by  suet 
unaulboriied  assumption  of  authority. 
Revill  :'.  Pettil.  3  Mete.  (Ky.)  31S. 

lutiM  At  Facta.  ~  In  People  r. 
Sehoiii.  iiO  Cal.  503,  the  court  held 
that  assuming  that  a  valid  order  has 
been  made  changing  ibe  boundaiies of 

the  peace  a  nonresident  of  the  lomn* 
ship,  yet  if  no  other  person  was  ap- 
pointed 10  fill  the  office,  and  the  justice 
continues  to  act  as  such  justice  and  10 
do  business  as  a  justice  of  the  township 
nilhout  being  ousted  therefrom,  he  is 
a  dt  /tidK  justice  of  the  peac«  of  the 
township,  and  his  right  10  exercise  the 
functions  ol  the  office  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned in  a  coilalet;.!  proceeding. 

JuritdloUon  Conflnftd  to  Towt>>lllp  tor 
Which  Jiutiee  CommiMiODed.  —  In  Com, 


the  prosecution,  unless,  for  good  1 
shown,   it  is  ordered   to  be   held  else- 
where.'    Rev.  Stat..  §  75IS-" 

I,  Ei  p.  Qranigan.  19  Cal.  133; 
People  f.Sansome,  9SCal.  3351  People 
V.  achurn,  tl6  Cal.  503;  Murphy  v. 
Com.,  II  Bush  (Ky.)  117;  Com.  i'. 
M'Neill,  19  rick.  (Mass,)  197;  Slate 
V.  Brldgcrs,  87  N.  Car.  56*;  Harper 
V.  State,  7  Ohio  St.  73;  Stale  i'.  Evans. 
88  Wis.  35S. 

JnitlsM  An  Oommlttlng'   XaglitratM. 

county  is  a  committing  magistrate, 
and  as  such  has  jurisdiction  to  examine 
persons  charged  with  the  commission 
of  public  offenses  within  his  county." 
Exp.  Branigan.  iq  Cal.  133. 

Two  Jnitiou  Haoeuary  in  Caiei  df  Tal- 
ony,  —  In  Kmiucky  a  single  justice  has 
power  to  exaiinine  and  hold  10  bail  for 
misdemeanors.  Tharpi'.  Com.,  3Melc. 
(ICy.)  411-  Bui  he  cannot  act  as  an 
examining  court  and  commit  to  jail  or 
hold  to  bail  the  person  charged  with 
felony;  another  justice  must  be  asso- 
ciated with  him.  Revill  v.  Peltit.  3 
Utelc.  (Ky.)  318;  Tharp  v.  Com..  3 
Melc.  (Ky.)  411;  Murphy  v.  Com..  11 
Bush(Ky.)3i8, 

Efftitof  ViolalioH  of  Rttlt.  —  A  single 


■,  7  Pa.  OiM 


1.  a.54.  i 


held  that  a  prisoner  will  be  discharged 
on  habeas  corpus  ithen  he  is  arrested 
and  held  on  a  charge  ol  statutory  rape 
upon  a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice  U 
the  peace  uutslde  of  the  township  lor 
which  he  is  conirnissiooed,  and  when 
the  hearing  is  held  at  a  place  outside 
[if  said  township. 

Sofflcleut  EyiduiM  that  Jutiw  Aeu4 
in  Official  Gapadtr.  —  Where  the  retold 
shows  that  upon  the  ptcliminary  ex- 
amination ol  one  charged  with  murder 
the  prisoner  was  brought  before  A  B, 
an  acting  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
charged  with  the  offense,  it  sufficiently 
appears  thp.i  the  justice  was  acting  in 
his  official  capacity  in  conducting  itac 
inquiry.  State  v.  Bridgcis.  S;  N.  Car. 
56». 

8,  Com.  V.  Leight.  1  B.  Ho«.  (Ky.) 
107;  Santo  t.  Stale,  a  towaiAs;  Haipei 
I',  State,  7  Ohio  St.  73:  Butler  v.  Com.. 
St  Va.  15.,. 

h.  Kayor  of  %  City  Ii  Ex  OSelo  a  JutiM 
of  the  Pe»w  with  jurisdiction  asan  ex- 
amining magistrate.     Butler  r.  Com.. 


4Te», 


El  Va,  Ijg. 

Tasaa,  —  i  n  Holmes  v. 
631.  it  was  held  that  11  mayor  tiaf  no 
jurisdiction  to  siiasanejimining  court 
or  to  hold  to  bail  10  answer  for  a  felony. 
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or  police  justices.* 

Othw  OfflMM.  —  Power  to  hold  preliminary  examinations  is  not, 
however,  confined  to  these  magistrates,  but  may  be  exercised  by 
United  Statescommissioners,*  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  and 
district  Judges,'  and  United  States  district  judges,* 

b.  Power  of  Examining  Magistrate.  —  Without  regard  to 
the  powers  pertaining  to  his  judicial  office,  a  judge,  when  exer- 
cising the  functions  of  a  magistrate  in  conducting  a  preliminary 
examination,  has  only  the  jurisdiction  and  power  conferred  by 
law  upon  magistrates." 

greater  powers  than  are  possessed  by 
any  otber  officer  exercising  tli«  func- 
tions of  a  maKistratc.  The  justices  of 
this  court,  judrcs  of  the  superior 
courts,  jusiicesol  the  peace,  and  police 
magistrates   in   cities    and   towns  » ~ 


B.ai  that  a  bail  bond  eiecuted  before  a 
mayor  in  such  proceedings  is  a  nullity. 

1,  Kolmes  v.  State,  44  Tex.  631; 
People  w.  Crespi,  irs  Cal.  50;  People 
r,  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74- 

Clty  Indg*.  —  In  Com.  v.  Leight.  i  B. 
Mon.  (EC y.)  107,  it  was  held  that  by  Act     each    and    alt    by    the   statute   made 
Ky.,  1836,  ^  3,  the  city  judge  of  Louis-     magistrates.     Pen.  Code,  J}  '   ' 


office  is  purely  a  statutory  one,  and  the 
powers  and  duties  of  the  functionary 
are  solely  those  given  by  the  statute; 
'    those    powers   are    precisely   the 
e  whether  exercised   by  virtue   of 
office  or  thai  of  another.     The  siai- 
ute  makes  no  sort   of  distinction  be- 
tween ihem.     U  a  judge  of  a  superior 
court,  or  a  justice  of  this  court,  sees  fit 


auiboriiy  in 
■nd  oul  orcourt  to  reco^niie  criminals 
as   the   mayor   or  two  justices  of  the 

The  FoUm  Conit  of  tii«  City  and  Countr 
«f  San  Frandsea  and  police  judges  sil- 
ting as  magistrates  have  jurisdictloD 
to  hold  a  preliminary  examination  of  a 
defendant  charged  with  Itac  offense  ol 

criminal  libel,  although  the  police  court  10  assume   i 

has  no  j  arisdiction  10  try  that  offense,  magistrate  —  duties  which  are  usually 

People  V.  Crespi.  115  Cal.  go.  performed     by    others  —  he     has     no 

Jarltdletian  Conflnad  to  OSMum  Cdk-  greater  authority   as  such  magistrate 

mlttad     Within     tho    Corporation,  —  In  than   that  possessed   by  any  justice  of 

State  V.  Davis,  36  Kan.  30$,  it  was  held  the  peace  or  police  judge.     People  v. 

thai  a  police  judge  of  a  city  of  the  sec-  Crespi.  tij  Ca[.  50.     He  is  not  accom- 

ond  class  has  no  authority  to  cause  a  panied  in  the  discharge  of  those  func- 

person  charged  with  an  offense  against  tions  by  any  of  the  general  or  implied 

the  criminal  laws  of  the  state,  commit-  powers,  nor  by  those  presumptions  of 

ted  beyond   the  limits  of  the  corpora-  regularity  of  his   proceedings,    which 

tion,   to   be  examined  before  him   for  surround  blm  when  sitting  as  a  judge 

such  an  ofEense.     See  2  Gen.  Slat.  Kan.  of  a  court  of  record.     As  such  magis- 

404.  traie  he   is   purely  a  creature   of   the 

t.  U.  5.  V.   Rundlett.  3  Curt.  (U.  S.)  statute.     While  sitting  asa  magistrate, 

41;  U.  S.  p.  Hughes,  70  Fed.  Rep.  97a;  then,   a   judge   of   the   superior   court 

Matter  of  Van  Campen,  3  Ben.  (U.  S.)  would  have  no  more  right  to  call  in  the 

419;  /nrr  Martin.  5  Blatchf.  (U.S.)  303.  county  cleric,  or  any  olher  officer,   to 

3.  JodgM    of    Snprama     and     DlJOiet  administer    oaths    before     him    than 

Coortt.  —  In  People  f.  Smith,  i  Cal.  q,  would   a  justice  of  the  peace  or  police 

it  washeld  that  justicesof  iheSupreme  judge.     Nor   would   the   county   clerk 

Court  and  district  judges,  being  made  or   his    deputies,   although    generally 


by  the  constitution  of  thi 
ators  of  the  peace,  are  tx  vi  Urmini  em- 
powered to  act  in  the  apprehension  and 
commitment  of  offenders.  See  also 
People  V.  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74. 

*.  U.  S.  V.  Hughes.  70  Fed.  Rep.  973. 

S.  People    V.   Cohen.    118    Cal,    74; 
People  V.  Crespi,  115  Cal.  50. 

"A   Bnpsrlor   Jndga,   whtn   Bitting   at 
a    Xaglitiat*,    possesses   no   other    or 


authoriied  to  administer  oaibs,  have 
more  right  to  perform  that  func- 
bcfore  such  judge  sitting  as  a 
islrate  than  before  a  justice  of  the 

peace;  nor  couid   Ibcy  be  required  l 


do  SI 


n  the  01 


n  the 


other."     Pir  Van   Fleet,  J.,  in  People 
V.  Cohen,  118  Cal.  74. 

Oistrlst    Judge     ExenliM    Poww    m 
United  sutot  CommlMionoT.  —  In  U.  S.  v. 
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4.  To  Whom  Warrant  aetnrned  —  in  OmouL  —  Under  the  com- 
mon law  an  officer,  upon  arresting  a  person  accused  of  crime, 
may  return  the  warrant  together  with  the  accused  to  another 
magistrate  than  the  one  who  issued  the  warrant,  for  the  purpose 
of  preliminary  examination;  and  in  some  of  the  states  this  may 
be  done  in  the  absence  of  express  statutory  direction  to  the  con- 
trary.' In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  it  is  held  that  as  a  gen- 
eral rule  the  person  arrested  should  be  taken  before  the  magistrate 
issuing  the  warrant." 

Hughes,  70  Fed.  Rep.  973.  the  court 
laid,  in  holding  thai  a  district  judge 
when  conducting  a  preliminary  exam- 
ination has  only  the  power  of  a  United 
Slates  commissioner:  "  In  determin- 
ing the  Gist  question  my  powers  are 
aimply  and  only  those  of  a  LTniled 
Slates  commissioner.  By  the  law  and 
practice  al  the  court  in  this  district,  the 


judicial  power  to  hear  and  determine 
any  matter  whatsoever.  Their  duties 
arc  those  of  examining  magistrates  — 
ministerial,  not  judicial.  They  are  the 
arms  of  the  court,  to  execule  the  pre- 
liminary work  necessary  to  bring  w 
trial  persons  charged  with  offenses 
against  the  United  Suces.  They  have 
no  authority  to  determine  the  probable 
or  improbable  credibility  of  the  testi- 
mony adduced  nor  10  ^nd  any  fact. 
They  can  onlydelcrmine  whether  there 
is  probable  cause  to  put  the  defendant 
on  trial.  Whenever  a  charge  is  made 
upon  oarh,  and  testimony  is  offered  in 
support  of  il,  and  the  warrant  is  ap- 
proved by  the  district  attorney,  the 
party  charged  is  committed  or  bound 
over  for  trial  as  a  mauer  of  course. 
In  this  case  the  alfidavit  is  in  due  form 
and  sufficiently  charges  the  olTense, 
the  district  attorney  has  approved  the 
warrant,  and  testimony  has  been 
offered  to  support  the  charge,  I  have 
simply  to  determine,  not  whether  an 
offense  has  been  committed,  but 
■whether  there  is  probable  cause  to  be- 
lieve that  an  oflcnse  was  committed. 
Within  these  limitations  the  testimony 
Will  now  be  considered." 

1.  State  V.  Spaulding.  24  Kan.  i; 
Evans  v.  Thomas,  32  Kan.  47s ;  Foster's 
Case,  5  Coke  5q.  See  also  Com-  1, 
Wilcox,  I  Cush.  (Mass-)  503. 

Kanui  BtttnU.  —  In  Evans  v. 
Thomas,  32  Kan.  46^.  it  is  held  thai 
Crim.  Code  Kan,,  g  3(i,  providing  that 
"  if  il  shall  appear  ihai  any  such 
offense  has  been  committed  the  court 
or  justice  shall  issue  a  warrant  naming 


or  describing  the  offense  charged  to 
have  been  committed  and  the  county 
in  which  it  was  committed,  and  requir- 
ing the  otficer  to  whom  it  shall  be 
directed  forthwith  to  take  ihe  person 
accused  and  bring  him  before  some 
court  or  magistrate  of  the  county.  10  be 
dealt  with  according  to  law,"  is  com- 
plied with  where  the  warrant  is  issued 
by  one  magistrate  and  the  accused  is 
taken  before  some  other  magistrate  and 
there  given  a  preliminary  examination- 
Bight  to  Cut;  Frison^  to  Kagiitnta 
of  Aiiother  District. —  In  Wiggins  :. 
Norton,  83  Ga.  148.  it  was  held  that 
when  an  officer  arrests  a  prisoner  in  a 
district  or  village  where  there  is  excite- 
ment at  the  time,  and  there  is  danger 
of  a  riot  at  the  commitment  trial,  and 
the  magistrate  of  the  district  is  con- 
sulted about  carrying  the  prisoner  to 
another  district  before  a  magistrate 
there,  and  assents  thereto,  it  is  within 
the  discretion  of  the  arresting  officer  to 
carry  the  prisoner  to  the  other  district. 
8.  Ex  p.  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133:  Ex 
p.  Moan,  (js  Cal.  ai6. 

To  Obtain  Testimony  ot  Flnt  Jutlee.  — 
In  People  f.  Duncan,  gj  Mich.  tyi.  the 
court  held  that  the  accused  should  be 
taken  before  the  justice  who  issued  ibc 
warrant,  and  that  such  justice  has  no 
power  to  transfer  the  examinution  lo 
another  justice  of  the  peace  upon  affi- 
davit that  the  lirst-named  justice  isa 
material  witness  for  the  accused  upon 
such  examination.  Such  aticmptcd 
transfer  does  not  oust  of  jurisdiction 
the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant,  or 
confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  other  juv 
lice,  and  the  Arst-named  justice  should 
proceed  with  the  examination. 

To  B«  Brought  bofors  Reareat  Kagi*- 
trato.  — In  People  -b.  Fuller.  17  Wend, 
(N.  Y.)  311,  the  court  held  that  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  authorizing 
persons  arrested  under  a  ivarrant  to  be 
brought  before  Ihe  nearest  magistrate, 
etc.,  seemingly  applied  only  to  cases 
where  the  accused  might  be  required 
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OoMHltBunt  bj  On*  lbffi«tr»t«  kud  IxamlnktiaB  b;  Aaothar.  —  According 
to  some  decisions,  where  a  person  has  been  arrested  and  taken 
before  the  magistrate  who  issued  the  warrant,  and  has  been  com- 
mitted by  him  for  examination,  he  may  be  examined  and  held  to 
answer  by  another  magistrate  of  the  same  county  without  a 
second  warrant  of  arrest.* 

awond  BxMdutloii  bafbn  AnMlMr  M^lamu.  —  The  prosecuting 
attorney,  if  in  his  opinion  a  complaint  filed  with  a  justice  of  the 
peace  chaining  a  felony  is  defective,  may  dismiss  the  prosecu- 
tion ;  and  if  he  does  so,  and  an  information  is  filed  by  the  coroner 
against  the  same  person  for  the  same  offense  before  another 
justice,  the  latter  officer  will  have  jurisdiction  to  examine  and 
commit.* 

S.  Bight  to  Call  In  Another  Xagistrato.  —  In  some  states  a  justice 
has  power  to  call  in  another  justice  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
preliminary  examination,* 

lortlo*'*  AbMitM  or  iBkblUty  to  AM.  —  But  even  where  this  is  the  case 
the  officer  making  the  arrest  may  take  the  party  before  another 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  same  county,  who  may  make  the 
examination  and  commit,  in  ca,se  of  the  absence  or  inability  to 
act  of  the  justice  issuing  the  warrant.'*  In  order  to  enable  the 
officer  to  take  the  party  arrested  before  another  m^istrate  for 


to  cDier  Inio  recognUance  lo  appear  ac 
«  courE  of  cdminal  juiisdicilon  or 
■night  be  committed  to  jail,  and  also 
tbat  where  tbe  accused  was  brought 
before  Uie  Dearest moEistrateCheofficer 
making  [he  arreit  should  state  in  his 
letum  the  absence  of  tbe  officer  who 
issued  the  warrant, 

L.  Exp.  Moan,  65  Cai.  316. 

B.  Exp.  Clauncb,  71  Mo.  333. 

S.  People  V.  Sehorn,  116  Caj,  503; 
People  V.  Sansome,  (>8  Cal.  335. 

la  *'-*"—,  when  a  justice  of  the 
peace  issues  a  warrant  of  arrest,  re- 
turnable before  hiuiself,  he  may  asso- 
ciate with  him  on  the  trial  of  the 
preliminary  examination  "  one  or  more 
magistrates  of  equal  grade  "  (Code 
1876,  §  4693),  and  It  is  no  objection  10 
tbe  validity  of  their  proceedings  when 
thus  sitting  that  the  associate  justices 
are  acting  outside  of  their  respective 
beats  or  precincts;  not  are  their  pro- 
ceedings void  because  one  of  the  asso- 
ciates is  incompetent  to  sit.  Boyntot) 
V.  State,  77  Ala.  3g. 

4.  Exp.  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133.  Sec 
also  Exp,  Moan.  65  Cal.  316. 

M»glrtnt*<i  AbMiiH  or  InabUltj  to 
Aot.  —  In  Exp.  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133. 
the  court  said;  "  Though  as  a  general 
rale  parties  arrested   should  be  taken 


before  the  magistrate  issuing  the  war- 
rant, yet  many  cases  may  arise  where 
this  course  cannot  be  pursued  and 
where  serious  inconvenience  and  delay 
to  the  public  and  the  prisoner  might 
follow  if  the  examination  could  not 
be  conducted  before  another  magis- 
trate. The  statute  contemplates  that 
in  case  of  the  absence  or  inability  10 
act  of  the  justice  issuing  the  warrant 
the  prisoner  shall  be  taken  before  An- 
other magistrate,  and  provides  Chat  a 
direction  to  that  effect  shall  be  inserled 
in  the  warrant.  Crim.  Prac.  Act, 
%  107.  The  presence  of  the  direction 
in  the  warrant  does  not  confer  the 
jurisdiction  upon  the  other  magistrate. 
That  arises  from  the  statute;  Che  Inser- 
tion is  only  to  guide  the  officer.  The 
object  of  the  law  is  effected  it  the  officer 
talces  the  party  before  another  magis- 
trate in  case  the  first  justice  is  absent 
or  unable  to  act.  And  the  only  right 
which  the  prisoner  can  exact  from  the 
change,  in  case  he  insists  upon  an  ex- 
amination. Is  that  the  affidavits  upon 
which  the  warrant  for  his  arrest  was 
issued  shall  be  transmitted  to  tbe  new 
magistrate,  or,  if  they  cannot  be  pro- 
cured, that  the  prosecutor  and  his  wit- 
nesses shall  be  summoned  to  give  their 
testimony  anew." 
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examination  in  case  of  such  absence  or  inability  to  act  it  is  not 
indispensable  that  the  warrant  of  arrest  should  contain  a  direction 
to  that  effect,*  nor  need  the  order  requesting  the  other  justice  so 
to  act  set  forth  the  reason  Cor  the  request.* 

6.  Chajige  of  Venne.  —  It  Ii  Prorid^  by  Suints  in  some  jurisdictions 
that  if  the  accused  shall  file  his  affidavit  that  he  believes  that 
from  prejudice  or  other  cause  the  magistrate  before  whom  he  is 
brought  will  not  decide  impartially  in  the  matter,  such  magis- 
trate shall  transmit  all  the  papers  in  the  case  to  the  nearest 
magistrate  qualified  by  law  to  conduct  the  examination,  and  such 
magistrate  shall  proceed  as  though  the  accused  had  at  first  been 
brought  before  him.' 

JnrUdictioM  In  Thicb  BMitote*  Ars  iti»ppiie»bia. —  In  other  jurisdictions, 
however,  it  is  held  tl«at  statutory  provisions  for  the  transfer  of 
proceedings  from  one  magistrate  to  another  do  not  apply  to  pre- 
liminary examinations,  but  only  to  proceedings  in  which  the 
magistrate  has  power  to  try  and  determine  the  case.' 


1.  Exp.  Branigan,  19  Cal.  133.  irate  shall 

8.  People  !■.  Schcirn,  n6  Cal.  503.  the  case  10  t 

EffMt  of  Fkllnre  of  Sneh  InttiM  to  Sob-     magistrate  qualified  by  Un 


urib«  Dookrt.  —  In  Peopli 
1 16  Cal.  503.  ii  WHS  held  that  ■'  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  has  poner  10  call  in 
another  justice  far  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  preliminary  sxamination,  and  it 
is  not  required  that  the  order  request- 
ing another  justice  so  to  act  should  set 
forth  the  reason  why  the  request  was 
made^  nor  does  the  failure  of  such 
other  justice  to  subscribe  the  docket, 
as  provided  in  lection  loj  o(  (he  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  affect  any  substan- 
tial right  of  the  defendant,  it  not  ap- 
pearing that  any  material  proceeding  made,  and  ah 
mu;t  be  so  entered  and  subscribed  in  ' 
the  ca'o  of  a  preliminary  examination, 
and  that  section,  if  applicable  to  a  pre- 

8.  Connell  v.   Stelson,  33   Iowa  147; 
Tennii    v.    Anderson.    S5    Iowa    625; 
Bremner   i'.   Hallowell.   59  Iowa  433; 
Stat;  V,  Weltner,  7  N.   Dak.  saa;  Mar- 
tin I'.  State.  7q  Wis.  165;  State  i/.  Soren- 
son,   S+  Wis.   27:    State  v,   Evans.   88 
Wis.   255.     See   also   In  rt  Wahll.  43    course,  s 
Fed.  Rep.  Bsa.     And  see.  for  a  general     nothing 
trealmcnt     of     this     subject,     article     word  '  a 
Chince  iiF  Vf^NUE,  vol,  4.  p.  373.  which  a 

BeprBsantattTa  Slatnta.  —  Rev.  Slat. 
Wis,.  S  4S09,  provides  that  it  the  aC' 
cused  shall  "  make  oath  thai  from 
prejuJice  or  other  cause  he  believe; 
that  such  justice  or  other  magislrair 
will  not  decide  impartially  in  the  mat 
tcr.  then  said  justice  or  other   magis- 


all  the  papers  in 
■       ■  other 


ball  proceed 
with  the  examination  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  said  defentlant  had 
first  been  brought  before  him."  Mar- 
tin (',  State,  79  Wis.  165. 

4.  State  !'.  Bergman,  37  Minn.  407, 
in  which  case  the  court  said:  "  Geo. 
Sial.  1S78,  c.  65.  g  so,  provides  for  a 
transfer  by  the  justice  before  whom  an 
action  or  proceeding  is  pending,  to 
another  justice.  '  if  on  the  return  of  the 
process,  or  at  any  time  before  the  trial 


upon  such  trans- 
ihe  justice  to  whom  any  such  ac- 
or  proceeding  is  transferred  '  may 
:eed    to    hear   and 


IS  the  I 


mmenced   t 


ight 


before  who 
ceeding  wa 
done.'     Thi 

these  provisions  apply  lo  an  esamina 
tion  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  undei 
chapter  io6,  of  a  person  accused  cl 
crime?  Such  an  examination  is,  ol 
course,  a  proceeding;  and  if  there  were 
word   and   ih( 


indici 


:  the 


ansfer  can  be  demanded,  ihe 
right  would  apply  to  such  examina- 
tion. But  the  words  '  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  trial  commences,'  and  "pre 
ceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  same.' 
show  that  the  proceeding  must  be  one 
in  which  there  is  to  be  a  trial  before 
the  justice  and  which  on  such  Itial  be 
840  Volume  XVI. 


PRELIMINARY  EXAMINA  TION.        Md  Trnw. 


EAot  of  Dental  of  Tnutir.  —  Where  the  accused  is  entitled  to  a 
transfer,  and  the  magistrate  proceeds  with  the  preliminary  exam- 
ination after  the  accused  has  filed  his  affidavit  in  due  time  for  a 
transfer  of  the  proceedings,  such  examination  will  be  void  and 
inoperative.* 


is  to  deiermine.  The  word  '  trial.' 
which  means  the  judicial  hearing  upon 
ibe  issues  in  acaute  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  it,  cannot  properly  be  ap- 
plied to  such  an  examination,  which  is 
a  mere  preliminary  inquiry  lo  ascertain 
if  the  evidence  is  such  that  the  accused 
oug-ht  to  be  put  upon  tria.1  for  the 
offense  charged.  The  issue  being  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  (he  accused,  ii  is 
not  affected  by  the  result  of  the  exacn- 
inaiion.  It  be  is  discharged,  new  pro- 
ceedings ma;  be  at  once  co 
against  him  for  the  sameofFe 
is  held,  that  fact  can  have 


magistrate  qualified  by  law  to  conduct 
the  examination,  who  shall    proceed 
with  the  examination,'  etc.     This  is  an 
important    and   substantial    right,    of 
which  the  accused  cannot  be  deprived 
except  by  his  own  act;  and,  as  exam- 
ining magistrates  derive  their  jurisdic- 
tion and  authority  to  proceed  in  such 
cases   entirely   from   the  statute,  it   is 
plain   that  an  examination  such  as  is 
required  in  order  to  justify  the  hllng  of 
lew  pro-    an   information   cannot   take  place  in 
menccd     any  case  where  the   right  of  removal 
le;  if  he     has  been  improperly  denied." 

AfildsTlt  Kiut  Hot  B*  in  AltenaUT*. 


on  the  issue  of  his  ^ uUt  when  he  is  put    —  An  atSdavii  by 
on  his  trial  tohave  itdetermlned.     The     tore  "  !■.'•!— '-r 
justice  nelthertrics  nor  determines  the     crim 
issue  in  the  proceeding.     And  we  are     or  01 
satisfied  that  section  ao  refers  only  lo 
actions  or  proceedings  that  he  does  try 
and  determine.     In  an  analogous  case 
the  Supreme  Court  of   Wisconsin  d< 
dded  as  we  do.     See  Duffies 
7  Wis.  673.     Order  reversed." 
1.  " 


)n  brought  be- 

chargc  "  thai  from  prejudice 
otner  cause  he  believes  "  the  justice 
ill  not  decide  impartially  in  the  mat* 
r.  though  using  the  language  of  the 
itute,  is  not  sufficient  to  oust  the  jus- 
:e  of  jurisdiction  and  require  the  re- 
State,  moval  of  the  case.  Billings  v.  Noble, 
75   Wis.  3=5.   in  which  ( 


the  filing  of  a  proper  alfida 
the  duty  of  the  justice  to  transfer  the 
action  to  another  justice  of  the  peace. 
The  statute  Is  mandatory  in  Its  terms, 
and  leaves  no  discretion  with  the  jus- 
tice. Rev.  Code,  %  7<)S3-  It  is  per- 
fectly clear  that  alter  an  affidavit  is 
filed  which  under  the  statute  Is  suffi- 
cient in  substance,  the  magistrate  has 
no  power  or  authority  to  proceed  with 
the  preliminary  examination  of  the 


ind  neither  states  the  fact  of 
prejudice  nor  any  other  cause,  but 
simply  that  it  is  one  or  the  other,  with, 
out  any  possibility  of  ascertaining 
which.  From  aught  that  appears,  the 
affidavit  may  have  been  based  wholly 
upon  something  existing  merely  in  the 
mind  of  the  affiant,  which  he  regarded 
as  some  '  other  cause  '  than  prejudice, 
but  which  In  fact  constituted  no  cause 

_ ^   .     .   ..  for  such  removal  whatever.     Where  a 

fendant,  and  can  lawfully  do  nothing  party  does  not  rely  upon  the  fact  of 
further  in  the  action  except  to  transfer  prejudice,  but  upon  some  'other 
the  same,  and  the  papers  therein,  to  cause.' then  Iheoath  oraffidavit  should 
another  justice."  stale  the  facts  supposed   to  constitute 

DopriTKtion  ef  Sniwtailttal  Xlght,  —  In  such  other  cause;  as,  for  Instance,  that 
State  V.  Sorenson,  84  Wis.  37,  it  was  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  on  Ibe 
said:  "An  examination  regularly  and  trial,  or  is  near  of  kin,  as  prescribed 
properly  conducted  under  the  statute  in  section  3617,  Rev.  Slat.  Otherwise 
serves  in  some  sort  for  Ihe  inquisition  the  removal  would  be  based  wholly 
or  finding  of  a  grand  jury,  "The  stat-  upon  the  mental  conception  of  the  affi- 
nte  regulating  such  examinations  se-  ant,  who  would  thus  be  constituted  Ihe 
certain   tights   to   the    accused,     sole  judge  as  to  whether  the  facts  c 


among  which  is  the  right,  unde 
tioo  4S0Q.  to  have  his  case  removed, 
upon  filing  a  proper  affidavit  of  preju- 
dice of  the  magistrate  l>efore  whom  It 
is  pending.  '  to  the  nearest  justice  or 


by  him  were  sufficient  in  law  to 
oust  the  justice  of  jurisdiclion.  Be- 
sides, in  such  case  there  would  be  no 
means  of  ascertaining  what  Ihe  facts 
were,  thus  supposed  to  be  conceived, 
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dmUm  u  m  Tha  li  VMTMt  M^latnta.  —  The  question  as  to  who  is 
such  nearest  magistrate  under  these  provisions  must  necessarily 
be  settled  by  the  magistrate  to  whom  the  application  for  a  trans- 
fer is  made;  '  and  his  judgpnent  thereon  is  conclusive  upon  the 
parties.* 

TL  CaxPLADTT  —  1.  HftoeMltT  for.  —  A  complaint  is  necessaiy 
in  order  to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  magistrate  to  hold  a  preliminary' 
examination  of  the  person  accused  of  a  criminal  offense,  whether 
the  arrest  be  made  with  "  or  without  a  warrant."* 


ha.ll  any  real  existence.  '  The  applica- 
lion  must,'  in  [he  language  of  Dixun. 
C.  J.  [in  Dodge  i-.  Birdcn,  33  Wis. 
330J.  be  '  limiled  [o  ihe  case  provided 
for  by  the  sialule,  since  10  permit  it  lu 
be  extended  10  others,  or  to  allow  re- 
moval for  causes  not  named  in  the 
statute  nor  in  the  application,  would 
lead  to  the  greatest  abuses  and  perver- 
sion of  the  remedy  intended  to  be 
given  by  the  legislature,'  " 

I.  Martin  v.  State,  79  Wis.  165. 

9.  Tennis  I/.  Anderson,  55  Iowa  635; 
Connell  p.  Stelson,  33  Iowa  147:  Bi 


neous  assumption  that  the  case,  having 
bven  commenced   before  a  court  com- 

nal  action  pending  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
and  that  therefore  no  examining  magis- 
iralc  or  officer  not  having  the  powers  of 
a  judge  at  chambers  could  take  juris- 
diction  of  it,  and  hence  it  could  not  be 
transmitted  to  Mr.  Upchurch,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  nearer  than  Commissioaer 
Belden." 

3.  White  -J.  Stale,  a8  Neb.  341; 
Rafferty  v.  People,  69  111.  iii;  Honsh 
V.  People,  7S  HI.  487;  People  ».  Hict*. 
15   Barb.    (N.   Y.)    153;    Windham   < 


V.  Hallowell,  sg  Iowa  433;  Martin     Clere.  Cro.  Elii.  lya. 


V.  Stale.  79  Wis.  165. 


Compla^t     Indiipfluablc  - 


Ktlmaki 


SaqniroiiiBt  Bot  Batiifled  by  Truiifer    Btatuta.  —  In   White  c.   Stace,   aS  Net 


■a  Kekrest  Court  GommiuiDDsr.  - 

1:  Sorcnson,  84  Wis.  17,  the  cour 
"  Jurisdiction  of  the  case  could  o 
acquired  by  any  other  justice  or  1 
trate  in  the  manner  specified  : 
Had  he  ordered  the  r 


I  the  n 


>uld   I 


,,  Halli 


whether  there 
justice  or  other  magistrate 
the  one  thus  designated. 
Stale,  79  Wis.  173;  Tenni 
son,  55  Iowa  615;  Bremni 
well,  59  Iowa  433.  But  the  orucr  oi 
Commissioner  Wcntworth  did  not  meet 
the  legal  exigency  of  the  case.  He 
sent  Ihe  case  '  to  E.  B.  Bclden,  he 
being  the  nearest  court  commissioner.' 
This  he  had  no  right  to  do.  The  law 
did  not  authoriie  it,  unless  he  was  the 
r  magistrate;  ' 
■  1!  By  no  n,=.n!  «  dele- 

by  strong  implication,  quite  the  con- 
trary conclusion  —  that  Belden  was  not 
the  nearest  justice  or  examining  magis- 
trate, but  only  the  nearest  of  a  certain 
class  of  magistrates  having  jurisdiction 


holding  a  ci 
said:     necessary  in  order  10  confer  jurisdic- 
i!y  be    tion,  said;    "  Under  the  statute  of  1885 
lagis-    an  information  gives  the  District  Coon 
n   the     the  same  jurisdiction  of  an  offense  and 
se  re-     to  try  and  punish  the  offendei  that  an 
>r  other    indictment  does;  but  unlike  an  indict- 
as   the     ment,  the  information   depends  for  its 
settled     legal  existence  upon  a  preliminary  ei- 
as   to    amination  of  the  offender,  and  this  ei- 
t   Slime     amination  must  have  been'  as  provided 
erthan     by   law.'     The  law,  as   we   have  seen. 
.rlin    V.     provides  as  a  necessary  and  indispens 
Ander-    able  part  of  or  antecedent   to  such  ex 
.minaiion  that  the  accused  should  hart 
iccn  charged   upon  oath  with  the  com- 


oftt 


oRcns 


ind  his  order  i: 


ceded  o 


the 


4,  Tracy  v.  Wiliia 
qupltd  in  Preli  v.  McDonald,  7  Kaa. 
426,  in  which  latlcr  case  the  court  Mid; 
"  In  tbc  case  of  Tracy  v.  Williams.  4 
Conn.  107,  the  court  held  that  '  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  after  having  arrested 
an  offender  against  the  riot  act.  on 
view,     is     not    authoriied.    without    a 

bind  him  over  to  a  higher  court  for 
trial.'  And  '  if  a  justice  of  tbc  peace 
before  whom  an  offender  against  the 
riot  act.  arrested  on  view,  is  brought 
to  be  further  proceeded  against,  make 
an  order,  without  a  previous  complaint 
2  Volume  XVI. 


WMrmmt.  PRELIMINARY  EXAMINATION.      HtMMltr  br. 

S.  Defbetivo  Complaint.  —  Although  a  complaint  is  essential  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  examining  magistrate,  yet  the  examination, 
it  seems,  will  not  be  vitiated  by  failure  to  charge  the  proper 
offense,  or  by  an  insufficient  chaise  thereof.'  The  magistrate 
may  hold  the  defendant  to  answer  for  any  offense  which  the  evi- 
dence shows  him  to  have  committed.* 

Aanwd  Eald  ta  Awmlt  Haw  OenpUlnt.  —  Where,  as  is  the  case  in 
most  of  the  states,  the  complaint  furnishes  the  basis  for  the  pre- 
liminary examination,  if  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  a  crime 
different  from  the  one  charged  in  the  complaint  has  been  com- 
mitted the  magistrate  may  hold  the  prisoner  until  a  fresh  com- 
plaint is  drawn  governing  the  crime  thus  disclosed.' 

Tn.  Waeeaht  —  1.  HeoMrity  for.  —  In  some  states  it  Is  held 
that  the  original  complaint  made  in  a  criminal  proceeding  for  the 
arrest  and  examination  of  an  alleged  offender  has  spent  its  force 
when  a  warrant  of  arrest  is  issued,  and  in  these  states  the  pre- 
liminary examination  is  held  upon  the  warrant  of  arrest,  and  not 
upon  the  original  complaint.*    The  warrant,   therefore,  should 

or  iDfonnBdon    In  writing,   requiring  pic,  34  Mich.  3S6;    People  v.  Bechtel, 

BQch  offeoiler  to  be  recogniied  for  trial.  30  Mich.  633;    Turner  v.    People,   33 

And  on  his  refusal  to  comply  with  such  Mich.  363. 

order  commit  him   to  prison,  such  jus-        lMii»Be«   ef    >nr  Wamnt   CLarglac 

tice  is  liable  in  irespasB  for  false  impris-  Hlglter  Offmia. —  In  Yaner  v.  People, 

onment.'  "  34  Mich.  3S6,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 

Complaint  Knit  B*  Filed  and  Wairant  quiry  of  the  magistrate  on  the  prclimi- 

iHlud.  —  In   State  v.   Beebe,   13   Kan.  nary  examination  may  extend  to  all 

595.  it  was  held,  under  a  statute,  that  Ibc   facts  connected  with   the  charge, 

where  the  accused  is  arrested  without  though  they  show  an  offense  different 

warraDt  he  must  be  immediately  taken  from  or  greater  than  that  charged ;  but 

before  a  magistrate,  and  a  complaint  if  It  appears  that  a  higher  or  different 

filed  against  him,  and  a  wamnt  issued  oSense   has   been   committed,   a    new 

wherewith  to  hold  him,  otherwise  he  warrant   should   thereupon   be    issued 

cannot  lawfully  be  taken  and  kept  in  charging  the  proper  o9cnse  upon  which 

custody.  an   examination    may    be   had.      The 

DMntln  without    Triftl    of    Perwn  court  said:    "  We  do  not  desire  to  be 

Kmra     to     XagUlnta. —  Magistrates  understood  that  the  magistrate   must 

hare   no  autbonly  to  detain  a  person  nicety  weigh  evidence  as  a  petit  jury 

known  10  them  till  some  other  person  would,  or  that  he  must  discharge  the 

makes  a  charge  against   him.     Before  accused  where  there  is  a  conflict  of  evi- 

they    detain    a    known    person,    tbey  dence,  or  where   there  is  a  reasonable 

should  have  a  charge  actually  made,  doubt  as  to  his  guill;  all  such  ques- 

Rex  V.  Blraie.  5  C.  S   P,  »6,  34  E.  C.  tions  should  be  left  for  the  jury  upon 

L.  381.  the  trial.     Or  that  where  the  charge  in 

1.  People  V.  Wheeler.   73   Cal.   153;  the  warrant  is  one  of  a  minor  degree, 

£x  p.   Burke,  5S  Miss.  50:   People  v.  as  manslaughter,  the   magistrate  may 

Mellor.   3  Coto.70j;    Stale   :'.  Shaw,  4  not  inquire  fully  into  all  the  facts  con- 

Ind.  418;  Stale  v.  Sargent,  (Minn.  1S9S)  nected   therewith,  even   although  tbey 

73  N.  W.  Rep.  636.  should  show  that  an  offense  of  a  higher 

%.  Peopte   V.   Wheeler,  73   Cal.  353;  degree,    as    murder,    had    been    com- 

People  V.  Mellor,  3  Colo.  705.  milted;     or    even     show     a     different 

3.  Stale  V.  Shaw.  4  Ind.  438;  Slate  v.  offense  in  connection  therewith,  as 
Sargent,  (Minn.  1S98)  73  ^-  W.  Rep.  that  the  homicide  charged  originated 
636.  in  a  riot,  a  burglary,  robbery.  01  ai- 

4.  Redmond  v.  State,  13  Kan.  173;  tempt  thereto.  In  alt  such  cases,  if  it 
Stale  V.  Reedy,  44  Kan.  igo;  State  v.  should  appear,  either  upon  the  whole 
Gleasoa,  33  Kan.  345;   Yaner  v.  PcO'  examination  oral  any  time  during  die 
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recite  the  substance  of  the  accusation,'  but  the  fulness  of  state- 
ment required  in  a  Criminal  pleading  is  not  necessary.' 

2.  Effect  of  Failure  to  Chaise  Proper  Offenn.  —  Although  the 
original  complaint  and  warrant  of  arrest  may  charge  one  offense,  ■ 
the  defendant  may  be  bound  over  for  another  if  it  appears  on 
the  examination  that  he  is  guilty  of  an  ofTense  other  than  that 
charged  in  the  warrant.' 

Tin.  COHSUCT  or  EZAKllTATiaiT  —  1.  la  General  —  Since,  as  has 
been  seen,  the  right  to  a  preliminary  examination  is  given  solely 
by  statute,  the  procedure  upon  such  examination,  though  practi- 
cally the  same  in  its  essential  features,  varies  somewhat  according 
to  the  provisions  in  the  various  states  in  which  such  examination 
is  permitted,  and  the  requirements  of  the  statute  must,  it  would 
seem,  be  substantially  complied  with."* 

F*darfti  coom.  —  The  Practice  Conformity  Act  (Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.. 

is  founded   upon  an  infoi- 
n  indictment,  and  ihcieforc 


progress  thereof,  that  a  higher  ofTcnse, 

Filhcr  of  the  saxae  or  a  differenl  degree  inaiion  or  an  maictn 

than  that  chargol  in  the  warrant,  had  the  same  strictness  i 

been  committed,  it  would  then  be  the  the  original  tomplaii 

duty   of   the  magistrate,   without  any  in  an   informaUon    i 

further  or  other  prelimiaar^  complaint  The  original  compli 

or  examination,  to  Issue  a  new  warrant  force  when  the  ordn 
charging  such  accused  with  the  highi 
offense,   and    proceed    thereon    as   i 


has  spent  it* 
rrestis  issncd. 
s  the  founds. 


lion  tor  the  preli 

When  the  defendant  is  attested,  under 
the  order  of  arrest  he  may  be  taken 
before  any  magistrate  of  [he  couqit 
(Crim.  Code,  gg  36,  37)  for  the  purpose 
of  letting  him  enter  into  a  recogniiance 
(g  40),  or  he  may  be  [alceo  '  before  the 
magistrate  who  issued  the  warrant,  or 
in  his  absence  before  some  oltaer 
magistrate  of  the  county  in  which  Ctt 
warrant  was  issued  '  <§  43>.  lor  the 
purpose  of  having  a  preliminary  ei- 
aminalion;  and  the  prelirninaxyexami- 
nation  is  then  had  Upon  the  warrant  of 
arrest  and  not  upon  the  oiiginal  com- 
plaint (g  55).  It  is  not  necessary  itai 
the  magistrate  before  whom  the  pre- 
liminary examination  is  had  shctuld 
ever  sec  the  original  complaint." 
S.  Redmond  v.  State.  13  Kan.  171. 
Qrsat  StrletiMU  Hot  BwinlTBd  in  Com-  Telony  Different  trom  That  Bpeoilid.  — 
plaint.  —  In  Redmond  :-.  State,  IS  Kan.  In  People  v.  Smith,  i  Cal.  q.  it  wis 
172.  the  court  said;  "'The  original  held  that  if  it  appears  on  the  cxamioa- 
complaint  and  the  warrant  of  arreatarc  tion  before  a  committing  magistrate 
the  only  portions  of  the  proceedings  that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  felony, 
connected  with  a  preliminary  exami-  although  different  from  that  specified 
nation,  and  not  subsequent  thereto,  in  the  warrant  of  arrest,  il  isthe  duty 
which  are  required  to  show  in  writing  of  the  officer  to  commit  the  prisoner  for 
where  the  offense  charged  is  claimed  trial  for  the  offense  of  which  he  ap- 
to  have  been  committed.  The  original  pears  to  be  guilty, 
complaint,  however,  does  not  perform  4.  Rex  v.  Woodcock,  dttd  in  Rex  t. 
the  office  of  a  pleading.  The  prclimi-  Dingier,  s  Leach  C.  C.  563,  See  also 
nary  examination  is  not  founded  upon  Slate  v.  Devine.  4  Iowa  443;  Papineaa 
the  original  complaint  in  the  same  way     v.  Bacon,  no  Mass.  319. 
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I.  Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich.  2S6; 
People  V.  Bcchtcl.  80  Mich.  633;  Stale 
II.  Spaulding,  14  Kan.  1;  State  v.  Bry- 
son.  84  N.  Car.  780. 

E,  State  V.  Spaulding,  34  Kan.  I. 

CompUint  and  Warrant  IndaAnlta  — 
WaiTsr    of   Exaalnatlon.  —  Where    the 

case  state  in  general  language  the 
offense  charged  against  the  defendant, 
and  such  defendant  waives  a  prelimi- 
nary examination  thereon,  he  cannot 
be  heard,  after  an  information  has  been 
filed  setting  forth  fully  and  specifically 
the  offense  attempted  to  be  charged  in 
the  warrant,  to  say  that  he  has  had  no 
preliminary    examination.       Slate     v. 


fKHi^l^li'VJiK.Y   nA-AMilSJiliUDI. 


§  1014)  assimilates,  all  the  proceedings  for  holding  accused  per- 
sons to  answer  before  a  court  of  the  United  States  to  the  pro- 
ceedings had  for  similar  purposes  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  the  proceedings  take  place,  and  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion must,  therefore,  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute  regarding  such  examinations  in  that  state.* 

2.  Bight  of  Aooiusd  to  Ba  ^ewnt.  —  The  accused  must  be  pres- 
ent at  the  preliminary  examination,  and  all  the  proceedings 
should  be  in  his  presence  and  hearing.* 

S.  Bight  to  a  Public  Bxaiaiaation.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  it 
seems  that  the  accused  has  an  absolute  right  to  a  public  examina- 
tion before  the  committing  magistrate,  though  he  may  waive  such 
right  by  requesting  the  exclusion  of  all  persons  except  those 
necessary  under  the  provision  of  the  statute  authorizing  prelimi- 
nary examinations.'     In  others,   however,  it  is  held  that  the 


1.  U.  S.  V.  Sauer,  73  Fed.  Rep.  671. 
In  this  case  [he  court  said:  "  Section 
1014  assimiUtes  all  the  proceedings  (or 
holding  accused  peraons  to  answer  be- 
fore a  court  of  the  United  Sutes  to  the 
proceedings  had  for  similar  purposes 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  where  the 
proceedings  take  place.  The  term 
agreeably  to  the  usual  mode  of  pro- 
cess against  offenders  in  such  state,'  a.s 
used  in  the  statute,  should  be  so  con- 
strued as  to  include  all  the  regulations 
and  steps  Incident  to  the  proceeding 
before  the  cnminissiotier  from  its  com- 
mencement to  its  termination,  as  pre- 
acnbed  by  the  slate  tans,  so  far  as  tbey 
may  be  applicable  to  the  federal 
courts.  The  authority  of  the  commis- 
sioner, therefore,  to  take  ball  for  ibe 
appearance  of  an  accused  person  to 
further  answer  the  charge  before  him 
is  existent  or  nonexistent  accordingly 
as  it  may  be  conferred  upoit  or  denied 
to  examining  magistrates  by  the  laws 
of  the  stale  in  which  the  proceedings 
before  the  commlssioiMr  may  be  pend- 
ing. Ball  bonds,  taken  by  the  com- 
missioner, should  conform  in  all  sub- 
stantial particulars  to  the  reqnlrements 
of  the  state  laws,  so  far  as  such  laws 
may     be     applicable     to    the    federal 


729;  Reg.  f.  Johnson,  a  C.  &  K.  394, 
&i  E.  C.  L.  194, 

See  bUo  State  ».  Clark,  (Idaho  1S94) 
3S  Pac.  Rep.  710. 

S.  People  K.  Tarboi,  115  Cal.  57, 
wherein  the  court  said;  "  Section  863 
of  the  Penal  Code  provides;  'The 
magistrate  must,  also,  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  defendant,  exclude  from 
the  examination  every  person  except 
his  clerk,  the  prosecutor  and  his  coun- 
sel, the  attorney-general,  the  district 
attorney  of  the  county,  the  defendant 
and  his  counsel,  and  the  officer  having 
the  defendant  in  custody.'  It  is  ar- 
gued, however,  that  the  defendant  had 
no  power  to  waive  the  provisions  of 
section  13  of  article  I  of  the  constitu- 
tion, which  provides:  '  In  criminal 
prosecutions,  in  any  court  whatever, 
the  party  accused  shall  have  the  right 
to  a  speedy  and  public  trial.'  In  Peo- 
ple V.  Swaflord,  6;  Cal.  333.  an  order 
of  exclusion  was  sustained;  the  record 
being  silent,  it  was  assumed  that  the 
defendant  assented  to  or  demanded  the 
order.  That  cause  was  reviewed  and 
materially  qualilied  in  People  i;  Hart- 
man.  103  Cal.  34S,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 
108,  and  upon  that  case  appellant  relies 
,_  .,_   -._       gm  People 


Har 


:  V.   Curtis.  05     Not  only 
lieb.     ■       ■ 

People    V.    Drury,    » 
Edrn.  Sel.  Cas.  (K.  V.)  351:    People  f. 


!«pr 


.    is   t 


s  the   order  of 


;.E; 


Nfw    York.  —  People 


Collins.  TO  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Oyer  &  T. 
Ct.)  Ill;  People  v.  Restell,  3  Hill  (N. 
V.)!89. 

England.  —  Rex  v.  Fearshire,  1  Leach 
C.  C.  303;  Rex  V.  Payne,  I  Ld.  Raym. 


made  against  the  objec 
tioD  of  the  defendant,  but,  as  was 
there  held,  there  is  no  provision  of  Ibe 
code  relating  to  or  authorizing  such  ex- 
clusion during  the  trial  in  the  superior 
court.  There  can  be  no  question  that 
a  defendant  has  the '  right '  to  a  public 
examination  before  the  committing 
magistrate,  but  under  the  provisions  of 
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examining  magistrate  may  exclude  all  persons  except  those  made 
necessary  by  the  statute.' 

4.  RepreMntatlon  by  Coiuuel  —  a.  The  Prosecution. — Tki 
ProMeBting  Attonwy  has  the  right  to  be  present  at  the  preliminary 
examination  of  a  person  accused  of  a  public  offense,*  but  it 
is  not  necessary  for  him  to  be  present  unless  requested  by  the 
magistrate.' 

Prints  oannHl  may  be  employed  by  the  prosecution  to  conduct 
such  examination  or  assist  therein,  if  the  magistrate  and  the 
prosecuting  attorney  do  not  object,  and  there  is  no  good  reason 
forbidding  it,*  since  such  examination  is  merely  an  investigatioo 
and  not  a  trial,  and  no  harm  can  be  done  to  the  accused  or  the 
people  by  the  fullest  inquiry,' 

d.  The  Accused  —  (i)  At  Common  Law.  —  A  person  accused 
of  an  offense  was  not,  under  the  common  law,  entitled  as  of  right 
to  representation  by  counsel  upon  his  preliminary  examination.' 

(2)  Under  Modern  Practice.  —  At  the  present  day,  however,  in 
most  if  not  all  of  the  states,  the  accused  is  entitled  to  the  services 
of  counsel  upon  his  preliminary  examination,'  and  such  counsel, 
as  well  as  the  prisoner,  has  the  right  to  be  present  at  the  exam- 
ination of  witnesses.* 

Duty  of  Cnrt  ts  lofarm  u  to  Bight.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court, 
when  the  accused  is  brought  before  it,  in  addition  to  informing 
him  of  the  charge  against  him,  to  inform  him  of  his  right  to  the 


o  do  so."' 

1,  Such,  for  instance,  as  ihe  clerk, 
prosecutor  and  counsel,  (he  atiorney- 
general,  dislricl  attorney,  the  defend- 
ant and  his  counsel,  and  the  officer  in 
whose  custody  the  defendant  is.  Peo- 
ple V.  Grady,  66  Hun  (N.  Y.U65. 

8.  People  V.  Grady.  66  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
46s;  McCurdy  v.  New  York  L.  Ins. 
Co..  (Mich,  1S97)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  996. 

S.  McCurdy  i.  New  York  L.  Ins. 
Co..  (Mich.  1S97)  7a  N.  W.  Rep.  996; 
Saylesp.  Newton,  8a  Mich.  84;  Beecher 
ti.  Anderson,  4;  Mich.  548. 

4.  Sayles  v.  Newton,  83  Mich.  84; 
McCurdy  v.  Mew  Vorlt  L.  Ins.  Co.. 
(Mich.  1897)  71  N.  W.  Rep.  996;  People 
V.  Grady,  66  Hun  (N.  Y.)  465.  In  this 
last  case  the  court  said:  "  We  lind  no 
law  which  imposes  on  the  district  at- 
torney any  duly  lo  attend  on  prclim- 
iaary  hearings  before  ihe  magistrate. 
Thnt  he  has  a  right  to  allenci  and  con- 
duct such  preliminary  hearings  seems  433. 
reaaanably  clear,  but  this  is  entirely 
conaisient  with  the  right  given  to  com- 
ptainanls.  where  the  district  auorney 
does  not  appear,  10  be  represented  by 


counsel.  On  such  hearings  the  defend- 
ant usually  seeks  the  advice,  and  has 
the  aid  of,  astute  counsel,  and  we  iail 
to  see  why.  in  the  absence  of  the  dis- 
trict attorney,  the  same  privilege  should 
not  be  accorded  to  the  complaintut. 
unless  It  is  prohibited  by  law." 

1.  Sayles  v.  Newion.  83  Hieh.  £4; 
McCurdy  I..  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co., 
(Mich.  1S97)  72  N.  W.  Rep.  996. 

e.  Cox  V.  Coleridge.  I  B.  &  C.  37,  ! 
E.  C.  L.  17.  In  this  case  it  was  held 
that  the  accused  was  not  entitled  10 
have  a  person  skilled  in  the  law  pres- 
ent as  an  advocate  in  bU  behalf,  it 
being  a  preliminary  investigation  only, 
and  not  conclusive  upon  him. 

7.  U.  S.  V.  BoUman.  1  Ctanch  (C,  C.) 
373;  Kallocb  V.  Superior  Cu,  56  Cal 
339;  People  V.  Barnes,  66  Cal.  VH. 
People  B,  Elliott.  So  Cal.  396;  People 
V.  Restell,  3  Hill  (N.  V.)  289:  People  i. 
Drury,  3  Edm.  Sel.  Gas.  (N.  Y.)  3S'; 
People  V.  Hicks,  is  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
153;   Touhcy   V.    King,  9  Lea  (Teno.) 

i.  People  V.  Drury.  1  Edm,  Sel.  Cal, 
(N.  Y.)  351:  People  v.  Restell,  3  Hill 
(N.  Y.)  38q.  See  also  Sute  r.  Clart 
(Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  710. 
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aid  of  counsel  in  every  stage  of  the  proceedings.' 

AiiowuM  ef  Tina  to  ■More  Coutd.  —  In  addition  to  the  information 
as  to  the  right  of  counsel,  the  magistrate  must  allow  the  accused 
a.  reasonable  time  to  secure  counsel,*  and  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  some  statutes  he  must,  if  necessary,  postpone  the 
examination  for  that  purpose.* 

Xl^t  at  CdodMI  t«  Aid  AMOMd  In  Itatonnt.  —  Where  the  accused  has 
secured  the  aid  of  counsel  on  his  preliminary  examination,  such 
counsel  may  aid  him  by  suggesting  material  points  which  he  has 
omitted  in  his  statement,'*  and  a  refusal  to  allow  such  aid  is  error 
which  will  not  be  cured  by  a  subsequent  permission  to  make  a 
further  statement.* 

5.  Informatioa  w  tj)  Charge.  —  When  the  accused  has  been 
brought  before  the  examining  magistrate  for  his  preliminary 
examination,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  inform  him  of  the 
offense  with  which  he  is  charged.*  It  is  not  essential,  however, 
that  a  person  charged  with  having  committed  a  crime  and  brought 
before  a  magistrate  for  examination  should  be  asked  to  plead,  or 
plead  to  the  complaint,  since  such  examination  is  in  no  sense  a 
trial  of  the  accused.* 

6.  SxAminatioB  of  WitnnHt  —  a.  Power  to  Summon  Wit- 
nesses. —  The  magistrate  who  has  the  authority  to  examine  one 
accused  of  an  offense  has  the  power  to  bring  before  him  all  the 

I.  Kalloch  V,   Superior  Cl,  56   Cat.     to  the  jury,   but  omitted  to  say  aoy- 

339;     People   t.  Barnes,   66   Cal.    594;     thing  in  regard  to  the  material  poiots 

Touhey  v.  King,  g  Lea  (Tenn.)  43s.  in  the  case.     His  counsel,  without  his 

S,  People    V,   Barnes,   66  Cat.    594;     knowledge,  submitted  to  the  court  for 

Kalloch   V.   Superior  Ct.,  j6  Cal.   339;     approval  a  suggestion  in  writing  to  the 

People  I'.  Drury,  3  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.     prisoner  in   ihe   fallowing    language: 

Y.J  351;    People  p.  Resiell,  3   Hill  (N.     "  I  call  your  attention   to  the  subject 

V.)  3B9;  Touhey  v.  King,9  Lea(TenD.)    of  your  knowledge  of  the  stolen  marc. 

433.  so  that  you  may  maice  a  statement  in 

S.  People  V,  Barnes,  66  Cal.  S94.  reference  to  it  or  not,"  and  the  prose- 

Wbot  of   FallBT*  to  Allow  nms  sr  to    cutJng  attorney  objecting,  the  court  re- 

FmnUh  CooiisaL  ^  In  People  v.  Elliott,     (used  to  permit  such  suggestion  to  be 

■'    '    ■    '     '"  made.     It  was  held  that  tbc  court  ccred 

in  its  refusal,  and  that  the  suggestion 

of  counsel  in  the  manner  proposed  was 

unobjectionable,  and  should  have  been 

permitted. 

6.  People  II.  Annts,  13  Mich.  sti. 
S.  Touhey  v.  King,  9  Lea  (Tenn.) 
433;  Latimer  v.  State,  55  Neb.  6oq: 
People  V.  Restell.  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  389. 
"  When  the  defendant  is  brought  be- 
-  magistrate  upon  arrest,  either 
■  without  warrant,  on  a  charge 
counsel,  withoutemployinganaitomey  of  having  committed  a  public  offense, 
or  expressing  a  desire  10  have  one  ap-  the  magistrate  shall  immediately  in- 
pointed,  no  such  ground  is  shown  to  form  him  of  the  offense  with  which  be 
have  existed.  is  charged,  and  of  his   right  to  aid  of 

4.  People  V.  Annis.  i^  Mich.  511.     In     counsel  in  every  stage  of  the  proceed- 
this  case  a  person,  being  on   trial  (or    ings."     Code  Tenn.,  1S96,  ^  700S. 
larceny  of  a  horse,  made  his  statement       T,  Latimer  v.  State,  55  Keb.  609. 
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So  Cat.  396,  it  was  said  that  the  faili 
of  the  commitling  magistrate  to  give 
time  (or  iheemplo^ment  ofcounselbya 
defendant  accused  of  murder,  or  to  fur- 
nish him  with  counsel  if  unable  to  em- 
ploy one,  is  not  ground  for  setting  aside 
an  information  for  the  offense:  but  if  it 
appear*  that  the  defendant  was  fully 
Informed  of  his  right  to  counsel  at  all 
stages  of  the  proceedings,  and  that  he 
consented  to  the  examination,  aJter  fore 
ample  time  had  been  gii 


r 
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necessary  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  by  means  o(  a  summons 
or  warrant  requiring  the  appearance  of  such  witnesses.'  So,  also, 
upon  request  of  the  accused,  the  magistrate  has  the  power  to 
bring  before  him  any  witness  who  may  be  able  to  give  material 
evidence  in  behalf  of  the  prisoner.' 

A  TltuMi  Who  Sainui  to  Atund  may  be  brought  before  the  magis- 
trate, who  may  bind  him  over  to  give  evidence  or  may  commit 
him  should  he  refuse.' 

b.  Power  to  Exclude  or  Separate  Witnesses. — The 
magistrate  before  whom  a  preliminary  examination  is  being  held 
may,  if  he  sees  fit,  during  the  examination  of  one  witness, 
exclude  the  others,**  and  may,  and  as  a  rule  should,  keep  the 
witnesses  separate," 

c.  Witnesses  for  the  Prosecution  —  (i)  In  General.— 
The  magistrate,  upon  the  accused  being  brought  before  him. 
should  examine  the  complainant  and  witnesses  in  support  of 
the  prosecution  on  oath  or  affirmation,*  in  the  presence  of  the 


1.  I  Chilly's  Crim.  Law  76;  People 

V.  Smith,  I  Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.  (M.  Y.)  54. 

3.  See   the   statutes   of   the    various 


ly  Ihe 
ught 


jefor 


:  those  who  bi 


1   the 


lOy  tacts  in  relat 
the  [:harge,  and  may  ' 
(or  any  person  he  believes  can  give 
testimony  in  favor  of  the  prosecution. 
And  here  it  ought  not  to  be  forgotten 
by  the  magistrate  that  the  liberty  of  a 
human  biding,  however  degraded,  is 
imporiani  10  him.  Thai  he  has  the 
power  10  brine  lietore  him  any  person 
the  prisoner  may  wish  examined  in  his 
[avor.  The  duty  of  a  magistrate  in 
such  a  case  need  not  be  poJnled  out; 
he  ought  certainly  to  send  for  them, 
and  also  examine  ihem."  People  t. 
Smith,  I  Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  54. 
note.  See  also  Son  v.  People.  TS 
Wend.  (N.  ■i.)  344. 

8.  1  Chilly's  Crim.  Law  76;  a  Hale 
P.  C.  28*:  Bennet  v.  Watson,  3  M.  &  S. 
I.  wherein  the  couil  said:  "  The  power 
of  commitment  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  the  existence  of  the  slatuie  of  Philip 
and  Mary;  for 


fery  p 


>uld  of  ct 


and 


recogni 
ie  magistrale  could  not  compel  hi 
nd  then  if  he  could  further  avoid 
cing  served  with  a  subpana,  iho 
arty  delinquent  might  escape  unpun- 
ihed.  This  consideration,  coupled 
'ith  Lord  Hale's  judgment,   founded 


1  the  practice,  seems  to  me  sufGcieni 

Contra,  —  In  Matter  of  Farnham,  S 
Mich.  S9,  it  was  held  that  a  justice  of 
the  peace  holding  a  preliminary  exam- 
ination for  an  offense  which  be  had  no 
jurisdiciion  10  Iry  had  no  power  \a 
commit  a  witness  for  refusal  10  leftifv. 
since  such  power  was  not  eipieulf 
given  to  him  by  siatute. 

1.  See  the  criminalcodes  andstaiates 
of  the  various  stales. 

6.  "  The  wiinessesagainstapriMner 
ought  to  be  examined  sejrarate  from 
each  other;  no  opportunities  of  con- 
spiracy or  combination  ought  10  be 
afforded  them.  Those  that  have  already 
been  eiamined  should  not  be  allowed 
to  mix  with  those  that  have  ooi." 
People  V.  Smith.  1  Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.  (K. 
Y.)  S4.  note. 

6,  People  V.  Drury,  a  Edm.  Set.  Cas. 
(N.  V,)  351 ;  People  p.  Collins,  10  ilow, 
Pr.  (N.  Y.  Oyer  &  T.  Ct.)  111;  Sour- 
People,  13  Wend.  (N,  Y.)  344;  People 
f.  Hicks,  15  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  153;  Suie  f. 
Keyes,  75  Wis.   233. 

"la  Ohio  it  is  provided  by  statule  that 
"  when  any  person  shall  have  beeo 
commiited  to  jail  charged  with  the 
commission  of  any  crime  or  oReoK, 
and  wishes  10  be  discharged  from  such 
iraprisonmeni,  the  sheriff  or  jailershall 
forthwith  give  to  the  probate  judge, 
clerk,  and  prosecuting  aliomey  of  ihc 
proper  county  at  least  three  days'  eo- 
tice  of  the  time  of  holding  an  examin- 
ing court,  whose  duly  it  shall  be  to 
attend,  according  lo  such  notice,  at  Lhe 
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accused,*  in  regard  to  the  offense  chained.* 

(2)  Right  of  Accused  to  Cross-Examine. — Upon  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  the  accused  should  be  allowed 

court  house;  and  satd  judge,  having  of  the  party  charged.'  It  is  claimed  by 
examined  the  witoesMS  (the  person  the  plaiatiSa  in  error  that  this  statute 
-charged  included,  it  such  person  shall  Is  mandatory,  and  that  unless  the  corn- 
request  an  exaraiDation),  shall  dU-  plaining  witness  and  all  the  witnesses 
charge  the  arcused.  if  he  finds  ther 


legal  preliminary  examination  is  had. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  cannot 
agree  with  this  contention.  We  regard 
le  as  directory  only.     A  suffi- 


led  to  amply  justify  the  magistrate  in 

Ending  over  Lord   for  trial,  and  this 

t  be   held   to  eatlefy   the   !'- 


,  robable  cause  for  holding  him  to 
answer;  otherwise  he  shall  admit  him 
.to  bailor  remand  to  jail."  Kendle  v. 
Tarbell,  24  Ohio  St.  ig6. 

Komber  of  WltiiMtM  t«  B«  IzMDined. — 
In  People  V.  Curtis,  95  Mich,  zll,  th< 
court,  in  holding  that  the  provision  wai 
directory   as   \a   the   amount  of  testi 

many,  said:  "  How.  Stat.,  g  1)4^^,  pro-  Such  was  the  holding  in  Michigan  un- 

vides  that '  the  magistrate  before  whom  der  a  similar  statute.     People  v.  Cur- 

any  person  is  brought  upon  a  charge  of  tis,  9$  Mich.  3il." 

having  committed  an  offense,  and  not  1.  People  v.  Drury.  3  Edm.  Sel.  Cas. 

cogniiable  by  a  justice  of   the  peace,  (N.   Y.)  351;    People  v.  Restell,  3  Hill 

shall   proceed  as   soon   as   may  be    to  (N.  Y.)  aSo;  People  v.  Smith,  l  Wheel, 

examine  the  complainant  and  the  wit-  Cr.  Ca*.  (N.  Y.)  54;  People  v.  Collins, 

nesses  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  on  30  How.  Pr.  fN,  Y.  Oyer  &  T.  Ct.)  iic: 

oath,  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  Kailoch  d.   Superior  Ct.,  56  Cal.   aag. 

in  regard  10  the  offenM  diarged.'     We  And  see  lupra,  Vlll.  1.  Rig^i  of  Ac- 

think  this  statute  is  directory  as  to  the  cuttd  ft>  Be  Frettnt, 

quantity  of  testimony  to  be  taken.  If  "  The  examination  of  witnesses  for 
it  be  given  too  literal  a  constraction,  the  prosecution  ought  always  to  be  in 
then.  \a  any  case  where  there  are  no  the  presence  of  the  prisoner;  he  ought 
witnesses  olhar  than  the  complainant,  to  have  the  benefit  of  a  cross-examina- 
the  respondent  cannot  be  held;  so  If  tion  of  them;  a  privilege  too  often  de- 
the  complainant  should  die  after  the  oied.  either  by  negligence  or  Igno- 
complaint,  the  proceedings  mustabate.  ranee."  People  v.  Smith,  i  Wheel.  Cr. 
What  is  intended  by  the  language  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  $4,  note,  eitiHg  Rex  v. 
quoted  is  that  the  justice  shall  receive  Woodcock,  i  Leacb  C.  C.  500;  Rex  c. 
•uch  testimony  from  the  complainant  Paine,  5  Mod.  163. 
and  his  witnesses  as  may  be  offered.  In  OaM  of  CenfMdon.  —  In  U,  S.  v. 
and  act  upon  it."  Bloomgart,  7  Int.  Rev.  Rec.  148,  a  con- 
See  also  Emery  ii.  State,  aa  Wis.  146,  fession  by  the  person  doesawaywith 
In  which  the  court  said:  "  There  was  a  the  necessity  of  any  further  proof  of 
plea  in  abatement  made  by  the  defend-  the  cerptis  diHcti. 

ant  Lord  to  the  effect  that  he  had  Where  the  accused  makes  a  written 
bad  no  preliminary  examinaiion.  This  confession,  the  requirement  of  an  ex- 
plea  was  based  on  the  grounds,  first,  amination  before  filing  information  is 
that  the  complaining  witness  was  not  satisfied  without  the  examination  of 
sworn  on  theexamination;  second,  that  witnesses.  People  i>.  Cokahnour,  120 
all  of  the  witnesses  for  the  state  were  Cal.  353. 

not  sworn:  third,  that  the  defendants  S.  People  v.  Collins.  30  How.  Pr.  (N. 

were  deprived  of  the   testimony  of  a  V.    Oyer    S    T.    Ct.J    iii;    Yaner  v. 

material  and  important  witness  named  People,  34  Mich.  3S6. 

James  Jacobs,  upon  such  examination,  In  tUehlgui  it  is  provided  that  "  the 

by  the  acts  and  di  rection  of  the  district  magistrate  before  whom  any  person  is 

attorney   of  Wood  county.     This  plea  brought   upon    the    charge   1 

I   have    been   tried   upon  aS-  ~ 


davits  and  on  the  justice's  record. 
Rev.  Stat.,  |  47S6,  provides  that  the 
magistrate  holding  a  preliminary  ex- 
amination shall  '  examine  the  com- 
plainant and  the  witnesses  to  support 
the  prosecution  on  oath  in  the  presence 
16  Eacyc.  PI.  &  Pt.  —  S4  & 


It  cognizable  by 
a  justice  of  the  peace  shall  proceed  to 
examine  the  complainant  and  the  wit- 
nesses in  support  01  the  prosecution, 
on  oath,  in  the  presence  of  the  pris- 
oner, in  regard  to  the  offense  charged, 
and  in  regard  to  any  other  matters  con- 
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to  cross-examine  them,'  and,  according  to  some  decisions,  if  this 
is  not  permitted,  the  depositions  of  such  witnesses  cannot  be  read 
in  evidence  against  the  accused  at  the  time  of  his  trial.' 

d.  Witnesses  for  the  Accused  —  At  conumm  lw.  —  Although 
at  common  law  the  accused  was  not  entitled  as  of  right  to  the 
examination  of  witnesses  in  his  own  behalf,*  yet  it  seems  to  have 
been  held  proper  to  examine  such  witnesses  if  the  accused 
desired  it."* 

Uodsr  Modem  PrMtlee.  —  At  the  present  time,  however,  it  is 
expressly  provided,  in  a  number  of  the  states  at  least,  that  after 
the  voluntary  statement  of  the  accused  has  been  made  or  waived,' 
his  witnesses,  if  he  produce  any,  must  be  sworn  and  examined.' 

e.  Reduction  of  Testimony  to  Writing.  —  It  is  the  gen- 
eral rule,  usually  embodied  in  a  statute,  that  the  evidence  of  the 
several  witnesses  on  a  preliminary  examination  must  be  reduced 
to  writing ; '  and  where  this  is  required  by  statute,  such  provision 


nected  with  such  charije  which  he  may 
deem  pcrilnenl."  Yaner  f.  People,  34 
Mich.  386. 

\.  Kalloch  ti.  Superior  Ct..  56  Cal. 
aag;  People  v.  Smith,  1  Wheel.  Cr. 
Cas.  (N,  Y.)  54;  People  i^.  Reaicll,  3 
Hill  (N.  Y.)  a89.  Sec  also  U.  S.  v. 
While,  a  Wash.  (U.  S.)  39.  See  in  gen- 
article  Examination  of  Witnesses,  vol. 
8,  p.  gS. 

9.  People  V.  Resteli.  3  Hill  <N.  Y.) 
aBc). 

3.  U   S.  V.  White,  a  Wash.  (U.  S.)  ig. 
On  a  preliminary  hearing,  evidence 

on  the  part  of  [he  defendants  is  inad- 
missible, if  a, prima  fade  case  be  made 
oai.      Com.   V.    Taylor,   3   Am.   L,    I. 

(Pa.)qi. 

4.  Anonymous,  a  C.  &  K.  845,  61  E. 
C.  L.  84s,  in  which  case  the  court  said: 
'■  In  all  cashes  in  which  prisoners 
charged  with  felony  have  witnesses, 
and  those  wimessea  are  in  attendance 
at  [he  time  of  the  examination  before 
the  maftistrate,  I  should  recommend 
that   [he  magistrate   should   he^ 


;ach  party:  and  the 
depositions  of  the  prisoner's  niioesses, 
being  taken  and  signed  by  thrm. 
should  be  transmitted  to  the  judge, 
together  with  [he  depositions  in  fup- 
poti  of  the  charge." 

6.  See  infra,  Vlll.  7.  *■  VBtuntary 
Stalcmml. 

6.  Code  Crim.  Pro.  N.  Y.,  g  sot; 
People  V.  Drury.  3  Edm.  Sel.  Cas,  (N. 
Y.)  351;  People  V.  Hicks  15  Barb. 
(N.Y.)I53;  Son  t.  People.  13  Wend. (N. 
Y.)  344;  People  ».  Smith,  I  Wheel.  Cr. 
Cas.  (N.  Y.)  54.  See  also  How,  Annot. 
Stat.  Mich..  1883.  ^  9467;  Sanb.  &  B. 
Stat.  Wis,,  189S.  §  47B7:  Templcion  r. 
People,  17  Mich.  501, 

"  Formerly  this  ptocceding  was  11 
parte,  an  inquiry  on  the  pan  of  ihc 
people  only;  but  now  il  partakes,  in 
some  measure,  of  the  nature  of  a  trial. 
It  was  clearly  the  duly  of  [he  justice. 
when  the  prisoner  was  brought  before 
him  on  the  warrant,  to  have  examined 


Tidenc 


of  s 


ing  asked,  wishi 
ataincd  in  his  defense,  I(  such  wit- 
nesses merely  explain  what  has  been 
proved  in  support  of  the  charge,  and 
are  believed,  they  will  actually  have 
made  out  a  defense  on  behalf  of  the  ac- 
cused, and  there  would  of  course  be  no 
necessity  for  any  further  proceedings; 
but  if  the  witnesses  so  called  contradict 
those  for  the  prosecudon  in  material 
points,  then  the  case  would  be  properly 
sent  to  a  jury  to  ascertain  the  truth  of 


iplainant  and  the 
anv,  produced  in  support  ol  the  prose- 
cution; and  ihen  to  have  examined  the 
prisoner,  bu[  not  on  oath,  and  to  hove 
sworn  and  examined  the  prisoner's  wit- 
nesses, if  he  produced  any."  Son  t. 
People.  13  Wend.  (N.  V,)  347. 

7.  Kalloch  V.  Superior  Ct,,  s^  Cal. 
339;  Stale  r.  Wise,  83  Iowa  S96;  People 
V.  Smith.  35  Mich,  497;  People  v.  Chap- 
man, 63  Mich.  aSo;  People  v.  Gleason. 
63  Mich.  636;  People  v.  Brock.  &* 
Mich.  691 ;  State  v.  Davis.  14  Kev. 
407;  Bellinger  v.  People,  S  Wend.  (N. 
Y,)  S95:  People  «.  Drury,  a  Edm.  Sel, 
Cas.  (N,  Y.)  351;  State  v.  Bridgers,  87 
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is  mandatory,  and  not  merely  directory.* 

/.  Reading  Testimony  to  Witnesses  —  o««r»ur,  —  The 
testimony  taken  down  by  the  magistrate  upon  the  examination 
should  be  read  over  to  the  witnesses  before  requiring  their  signa- 
ture, for  the  purpose  of  correction,  if  necessary.*     This  would 

N.   Car.   563;    Evans  v.  Slaie,  13  Tex.  which  Is  filed   within  any  reasonable 

App.  315:  Wian  v.  Peck  ham.  43  Wis.  time  will  be  valid.     People  v.  Grun- 

493:  Rex  V.  Thomas,  7  C.  ft  P.  817.  33  dell,  75  Csl.  301.     The  section  of  the 

E.   C.   L.   75a;  Reg.  c.  Painter,  a  C.  &  code  referred  to  in  this  case  "  provides 

K.  319.  61  E.  C.  L.  319.  for  the  taking  down  of  such  teslioiony 

Omlra.  —  Unless  it   is   specially   re-  '  as  a  deposition,'  and  that  '  the  tran- 

quired  by  statute,  the  testimony  of  the  script    of    the   reporter    appointed    as 

witnesses  Upon  preliminary  examlna-  aforesaid,   when  written  out  in  long- 

tion   need  not  be  reduced  10  writing,  hand  writing,  and  certified  as  being  a 

Redmond  v.  State.  13  Kan.  173.  correctsiatemectof  such  testimony  and 

In  State  v.  Flowers,  58  Kan.  703,  it  proceedings  in  the  case,  shall  be/rimn 
was  held  that  the  failure  of  a  clerk  of  a  fade  a  correct  statement  of  such  testi- 
City  Court  to  take  down  in  writing  the  mony  and  proceedings.'  And  the  sec- 
testimony  given  on  the  preliminary  ex-  tion  goes  on  to  provide  that  'the 
aininatioa  of  a  person  charged  with  a  reporter  shall,  within  ten  days  after 
felony,  and  file  it  with  the  papers  in  the  close  of  such  examination,  if  the 
the  case,  though  a  part  of  bis  clerical  defendant  t>e  held  to  answer  the  charge, 
duties  as  clerk  of  such  court,  does  not  transcribe  into  longhand  writing  his 
defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  said  shorthand  notes,  and  certify  and 
Court  to  try  him  on  an  information  file  Che  same  with  the  county  clerk  of 
based  on  such  preliminary  examination  the  county  or  city  and  county  in  which 
and  a  finding  of  the  city  judge  of  prob-  the  defendant  was  examined,  and  shall 
able  cause  for  believing  him  guilty  of  in  all  cases  51e  his  original  notes  wiih 
the  offense  charged.  said  clerk.  '  " 

By  HaglitnU  HlaueU.  —  In  Slate  v.  RBiiogn^iar  iMd  ITot  Ba  hrarn.  —  In 
Wiggins,  so  La.  Ann.  330.  it  was  held  People  v.  Riley,  7;  Cal.  98,  b.  stenog- 
Ihal  Che  deposition  of  a  witness  upon  rapher  appointed  by  the  magistrate  to 
preliminary  examination  need  not  be  takedown  the  testimony  given  on  the 
taken  down  by  the  magistrate  himself,  preliminary  examination  under  see- 
but  that  it  wilt  be  sufficient  if  it  is  re-  lion  8690!  thePenal  Code,  need  not  be 
duced  to  writing  under  his  supervision,  sworn  faithfully  to  discharge  his  duty, 

Tmu«ript  of  KotM  Takan  on  Fnllinl-  nor  need   the  fact  that  he  was   sworn 

naiy  Ezuninadim.  —  In  People  v.  Riley,  appear  in  ihc  deposition.     A  certificate 

65  Cal.  107,  it  was  held  that  it  is  not  of  the  stenographer  to  the  deposition 

essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  that  the  same  is  "  a  correct  transcript 

that  the  shorthand  reporter's  notes  of  of  theexaminatlon  in  the  above-entitled 

the  evidence,  taken  at  the  preliminary  case  "  isa  sufficient  certification,  under 

examination,     before    Ihc   committing  subdivision    5   of  section    S69  of   the 

magistrate,   be   transcribed   and    hted  Penal  Code,   to  make  the    deposition 

prior  to  the  proceeding  by  information,  prima  fane  evidence.     See  also  10  the 

See  also  Thiede  v.  Utah.  I5g  U.  5.  510.  same  effect  State  v.  Wise,  83  Iowa  596. 

'-  -■-'-■- ' 1  held  that  the  fact  I.  People  v.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  (-' 


S.  People  V.  Chapman,  63  Mich.  380; 
People  V.  Smith,  25  Mich.  497;  People 
V.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  626;  People  v. 
Dowdigan,  67  Mich.  95. 

"  If  the  language  of  the  witness,  as 
taken  by  the  magistrate;  Is  not  read  to 
the  witness,  or  by  him,  before  signing, 
viaea,  as  is  me  case  in  some  states,  for  the  purpose  of  correction,  there  can 
that  the  stenographer's  transcript  of  be  no  certainty  that  the  deposition  of 
testimony  upon  a  preliminary  examin-  the  witness  so  written  and  signed  Is  as 
atjon  shall  be  certified  and  filed  within  it  was  actually  stated  under  oath.  The 
the  prescribed  time,  such  provision  is  imperfect  hearing  or  understanding 
directory  merely,  and  a  transcript  which  is  always  liable  to  exist  when 
BSl  Volume  XVI. 


that  the  notes  of  the  testimony  taken 
upon  preliminary  examination  of  one 
accused  of  murder  had  not  been  tran- 
scribed as  provided  by  law  is  not 
ground  for  postponing  the  trial  for  such 

nUag  of  TrauMTlpt.  —  Where  it  is  pro 
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seem  to  be  the  common  practice,  and  should   be  done  even 
though  it  may  not  be  expressly  required  by  statute.* 

WmtTw  of  Bn«h  BMdlsf .  —  According  to  some  decisions,  altfaou^ 
the  accused  may  require,  as  a  matter  of  right,  that  the  depositions 
taken  on  his  preliminary  examination  be  read  to  the  witnesses 
before  they  are  required  to  sign  them,  yet  if  he  makes  no  objec- 
tion to  an  omission  to  read  such  depositions,  he  will  not  be 
allowed  to  raise  the  objection  on  the  trial.* 

one  is  transmitting  or  transcribing  the  497]   no   evidence   had   been  rctnnied 

language  of  another  may  change  en-  and   filed  in  the  Circnii  Court  before 

tirely  the  character   of   the  evidence;  the  filing  of  the  information,  and  nolh- 

and  the  general  inclination  to  abbrevi-  log  was  ofiered  10  be  filed   thereafter, 

aie  what  is  said,  by  Ihe  irriler'g  under-  except  the  minulcE  of  [be  justice  lakea 

talcing  10  convey  the  same  meaning  in  upon  the  examination.     As  the  statute 

less  words,   may  oftljmes  change  the  expressly  requires  that  such  evidence 

sense     uninlenlionally."       People     v.  should  be  reduced  to  writing,  and  also 

Chapman,  63  Mich   380.  be  signed  by  the  wicnesaes respectively 

KaoMdty  of  B««dliig  to  OonTletliro  fW  (How.   Stat.,   g  94^),  ii  was   properly 

PMjary. —  Withoutsuchreading"  there  held  that  there  had   been  no  examina- 

could  scarcely  be  a  conviction  for  per-  tion  as  required  by  law.     In  People  v. 

jury   if    the    witness,   upon    the   ttial.  Chapman  [63   Mich.  i3o]   the  evidence 

should  sec  fit  to  materially  change  his  had   been  reduced   to   writing  and  re- 

lesllmony,"     People  v.   Chapman,   6a  turned   10  the  Circuit  Court,   bat   (he 

Mich.  3S0.  depositions  had  not  been  signed.     For 

PrMunptlaii  >■  to  Beading.  —  In   Peo-  that  reason,  and  that  alone,  the  pris- 

pie  V.  Moore,  15   Wend.  (N.  Y.)  4115,  it  oner  was  discharged.     The  rulings  in 

was  held  that  an  examination  of  a  wit-  both  of  these  cases  were  made  because 

ness,  sworn  to  have  been  taken  pursu-  the  mandatory  and  positive  provisions 

it  to  the  statute,  *ill  be  presumed  to  of  the  statute   had  not  been  complied 


e  been  read  to  or  by  (hi 
fore  it   was  signed   by  him,  although 
the  magislrate  does  not  recollect  thai  ii 
was  so  read.     The  examination  of  a 

pri! 


In  People  v.  Chapman  [bi  Mich. 

sSo]   we  took  occasion   to  refer  to  the 

fact  that  the  depositions  ought  to  be 

read  to  the  witnesses  before  signing, 

have  been     although  the  statute  did  not  expressly 

'      '.ated   the  rr         •^- 


1.  People  V.  Chapman.  fi3  Mich.  3S0.  they  should   be  so   read.     We  bad  be- 

In  England,  under  tl   and  I3  Vicl..  fore  referred  10  the  same  thing  in  civil 

c.  4>.  §  17,  it  is  necessary  that  the  dep-  cases  in  Godfrey  v.  White.  43   Mich. 

ositions   shall    be   read   over  to,    and  189.     We  did  not  intend,  however,  to 

signed   respectively  by,  the   witnesses  intimalethat a  failure tohavesuchde^- 

. who  shall  have  been  examined.     This  ositions  read  would  vitiate  an  exawi- 

was  not  required  by  the  former  statute  nation,  when  the  express  retjuisites  of 

of  7  Geo.  Iv.     See  as  to  the  former  rule  the  statute  had  been  substantially  com- 

Rex  V.  Flemming,  3   Leach  C.  C.  854;  plied    with.     A   depositio 


_  _  y.  Russell,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  356;  Reg. 
f.  London,  5  Q.  B.  555.  48  E.  C.  L.  555. 

S.  People  V.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  636. 
And  see  to  the  same  effect  People  v. 
Dowdigan.  67  Mich.  gj. 

In  People  v.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  636. 

the  court  in  Jiitingnisiin^  ih' 

People  ['.  Smith,  25  Mich.  497.  ana 
People  I-.  Chapman.  6»  Mich.  280, 
which  it  was  claimed  held  ihat  such 
reading  of   the 


r  allot 


ng  iher 


and 


tiled  wtihoul  being  read  by  or  10  the 
witness  might  be.  if  that  fact  was 
shown,  altogether  useless  as  a  means 
of  contradicting  or  impeaching  his  tes- 
timony given  on  the  trial,  and  of  no 
value  upon  which  to  base  aproseentioo 
of  for  perjury  agninst  him;  hut  when  the 
nd  examination  before  a  magistrate  is  in 
Jo.  other  respects  legal,  and  in  conformity 
to  the  express  terms  of  the  statute 
relating  to  such  examinations,  this 
J  read  it  was  neglectorfailure  to  have  the teslimonj 
:R:al  prclimi  of  any  or  all  of  the  witnesses  read  to  or 
the  statute,  by  them  before  signing  cannot  affect 
th  [as  Mich,     ihe  status  of   the  defendant  in  ihe  trial 
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g.  Signature  to  Testimony  —  (i)  By  the  Witnesses. — As 
a  general  rule,  when  the  testimony  given  by  the  witnesses  on 
preliminary  examination  has  been  reduced  to  writing,  it  should 
be  signed  by  them.  * 

Bibet  of  Omiwion  to  ttgn.  —  Where  this  is  required,  if  the  testimony 
is  not  signed  by  the  witnesses  the  examination  is  fatally  defective 
and  will  not  warrant  the  filing  of  an  information.* 

(2)  By  the  Magistrate,  —  It  would  seem  to  be  the  proper  prac- 
tice that  the  depositions  of  witnesses  taken  on  preliminary  exam- 
ination should  also  be  signed  by  the  magistrate  before  whom  such 
preliminary  examination  was  held.* 

7.  Examination  of  Aooased  —  a.  Right  of  Accused  to  Tes- 
tify. —  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that  since  a  defend- 
ant in  a  criminal  prosecution  may  be  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf, 
a  person  accused  of  a  public  oflfense  may  testify  at  the  prelimi- 
nary examination.^  In  other  jurisdictions,  however,  such  a  pro- 
vision is  held  not  to  be  applicable  to  preliminary  examinations 
before  committing  magistrates.* 

court  to  which  he  is  bound  over  at  such  ttgnAtoro  Hxj  Vot  Bo  Ohtainod  Aftor 

examination.     There  is  no  doubt  of  his  Botnm.  —  Since  the  magistrate's  juris- 

right  to  require,  at  the  examination,  diction  over  the  case  is  ended  by  his 

that  the  testimony  shall  be  so  read  be-  return  of  the  proceedings,  it  is  too  late 

fore  it  is  signed ;  but  if  he  makes  no  for  him  to  amend  such  return  by  secur- 

objection  there,   he  cannot  be  heard  ing  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses  to 

afterwards  to  complain  of  it."  their  testimony  given  on  preliminary 

1.  State  V,  Braithwaite,  2  Idaho  857;  examination.     People  v.  Chapman,  62 

State  V,  Clark,  (Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Mich.  280. 

Rep.  710;    People  v.  Brock,  64  Mich.  3.  People  v.  Johnson,  46  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

691;    People  V,  Smith,  25  Mich.  497;  667;    State  v.  Clark,  (Idaho  1894)  35 

People    V,    Chapman,   62    Mich.   280;  Pac.  Rep.  710;   State  v.  Braithwaite,  2 

People  V.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  626;  Peo-  Idaho  857. 

pie  V.  Dowdigan,  67  Mich.  05;    People  4.  State  v.  Kinder,  96  Mo.  548. 

v.  Drury,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.  Y.^  351;  la  Iowa  it  seems  that  even  before  the 

People  V,  Moore,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  420.  code  was  amended  so  as  to  allow  the 

Contra,  —  In  State  v.  Wiggins,  50  La.  defendant  in  a  criminal  prosecution  to 

Ann.  330,  it  was  said  that  the  deposition  be  a  witness  in    his  own  behalf,  he 

of  a  witness  need  not  be  signed  by  bim.  might  testify  in  a  preliminary  exami- 

See  also  State  v.  Wise,  83  Iowa  596,  nation.     State  v.  Laffer,  38  Iowa  422. 

wherein  it  was  held  that  the  provision  of  See  also  State  v.  Darrington,  47  Iowa 

the  code  requiring  reduction  of  testi-  518. 

mony  to  writing  does  not  demand  the  9,  People  v.  Gibbons,  43  Cal.   557. 

signature  of  the  witness  to  such  tes-  In  this  case  the  court  said:    *' We  are 

timony.  of  opinion  that,  under  the  provisions  of 

XaoBor  of  Mgning.  —The  signature  the  statute  referred  to,  there  was  no 
of  the  witness  to  evidence  given  by  him  authority  conferred  upon  the  justice  to 
on  a  preliminary  examination  should  administer  an  oath  to  the  prisoner  upon 
be  in  the  usual  manner;  but  if  a  man-  his  preliminary  examination,  nor  to 
ual  signature  is  a  physical  impossibil-  hear  or  receive  testimony  from  the 
ity,  such  witness  may  request  another  mouth  of  the  accused  in  that  proceed- 
to  sign  for  him,  and  this  will  be  a  suffi-  ing,  and  that  the  statements  made  by 


cient    compliance    with    the    statute. 
State  V.  Carlisle,  57  Mo.  102. 

S.  People  V,  Smith,  25  Mich.  497; 
People  V.  Chapman,  62  Mich.  280; 
People  V.  Brock.  64  Mich.  691 ;  People 
V.  Gleason,  63  Mich.  626. 


the  prisoner  and  detailed  by  the  justice 
were  improperly  admitted.  Nor  do  we 
think  that  the  subsequent  Act  of  April 
2,  1866  (p.  865),  authorizing  accused 
persons  to  become  witnesses  in  their 
own  behalf,  has  any  applicability  to 
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b.  Voluntary  Statement  —  (i)  InGeneral.  —  According  to 
the  practice  in  many,  if  not  most,  of  the  states,  when  the  exam- 
ination of  the  witnesses  upon  the  part  of  the  prosecution  is  closed, 
the  examining  magistrate  should  inform  the  accused  that  he  has 
the  right  to  make  a  statement  in  relation  to  the  charge  against 
him,'  and  that  the  statement  is  designed  to  enable  him,  if  he  sees 

£  roper,  to  answer  the  chaise  and  explain  the  testimony  against 
im.* 

(2)  Waiver  of  Right.  —  The  magistrate  should  also  inform  the 
accused  that  he  need  not  make  such  statement  unless  he  so 
desires,  and  that  his  refusal  to  do  so  cannot  be  used  against  him 
on  the  trial ;  and  if  the  accused  waives  his  right  to  make  the 
statement,  such  fact  must  be  noted  by  the  magistrate,  imme- 
diately following  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  for  the 
prosecution.' 

{3)  Caution  as  to  Effect  of  Statement.  —  In  addition  to  inform- 
ing the  accused  of  his  right  to  make  a  statement  and  the  purpose 


relin 


had 


to    BBjr    anything    in    a 

charge,  nhea  he  had  bea 
wilnesses  in   support  of 


all  thai 


I    the 


pic  ■B.   Gibbons.   43   Cal.  55;. 

be    made    h'j    [he  accused   \{ 
lired:  "  The  point  of  time  in 


9  fixed    by  the  statute^   il 

:   after   the  depositions  of  the 

9  upon  which  Ihc  narrani  was 

issuca   nave   been    read   to   him,   and 

when  the  examination  of  (he  wilnesses 

on  the   part  of  the  people,  had  in  the 

presence  of  the  accused,  is  closed.    H< 

mu9t   [hen   be  distinctly  informed  by 

;   maftistrate   that,  it   is  his   right  to 


before   committing   mag  is 
statute  speaks  o(  trials  of 
complaints,  and  other  proceedings,  and 
provide!  that  the  credibility  of  the  tes- 
timony given  by  the  accused  shall  be 
left   to  the  determination  of  the  jury, 
etc.     We   find    nrtthin^,   either    in   its 
letter  or  context,  evincin§[  a  purpose  to 
interfere  in  any  respecl  with  the  statute 
specially  regulating  the  subject  of  the 
preliminary    examination    of    persons     m 
charged  with  the  commission  of  public     ni 
oflenscs."  is< 

1.  People  V.  Gibbons,  43  Cal.  557; 
People  V.  Annis,  13  Mich.  511:  People 
V.  Winncss,  3  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  Sg: 
People  V.  Chapleau,  ui  N.  Y.  a66; 
People  V.  McGloin,  91  N.  Y.  348;  Peo- 
ple V,  McMahon,  3  Pack.  Cr.  Rep.  (N. 
v.  Supreme  Cl.)  56g;  Hendrickson  :■. 
People.  I  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
Ct.)4i6;  People  v.  Mondon.  103  N.  Y. 
aai:  Rex  v.  Fagg,  4  C.  &  P.  566,  ii]  E. 
C.  I..  530;  Rex  I'.  Green,  s  C,  4  P.  313. 
M  E.  C.  L.  33S. 

In  Rex  V.  Fagg,  4  C.  &  P.  566.  ig  E. 
C.  L.  530.  upon  the  trial  of  the  prisoner 
the  prosecution  offered  in  evidence  a 
Etalcmcnt  in  writing,  mode  by  the  judgmi 
prisoner  before  the  magistrate,  and  speak  t 
which  it  appeared  nas  made  before  the  oiherw 
evidence  for  the  prosecution  had  been  >,  Code  Crira.  Pro.  N.  Y..  g  ig6; 
gone  through.  Garrow,  B..  said  that  People  v.  Winness,  3  N.  Y.  Grim.  Rep. 
nothing  which  a  prisoner  staled  before  89.  See  also  as  to  the  purposes  of  iht 
he  knew  what  the  evidence  against  provision  permitting  such  slaicmenl. 
him  was.  ought  to  be  usediocrimioale  People  v.  Annis,  13  Mich.  511. 
him;  and  censured  the  practice  of  tak.  3.  Code  Crim.  Pro.  N.  Y..  g§  196. 
Ing  such  a  statement  from  a  prisoner.  197;  Honeyman's  Pr.  U  Precedents. 
who  shonld  only  be  asked  if  be  wished  §  775;  People  v.  McGloin,  91  iV.  V. 
8M  Volume  XVI. 


charge  again 

I  him  if  be   see  Gl.  bu 

that  he  is  at 

entire  liberty   (0   naiv 

making  such 

SUlement.  and    thai  bi 

be   used  againsl  him  0 

the  trial.     Th 

s  requirement  is  import 

ant  to  be  obse 

rved  as  removing  poss 

ble     apprehen 

sions    lingering    in    hi 

mind,  calcula 

ed  to  disturb,  or.  jt  ma 

be,    10  overru 

le.   his   more   delibcral 

charge,  though  be  would 
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thereof  and  his  right  to  waive  such  statement,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  magistrate  to  inform  him  as  to  the  effect  of  his  testimony  — 
that  whatever  he  may  say  will  be  reduced  to  writing  and  may  be 
given  in  evidence  against  him  on  his  trial.' 

(4)  Statement  Must  Not  Be  under  Oath.  —  Although  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witnesses  upon  a  preliminary  examination  should  be 
under  oath,  the  statement  of  me  accused  must  be  entirely  volun- 
tary, and  must  not  be  under  oath,  or  it  will  not  be  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him  on  his  trial.* 

24S:  People  V.  Chaple&u,  lai  N.  Y. 
366;  People  v.  Mondoa,  38  Hun  (N. 
y.)  i9>;  II  &  la  Vict.,  c.  43,  g  iS.  See 
alis  Exp  Walih.  39  Cal.  705;  People 
V.  Gibbons,   43  C»].  557. 

I,  II  &  13  VicL,  c.  43,  g  iS;  CoSec  v. 
State,  35  Fl*.  joi;  People  «.  Smlch,  1 
Wheel.  Cr.  Ca«.  (N.  V.)  57:  People  v. 
Cbapleau,  131  N.  Y.  366;  Reg.  v.  Kim- 
ber,  3  Cox  C.  C.  333;  Reg.  v.  Arnold, 
8  C.  &  P.  633.  34  E.  C.  L.  556;  Rex  v. 
Green,  5  C,  ft  P.  31a.  34  E.  C.  L.  335; 
Reg.  V.  Swinnerton,  I  C.  &  M.  593,  41 
E.  C.  L.  313- 

4««aMd  Bhoold  Hot  Ba  DlMvadad  fron 
OwifMriaii.  —  In  Rex  i-.  Green,  5  C.  & 
P.  313,  34  E.  C.  L,  335.  it  was  held  that 
a  prisoDer  ought  to  be  told  by  the 
magistrate  that  if  he  makes  any  state- 
ment it  roajr  be  used  as  evidence 
against  him,  and  that  he  must  not  ex- 
pect any  favor  if  he  confesses,  but  the 
magistrate  ought  not  to  dissuade  him 
from  cooCessing.  The  court  said: 
"A  prisoner  ought  to  be  told  that  his 
confessing  will  not  operate  at  all  in  his 
favor,  and  that  he  must  not  expect  any 
favor  because  be  makes  a  confession; 
and  that  if  any  one  has  told  htm  that 
it  will  be  better  for  him  to  confessor 
worse  for  him  if  he  does  not,  he  must 
pay  no  attention  to  it;  and  that  any- 
thing he  says  to  criminate  himself  will 
be  used  as  evidence  against  him  on  his 
trial.  After  that  admonition,  it  ought 
to  be  left  entirely  to  himself  whether 
he  will  make  any  statement  or  not; 
but  he  ought  not  Co  be  dissuaded  from 
making  a  perfectly  voluntary  confes- 
sion, because  that  is  shutting  up  one 
of  the  sources  of  justice." 

Kaj  Ba  ITnd  ■■  EtUmim  Only  U 
AgalMt  til*  Filsoiuf,  —  The  statement 
of  the  accused  made  upOD  his  prelimi- 
nary examination  cannot  be  used  as 
evidence  for  the  prisoner  upon  his 
trial,  where  it  has  not  been  put  In  evl- 
dence  for  the  prosecution.  Reg.  v. 
Haloes,  i  F.  ft  F.  %b;  Reg.  v  Arnold, 
8  C.  ft  P.  631,  34  E.  C.  L.  S56. 


it  was  held  that  the 
voluntary  declarations  of  the  accused, 
made  before  the  committiDg  magistrate 
on  a  preliminary  examination,  and  cer- 
tified to  by  him  in  the  presence  of  two 
witnesses.  In  conformity  with  the  stat- 
utes, cannot  be  offered  in  evidence  or 
used  on  the  trial  before  the  jury  by  the 
accused.  Declarations  so  taken  are  in- 
tended only  to  perpetuate  for  the  nse 
of  Che  state  such  confessions  as  the  ac- 
cused may  choose  to  make.  State  v, 
VandergraS,  33  La.  Ann.  96. 

2,  Rex  V.  Smith,  I  Stark.  243,  9  E.  C. 
L.  98;  Rex  V.  Rivers,  7  C.  ft  P.  177,  3a 
E.  C.  L.  486;  Reg.  V.  Pikesley,  9  C.  ft 
P.  134,  38  E.  C.  L.  67;  People  v.  Gib- 
bons, 43  Cal.  557. 

BAet  ot  ■af^ktnta's  Batnrnlliat  Btat«- 
meut  Wai  undn  Oath.  —  Where  a  magis- 
trate returns  with  the  deposition  of  the 
witnesses  that  the  prisoner  was  sworn 
and  made  a  statement,  such  statement 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence  against 
him,  even  though  a  witness  said  that 
the  accused  was  in  fact  not  sworn. 
Reg.  V.  Pikesley,  9  C.  ft  P.  134.  38  E, 
C.  L.  67;  Rex  V.  Smith,  t  Burk.  243,  3 
E.  C.  L.  9S.  In  the  latter  case  the  ex- 
amination of  the  accused  was  rejected 
because  it  purported  to  have  been 
taken  on  oath,  and  the  court  held  that 
it  would  not. permit  a  witness  to  be  ex- 


tered  to  the  accused,  00  the  groand 
that  it  could  not  allow  that  which  had 
been  sent  in  under  the  hand  of  a 
magistrate  to  be  disputed. 

BffNt  of  Swaarlsf  Aoonsod  by  lUrtak*. 
—  In  Rex  V.  Webb,  4  C.  ft  P.  564,  19 
E.  C.  L.  5a8,  the  prisoner,  being  mis- 
taken foT  8  witness,  was  sworn,  but  the 
mistake  being  discovered,  the  deposi- 
tion which  had  been  commenced  was 
destroyed,  and  the  prisoner  subse- 
quently, after  a  caution  from  the 
magistrate,  made  a  statement.  It  was 
held  that  such  statement  might  be  re- 
ceived In  evidence  against  the  prisoner, 
5  Volume  XVL 


r 


Oondnctof  PRELIMINARY  EXAMINATION.       Xnalntfoa. 

f  5)  Manner  of  Taking  Statcmenl.  —  As  to  the  manner  of  taking 
the  statement  ol  the  accused  Upon  a  preliminary  examination, 
the  general  rule  seems  to  be  that,  after  being  duly  cautioned,  he 
should  merely  be  asked  if  he  has  anything  to  say  in  answer  to  the 
charge.'  and  that  it  will  be  irregular  for  the  magistrate  to  examine 
or  question  him  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  witness.*  In  some 
states  the  magistrate,  when  the  accused  has  expressed  his  desire 
of  making  a  statement,  but  before  such  statement  is  made,  is 
required  by  statute  to  put  to  the  accused  certain  prescribed  ques- 
tiuns  '  as  to  name,  age,  place  of  birth,  residence,  and  business,* 
and  the  accused  is  then  to  be  told  that  he  may  give  any  explana- 
tion that  he  may  think  proper  of  the  circumstances  appearing  in 
the  testimony  against  him,  and  may  state  any  [acts  which  he 
thinks  will  tend  to  his  exculpation. ' 

(6)  Reduction  to  Wriling.  —  The  statement  of  the  accused 
must  as  it  is  given  be  reduced  to  writing  by  the  magistrate,  or 
under  his  direction.* 

(7)  Slatemenl  to  Be  Read  to  Accused.  —  It  is,  as  a  genera]  rule. 
expressly  required  by  statute  that  after  the  statement  of  the 
accused  has  been  taken  down  in  writing,  it  shall  be  read  over  to 


siace  whal  was  first  taken  down  and 
arierwariJ&  destroyed  did  not  prejudice 
him.  The  trial  court  could  not  know 
whal  he  said,  and  it  wag  as  i(  such  dep- 


K«preMnt«UT«  Statn 


York   i 


vided   t 


n  had  □ 


led. 


I,  Rex  r.  Fagg,  4  C,  4  P.  566.  19  E. 
C.  L.  530;  People  v.  Winness.  3  N,  Y. 
Crim.  Rep.  89. 

S.  liex  f.  Wilson,  1  Hod  597,  3  E,  C. 
L.  334;  People  V.  Gibbons.  43  Cal.  557- 
In  Ihe  latter  case  it  was  held  that  there 
was  no  aulhority  conferred  upon  the 
justice  to  administer  an  oath  to  the 
prisoner  upon  his  preliminary  exami- 
nalion.  nor  to  hear  or  receive  testimony 
from  the  mouth  of  the  accused  in  that 
proceeding,  and  that  it  was  improper 
to  admit  statcmenis  made  by  the  pris- 
oner and  detailed  by  the  jUHticc.  See 
also  Rex  v.  Ellis.  R.  &  M.  43a.  ai  E.  C. 
L,  483,  in  which  case  it  was  held  that 
■n  examination  of  a  prisoner  charged 
with  a  felony  taken  without  threat  or 
promise,  by  the  questions  put  by  the 
magistreie.  is,  notwithstanding,  admi*- 
BJble  in  evidence. 

3.  Code  Crim.  Pro.  N.  Y..  §  19S; 
People  V,  Winness.  3  N.  V.  Crim.  Rep. 
80:  People  V,  Gibbons.  43  Cal.  557. 

4.  People  V.  Winness.  3  N.  Y.  Crim. 
Rep.  89. 

B.  Code  Crim.  Pro.  N.  Y..  %  198: 
People  V.  Winness.  3  N.  V.  Crim.  Rep. 
89.  See  also  People  v.  Gibbons,  43 
Cal.  S57- 


1.  — In  Sf* 
■•  if  Ihe  de. 
fendanl  choose  10  make  a  statement, 
the  magistrate  must  proceed  lo  lake  it 
in  writing,  without  oath,  and  must  pat 
to  the  defendant  the  following  quev 
lions  only:  What  is  your  name  and 
age?  Where  were  you  born?  Where 
do  you  reside,  and  how  long  have  yon 
resided  there?  Whal  i*  your  business 
or  profession?  Give  any  explanation 
you  may  think  proper,  of  Ihe  circDm- 
slances  appearing  in  ihe  testimony 
against  you.  and  stale  any  facts  whicb 
you  think  will  lead  to  your  eicul- 
pation."  Code  Crim.  Pro.  N.  V.. 
§198. 

«.  Code  Crim.  Pro.  N.  V..  g  aoo:  it 
&  12  Vict.,  c.  43.  g  iS;  People  e.Chap- 
Icau,  lai  N.  Y.  366:  Bellinger  »_  Peo- 
ple, a  Wend.  (N.  V.)  595;  People  p. 
43  Cal.sS7:  Wrighlt.  ^1*1*. 


□  Mis 


.33=- 


In  People  v.  Gibbons,  43  Cal.  SS7.  the 
court,  in  speaking  of  the  requiremenl 
that  the  prisoner's  statement  must  be 
in  wriling,  said:  "The  prisoner,  in 
making  the  statement,  is  not  to  be  ex- 
posed 10  the  danger  of  wilful  misrepre- 
sentation, inattention,  or  forgetfulness 
upon  the  part  of  the  persons  ptrsenl. 
who  may  afterwards  appear  a*  wit- 
nesses against  him,  teMilying  as  to 
what  he  did  or  did  not  say  in  making 
concerning  the  charge." 
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him ; '  and  in  those  states  where  the  questions  to  be  put  to  the 
accused  are  prescribed  by  statute,  his  answer  to  each  question  is- 
to  be  distinctly  read  to  him  as  it  is  taken  down,  and  is  to  be 
corrected,  if  he  desires,  until  it  is  made  to  express  what  it  is 
his  purpose  to  state.* 

(8)  Signature  to  Statement  —  Br  th*  AMotad.  —  While  it  would 
seem  to  be  the  better  practice  to  secure  the  signature  of  the 
accused  to  his  voluntary  statement,  if  he  is  willing,  yet  according 
to  the  decisions  this  is  not  absolutely  essential,  but  such  state- 
ment may  be  used  in  evidence  against  him  on  hts  trial,  where  the 
prisoner,  upon  the  reading  of  such  statement,  admits  the  truth 
thereof,  although  he  refuses  to  sign  it,* 

B7  th*  Mmglitnte.  —  The  statement,  whether  signed  by  the  accused 
or  not,  must,  in  order  to  be  admissible  as  evidence,  be  signed 
and  certified  by  the  examining  magistrate.* 

8.  BMiiion  of  the  Hogiitrate  —  a.  In  General.  —  It  is  the  duty- 
of  the  magistrate  before  whom  a  preliminary  examination  is 
being  held,  after  an  examination  of  the  whole  matter  to  come 
to  an  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  an  offense  has  been  com- 
mitted, and  if  he  is  of  opinion  that  there  has  been,  then  as  to- 
whether  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused  guilty 
thereof; '  and  the  record  of  the  magistrate  should  show  findings, 
that  these  two  conditions  existed.*  If,  upon  such  examination, 
it  appears  that  no  offense  has  been  committed,  or  that  there  is. 
not  probable  cause  for  believing  the  prisoner  guilty,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  magistrate  to  dischai^e  htm.* 

his  reaaon  for  such  refusal  must  be: 
stBted  as  he  give*  it.  CcMle  Crim.  Pro. 
N.  v.,  g  M4.  par.  4;  People  v.  Chap- 
leau,  I3t  N,  V.  366. 
4.  II  &  II  Vkt.,  c.  4*.  S  iH;  People- 
zoo.  V.  Chapleau,  I3I   N.  Y.  366.     See  atso- 

ITo  PnnK^tlaBU  H  Ihiiti  Bwtfliif , —  Evans  v.  State,  13  Tex.  App.  315. 
In  People  v.  Moore,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  5.  People  v.  Evans,  73  Micb.  367; 
430.  il  was  held  thai  while  an  examina'  Yaner  v.  People,  34  Mich.  186:  Red- 
tion  of  a  witness  sworn  to  have  been  mond  v.  Slate,  is  Kan.  176;  Son  v. 
taken  pursuant  to  the  statute  will  be  People,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  3441  U.  S.  v.. 
presumed  to  have  been  read  to  or  by  Lumsden,  i  Bond  (U.  S.}  5. 
the  witness  before  ll   was  signed  by        8.  State  v.  Tennison.  39  Kan.  716. 

7,  People  v.  Druiy,  3  Edm.  Sel.  Cas. 
(N.  Y.)  351;  Son  V.  People,  is  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  344;  Slate  p.  Tennison,  39  Kan. 
736;  Stale  V.  Hanwell,  3S  Me.  139:. 
People  V.  Evans,  73  Mich.  367;  U.  5. 
V.  Lumsden.  i  Bond  (U.  S.)  j. 

In  U.  S.  c.  Lumsden,  i  Bond  (U.  S.) 

5.  ihe  court  said  that  if  "  after  a  full 

examination   of   the   facts,   the    court 

judge  is  satisfied,  as   a   fair   le^al 

rime  has  been  com- 

dutj'    promptly   I 


m,  aUtiough  the  magistrate  does 
recollect  that  it  was  so  read,  the  exam- 
ination of  a  prisoner  must  be  proved  to 
have  been  read. 

S,  Rex  c  Lambe.  3  Leach  C.  C.  553; 
Rex  V.  Thomas,  3  Leach  C.  C.  637; 
Rex  V.  Telicote,  a  Stark.  4S3,  3  E.  C. 
L,  497;  People  V.  Johnson,  i  Wheel, 
Cr.  Cas.  {tt.  Y.)  193.  See  also  Honey- 
man  "t  Pr.  ft  Precedents.  §  775.  ,      „. 

SaaMn  fbr  BefoMtl  to  Ugn,  —  By  the     deduction,  thai 
statutes  of  some  of  the  states  prescrib-    mitted,    ' 


Ing  ihe  form  of  the  preliminary  c 
nation  It  is  provided  thai  while  the  ac- 
cused may  refuse  to  sign  his  statement. 


order  the  discharge  of  the  party  ac- 
cused. It  is  ihe  right  of  the  parly  at 
once  to  be  relieved  from  a  posltioik 
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condBot  M         rtuiL,!  may  Jits,  r  ii.AJiMii\A  1  tujyi. 

EaidiBff  to  isU.  —  If,  however,  upon  the  whole  eviderice  it  appears 
that  an  offense  has  been  committed,  and  there  is  probable  cause 
for  believing  the  accused  guilty  thereof,  and  the  offense  is  baila> 
ble,  and  bail  Is  offered,  it  should  be  taken,  and  the  prisoner  dis- 
charged on  bail ;  and  if  the  offense  is  not  bailable,  or  if  sufficient 
bail  is  not  offered,  the  accused  should  be  committed  by  the 
examining  magistrate.' 

D«sTM  of  OAho.  —  According  to  some  decisions,  where  the 
offense  charged  includes  others  of  lesser  degree  the  magistrate 
must  also  determine  which  offense,  if  any,  tus  been  committed, 
to  the  end  that  the  accused  may  not  be  put  upon  trial  for  an 
offense  different  from  or  greater  than  that  for  which  he  had  been 
examined  and  held  for  trial,  and  also  in  order  that  it  may  be  seen 
whether  the  offense  is  one  bailable  by  him  or  not.' 

Jadloisl  DtMrmlnatitn.  —  Such  Conclusion  or  opinion  of  the  exam- 
ining magistrate  is  a  judicial  determination,  and  is  essential  as  a 
basis  of  the  proceedings  by  information.' 

involving  a  auspldoo  of  cnme,  whlcb  first  degree  where  the  proof  is  evident 

may  seriously  aSect  not  only  his  social  or  the    presumption   irreaL      Section 

standing,  but  his  pecuniary  intereils.  7S68.     And  the  statute,  in  pointing  oot 

And    it    may    be    remarlced   that   the  the  duty  of  the  justice  upon  an  exani- 

healihful  and  efficient   adniiuistratlon  nation,  where  it  appears  that  an  offense 

of  criminal   law   is   not   promoted  bj  not  cognizable  by  a  justice  has  been 

frosecntions  which,  in  the  last  resort,  committed,  and  there  is  probable  cause 
111  to  produce  the  conviction  of  the  to  believe  the  prisoner  gailtv  thereof, 
person  accused.  As  a  general  rule,  further  provides  chat '  if  the  offense  be 
such  futile  prosecutions  tend  more  to  bailable  by  the  magislrxte,  and  the 
the  encouragement  than  the  repression  person  oScr  sufficient  bail,  it  shall  be 
of  crime."  taken  and  the  prisoner  discharged;  hot 
1.  Redmond  v.  State.  13  Kan.  176;  if  no  sufficient  bail  be  offered,  or  the 
Slate  Ji.  Tennison,  39  Kao.  716;  State  offense  be  not  bailable  by  the  magis- 
f.  Hartwell,  35  Me.  139:  People  v.  traie,  ibe  prisoner  shall  b«  committed 
Evans,  73  Mich  367:  People  v.  Whitte-  to  prison  for  trial.'  Section  7860.  The 
more.  103  Mich.  519;  Vaner  v.  People,  magistrate  therefore  must,  '  upon  the 
34  Mich.  1S6:  Son  V.  People,  12  Wend,  examination  of  the  whole  matter,'  dc- 
(N.  Y.)  344;  Matter  of  Van  Cam  pen,  a  termine  whether  an  offense  has  been 
Ben.  (U.  S.)  419.  See  also  Ganea  v.  committed,  and  he  must  at  the  same 
Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  Ji  Cal.  140;  time  specify  it,  so  that  it  may  be  seen 
Com.  V.  Ward,  4  Mass.  497;  Butler  v.  whether  the  offense  specified  tie  bail- 
State.  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  483.  able  by  the  magistrate  or  not.  This  is 
"  When  an  examination  of  a  person  one  of  the  rights  of  the  accused,  of 
accused  of  any  crime  is  had  before  a  which  the  magistrate,  by  a  failure  to 
justice  or  olher  enamining  magistrate,  specify    ihc  offense,  should  not  be  pci- 


hotd   him   10   trial  and  commit  him  to  perhaps,  he  has  been   wrongfully  ac 

the  jail  of  the  proper  county,  if  bail  be  cused." 

not   furnished."     Martin   v.    Slate,  79  >.   People  i'.  Evans.  7a  Mich.  367. 

Wis.  165.  lUoitratios  of  Bofieient  Fudlags. — 

2.  Ya net  f.  People,  34  Mich.  3S6.     In  The  general  finding  made  by  Ibe  magiv 

this   case   the   court    said:    "Persons  tratc  that  there  was  suBicieni  evidence 

chitged    with    crime    are    entitled   of  to  warrant  the  binding  over  of  tbc  dc- 

right   10   bail   in   all  cases,  except  for  fendaot.  and  a   recitation   in  the  com- 

capital  olTenses.  or   for  murder  in  the  milment  issued  that  it  appears  that  the 
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CoBdvM  Of         PRELIMINARY  EXAMINA  TION. 

b.  Sufficiency  of  Evidence  — (i)  At  Common  Law. —At 
common  law  the  rule  was  that  if,  upon  the  preliminary  examina-  , 
tion  of  a  person  accused  of  crime,  "it  manifestly  appears  that 
either  no  such  crime  was  committed,  or  that  the  suspicion  enter- 
tained of  the  prisoner  was  wholly  groundless,  in  such  cases  only 
it  is  lawful  totally  to  discharge  him.  Otherwise  he  must  either 
be  committed  to  prison  or  give  bail."  ' 

(2)  C/nder  Modern  Practice  —  6«Mr»l  Xnl*.  —  The  strict  rule  of 
the  common  law  docs  not,  however,  prevail  in  the  modern  prac- 
tice in  this  country.  Here  it  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  holding  the 
accused  to  answer,  that  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  preliminary 
examination  shows  that  an  offense  has  been  committed,  and  that 
there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused  guilty  thereof,*  and 


offeose  o[  murder  h&i  been  com  milled, 
and  that  there  is  probable  cauae  to  be- 
lieve (bat  the  defendant  ia^uillyof  the 
commltsion  thereof,  cooititute  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  section  54  of  the 
Kansas  Code,  as  to  Che  lindin{[S  upon 
«  preliminary  examioatlon.  State  v, 
Tennison,  39  Kan.  716.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  "  Another  objeccioa  Is 
that  the  finding  of  the  justice  o(  the 
peace  upon  the  preliminary  rxamiua- 
lon  does  not  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  54  of  the  Criminal 
Code.  To  bind  over  the  accused,  it 
must  appear  lo  the  justice  (hat  an 
offense  has  been  committed,  and  that 
there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the 
defendant  guilty.  The  record  made  by 
the  justice  should  show  the  existence 
of  those  conditions,  but  it  is  no)  re- 
quired that  the  exact  language  of  the 
statute  should  be  employed  in  malting 
the  entry.  In  (he  present  case  ihete  Is 
a  general  finding  made  by  the  justice 
that  '  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to 
warrant  the  binding  over  o(  the  defend- 
ant." In  the  order  of  commitment 
Issued,  and  which  is  made  a  pan  of  the 
record,  the  justice  recites  thai  '  it  ap- 
pears chat  the  offense  of  murder  has 
been  committed,  and  that  (here  is 
probable  cause  to  believe  that  Lucy 
Tennison  is  guilty  of  the  commission 
thereof.'  Talcing  the  two  entries  to- 
gether, there  can  be  no  question  of 
what  the  findings  are,  and  that  theie 
has  been  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  statute." 

in  People  f.  Whittemore,  loa  Mich. 
SrQ,  it  was  held  that  the  failure  of  an 
examining  magistrate,  on  requiring  a 
respondent  to  recognize  to  answer  the 
offense  charged,  to  certify  his  finding 
that  the  offense  has  been  committed, 


his  finding  being  that  "  (here  Is  prob- 
able cause  to  believe  that  said  offense 
has  been  committed,  and  probable 
cause  to  believe  the  respondent  guilty 
thereof,"  will  not  snppart  an  objection 
that  the  information  filed  on  the  basis 
of  bis  return  wai  not  properly  filed. 

1.  Black.  Com.  396;  1  Hale  P.  C. 
131.  See  also  Bosliclt  e.  Rutherford,  4 
Hawks  <N.  Car.)  B3,  where  the  coun 
said:  "  It  is  the  general  usage  with  ns 
not  to  discharge  the  accused,  unless  it 
appears  that  there  is  no  probable 
ground  to  suppose  him  guilty,  and  in 
that  case  the  discharge  by  the  magis- 
trate is  lawful.  The  modern  practice 
by  magistrates  in  England  has  never 
been  adopted  here,  nor  Is  it  by  any 
means  called  for  by  the  frequency  or 
enormity  of  crimes.  There  a  magis- 
trate does  not  usually  discharge  the 
accused,  unless  it  appear  in  the  clearest 
manner  that  the  charge  is  malicious  as 
well  as  groundless.  I  Chitty's  Crira. 
Law  89.  Our  practice  obtains  in  some 
of  the  sister  states;  for  where  a  person 
was  arrested  and  brought  before  a 
magistrate  on  a  charge  made  by  an- 
other of  a  suspicion  of  felony,  and  the 
justice  being  satisfied  that  the  suspicion 
was  groundless,  discharged  him.  it  was 
held  that  enaction  for  malicious  prose- 
cution would  lie  against  the  accuser; 
and  that  a  magistrate,  it  he  be  satisfied 
that  there  is  no  cause  for  a  commit- 
ment, may  discharge  the  party  ac- 
cused." Citing  Secor  v.  Babcock,  3 
Johns.  {N.  Y.)  303. 

2.  Matterof  VanCampen.  iBen.  (U. 
S.)4ii);  U.  S.  &.  Johns.  4  Dall.  (U.  S.) 
41a;  U.  S.  w.  Burr,  35  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
t4,  69J3,  4  Cranch  {U.  S.)  455;  Marks 
p.  Sullivan,  9  Utah  13;  State  v.  Tenni- 
son, 39  Kan.  736;  Redmond  v.  State, 
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it  is  not  necessary  that  the  evidence  should  be  of  such  a  nature 

as  would  be  necessary  to  convict  the  accused  upon  his  final  trial,' 

K»giitrat*  to  lodg*  M  to  Weight  ol  Evidanoe.  —  If,  upon  a  preliminary 

exarniiiation,  there  is  any  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 


:  Whiu 


1  Mic 


i,  7«  Mich,  3671  Mailer 
o(  Henry,  13  Misc,  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
Ci.)  734;  Scovern  t.  State,  C  Ohio  St. 
sGa:  Martin  v.  State,  79  Wis.  165. 

"  The  ddI]'  rule  which  governs  this 
subject  is  thus  suied  by  Bouvicr: 
■  When  there  are  grounds  for  suspicion 


by   ihe 
commitl 
■■Toai 


nitled  il 


charged   with    having 


iiisden 


Kid  of  Ihe  < 


tnd   put 


inily  requ 


elha 


luld  be  examined,  th< 
is  said  Id  be  a  probable  cause  for  mak- 
ing a  charge  against  the  accused.'  2 
SJouv,  Law  Diet.,  p.  467.  Such  prob- 
able  cause  as  would  justify  the  piose- 
cuEor  in  causing  the  prisoner's  arrest 
will  authorize  the  justice  in  holding 
him  lo  bail.  It  is  a  matter,  however, 
which  must  needs  depend  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  parlicutat  case. 
There  cannot,  in  the  nature  of  things, 

the  subject.  The  infinite  variety  of 
the  circumstances  under  which  a  mag- 
istrate maybe  required  to  act  precludes 
all  possibility  of  formulating,  even  in 
the  most  general  terms,  any  code  of 
regulations  by  which  the  discretion  of 
magistrates  should  be  controlled." 
Murfree'i  Justice  Praciice,  €  loSo 

1.  Matter  o(  Henry,  13  Misc.  Rep, 
(N.  Y.  Supreme  Cl.)  734;  Martin  f. 
State,  7g  Wis.  165;  U.  S.  v.  Burr,  aj 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  M.69!l''.4Cranch  (U.  S.) 
455:  Matter  of  Van  Cam  pen,  z  Ben. 
(U.  S.)  411,;  U.  S.  V.  Johns,  4  Dall.  (U. 
S.)  411.  Seealso  in  (his  connection  U. 
S.  V.  Bloomgart.  a  Ben.  (U.  S.)  356. 

In  U.  S.  V.  Burr,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
I4,69sn,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.}45s,  Marshall, 
C.  J.,  said-  "  On  an  application  ot  this 
kind  I  certainly  should  not  require  that 
proof  which  would  be  necessary  to  con- 
'  :t  the  person  10  be  commilted.  on  a 


ialii 


chief;   I 


>r  should  I  e< 


t  which  should  absolutely  convince 
my  own  mind  of  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused; but  I  ought  10  require,  and  I 
shoald  require.  Ihat  probable  cause  be 
shown;    and    I    understand    probable 

furnishing  good  reason  to  believe  that 
the  crime  alleged  has  been  committed 


:  a  magistrate  to  require 
an  accusea  person  to  give  bail  lor  his 
appearance  10  answer  before  a  court  01 
superior  jurisdiction,  for  an  alleged 
offense,  the  punishment  for  which  is 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  such  magis- 
trate, it  is  necessary  that  il  should  ap- 
pear that  an  ofiense  has  been  commilted 
and  that  there  is  probable  cause  to  be- 
lieve the  prisoner  to  be  guilty.  Rev. 
Stat.,  c.  171,  %  17.  Until  these  facts 
are  made  to  appear  on  an  examination 
before  a  magistrate,  on  process  issued 
in  due  form  of  law,  [here  is  no 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  magistrate 
10  require  bait."  Stale  i..  Hanwell.  js 
Me.  139. 

EffMit  of  PeiltiTa  teth  to  Crlalul 
Otbaio.  —  In  Respublica  v.  Davison.  4 
Ycales  (Pa.|  l-i%.  il  was  held  that  if  1 
criminal  offense  be  positively  sworn  10, 
the  accused  must  be  held  for  trial  it  is 
not  the  piovince  of  the  commitlJag 
magislrate  10  decide  on  the  credibility 

VUTer  of  g-r.Tnlii.Hnii  u  AdmiMlaB  «f 
SiUBdenoy  of  Tntlmoiir  if   Taken.  —  Is 

State  ;■.  Rilly,  83  Ohio  St.  56a.  the  de- 
fendants, when  brought  before  ihe 
justice,  pleaded  not  guilty,  but  funhtr- 

m ore  waived  an  examination  and  ea- 
lered  into  a  recognizance  loanswei  the 
charge.  Subsequcnlly.  on  motion  of 
the    defendants,    the    Probate    Court 

3uashed  ibe  Information  against  the 
efendants  on  the  alleged  ground  of 
want  of  jurisdiction,  because,  as  the 
court  held,  the  justice  had  not  inquired 
into  the  complaint  against  the  defend- 
ants before  binding  ihcBi  over.  L"poo 
proceedings  in  ihe  Supreme  Court  to 
obtain  its  decision  as  to  Ihe  correctness 
of  this  ruling  of  the  Probate  Court,  ibe 
Supreme  Court  held,  per  White,  C.  J.: 
"  We  ihink  the  Probate  Court  clearly 
erred  in  quashing  the  information. 
The  sufficiency  of  ihe  evidence  to  war- 
rant ihe  court  in  binding  over  the  de- 
fendants could  be  made  10  appear  a* 
well  by  iheir  admission  10  this  cBccias 
by  the  examination  of  witnesses.  This 
admission  the  defendants  could  malte. 
notwithstanding  Ihe  plea  that  the) 
were,  in  fact,  not  guilty.  Such  must 
10  Volume  XVI. 
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cution  which  tends  to  show  that  the  accused  is  guilty  ol  the 
offense  charged,  the  decision  of  the  examining  magistrate  will 
not  be  disturbed,'  although  there  may  be  conflicting  evidence; 
the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  for  the  magistrate  to  determine.* 
According  to  some  decisions,  however,  it  would  seem  that  upon 
proceedings  upon  habeas  corpus  it  may  be  inquired  as  to  whether 
there  was  any  evidence  before  the  magistrate  that  the  accused 
committed  the  crime  charged,  since  if  there  be  no  such  evidence 
the  magistrate  has  no  jurisdiction  to  commit.' 


hftve  no  other  effect.  The  admis 
could  be  used  agaiasl  them  for  no 
other  purpose  than  that  for  which  it 
was  made.     It  is  analo^us  to  the  plea 


adivcTEiiy  of  expression  by  text  writers 
and  judges  in  respect  of  whether  such 

whether,  on  the  contrary,  inquiry  may 
go  behind  it   upon  the  writ  oC  habeas 
corpus  to  ascertain  nheibcr  the  com- 
'  ■     ■   any  evidence 

....  make  it,  that 
I  shall  state  what  I  concluded  while  at 
the  bar  and  stitl  believe  the  rule  in  ihts 
s  un-    slate  lo  be.     The   question   is  one  of 
doubtedly  (he  right  of  a  person  brought    jurisdiction    in   the  magistrate.      The 
before  a  magisirale   for  a  preliminary    jurisdiction  of  magistrates  is  limited, 
mination.     They  may  not  arbitrarily  commit  one 


which,    like   a  demurrer,   admits    Ihi 

charge  forthe  purposesof  the  case,  but     mitting   magi 

o  be  used  as  an  admission  else-     before  bim  upon 


said:  "  It  follows  that 
examination  should  be  held.  The  de- 
fendant must  be  considered  as  admit- 
ting, for  (he  purpose  of  dispensing 
with  the  examination,  and  for  no  other, 
that  the  testimony,  if  taken,  would  be 
sufficient  to  justify  the  magistrate  in 
holding  him." 


charge  of  < 
accused  demand  an  examination,  the 
magistrate  may  not  commit  him  to  an- 
swer to  a  court  having  cognizance  of 
the  crime,  unless  '  it  appear  that  a 
crime  has  been  committed,  and  that 
there  is  sufficient  cause  to  believe  the 
.  ^  defendant     guilty     thereof.'         Crim. 

1.  Matter  of  McParland,  sq  Hun  (N.     Code,  g  308.     It  is  not  necessary  that   ' 
304;  Matter  of  Henry,  13  Misc.  Rep.     the  evidence  be  conclusive  or  sufficient 
Y.    Supreme  Ct.)  734;    People   c     to  secure  a  conviction  upon  a  trial,     ft 
I.  (Cal.  1S93)  33  Pac.  Rep.  879.     may  be  less  than  that.     In  fine,  if  there 


(N. 

Shei  „.  ,  .       .  ^ 

8.  Matter  of  McFarland,  59  Hun  (I*. 
Y.)304. 

ITst  to  Ba  Bqjadgad  la  EabMi  Oerpnt 
ProMKlinm.  — In  Matterof  McFarland. 
S9  liun  In.  Y.)  304.  where,  upon  the 

cused  of  grand  larceny,  evidence  was 
given  on  behalf  of  the  people  and  also 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held 
that  "  there  was  before  the  recorder 
evidence,  given  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
plainant, whicb  the  recorder  had  a 
right  to  believe,  which  tended  to  show 
the  commission  by  respondent  of  the 
crime  of  larceny.  There  was  conflict- 
ing evidence,  but  the  weight  of  that  istrate.  Ihavethcr 
was  for  the  magistrate  10  determine,  determine  whether  it  con 
and  should  not  be  rejudged.  in  any  dence  that  the  accused  committed  the 
ordinary  case,  at  least,  in  habeas  cor-  crime.  *  •  •  There  is  some  evi- 
pus  proceedings."  dence  favorable  to  the  accused,  and  it 

S.  Matter  of   Henry,   13   Misc.  Rep.     maybe  said  that  the  evidence  against 
<N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct-)  734.     lotbitcase.     him   is  not   conclusive.     But  the  law 
861  Volume  XVI. 


y  evidence  that  the  . 
milted  the  crime,  it  is  sufficient.  H 
there  be  no  such  evidence,  then  the 
magistrate  is  without  jurisdiction  to 
commit  him.  Tbe  present  inquiry, 
therefore,  is  whether  there  was  any 
idence  before  the  magistrate  that  the 
:uscd  committed  the  crime;  for  that 
is  the  test  of  his  jurisdiction.  Church 
Hab.  Corp.,  §  236.  The  petitioner 
having  alleged  in  his  traverse  that 
there  was  no  such  evidence,  the  burden 
was  upon  him  to  show  thai  lo  be  the 
case.  To  do  so,  he  put  in  evidence  all 
of  the  testimony  taken  before  the  mag- 


Cosdut  of 
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9.  Commitment,  —  As  to  the  procedure  when  probable  cause  lias 
been  found  to  hold  the  accused  and  the  offense  is  not  bailable  or 
sufficient  bail  is  not  furnished,  see  the  article  Commitments, 
vol.  4,  p.  566. 

10.  Erturn  — a.  Necessitv  for.  —  Upon  holding  the  accused 
to  bail,  or  committing  him  where  the  offense  is  not  bailable,  or 
where  sufficient  bail  is  not  offered,  the  examining  magistrate 
should  certify  and  return  to  the  court  before  which  the  party 
chained  is  bound  to  appear  all  examinations,  evidence,  and 
recognizances  taken  by  him ;  *  and  if  he  neglects  to  do  so  he  may 


doee  not  allow  me  to  weigh  the  evi- 
dence, pro  and  coa,  to  form  an  opinion 
of  Kuilt  "t  innocence.  The  sole  ques- 
tion is  whether  there  was  any  evidence 
upon  which  the  magistrate  could  malie 
the  order  of  commitment.  I  think 
there  was.  The  writ  is  dismissed, 
and  the  prisoner  remanded."  See  also 
10  the  same  eSect  Cowell  v.  Patterson, 
49  Iowa  J 14. 

FrMTUnpUon  aa  to  SofieUMy  of  EtI- 
dsnoa.  —  In  Redmond  f.  Slate,  13  Kan. 
17s.  in  which  case  the  lestlmony  was 
nol  reduced  to  wriling,  this  not  beln^ 
required,  the  court  Faid;  "  The  testi- 
monir  taken  on  the  preliminary  exam- 
ination was  not  reduced  10  writing,  and 
it  is  not  necessarjr  thai  it  should  have 
been.  Crim.  Code,  g  51.  When  the 
evidence  is  not  reduced  to  writing  we 
think  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  ab- 
sence tA  any  ahowing  to  the  contrary, 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  decision  of  the  magis- 
trate, whatever  that  decision  may  be. 
Everything  else  necessary  to  uphold 
the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  was 
suflicieiilly  shown  in  that  court,  and 
fore  the  judgment  of  the  Di! 


Court 


affirmed." 


D  ths  Beneat  of 


AeeoMd  Not  Entitlad 

the  Donbt.  —  "The  rule  ihal  where 
ihcre  is  doubt  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it 
does  not  apply  In  preliminary  exami- 
nations. It  is  Buffideni  if  the  testimony 
shows,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  magis- 
trate, a  probable  cause  of  guilt  on  the 
part  of  the  accused.  Barb.  Crim.  Law 
5i2;  1  Chitly's  Crim.  Law  33.  If  the 
evidEnce  has  a  tendency  to  produce  in 
the  mind  of  the  justice  the  belief  of  the 
probable  guilt  of  the  accused,  and  it 
does  produce  that  belief,  and  he  issues 
his  warrant  upon  it.  he  cannot  be  said 
to  have  issued  it  without  jurisdiction, 
though  further  evidence  would  have 
been  tnoie  aatisfactory  or  conclative. 


or  because  he  has  drawn  stroa^r  in- 
ferences from  It  than  he  should  have 
drawn.  People  v.  Lynch,  29  Mich. 
3S0.  Nor  is  it  to  be  Dndersiood  that  a 
magistrate  would  be  liable  for  issuing 
a  warrant  if  the  facts  are  not  estab- 
lished by  the  best  testimony.  He  must 
exercise  his  judgment  in  the  case;  the 
judgment  of  no  one  else  will  do;  and 
he  is  nol.  and  should  not  be  held,  liable 
for  a  mere  error  in  judgment,  when  he 
acts  honestly,  and  within  the  scope  of 
his  authority."  Marks  f.  Sullivan,  9 
Utah  13. 

1.  CalifamU.  —  Ex  f.  Baker.  88 
Cal.  S4;  People  v.  Tarbox,  115  Cal. 
57- 

Indiana.  —  Steel  v.  Williams,  13  Ind. 
73- 

Michigan.  —  People  v.  Wright.  S9 
Mich.  70;  Turner  v.  People,  33  Mich. 
363;  People  T'.  Dowdigan.  6?  Mtc6.  qt; 
People  V.  Chapman,  6J  Mich.  2S0: 
People  ti.  Evans,  72  Mich.  387;  CarRen 
V.  People,  39  Mich.  549;  People  p. 
Schick,  75  Mich.  592;  People  v.  Coa- 
lette,  Sa  Mich.  36. 

Nibrasta.  —  Latimer  v.  Stale,  ss 
Neb.  609. 

Nfw  Vori,  —  People  v.  Dnirv.  ! 
Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.  V.)  351;  People  r. 
Johnson.  46Hun(N.Y.)67i;  Matlerot 
Ramscar,  1  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  33. 

A'orlh  Car-olina.  —  Slate  v.  Preasley, 
90  N.  Car.  730. 

Texas.  —  Butler  i-.  State.  36  Tm. 
Crim.  Rep.  4B3. 

IViscBtisin.  —  Martin  p.  State.  79 
Wis.  165. 

Enf:lii„d.  —  a  Hawk.  P.  C.  iSj. 

SnffldODOy  ofBetnm.  —  Wherciiiejas- 


inatioi 


riminal 


and  was  sworn  to  and  subscribed  by 
the  witness  before  him,  and  the  depo- 
sition so  certified  was  relume:!  bj  him 
with  the  warrant  and  other  papers  10 


Volu 
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be  punished  as  for  a  contempt.* 

b.  Reason  for  Requirement.  —  It  is  by  this  return  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  magistrate  that  the  trial  court  is  invested 
with  jurisdiction  to  try  the  accused  on  information  for  the  crime 
with  which  he  was  accused  before  the  examining  magistrate,'  and 
it  is  upon  this  return  that  the  information  is  filed." 


tbe  clerk  ot  the  Circuit  Court,  tbii  was 
held  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
tbe  AficAigan  statute  (How.  Stat., 
§9478)  requiring  the  return  of  all  ex- 
aminations and  recognizances  taken  by 
the  mafciB'rate.  People  v.  Dowdigau, 
67  Mich.  95.  And  see  People  v.  Suth- 
erland. 104  Mich.  46B. 

Betnm  bT  Conim'i  InqvMtlon.  —  In 
iVno  Yark,  if  a  defendant  be  arrested 
before  a  coroner's  inquisition  can  be 
filed,  the  coroner  must  deliver  it  with 
the  tesilmooy  to  the  magisintte  before 
whom  the  defendant  is  brought,  who 
roust  return  it  with  the  deposition  taken 
before  him  in  the  manner  provided  by 
Ctim.  Code  N.  Y.,  §  a3l.  Matter  of 
Ramscar,  i  N,  V.  Cnm.  Rep.  33. 

iTtdsnM  Cftnslng  Ins*  of  Wamat  Vssd 
Vot  Ba  Bsturnsd.  —  In  People  v.  Cald- 
well. 107  Mich.  374,  the  court  said,  in 
balding  that  the  evidence  upon  the 
warrant  issued  to  bring  the  accused 
before  the  magistrate  need  not  be  re- 
turned to  the  trial  court:  "  Where  no 
showing  is  made  as  to  what  the  evi- 
dence waf,  and  all  the  evidence  which 
the  justice  had  before  him,  we  must 
presume  that  sufficient  evidence  was 
adduced.  The  evidence  so  taken  be- 
fore the  warrant  issues  need  not  be 
taken  down  by  the  justice,  and  need 
not  be  returned  to  the  court  when  the 
party  is  held  for  trial.  These  proceed- 
ings are  entirely  tx  parit,  and  arc  for 
the  parpose  of  satisfying  the  justice 
that  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe 
that  an  oITense  has  been  commillcd. 
People  V.  Bechtel.  So  Mich.  633,  and 
cases  there  cited." 

Whers  AsenMd  IMMlui^vd.  —  In  State 
V.  Helvin.  65  Iowa  aSg.  it  was  held  that 
section  4389  of  the  Iinva  Code  does  not 
require  the  minutes  of  a  preliminary 
examination  to  be  filed  with  tbe  clerk 
of  the  District  Court  in  a  case  where  a 
defendant  is  discharged  upon  such  ex- 

OertifloatloB  of  Tianiaript  of  Bvldanee. 
—  Where  the  stenographic  notes  of  the 
vidcnce  of   witnesses   upon   the 


liminary    exam 


ninal 


in  typewriting,  and  aucb  copy  was  cer- 
tified to  by  the  justice  and  relumed  to 
the  clerk  of  the  District  Court  as  the 
minutes  of  testimony  taken  before  him 
on  such  examination,  it  was  held  that 
such  certified  transcript  was  sufficiently 
authenticated  to  authorize  the  grand 
jury  to  act  upon  it  and  ID  indorse  tbe 
names  of  tbe  witnesses  given  therein 
upon  tbe  indictment.  State  v.  Wise,  83 
Iowa  S96. 

I.  People  V.  Drury,  a  Edm.  Sel.  Cas. 
(N.  Y.)  351;  People  v.  Dowdigan,  67 
Mich.  gs.  See  also  People  v.  Chap- 
man. 62  Mich.  aSo. 

CertlfiMtien  Stad  Het  B«  nndtr  Bsal.  — 
In  Slate  v.  Presslcy,  90  N,  Car.  730,  it 
was  held  that  the  testimony  taken  on 
the  preliminary  examination  need  not 
be  certified  under  seal. 

SiibnltaUoB  of  Transerlpt  of  Beoord.  — 
Where  a  transciipt  of  the  proceedings 
at  the  preliminary  examination  and  tbe 
information  upon  which  such  examina- 
tion was  had  were  lost  or  mislaid  from 
the  files  of  the  District  Court,  an  order 
for  tbe  substitution  of  another  tran- 
script of  such  record  and  copy  of  the 
information  was  proper.  Korth  v. 
State,  4b  Neb.  63a. 

S.  Latimer  v.  State.  55  Neb.  609. 

"  The  Original  Olgeet  of  Baqnlring  tka 
KaglitntM  to  .Ifaks  and  Batnm  In  Writ- 
ing TIwIt  ZzamlnatUn  in  such  cases  was 
to  prevent  them  from  discharging, 
through  favoritism,  or  otherwise  im- 
properly, a  person  brought  before 
them  charged  with  crime,  and  as  they 
were  obliged,  and  are  yet,  to  return 
all  such  examinations  and  all  recogni- 
zances to  the  next  Oyer  and  Terminer, 
'  so  that  the  justices  of  the  people  may 
proceed  thereon,'  their  deportment  in 
office  could  thus  be  reviewed,  and  their 
errors  corrected  by  tbe  superior  court 
of  criminal  jurisdiction  in  process  of 
time.  A  further  object  was  bad  in 
view  and  was  attained;  the  superior 
court,  by  a  perusal  of  such  examina- 
tion, could  be  aided  In  determining  the 
question  of  bail."  People  c.  Drury,  9 
Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  351. 

S.  Ex  f.  Baker,  8S  Cal.  84;  People 
V.  Wright,  89  Mich.  70;  People  *, 
18  Volume  XVI. 
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c.  By  Whom  Made.  —  Although,  as  a  general  rule,  the  return 
is  made  by  the  magistrate  before  whom  the  examination  was 
held,  yet  where  all  the  findings  necessary  have  been  made  by 
such  magistrate,  his  successor  in  office  may,  and  should,  make 
the  return  to  the  proper  court,  upon  which  an  information  may 
be  f^led.' 

d.  Power  to  Order  Further  Return.  —  Where  an  exam- 
ining magistrate  fails  to  certify  in  his  return  that  the  accused 
waived  a  preliminary  examination,  which  was  the  fact,  the  court 
to  which  the  return  was  made  has  power  to  order  a  further  return 
showing  such  waiver,  and  trial  may  be  had  upon  the  information 
filed  on  the  basis  of  the  original  return,* 


Evans.  TH   Mich.   367;    Turner  v 
pie.  31  Mich.  363. 

Ke»d  Nat  Ba  ProdncBd  on  Trikl. 
ihougb  the  lestitnony  uken 


Peo-     that  is  all  that  (he 


s  for  (ilin 


I  infoi- 


ihe 


tified  and  relurned  with  ihc  depo5iiions 
taken  upon  ihe  original  intormalion.  it 
is  not  necessary  to  produce  these  upon 
the  trial  to  support  the  warrantor  com- 
mitment. People  I'.  Johnson,  46  Hun 
(N.  V.)  667. 

Elhot  Dt  Itegleot  to  KMoni  B«for«  In- 
lonoKtlan  fllad,  —  In  People  v.  Tarbox, 
113  Cal.  57,  it  was  held  (hat  although 
j;ood  practice  requires  that  the  return 
of  the  preliminary  examination  by  the 
committing  magistrate  should  be  tiled 
before  the  information,  yet  the  defend- 
ant is  legally  committed  when  Ihe 
magistrate  has  acted  judicially  and 
signed  the  order  of  commitment,  and 
entered  it  upon  his  docket,  and  no  fur- 
ther action  is  necessary  to  enable  the 
district  allorney  to  Rte  an  information 
for  the  offense,  and  the  neglect  of  the 
justice  lo  return  the  record  of  the  pre- 
liminary cXftmination  before  the  Infor- 
mation is  filed,  or  his  failure  to  indorse 


Cwtiflntlaii  aa  to  DcgtM  of  Ctia*.  — 

See  Cargcn  v.  People.  39  Mich.  £45; 
People  V.  Ten  Elshof.  92  Mich.  167. 

1,  People  V.  Schick,  75  Mich.  sql. 
In  this  case  it  was  held  that  where  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom  1 
preliminary  cxamiQation  was  held. 
made  and  entered  on  his  docket  all  oi 
the  findings  necessary  to  confer  juris- 
diction upon  the  Circuit  Court  if  bled 
with  the   papers  in   the  case  as   his  re- 

whom  such  papers  and  docket  aie 
transferred  has  the  right,  and  it  is  his 
legal  duty,  to  certify  [he  same   to  ihe 


e  filed  il 


and  a 


fisMTd  Cgrtifled  bj  Oa>  Jutloa  Onlj,  — 

In  those  jurisdictions  where  a  prelimi. 

by  two  justices,  a  copy  of  a  record  of 
trial  by  two  jusiices,  certified  by  one 
ilhout  proof  that 


copy,  1: 


o  be  rec 
:'.  Eckle! 


m plain 


Geohegan  v 
(Ky.)  6. 
Sopu^t*  CertUle«te  to  Ekch  SipOiitiM 


ministerial   irregularity    not    affecting 

ITnnsosuaTT.  —  In   Evans   v.    Stale,    13 

the  subsfaniial  rights  of  the  defendant. 

Te.x.  App.  225,  it  was  held  that  article 

HaglMratB'i  BoodtcI  of  SpMlflo  Finding. 

267  of  the  Texas  Code  Crim.  Pro.,  pre- 

—  In  Turner  v.  People,  33   Mich.  363, 

scribing   that   a   magistrate   presiding 

it  was    held   that  under   \^t  Muhigan 

over  an   e^camining  trial   shall  certify 

Statute  it  is  not  requisite  that  an  exam- 

all of  the  testimony  taken  before  him 
and   reduced   to  writing  on  such  liial. 

ining  magistrate  should  make  and  re- 

turn, or  keep  any  record  of.  a  specific 

Ending   as   to   Ihc  commission   of  the 

offense  charged,  or  aa  to  ihere  being 

witness  examined;    but  a  general  cer- 

probable cause  to  believe  the  accused 

tificate  covering  all  of  the  testimony 

committed  il.     H  he  either  lets  him  10 

will  suffice. 

bail  or  commits  him  for  want  of  bail. 

3,  People   V.    Wright.   Bg   Mich.   70. 

rausc  the  ofTense  is  not  bailable 
by  a  justice,  and  certifies  and  returns 
all  the  examinations  and  rccogniiance. 


In  this 

does  not  fall  within  the  principles  \: 
down  in  the  cases  cited  by  responden 
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abet  of  PRELIMINAR  V  EXAMINA  TION.     irregulArltiei. 

e.  Termination    of   Magistrate's   Power.  —  Where   an 

examining  magistrate,  after  having  heard  the  cause,  has  adjudged 
that  the  accused  shall  be  held  to  answer  the  charge  against  him 
in  the  proper  court,  the  powers  and  functions  of  the  examining 
magistrate  are  at  an  end,  and  he  has  no  power  or  jurisdiction  to 
grant  a  new  trial  or  take  any  other  steps  in  the  cause.* 

IX.  Effect  of  Ibbegxtlabitibs  nr  ob  Waht  of  Exakihatioh  — 

1.  In  General  —  Although  a  preliminary  examination  is,  as  has 
been  seen,*  generally  essential  to  proceedings  by  information, 
mere  technical  irregularities  or  defects  therein  will  not  warrant 
the  quashing  of  an  information  based  on  such  examination ' 
unless  such  irregularities  or  defects  actually  prejudice  the  accused, 
or  tend  to  his  prejudice  in  respect  to  some  substantial  right.* 

counsel.     In  the    case    of  Tarner    v,  the  proceedings  and  his  subsequent  re- 
People,    33    Mich.    363,   the    question  turn,  showing  that  the  respondent  had 
raised   was  whether  the    proceedings  waived  examination,  had  been  made 
had  before  the  justice  were  so  defect-  by  the  justice.    The  court  therefore 
ive  that  they  could  not  be  used  as  a  had  jurisdiction  at  the  time  the  infor- 
basis  for  the  information;  and  it  was  mation  was  filed.** 
held   thai   the  information   might    be  1.  Steel  v,  Williams,  13  Ind.  73.    See 
filed  for  an  ofitense  shown  by  the  evi-  also  State  7/.  Russell,  24  Tex.  505. 
dence  taken  before  the  magistrate  to  Amendment  of  Betnm  by  Magistrate  on 
have  been    committed.     It    was    also  TriaL  —  In   State    v,   Geary,   58   Kan. 
held  in  that  case  that  it  is  not  compe-  502,  it  was  held  that  after  a  justice  of 
tent  to  charge  in  the  information  an  the  peace  has  certified  to  the  court  the 
offense   for  which  no  preliminary  ex-  record  of  a  preliminary  examination  of 
amination  has  been   had  or   waived;  an  accused  person  held   by  him   for 
and  to  determine  whether  such  an  ex-  trial,  he  may,  upon  such  trial,  by  leave 
amination  was  had  as  to  any  specific  of  the  court,  complete  such  record  in 
offense  charged  in  the  information,  re-  any  respect  in  which  it  is  deficient,  by 
course  can  be  had  only  to  the  exami'  additional  entries  therein  not  incon- 
nation  returned  and  filed  in  the  Circuit  sistent  with  the  record  as  previously 
Court.     In  People  v.  Evans,  72  Mich,  made  and  certified. 
387,  it  appeared  that  the  justice  before  2.  Supra,  II,  i.  JVhtn  Necessary, 
whom  the  examination  was  held  had  8.  People  v,  McCurdy,  68  Cal.   576; 
not  stated  in  his  return  that  any  offense  People  v,  Rodrigo,  69  Cal.  601 ;  People 
not  triable  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  v,  Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503;  State  v.  Clark, 
had  been  committed;  nor  had  said  jus-  (Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  710;  State  v, 
tice  in  said  return  stated  that  there  was  Bailey,  32  Kan.  83;  Hamilton  v.  Peo- 
probable  cause  to  believe  the  respond-  pie,  2q  Mich.  173. 
ent  guilty  of  the  crime  charged;  but.  In  Hamilton  v.  People,  20  Mich.  173, 
on  the  contrary,  the  justice  expressly  it   was  held  that  proceedings  of  this 
declared  that  he  did  not  believe  that  nature  are  not  "  judicial  proceedings '* 
said  offense  had  been  committed,  or  in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term,  and, 
that    respondent    was  guilty  thereof,  when  once  commenced  on  proper  com- 
and  that  he  only  required  respondent  plaint  and  arrest,  will  not  abate  before 
to  recognize  to  appear  for  trial  in  the  the  final  disposition  by  discharge  or 
circuit  in  deference  to  and  by  reason  commitment.     Such    proceedings    are 
0/   the  intense  public  feeling  upon  the  not  technically  records,  and  do  not  re- 
su.bject  against   respondent.     It    was  quire  technical  nicety  as  to  adjourn- 
upon  this  return  that  the  prosecuting  ments;  and  irregularities  therein  can- 
attorney  filed  the  information  in  that  not  be  considered  on  the  subsequent 
case,  and  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  trial  of  the  prisoner  on  the  merits, 
the  Circuit  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  4.  People  v,  Rodrigo,  69  Cal.   601; 
at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  informa-  People  v,  Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503;  People 
tion.  and  the  proceedings  were  quashed,  v.   McCurdy,    68    Cal.    576;    State    v. 
In  the  present  case,  the  return  of  all  Clark,  (Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  710. 
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2.  Ealiing  O^eetiou — a.  FOR  OMISSION  UR  Irregularities 
Preceding  Examination.  —  As  a  general  mle,  it  would  seem 
that  objections  to  a  criminal  complaint  or  warrant  cannot  be 
raised  for  the  first  time  when  the  prisoner  is  called  upon  to  plead 
to  an  information  for  the  offense  charged  therein,  if  he  was 
examined  upon  the  charge  contained  in  them  without  objeciion 
before  being  bound  over.' 

b.  For  Want  of  Examination  or  Errors  Therein  — 
(i)  Time  of  Raising.  —An  objection  on  the  ground  of  the  want 
of  the  required  preliminary  examination,  or  of  material  defects  or 
irregularities  therein,  must  be  raised  upon  the  trial  before  plead- 
ing to  the  merits.* 


OmiMisn  ot  ImsuterUl  Qn««tion.  —  In  cient   verificati 

Bccorilancc  with  the  rule   luid  dawn  in  am' 

the  text  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  Peo-  am 

pie  c   Rodrigo,  69  Cal.  601.  ihat  the  qu: 

omission   of  ihe  district  attorney   and  nlr 

ihc  magistrate  on  the  preliminary  ci-  wh 

aminalion    to  ask   a   nitness   (or   the  Circuit  k^ourt,  01  its  c 

prosecution  his  proCession  or  business  suming  that  a  debtor 


of  the  information 
afterward  (or  that  tcasoi 
otton  have  the  warran 
lel  aside.  See  also  Cua 
State,  T16  Ind.  433.  ii 
was  held   that  w' 


I   prejudicial   to    the    defendant,     perjury  in  his 


n  proceed- 


since  such  omission  does  not  affect  the 
substantial  right.  The  court  said : 
"  Section  995,  which  authorizes  and 
directs  an  information  10  be  set  aside, 
on  motion  of  a  defendant,  when  the 
defendant  has  not  been  '  legally  com- 
milted,'  does  not  require  the  informa- 
tion to  be  set  aside  for  every  informal- 
ity or  iireRularitybefore  the  magistrate. 
To  justify  the  quashing  of  the  infor- 
mation, it  must  at  least  appear  that  the 
defendant  was  deprived  of  some  sub- 
stantial right.     In  the  case  at  bar  the 

by  the  defendant  when  his  deposition 
was  taken  before  the  magistrate.  The 
mere  omission  of  the  district  attorney 
or  justice  of  the  peace  to  ask  of  the 
witness  his  profession  or  business 
could  not  have  injured  the  defendant." 

1.  People  V.  Dowd,  44  Mich.  488; 
Slate  I'.  Longton,  35  Kan.  375;  State  v. 
Perry,  28  Minn.  455. 

In  Stale  v.  Longton,  35  Kan.  375,  it 
was  held  that  where  a  criminal  war- 
rant Is  issued  upon  an  information 
charging   the   defendant   with    selling 

intoxicating  liquors  in  violation  of  law.     .. ^..,    __   _,-. 

and  the  defendant,  without  making  Hanifan.  98  Mich.  32;  People  r.  Wil- 
any  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  ihe  liams,  93  Mich.  633;  People  v.  Jones, 
warrant,  or  of  the  information,  or  of  the  24  Mich.  215;  Cowan  r.  Slate.  M  ^cl>- 
vetificaiion  thereof,  enters  into  a  recog-  519;  Coffield  v.  Slate.  44  Neh.  417; 
nizance  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  Hodgkins  v.  State,  36  Neb.  160;  March 
term  of  Ihe  court,  and  is  thereby  dis-  v.  Com.,  (Pa.  1BB8)  14  Atl.  Rep.  37S; 
charged  from  arrest,  he  waives  anv  State  v.  Stewart,  7  W.  Va.  731;  Ry»a 
supposed  defects  or  irregularities  in  the  v.  State.  83  Wis.  486;  Martin  n.  State, 
issuing  of  the  warrant  without  a  suffi-     79  Wis.     ' 


.uppleiJ 

makes  an  order  that  in  default  of  bail 
he  shall  be  committed  to  jail  10  answer 
to  that  charge  at  the  next  tenn  of 
court,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  order 
the  debtor  enters  into  a  recognlianct 
with  surely  for  his  appearance,  with- 
out in  any  nay  questioning  Ihe  legalitj' 
of  the  order,  all  objections  thereto  are 
waived,  and  its  invalidity  cannot  be 
set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action  on  ibc 
recogniiance. 

Whsa  SafHt  In  AJBSavlt  ATaUtUa.— 
In  California  it  was  held  ihat  it  is  tno 
late  to  raise  an  objection  to  an  affidavit 

charge  after  the  examination  of  Ihe 
prisoner  has  been  had,  and  it  appears 
that  there  is  probable  cause  to  snppoje 
that  he  is  guilty  of  felony,  and  an 
order  of  commitment  has  been  made 
by  the  coromitiing  magistrate.  It  was 
so  held  upon  an  application  to  dis- 
charge a  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus. 
People  V.  Smith.  1  Cal.  9. 

S.  Ex  p.  Moan,  65  Cal.  ai6:  Morris- 

sey  I'.  People.  It  Mich.  327:  Washbniii 

People,    10   Mich.   37s;    People   " 


866 
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(2)  Manner  of  Raising.  —  Such  objections  should  be  raised 
either  by  a  motion  to  quash  the  information  or  by  a  plea  in 
abatement.  * 

3.  Waiver  of  Objection.  —  Where,  upon  the  trial,  the  defendant 
fails  to  raise  the  objection  in  either  of  these  methods,  but  pleads 
to  the  merits,  he  will  be  considered  to  have  thereby  waived  the 
objection,'  and  it  will  not  be  considered  on  appeal.' 

1.  People  ti,   Bawden,   90  Cat,   195;  In  State  v.  Norman,  16  Utah  457,  it 

Exp.  McConnell.  83  Cal.  558;  State  v.  was  held  that  a  prisoner  has  a  tight 

Woods,  49  Kan.  337;    Stale  v.  Bailej,  with  the  conaeni  of  the  slate  to  waive 

33  Kan.   83;    Stale  v.  Smith,  13  Kao.  examination,  and,  where  none  wa*  had, 

374:    People  V.   Jones,   34   Mich.  315:  if  when  called  upon  to  plead  he  fails  to 

Horrissey   c.    People,    11    Mich.    337;  interpose  the  objection  that  be  has  not 

Washburn   c    People,    to    Mich.   373;  been  lawfully  committed  or  waived  an 

Cowan  V.  Stale.  33  Neb.  Jig;  Kortb  v.  examination,  but  goes  to  trial  without 

Stale.  46  Neb.  631;  Coffield  v.  State,  44  objection,  the  examination  will  be  pre- 

Neb.  417;    Ryan  v.  State,  83  Wis.  486;  aumed  10  have  been  waived,  and  after 

Martin  v.  Stale,  79  Wis.  165.  trial  he  will  be  precluded  from  insist- 

Xotiim  In  Amat  or  fin  llaw  Trial,  —  ing  on  the  objection. 

In   People   v.  Bawden.  90  Cal.   igj.  it  In   HndKlcins  v.  State,  36   Neb.   160, 

was  held  chat  the  objection  that  there  the  court  said:  "  The  provision  for  the 

were  no  preliminary  exarainaiion  and  verification  of  an  information  before  a. 

commitment   of    the    defendant   by   a  magistrate  is  snrely  not 'nore  impera- 

ma^strale   before  the  filing  of  the  in-  live  than  the  provision  found  in  sec- 

formatioo  ia  neither  ground  for  a  mo-  tion  585  of  the  Criminal  Code,  thai  do 

tion  for  a  new  trial  nor  for  a  motion  in  information  shall  be  RIed  against  any 

arrest  of  judgment,  but  advantage  of  person,  except   fugitives  from  justice, 

it  must  be  taken   by  a  motion  to  set  until  such  person  shall  have  had  a  pre- 

aside  the  information  upon  the  arraign-  liminary  examlaation  as   provided  by 

ment    of    the    defendant.       See     also  Taw.     Yet  It  has  been  repeatedly  held 

Cowan  V.  State,  32  Neb.  $19:  Davis  v.  that  by  pleading  not  guilty,  and  going 

State,  31  Neb.  353.  to  trial  on  the  issue  thus  formed,  the 

8.  Ctlifernia.  —  People   v.    Bawden,  accused  waives  his  right  to  object  od 

90  Cat.  195;  Exf.  McConnell.  63  Cal.  the  ground  that  he  has  not  bad  a  pte- 

558;  Exf.  Moan,  65  Cal.  ai8.  liminary  examination." 

A'dx^ai.  — Sute   v.   Smith,   13   Kan.  WalTW  by  PlMarirotGvll^.  — Aplea 

374;  State  V.  Finley,  6  Kan.  370;  State  of  not  guilty  to  an  information  cbarg- 

V.   Bailey,   3^   Kan.   88;    State   n.  Bar-  tog  the  respondent  In  one  count  with 

nett,  3  Kan.  350;  (ennings  v.  State,  13  an   assault   with   intent    to    do    great 

Kan.  90;  State  v.  Woods,  49  Kan.  337.  bodily  harm  less  than  a  crime  of  mur- 

Lcuiiiana.  —  State   v.    Caulfield,    33  der.and  in  a  second  countwiih  assault 

La.  Ann.  14S.  and  battery,  ol  which  latter  offense  he 

Mirhigan.  —  People  v.  Joties,  34  Mich,  is    convicted,    will    be     treated    as    a 

315;  People  V,  Harris,  103  Mich,  473:  waiver  of  preliminary  examination  for 

Morrissey    v.    People,    II    Mich.    343;  such  offense.     People  v.  Williams,  93 

Washburn  v.  E>eople,  10  Mich.  373;  Pco-  Mich.  633.     See  also  to  the  same  effect 

pie  V.  Williams,  93  Mich.  633;  People  Washburn    t'.    People,    10   Mich.   373; 

V.  Hanlfan,  q8  Mich.  33.  People  v.  Jones,  34  Mich.  315;    Ex  f. 

Ntbraska.  —  Korth  v.  State,  46  Neb.  Moan,  65  Cal.  316;  Hodgkins  v.  Stale, 

63t;    Hodgkins  V.  Slate,  36  Neb.   160;  36  Neb.  160. 

Coffield  V.  Stale,  44  Neb.  417.  S.  Ex  p.  Moan.  65  Cal.  316;  People 

Penttsytvama.  —  ^a.TiAt  v.  Com., (Pa.  v.  Haniran.98  Mich.  3a;  Sutev.Stew. 

1888)  14  All.  Rep.  375.  »n.  7  W.  Va.  731. 

Ulak. — State   v.   Norman,   ifi  Utah  Too  Lato  Aftw  Cenrlatlut  and  Adjenn- 

457:  State  v.  Spencer,  15  Utah  149.  ment. —  In   State  v.  Stewan,  7  W.  Va. 

WtsI   Virginia.  —  State  v.  Stewart,  7  731,  it  was  held  that  if  a  person  charged 

W.  Va.  73t.  with  felony  is  entitled  to  be  examined 

fViicmiin.  —  Martin     v.     State,     79  before  ihe  County  Court  of  the  county 

Wis.  165;  Ryan  v.  Sute,  83  Wis.  4S6.  wherein  the  offense  is  charged  to  have 
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Binding  Otm       PRELIMINARY  EXAMINA  TION.  Witnefw. 

X,  BiMDiiro  OVEE  "WlTHESaES.  —  Where  the  examining  magis- 
trate has  decided  that  there  is  sufficient  ground  for  holding  the 
accused  to  answer,  he  may  bind  over  the  witnesses  to  secure  their 
attendance  at  the  trial,*  and  if  a  witness  refuses  to  be  bound  he 
may  be  committed  by  the  magistrate.' 

Qivlnff  Snratj.  — In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  expressly  provided  by 
statute  that  whenever  the  magistrate  is  satisfied  that  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  the  witness  will  not  fulfil  the  undertaking 
unless  security  be  required,  he  may  order  the  witness  to  enter 
into  such  undertaking  with  sureties,  in  a  penalty  to  be  prescribed 
in  the  order,  and  if  the  witness  refuses  to  comply  with  the  order 
the  magistrate  may  commit  him  until  he  complies  or  is  legally 
discharged,' 


been  cammkied.  it  is  [oo  late  after  ver- 
dict of  guilly  and  judgment  [hereon 
against  the  prisoner  to  claim  in  the  ap- 
pellate  court,   for   the    Grsl    time,   the 

that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  set  aside,  upiin  the  allegation 
by  him  in  his  petition  for  the  writ  of 
error  [ha[  he  bad  not  been  examined 
before  the  County  Court  upon  the 
charge  of  felony  in  the  indictment  con- 
tained, and  had  not,  by  his  assent, 
red  of  record  in  the  Ci        '    " 


wlioeM  upon  a  charEC  of  felony 
brought  before  him,  and  who  refuses 
to  appear  at  the  sessions  to  give  evi- 
dence, or  to  find  surelies  for  her  ap- 
pearance, the  court  saying:  "  The 
powfr  of  commitment  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  the  existence  of  the  stat- 
ute of  Philip  and  Mary;  for  unlrss 
there  were  such  a  power,  every  person 


•uldo 


:  refu! 


•'ithsi 


See 


Cowan  V.  State,  23  Neb,  519; 
Davis  »'.  Stale,  31  Neb.  35a. 

1.  Markirell  v.  Warren  County,  53 
Iowa  42a;  Comfort  v.  Kittle,  Si  Iowa 
179:  State  V.  Zeller^,  7  N.  J.  L.  lao; 
People  V.  Drury.  a  Edm.  Sel.  Cas,  (N. 
Y.)35i;  U.  S.  I/.  Lloyd,  4  Blalchf.  (U. 
S.)  437;  Bennet  v.  Watson,  3  M.  &  S. 
i;  Reg.  V.  Smith,  i  C.  &  K.  207,  61  E. 
C.  L.  ao7:  Evans  i-.  Recs.  la  Ad.  &  El. 
55,  40  E.  C.  L.  23;  2  Hale's  P.  C.  lar; 
2  Hawk.  P.  C,  c.  16.  gSa.  H- 

WitnmM  for  Aooiued  Xay  Be  Boood.  — 
In  Stale  v.  Zeilets,  7  N.  J.  L.  lao,  it 
was  held  that  an  examiriing  maKistrate 
may  bind  over  the  witnesses  for  the 
prisoner  as  well  as  those  for  the  prose- 

Katarial  WftnauM  Only.  —  I  n  Reg.  1,. 
Smilh,  2  C.  &  K.  207.  6t  E.  C.  L.  207, 
it  was  held  that  in  a  case  of  felony  the 
committing  magistrate  is  not  bound  10 
bind  over  all  the  witnesses  who  have 
been  examined  before  him  in  support 
of  ihe  charge,  but  only  those  whose 
evidence  is  material  10  Ihe  charge. 

9.  a  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  16,  g  a:  Bennet 
V.  Walson,  3  M.  &  S.  i,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  may 
commit  a  feme  csvert  who  is  a  material 


recognizance,  and  the  magistrate  could 
not  compel  him ;  and  then  if  he  could 
further  avoid  being  served  with  a  sub. 
plena,  the  parly  delinquent  might  es- 
cape unpunished.  This  consideration. 
coupled  with  Lord  Hale's  judgment, 
founded  on  the  practice,  seems  to  me 
sufficient  to  establish  the  power.  The 
question  here  is  respecting  a  person 
who  is  under  a  legal  disability;  but  she 
not  only  refuses  10  give  recognizance, 
but  she  refuses  Co  go.  doing  as  much 
as  in  her  lay  to  elude  the  justice  o[  the 
case.  The  tnagistrace,  tbetefore.  haf 
done  nothing  more  than  was  proper  10 
secure  her  appearance  at  the  sessions: 
upon  her  refusing  10  go,  or  to  find  any 
rccogniiancc.  he  commits.  It  seems 
to  me  he  was  tight  in  so  doing,  the 
practice  has  been  so,  and  it  follows 
both  from  the  practice  and  the  opinion 
of  Lord  Hale  that  the  law  is  so.  And 
therefore  there  must  be  judgment  for 
the  defendant." 

8.  Marfcwell   v.  Warren   County.  E3 
Iowa  422;    Comfort  v.  Kittle,  8i   lowi 

Honeyman'9  Pr.  4  Precedents,  §  787. 
Such  Provldoni  Limited  to  PraliJiinarT 
lona,  —  In   Comfort   v.  Kittle. 
179,  it  was  held   that  the  pro- 
binding  over   wilnrsies 


nitcd   t 


prrlin 


tions  before  magistrates,  z 
be  extended  so  as  to  authoHie  a  judge 
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'  WitneM*!  Own  Beoogniianoo.  —  It  would  seem  to  be  the  better  prac«  * 
tice,  where  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  witness  to  defeat  justice  by  failing  to  appear,  to  allow  the 
witness  to  enter  into  his  own  recognizance  to  appear  at  the  trial.* 

XI.  Pboceduse  ih  Cases  of  Cohgitsbeht  Jubisbictioh — in  e«n-. 

end.  —  In  some  states  where  the  examining  nlagistrate  and  the 
higher  court  have  a  concurrent  original  jurisdiction,  the  magistrate 
may  bind  over  the  accused  to  the  higher  court,  if  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  seem  to  demand  a  severer  punishment  than 
can  be  inflicted  by  him.*  Where  this  is  allowed,  the  question  as 
to  whether,  Jn  a  particular  case,  the  court  took  jurisdiction  or 
merely  conducted  a  preliminary  examination  must  be  determined 
from  the  record  of  its  proceedings.* 

to  require  security  for  the  appearance  of  larceny,  unlike  those  in  many  other 

of  a  witness  on  change  of  venue  under  offenses,  will,  from  the  nature  of  the 

penalty  of  confinement  of  the  witness,  case,  be  commenced  txifore  a  justice  of 

1.  Evans  v,  Rees,  12  Ad.  &  El.  55,  40  the  peace.     They  are  cases  where  an 

£.  C.  L.  33;    U.  S.  V,  Lloyd,  4  Blatchf.  immediate  arrest  is  required,  and  such 

(U.  S.)  427.  arrest  will  be  by  a  complaint  to  a  jus- 

"  Where  the  crime  is  grave,  or  the  tice  and  a  warrant  thereon.  The  party 
justice  deems  it  advisable,  witnesses  being  brought  before  the  justice,  the 
may  be  compelled  to  give  a  surety,  or  juri^iction  to  try  him  would  attach; 
sureties,  and  in  defauli,  if  the  crime  and  that  would  be  his  only  duty.  The 
is  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  consequence  would  be  that  in  all  cases 
state  prison,  may  be  committed  to  jail,  of  simple  larceny  where  the  value  of 
Where  the  crime  is  murder  the  wit-  the  property  does  not  exceed  fifteen  dol- 
nesses  for  the  murderer,  as  well  as  for  lars,  and  all  larcenies  where  the  value 
the  state,  should  be  bound  over  to  ap-  of  the  property  does  not  exceed  five 
pear  at  the  Oyer  and  Terminer.  For-  dollars,  if  a  warrant  is  issued  for  the 
tunately.  both  the  law  and  practice  of  arrest  on  a  complaint  made  before  a 
committing  witnesses  to  jail  are  be-  justice  the  case  must  be  tried  before 
coming  more  and  more  restricted  as  him,  and  the  punishment  can  only  be* 
personal  liberty  is  prized  and  the  pric-  the  limited  one,  however  aggravating 
ciples  of  republican  government  are  the  circumstances.'* 
understood.  It  is  no  fault  of  a  wit-  8.  Com.  v.  Sullivan,  156  Mass.  487. 
ness,  in  most  instances,  that  he  is  a  Power  to  Hold  for  the  Grand  Jury.  —  In 
witness,  and  it  should  not  be  treated  as  State  v,  Sargent,  (Minn.  1898)  73  N.  W. 
a  crime.  To  so  treat  it  neither  con-  Rep.  626,  It  was  held  that  Gen.  Stat, 
duces  to  the  advancement  of  justice  by  Minn.,  1894,  c.  106,  which  provides  for 
compelling  the  witness  to  relate  what  preliminary  examinations  of  persons 
he  Icnows,  nor  commends  itself  to  the  accused  of  crime,  authorizes  the  corn- 
enlightened  conscience  of  mankind."  mitting  magistrate  to  hold  the  accused 
Honeyman's  Pr.  &  Precedents,  g  787.  to  the  grand  jury  in  cases  where  the 

S.  Com.   V,   Harris,  8   Gray  (Mass.)  evidence  does  not  show  that  any  higher 

470;  Com.  V,  Sullivan.  156  Mass.  487;  crime  has  been  committed  than  one  of 

Com.  V,  Hamilton,  129  Mass.  479.  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  hps  juris- 

Boason  for  Holding.  —  In  Com.  v,  diction,  if  the  grand  jury  has  power  to 
Harris,  8  Gray  (Mass.)  470,  the  court,  indict  therefbr;  but  the  constitution 
after  stating  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  guarantees  to  the  accused  a  speedy 
text,  said:  "  If  this  be  not  so  held,  trial,  and  unless  the  grand  jury  is  in 
then  in  all  the  cases  where  a  concur-  session  at  the  time  the  accused  is  com- 
rent  jurisdiction  is  given  to  justices  of  mitted,  or  will  meet  shortly  afterwards, 
the  peace  in  cases  of  larceny,  and  no  it  is  an  abuse  of  the  powers  of  the  com- 
direct  legislation  gives  a  discretion  to  mitting  magistrate  to  hold  the  accused 
bind  over  to  a  higher  court,  the  juris-  to  await  the  action  of  the  grand  jury 
diction  of  the  justice  will  practically  be  in  such  a  case,  and  the  accused  is  en- 
exclusive.    The  proceedings  in  cases  titled  to  redress  by  habeas  corpus. 
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'  Blfht  «{  AM«Md  t*  DMMid  Trlftl  B«l«w.  —  According  to  some  deci- 
sions, where  a  party  is  arrested  and  brought  before  a  magistrate 
charged  with  the  commission  of  a  misdemeanor,  of  which  the 
magistrate  and  the  higher  court  have  concurrent  original  juris- 
diction,  the  defendant  has  the  right  to  demand  a  trial  before  the 
magistrate,  and  the  state  has  no  right  to  elect  to  treat  the  pro- 
ceeding before  the  magistrate  as  a  mere  preliminary  examination 
and  have  the  party  committed  for  a  iinal  trial  at  the  next  term  of 
the  higher  court.* 

Zn.  Kbexabiko  ok  Nbw  Tkial.  —  It  may  be  laid  down  as  9 
general  rule  that  a  new  trial  or  a  rehearing  is  not  allowed  in 
examining  court:s  held  by  magistrates.*  V^en  the  magistrate 
has  heard  the  cause  and  adjudged  that  the  accused  be  recc^ized 
to  appear  to  answer  the  charge,  and  the  recognizance  has  been 
entered  into,  or  the  accused  has  been  committed,  the  powers  and 
functions  of  the  examining  magistrate  have  been  exhausted,  and 
he  has  no  power  to  take  other  steps  beyond  making  the  proper 
return.*  Where  injustice  has  been  done  in  such  examination, 
the  relief  is,  as  will  be  seen,  by  habeas  corpus  from  the  proper 
court.* 

xm  PMcuDOies  ur  tei  Haivkb  or  Ap?xal  fbox  Exahiva- 
TIOH.  —  In  some  states  there  is  a  proceeding  by  habeas  corpus  in 
the  nature  of  an  appeal  from  preliminary  examinations,  in  some 
cases  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  amount  of  bail,"  and  in  others 
as  a  review  of  the  examination,  at  which  the  prisoner  may,  If  the 
court  sees  proper,  be  discharged.*  The  reviewing  court  will 
examine  the  evidence  on  which  the  commitment  was  granted  and 
.will  do  that  which  the  magistrate  ought  to  have  done.'  But  by 
the  weight  of  authority  the  inquiry  upon  habeas  corpus  is  limited 


1.  Matter  of  Donnelly,  30  Kan.  434. 

t.  BuLler  V.  Sute,  36  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  483. 

8.  Steel  V.  Williams.  13  ■  lad.  73; 
Bullet  V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
4S3.  See  also  State  v.  Mousely,  4 
Harr  (Del.)  533. 

Dltoliai^a  After  Holding  to  Bail.  —  In 
Hill  V.  Egan,  160  Pa.  St.  iig.  it  was 
h;ld  Ihat  an  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution cannot  be  sustained  where  it 
appears  that  the  pla' 


of   llie  detendar 


SEued  G 


for 


the 


lagistrai 


I  after  the  hea 


mgtt 


t  the  in 

>n  he  aril 

i   held  l< 

:  thus 


^nded 


e  defendant  had  goi 
plaintiff   was  discharged    without   tbi 

entry   of   the   required    bail.     In  such  in  enect 

case   Ihc    hearing   terminated    at    the  lion,  and 

bolding  to  bail,  and  the  magistrate  had  criminal    case, 

no  right  without  notice  10  the   prose-  LawsJCan.,  i8S_ 


render 
o  such  illegal 


action  on  hla  part  could  make  the  de- 
fendant liable  for  malicious  prosecn. 

4.  Butler  e.   Suie,   36    Tex.    Crim. 
Rep.  483. 
It.  Blosg  f.  State,  it  Kao.  463.     See 

also   Honeyman's   Pt.   &   PrecedcoH, 

fl,  Gleason  v.  McPhei 
Kan.  53;    Mat  ,        .      . 

552;  Butler  V.  State.  36  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  483.  And  sec  People  v,  Tomp- 
kins, I  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  (N.  V.  Supreme 
Cl.)  224. 

A  proceeding  in  habeas  coipus, 
brought  by  one  who  upon  an  examina- 
tion before  a  magistrate  on  a  triminsl 
charge  has  been  committed  for  trial,  ii 

.:_„  ^„j,:,._P.^l  --""--"--nsMered'i 
scope  of 
Gleason 


-.  McPhcrson  County.  30  Kan.  53. 
.  Matter  of   Van   Campen.  a   Bi 
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to  the  question  of  the  magistrate's  jurisdiction,  and  does  not 
extend  to  any  alleged  errors  or  irregularities.' 

ZXT.  OllUTIOH  U  Ebb  AonrDICATA  — FOUEXB  Jio?abdt  — Ik 
Oananl.  —  In  the  absence  of  express  statutory  provision,  one  pre- 
liminary examination,  it  would  seem,  is  no  bar  to  another  for  the 
same  offense,  and  it  is  no  bar  to  a  further  prosecution  of  the 
offense,  even  if  the  accused  was  discharged  on  the  first  examina- 
tion,' Such  preliminary  examination  does  not  put  the  defendant 
"in  jeopardy"  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  as  used  in  the 
constitutional  provision  as  to  putting  the  accused  a  second  time 
in  jeopardy." 

(U.   S.|  4lq  UiHng  Ex  p.  Bollmao,   4  mltiwiit,uid  AdmljMloiitoBkU.— In£;rA 

Ctancb  (U.   S.)  114;    /"   "  Marlin.   5  Walsh,  39  Cal.  705,  it  was  held  thai 

Blalchf.  (U.  S.)  303].  a  waiver  of  an  examLnalioa  by  a  party 

1.  See  for  a  full  Jlscussloa  of  this  charged  with  felony,  before  a  justice 

subject  article  Habeas  Corpus,  vol.  9,  of  the  peace,  and  the  cotnmitment  and 

p.  1055  tt  siq.  admission  to  bail  of  the  accused  by  the 

S.  fj-/.  Crawlin,  93  Ala.  )oi:  Nich-  justice,   vrithuul  any   examination   of 

olson  V.  Stale,  73  Ala.  176;  Ex  p.  Rob-  witnesses  for  the  people,  vili  not  con- 

ioson,  loS  Ala.  161;   State  v.  Jones.  16  stitute  a   bar  to  any  other  or  further 

Kan.   6o3:   Com.  t.  Weber.  (Ky.  1S96)  examination  on  the  same  charge  by  a 

33  S.  W.  Rep.  S21;  Gaffney  v.  Aldrich.  district  judge  or  other  magistrate  on  a 

85  Mich.  138;  Matter  of  Garst.  lo  Neb.  proper  applicatioo.     In  this  case  it  was 

78;    Duffy  V.  Brition.  47   N.  J.  L.  351;  not  decided  whether,  when  the  justice 

£x  p.  Porter,  16  Tex.  App.  331;    State  of   the   peace   had  examined  the   wit- 

V.   Nordstrom.   7   Wash.  506;    U.  S.  v.  ncsses   against   the   accused   and  pro- 

Lumsden.  1  Bond  (U.  S.)  5.  ceeded  in  other  respects  in  accordance 

Where   a  complaint  is  made   under  with    the    statute,    such    proceedings 

oath   before  a  magistrate  charging  a  would  necessaiily  oust  the  authority 

party    with     the    commission    of    an  of  another  magistrate  to  proceed  anew 

offense,  such  magistrate  has  authority  to  investigate  the  same  charge. 
to  isiue  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the        >.  State  v.  Jones.  16  Kan.  60S;  Exp. 

accused,  and   the   examination   which  Crawlin,  9a  Ala.  lot;   Exp.  Porter,  t6 

follows  is  for  the  purpose  of  determin-  Tex.  App.   331.     In  the  last  case   the 

Ing  whether  sufficient  cause  exists  for  court  $aM:     "We  arc  of  the  opinion 

his  retention  to  abide  the  action  of  the  that  the  doctrine  of  rei  adjttdieala  does 

grand  jury.     The  grand  jury  may  re-  not  apply  to  proceedings  before  exam - 

fuse  to  indict  even   if  the  accused  is  ining  courts.     Those  proceedings  are 

bound  over,  or  may  Jind  an  indictment  only  preliminary  in  most  cases,  and  in 

even  if  he  is  discharged.     But  his  dis-  felony  cases  said  courts  have  no  juris- 

ctiarge  by  one  magistrate  is   no  bar  to  diction  lo  render  (inal  judgments.     The 

an  examination  for  the  same  offense  in  chief  objects  of  such  proceedings  are 

case  the  proper  complaini   is  made  be-  to  secure  the  presence  of  persons  a c- 

fore   the   same  or  another  magistrate,  cused   of  crime   before   the  proper  tii- 

Matter  of  Garit.   10  Neb.  78.  bunals,    to   answer    for     the   offenses 

When  a  justice  of   the   peace,  as  an  charged;  to  secure  also  the  attendance 

examining  court  on  a  charge  of  assault  of   the  witnesses  and  to  preserve  the 

with   intent  to  kill,  in   which   the   de.  testimony.     It  was  never  intended,  we 

fendant  pleads  not  guilty,  finds  the  de-  think,  that  the  doctrine  of  res  adjudi' 

fendant"not  guilty "  and  disihargcs  cata.   or  jeopardy,   should    have    any 

him,  the  judgment  will  be  presumed  application   to    such    proceedings.     A 

to  relate  to  the  felony  only,  unless  it  person  is  in  legal  jeopardy  only  when 

affirmatively   appears    otherwise,   and  he  has  been  put   upon   trial  before  a 

will   be  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  indict-  court  of  competent  jurisdirtion.  upon 

ment    for   the    same    or    an    inferior  indictment    or    information    which    is 

assault.       Fluty     v.    Slate,    45     Ark.  sufficient  in  form  and  substance  to  sus- 

97,  tain  a  conviction,  and  a  jury  has  been 

XStot  ol  Valvtrot  ExamLutlan,  Con-  charged wichhisdeliverance.    Cooley's 
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Const.  LIm.  4<M;  Vestal  v.  Sut«,  3 
Tex.  App.  64S.  The  disminal  of  a 
prosecution  before  jeopardy  has  at- 
tached, without  a  tnal  upon  the 
merits,  and  a  judgment  of  acquittal  or 
conviction,  is  not  a  bar  10  another 
proseculion  lorthe  saneoffense.  Brill 
11.  Statr,  I  Tex.  App.  153;  Goode  f. 
SiatP,  a  Tex.  App.  510;  Quitiow  1/. 
Statj,  I  Tex.  App.  47;  Longley  v. 
State,  43  Tex.  490;  Swindel  v.  State, 
3a  Tex.  io>.  It  is  expressly  provided 
in  OUT  code  that  a  discharge  by  a 
magistrate  upon  an 


an;  person  accused  of  an  ofienBc  shiU 
not  prevent  a  second  arrest  of  the  same 
person  for  the  same  offense.  Code 
Crim.  Pro.,  art.  aSi.  This  provision 
furnishes  conclusive  evidence  to  our 
minds  that  it  fras  not  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  make  the  proceedings 
of  an  examining  court  a  t^r  to  subse- 
quent proceedings  before  such  a  coDtl 
involving  ihe  same  transaction.  If  rtj 
adjvdicata  does  not  apply  in  the  case  of 
a  discharge,  we  see  no  g-ood  reason  wh* 
it  should  apply  in  the  case  of  a  commit- 
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See  article  INJUNCTIONS,  vol.  lo,  p.  869. 


PREMATURE  SUITS. 

By  Charles  H.  Street. 

L  Pbexatitbitt  nr  Oevebal,  873. 

1 .  Antecedent  Cause  of  Action  Essential  to  Recovery y  873. 

2.  Exceptions  to  the  Rule^  874. 

3.  Dismissal  Without  Prejudice^  875. 

n.  Mahhsb  of  EAisnre  thb  Objeotioh,  876. 

1 .  General  Issue  or  General  Denied^  876. 

2.  Special  Plea  or  Answer  in  Abatement  or  in  Bar,  879. 

3.  Demurrer^  881. 

m.  Waiyeb  of  thb  Objection,  883. 

IT    IHBTBUCTIOHB  —  QUEBTIOHS  OF  LAW  AHB  FAOT,  886. 

CROSS-REFERENCE. 

As  to   Pleading   Conditions  Precedent^   see   article   CONDITIONS 
PRECEDENT,  vol.  4,  p.  626. 

L  Pbekatubitt  nr  Obvebal — 1.  Antecedent  Canse  of  Action 
Bssential  to  Eecovery.  —  As  a  general  rule  the  ability  of  a  plaintiff 
to  recover  depends  entirely  upon  the  right  and  title  which  he  has 
at  the  inception  of  his  suit,^  and  the  nonexistence  of  a  cause  of 
action  at  that  period  is  a  fatal  defect  which  cannot  be  remedied 
by  its  accrual  pending  the  action ; '  nor  can   a  subsequently 

1.  Kaley  v.  Musgrave,  36  111.  App.  half  of  his  principal^  if  it  appears  that 
509;  Hovey  t;.  Sebring,  24  Mich.  232;  such  payments  were  made  after  the 
Weinwick  t/.  Bender,  33  Mo.  80;  Mc-  commencement  of  the  suit.  Jennings 
Dowell  V.  Morgan,  33  Mo.  555;  Dean  v.  Zerr,  48  Mo.  App.  528.  Norineject- 
V,  Metropolitan  R.  Co.,  119  N.  Y.  540.  ment  where  the  plaintiflf  has  acquired 

2.  Wadley  v.  Jones,  55  Ga.  329;  his  title  subsequently  to  the  beginning 
Werth  V,  Springfield,  22  Mo.  App.  12;  of  the  action.  Perry  t/.  Calhoun,  8 
Robinson  v,  Burleigh,  5  N.  H.  225;  Humph.  (Tenn.)  551.  Nor  on  a  book 
Storm  V,  Livingston,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  account  where  no  portion  thereof  is  due 
44;  Wattson  V,  Thibou,  17  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  when  the  action  is  commenced, 
Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  184;  Linn  v.  Scott,  3  although  it  is  all  due  at  the  time  of  the 
Tex.  67;  Blevins  v,  Alexander,  4  Sneed  hearing  before  the  auditor.  Wetherell 
(Tenn.)  583.  v.   Evarts,    17  Vu  219.     Nor  where  a 

Thu  Ho  Beoovery  Can  Be  Had  where  a  cause  of  action  is  based  upon  the  satis- 
surety  sues  for  payments  made  on  be-    faction  of  a  judgment  which  is  not  sat- 
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acquired  cause  of  action  be  set  up  by  means  of  a  supplemental 
complaint,' 

2.  Exceptioni  to  the  Anle. —  But  where  the  plaintiff's  demand 
has  matured  before  the  objection  of  prematurity  is  raised,  he  will 
sometimes  be  allowed  to  amend  his  complaint  on  payment  of 
costs ;  •  and  a  recovery  may  also  be  allowed  in  some  cases  where 
the  declaration  or  complaint,  although  premature,  shows  equita- 
ble grounds  for  relief.' 


on  December  15.  1870,  and  the  defend- 
ant filed  an  excepLion  on  ihe  giound  of 
prematurity,  as  a  portion  of  the  diiro 
of  real  was  not  [hen  due.  and  did  aoc 


n  of  the  s 


I  doea 


cause  or  aclion  has  fully  accrued,  the 
fttnount  of  the  plaintiff's  recovery  is  a 
subsidiary  matter  which  may  be  de 
termined  at  a  later  period.  Peck  v. 
Vandcmark,  99  N.  Y.  ag. 

1.  Inpplnneiit«l   Complaint. 
V.   Guthrie.   94   N.  Car.  447. 
Johnson.  14  S.  Car.  434;  State  Bank  v.     draw  his  der 
South   Carolina    Mfg.    Co.,    3   Strobh.     tiS  might 
L.  (S.   Car.)  190;  Turn.  -  .... 


the  rent  was  nuw  Jong  past  due.  War- 
field  V.  Oliver,  33  Ln.  Ann.  611.  iittmf 
Neilson  :..  Pool,  17  La.  H2. 

In  How  York.  —  In  Waring  t:  Yaie>. 

10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  iiq,  whrtc  il  appearol 

that  the  action  hi  d  been  instiluled  pie- 

malurely,  it  was  held  [hat  Ihe  dcfend- 

was  entitled  to  judgm 


:oihe 


mpbi, 


might  »i:b. 


and  that  the  plaii 
n  paym 


I    of  CI 


Wis 


34!. 


An  Action  for  tlia  Tonoloiiiro  of  a  Luid 

Contract  having  been  prematurely 
brought.  Ihe  plaintiR  filed  a  supple- 
mental complaint  setting  up  certain 
demands  arising  subsequently  10  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  Il  was 
held  that  the  action  must  be  dismissed, 
that  the  defendant  could  not  waive  the 
objection  of  prematurity  by  consenting 
10  the  filing  on  such  complaint,  and 
that  the  order  made  by  the  court  allow- 
ing the  supplemental  complaint  to  be 
filed  did  not  determine  the  sufficiency 
of  the  pli 


Wis 


3*=. 


Vor  by  Seplloatlon.  —  A  subsequently 
acquired   right  of  action  cannot  be  set 

defendant's  plea  of  prematurity.  Scott 
I'.  Fowler,  14  Ark.  417. 

a.  Neilson  v.  Pool,  17  La.  ai2;  Cot 
p.  Reinhardt,  41  Tex.  jgi;  Burns  v. 
True.  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  74;  Crescent 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Camp,  64  Tex.  521. 

In  LonUiana, — An  action  was  brought 
to  enforce  Ihe  obligation  of  a  planta- 
tion lease  executed  by  the  defendant  as 
lessee,  and  a  writ  of  sequestration  was 


Haddow  V.  Lundy.  59  N.  Y. 
3Z0.  it  was  held  that  under  the  circuro- 
stances  of  that  particular  case  the 
plaintiQ  might  set  up  a  subseqneollj 
acquired  right  by  means  of  an  amended 
complaint.  But  in  the  later  Case  o\ 
Branigan  v.  Nyack,  !5  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
150,  it  was  held  that  the  rule  which  re- 
quires the  dismissal  of  a  pre  mature  ac. 
tion  is  not  rendered  inapplicable  by 
the  fact  that  the  court  permits  in 
amendment  of  the  complaint  so  as  to 
allege  a  subsequently  acquired  caUM 
of  action,  or  by  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant has  accepted  the  terms  im- 
posed on  the  plaintiff  by  the  order 
granting  the  permission.  The  mete 
fact  thai  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  sctce 
an  amended  complaint  does  ooi  estab- 


ish  his  right  1 


r  ther 


3.  Qrannd for Fntnro Bellof.  —  JnKelly 
I',  Kelly,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)  363,  a  pedtion 
alleged  that  a  vendor  of  land  was  io- 
solvent  and  had  no  lille  to  the  land 
sold,  and  prayed  that  judgment  on  the 
vendee's  note  for  the  purchase  money 
might  be  enjoined.  It  appeared  ih>t 
the  suit  was  premature,  since  the  lime 
agreed  upon  for  conveying  the  land 
had  not  yet  arrived,  but  in  its  opinion 
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sututorj  BzetptioBt.  —  Furthennore,  in  several  jurisdictions  there 
are  statutes  authorizing  the  institution  of  suits  on  demands  which 
are  not  yet  due.* 

3.  Biimiiial  Without  Prejudiee.  —  Aside  from  the  exceptional 

cases  mentioned,  a  suit  which  is  commenced  before  any  cause  of 

action  has  accrued  is  premature,  and  cannot  be  maintained,'  but 

the  court  said :  *'  Even  If  the  petition  the  lessor  inconvenience  he  can  sus- 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  an  execution  tain  by  the  premature  commencement 
or  rescission  of  the  contract  might  be  of  the  suit.  And  it  would  not  have 
regarded  as  premature,  yet,  as  it  shows  been  necessary  to  dismiss  the  libel, 
a  present  equity  for  an  injunction  as  which,  as  the  goods  have  now  gone  be- 
well  as  a  probable  ground  for  the  future  yond  the  reach  of  process,  would  de- 
action  of  the  court  in  behalf  of  the  plain-  feat  the  remedy  against  them.  It  is 
tiff,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Circuit  not  the  practice  of  courts  of  admiralty 
Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  favor  formal  or  technical  objections, 
to  it."  to  the  sacrifice  of  substantial  justice.*' 

Demand  Xatnrlng  After  iMoaiiM,  hut  The  Salem,  i  Sprague  (U.  S.)  392. 

Before flervlee  of  Prooess.  —  In  a  partition  1.  In  Loniiiaiia  a  creditor  may  in  cer- 

suit  where  the  petitioner  bases  his  title  tain  cases  obtain   a  sequestration   of 

on  the  levy  of  an  execution   in    his  property  on  which  he  has  a  privilege 

favor,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  petition  l>efore  the  debt  has  matured.     Gardner 

that  it  is  dated  before  the  time  when  v,  Shipley,  4  La.  Ann.  184;  Catlett  z^. 

the  petitioner's  right  of  possession  ac-  Heffner,  23  La.  Ann.  577;  Neilson  v, 

crued  as  against  his  judgment  debtor.  Pool,  17  La.  212. 

if  the  right  was  perfected  before  the  In  Hebraska,  under  section  237  of  the 

process  was  served.     Hawley  v.  Soper,  Code,  in  cases  of  fraud  an  action  may 

iS  Vt.  320.  properly  be  commenced  on  a  claim  be- 

flerrioo  IMaysd  bj  Plaintlfl^  Initmo-  fore  it  is  due.    Green  v,  Raymond,  9 

tlons.  —  Although  a   writ  is  taken  out  Neb.  295. 

and  put  into  the  hands  of  an  officer  be-  In  Texas  a  suit  commenced  by  attach- 
fore  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  has  ment  may  be  brought  before  the  debt 
accrued,  the  action  will  not  be  held  or  demand  on  which  it  is  founded  is 
premature  if  the  officer  is  instructed  due.  The  petition  and  the  affidavit  for 
Qot  to  serve  the  writ  until  after  the  attachment,  however,  must  show  when 
cause  of  action  has  accrued,  and  these  the  debt  will  mature;  and  where  the 
instructions  are  obeyed.  Strong  v,  affidavit  alleges  that  the  debt  is  past 
Edgerton,  22  Vt.  252,  citing  Seaver  v.  due,  but  it  is  proved  that  such  is  not 
Lincoln,  21  Pick.  (Mass.)  267,  and  Hall  the  case,  the  attachment  will  be 
V,  Peck,  10  Vt.  474.  quashed;  and  If  no  other  cause  of  ac- 

In    Admiralty   Courts  —  Wairer.  —  A  tion  is  disclosed  in  the  petition,  the  suit 

libel  was  filed  against  a  cargo  before  it  being  dependent  on  the  attachment  falls 

was    discharged   from   the    vessel    in  with   it  and   must  be    dismissed.     In 

which  it  arrived,  to  recover  a  balance  such  a  case  there  should  be  a  direct 

due  under  a  charter-party.     The  owner  and  specific  motion  to  quash  the  attach- 

of  the  property  agreed  that  the  libel  ment,  but  if  the   defect  is  distinctly 

should  be  filed,  and  assisted  the  officer  pointed  out  and  called  to  the  attention 

in    arresting    the  goods,   and    subse-  of    the    court  by  special    exceptions, 

quently  obtained  the  goods  by  giving  such  motion  may  be  dispensed  with, 

a  stipulation.       Under  these  circum-  Cox  v,  Reinhardt,  41  Tex.  591. 

stances  it  was  held  that  he  had  waived  In   Wiseonsin    where    an    action    is 

his  right  to  object  to  the  proceedings  brought  on  a  demand  not  vet  due,  a 

on  the  ground  of  prematurity.     In  its  valid  attachment  is  essential    to  the 

opinion  the  court  said:    "  1  he  acts  and  maintenance  of  the  action,  and  failing 

agreement  of  the  claimant  are  a  waiver  the  attachment,  the  action  necessarily 

of  any  objection  which  he  might  have  abates.     Streissguth  v.  Reigelman,  75 

had  to  the  time  of  bringing  the  libel.  Wis.  212. 

And  if  there  had  been  no  waiver,  it  8.  Bradford  v,  Marbury,  12  Ala.  520; 

would  be  in  the  power  of  the  court,  by  Moqre  v.  Horsley,  42  Ark.  163;  Osburn 

giving  costs  or  otherwise,  to  give  to  the  v,  McCartney,  121  III.  408;  Nickerson 

claimant  a  complete  indemnity  for  all  v,  Babcock,  29  111.  497;  Ford  v.  Parr, 
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will  be  dismissed  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  plaintifl 
to  institute  a  new  suit  when  his  demand  has  matured.' 

n.  UAHirEa  0?  Baibiko  tee  Objectioit  —  1.  General  lune  or 
General  Denial.  —  It  I*  th«  orarakl  SnU,  both  at  common  law  and 
under  code  systems  of  practice,  that  the  defense  that  a  suit  has 
been  instituted  prematurely  is  new  matter  which  must  be  pleaded 
specially,  and  which  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  gen- 

57  111.  App.  I3g;   Broira  r.  NorLon,  83  affirmative  allegation  as  follows: "  Aod 

Ind.    411;     Seaton   v.    HinncniaD,    ;o  defendant,  (urther  answeriag,  alleges 

Iowa  395;  Whitney   v.    Bird,  II  Iowa  that  at  the  time  of  the  commcncencDt 

407;  Taylor  v.  Pearce,  15  La.  Ann.  564;  of  this  action  tbeie  was  no  sura  nhal- 

Swift  I'.  Crocker,  m  Pick.  (Mass.)  241;  ever  due  and  payable  by  defeadani  to 

Ilsley  1-.  Jewell,   a   Met.   (Mass.)  16S;  the  plaiQUff;  that  defendant  had.  prior 

"  ■   -.  V.  Tow •'   --   "-     " -      ,    .  . 


Esles  V.  t 


1  Mass.  65;  Dutyce     to  the  t 


,  ao  Slo.  App.  34;  Bi 
Shock.  17  Mo.  App.  351:  Smadbeck  v. 
Sisson,  31  Hun  (N.  Y.)  58a;  Kerr 
B.  Riddle,  (Tex.  Civ,  App.  1895)31  S. 
W.  Rep,  338.  And  see  cases  cited 
supra,  I.  I.  Anlecfdenf  Came  of  Attiati 
Eisrnllnllo  Rnev^ry. 

1.  Loomis  t;.  Elonovan,  17  Ind.  198; 
Groning  v.  Krumbhaar,  13  La.  404; 
Callett  V.  Heffner,  23  La.  Ann.  577; 
Duryee  v.  Turner,  20  Mo,  App.  34: 
Hilliardi/,  Boihcll,64N.  H.  313;  Green 
V.  Pemoss,  10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  371;  pli 
Ruckford  Shoe  Co.  v.  Jacob,  G  Wash. 
42'. 

If  a  Writ  Ii  PramBtore  it  may  be 
quashed  or  abated.  Reed  v.  Brewer, 
?e<:k(Tenn,)a7S- 

A  Bolt  t«  ForaoIoH  a  Kort^age  is  an 

"      '    "       the    equity    powers    ot    the 
in  such  a  suit  where  a  parol 


bought  CI 

feudanl. 


appi 


!   that   the 


n  the  a 


Loomis  V.  Donovan,  17  Ind,  196 
In  An  Action  of  Kaplevla  whei 
peareJ  thai  the   property 
possession   of  the  pi;*     '" 


■.  if  iti. 
mmenced 
ne  agreed 


irtain  goods  of  plain  tifl.  which. 
erms  and  credit  given  lode- 
became  due  and  payable  on  or 
aiiiiui  inc  isl  day  of  April.  1S9Z,  and 
not  before  that  time;  and  the  goods  <o 
purchased  by  defendant  were  the  only 
goods  purchased  by  defendant  of  plain- 
tiff for  which  plaintiff  has  not  been 
fully  paid,  and  were,  as  defeodaniis 
informed  and  verily  believes  and 
alleges,  the  same  goods  described  or  at- 
tempted to  be  described  in  the  com- 
n."  To  this  affirma- 
ptainliff  replied  u 
follons:  "  That  plaintiff  admits  ihat 
it  emended  the  time  for  the  payment 
of  the  said  goods  to  April  I,  1892,  mak- 
ing the  same  due  and  payable  at  said 
time;  wherefore  plainliff  prays  (or 
judgment  against  defendant,"  etc.  Il 
was  held  that  the  answer,  althoagh 
indefinite,  showed  an  extension  of  credit 
which  was  admitted  by  the  reply,  and 
therefore  that  the  action   must  be  dis- 


■iihou 


1   the 
held   that 


lught.  i 


the  ti 


prejudice   to  the   rights  of  plai 
bring  another  action.     Rockford  Shoe 
Co.  V.  Jacob,  6  Wash.  421, 

AttMhBi«nt  DliHlTed,  ~  In  Smadbeck 
V.  Sisson,  31  Hun  (N.  Y.)  582.  the  affi- 
davit for  an   atlachmenl  alleged   that 
the  defendant  owed  the  plaintiff  a  txt- 
:rvices  rendered  from  a 


this   fact    tended   t 

abate   the  suit  il  did  not  authotiie  the  tain  s 

jury  to  award  the  property  10  the  de-  given 

fcndant.     In  such  a  case  the  defendant  of  this  action."     As  it  appeared  Irom 

is    merely    entitled    lo    judgment   for  this  affidavit  that  the  proceedings  were 

cosis,     Pyburne  v.  Moses.  54  Aik.  121,  instituted  on  the  very  same  day  that 

Aotian  for  Goods  Bold  and  DoUTorod.  —  the  services  were  completed,  and  since 

An   action  was  brought  for  goods  sold  no  demand  or  refusal  was  alleged,  it 

and   delivered,   and   it  was  alleged   in  was    held    that    the    attachment  wu 

the  complaint  that  the  amount  10  be  properly  dissolved, 

paid  therefor  became  due  on  the  1st  of  An   Oidar   ot  Arrett  Will  B«  Tacatal 

February,  iSg2.     The  action  was  com-  where  the  debt  on  which  the  action  »as 

menced  on   the  ajlh  day  of  February,  brought  was  not  due  at  the  time  when 

lSg2.     The   defendant   In   his  answer,  the   action  was   commenced.      Zenner 

after  making  certain  denials,  made  an  v.  Desaar,  31  N.  Y.  Wkly.  Dig.  403. 
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eral  issue  or  general  denial ;  *  but  this  rule  is  not  universal,  it 

1.  Watson  V.   Lemen,   9   Colo.   9o3;  complaint,  the  defendsitt  cannot  in tro- 

Reed  V,  Scituate,  7  Allen  (Mass.)  141;  duce  evidencelhal  the  gooda  were  sold 

Iselin  V.  Simon,  63  Minn.  tsS;  Pennis-  on  a  term  of  credit  which  had  not  ex- 

ton  V,  Jefferson,  18  La.  Ann.  ijB.  pired  when  the  suit  was  instituted,  and 

In  Watson  v.  Lemen,  9  Colo,  zoo,  the  that  the  action  is  therefore  premature. 
toan  said;  "  To  traverse  the  allega.  The  court  said:  "  Is  the  defense  that 
tion  thatthe  indebtedness  is  due,  with,  this  action  was  prematurely  brought 
out  denying  the  facts  averred  which  admissible  under  the  general  denial? 
show  such  maturity,  is  vicious  plead-  Anything  that  tends  directly  to  contro- 
iag.  It  leaves  the  question  of  maturity  vert  the  maicriaJ  allegations  of  fact  in 
wholly  admitted.  A  good  illustration  the  complaint  may  be  shown  under  a 
of  this  fault  is  furnished  by  (he  case  at  general  denial,  but  no  evidence  of  new 
t^r.  Defendants,  as  we  have  teen,  by  mailer  can  be  offered  to  avoid  the  legal 
failing  to  venfy  their  answer,  admitted  effect  or  operation  of  such  facts.  A 
the  genuineness  and  due  execution  of  general  denial  goes  to  the  facts  alleged, 
the  notes  as  pleaded.  This  admission  and  not  to  the  liability  arising  from 
covered  the  whole  tenor  and  effect  of  those  facts.  Laulenschlagem.  Hunter, 
the  instroments.  Burnett  v.  Stearns,  aa  Minn.  367;  Register  Printing  Co.  v. 
33Cal.  46S.  But  according  to  the  tenor  Willis,  57  Minn.  93.  The  allegations 
thereof,  the  indebtedness  represented  of  fact  in  this  case  which  were  in  issue 
thereby  was  due.  Defendant,  there-  by  the  denial  were  thesaleand  delivery 
fore,  simply  denied  a  legal  conclusion,  of  the  goods  to  the  defendants,  and 
while  admitting  the  (acts  upon  whkh  their  value.  The  denial  was  as  10  the 
It  was  based.  If,  through  collateral,  fact  of  a  sale  and  delivery,  not  as  to 
contemporaneous,  or  subsequent  valid  the  Implication  of  law  arising  from 
agreements,  the  timeof  paymeoEstated  such  fact,  viz.,  that  they  were  legally 
In  the  notes  was  extended,  it  is  evident  liable  to  pay  the  value  ol  the  goods  so 
that  the  agreements  for  such  extension  sold  on  demand.  If  there  was  any 
were  new  matter,  and  should  have  been  special  contract  whereby  credit  was  to 
■pedfically  pleaded  in  the  answer,  be  given  for  the  purchase  price,  this 
That  the  right  of  action  had  not  ac-  was  new  matter,  which  must  be  pleaded 
cruecl  when  the  suit  was  commenced,  is  specially;  for  proof  of  such  fact  has  no  ' 
ground  for  plea  in  abatement  at  com-  tendency  to  controvert  any  of  the  facts 
moa  law;  but,  according  to  Professor  alleged  in  the  complaint  10  the  effect 
Pomeroy,  '  all  defenses  which  are  that  the  goods  were  sold  and  delivered 
analogous  to  the  ancient  pleas  in  abate-  to  the  defendants.  The  new  fact  that 
neni  —  that  is,  all  which  are  based  they  were  sold  on  credit  docs  not  con- 
tipon  the  same  facts  —  are  evidently  tradict  the  allegation  that  they  were 
new  matter.  They  cannot  be  proved  sold,  for  both  may  be  (rue.  But  the 
under  the  general  dental,  but  must  be  defendants  say  that  the  law  implies, 
specifically  pleaded.'  *  *  *  At  from  (he  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
present,  however,  there  Is  no  such  that  the  purchase  price  of  the  goods 
thing  known  10  our  system  of  pleading  was  to  be  paid  on  demand,  and  that 
as  the  '  general  issue.'  Neither  have  proof  of  a  sale  on  credit  directly  tends 
we  any  '  general  denial.'  as  have  New  to  contradict  the  implication  or  conclu. 
York.  California,  and  some  of  the  other  sion  of  law  that  payment  was  to  be 
code  slates.  Under  our  procedure  each  made  on  demand.  The  difficulty  with 
material  allegation  must  be  specifically  this  argument  is  [hat  a  denial  goes  only 
lra.versed.  <:ivil  Code,  ^  61 ;  Aldcn  v.  to  the  facts  alleged,  and  not  to  the  con- 
Carpenter,  7  Colo.  87.  And  all  matters  elusion  of  liability  arising  from  those 
in  abatement,  unless  appearing  on  the  facts.  If  the  facts  are  admitted,  and 
face  of  the  complaint,  are  with  us  [here  are  other  facts  whereby  the  legal 
pleaded  by  answer  in  precisely  the  implication  or  conclusion  arising  from 
same  manner  as  are  matters  in  bar."  the   admitted   facts   may   be   avoided. 

In  Iselin  v.  Simon,  61  Minn.  138,  it  they  constitute  new  matter,  and  must 

was    held     that     where    a    complaint  be  pleaded.     In  such  a  case  the  answer 

alleges  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  must  not  be  simply  a  general  denial, 

and  a  refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  pay  but  one  In  confession  and  avoidance. 

therefor,  and  [he  answer  is  simply  a  There  was  no  Issue  in  this  case  as  to 

general  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  whether  or  not  the  goods  were  sold  on 
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having  been  held  in  several  states  that  the  question  may  be 
raised  under  the  general  issue  or  general  denial.' 

Vliara  It  Appaui  from  tha  FUlatiffi  Owe  ETideaea  that  the  suit  is  pre- 
maturely brought,  some  cases  hold,  regardless  of  any  rule  requir- 
ing or  dispensing  with  a  special  plea  in  order  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  introduce  evidence  of  the  defense,  that  a  motion  for 
a  nonsuit  or  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence  is  proper.* 


credii.  This  conrlusinn  is  supported 
nol  only  by  tbe  rules  of  pleading,  but 
il  is  a  common-sense  view  of  ihc  ques- 
lion;  lor  [he  defendants  simply  denied 
that  they  ever  1iouf;hl  the  goods,  and 
by  the  denial  the  plaintiffs  btd  a  right 
to  assume  that  the  defense  was  that 
the  defendants  never  bought  the  goods, 
and  not  an  admission  that  they  did 
purchase  them  but  that  credit  was 
given." 

1.  Rainey  v.  Long,  g  Ala.  754: 
Ilicks  B.  Branton.ii  Ark.  1S6;  Collins 
r,  Monteroy,  3  111.  App.  l8s;  Wingate 
».  Smith,  20  Me,  387;  Reynolds  v. 
Kent.  38  Mich.  346;  Welherell  v. 
Evarts.  17  Vt.  arg. 

BalHd  on  tba  Heuing  on  tha  If  aiiu.  — 
The  objection  that  an  action  is  prema- 
turely brought  may  properly  be  urged 
by  plea  in  abatement,  but  may  also  be 
raised  on  the  hearing  on  the  merits, 
and  is  more  generally  raised  in  that 
way.  Robineon  v.  Grubb,  8  Baxi. 
(Tenn.)  ig. 

An  Indonaa  Basd  on  an  Indonament  of 
paper  not  negotiable,  need  not  plead  in 
abatement  that  the  suit  was  commenced 
before  the  return  of  an  execution 
against  the  maker.  By  pleading  the 
general  issue  the  defendant  casts  the 
proof  of  such  a  return  upon  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  material  element  of  his  right 
to  recover.    Woodward    v.  Harbin,  4 

Ala.  534.  diiHnsuisking  Jones  v.  Var- 
borough,  2  Ala.  524. 

TsTm  of  Credit  Rot  T«t  Exptnd.  —  In 
Landis  v.  Morrissey,  fm  Cal.  B3,  which 
was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered. It  was  held  that  under  the  general 
issue  the  defendant  could  introduce 
evidence  that  the  goods  were  sold  on  a 
term  of  credit  which  had  nol  expired 
when  action  was  commenced,  and  that 
this  was  not  new  matter  which  must  be 
specially    pleaded.      The   court    said: 

offer  of  defendant  could  only  be  pre- 
sented in  a  plea  in  abatement.     It  goes 

brought.     Il  is  an  answer  to  the  whole 


action  and  a  perfect  defense.  Sucb  a 
defense  can  be  made  without  an;  pica 
in  abatement.  It  does  not  merely 
abate  the  action;  it  defeats  it." 

But  for  the  contrary  doctrine  holding 
that  this  is  new  matter  and  must  be 
affirmatively  pleaded,  see  Isclin  f. 
Simon.  62  Minn.  rsB. 

la  kn  Acitloa  for  BMt  the  objection  ot 
prematurity  is  available  under  an  an- 
swer which  contains  a  general  denial 
of  each  and  every  allegation  of  the 
complaint.  By  sucb  an  answer  the 
defendant  denies  in  effect  every  fact 
essential  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action 
against  him  at  commencement  of  tbe 
suit.     Mack  v.  Burt.  5  Hun  (N.  Y.)  iS. 

Action  on  Book  Aoeonat.  —  Tbe  objec- 
tion of  prematurity  is  available  under 
the    general    issue    in    an    action    of 

Virmont  statute.  Wetherell  z:  Evans. 
17  Vi.  219. 

Pk*  la  Ab«t«B«at  Held  Hot  Proper.  — 
Contrary  to  the  general  rule  that  a 
plea  in  abatement  is  proper,  it  was  held 
in  Wingate  v.  Smith,  30  Me.  387.  that 
the  defense  of  prematurity  could  not 
be  made  by  plea  in  absiemeDt.  but  wal 
available  under  the  general  issue. 

And  likewise  in  Facauire  v.  Kynas- 
ton,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1249,  11  was  held  that 
a  plea  in  abatemenc  was  bad,  as  it 
amounted  to  the  general  issue. 

S.  Collins  V.  Montemy.  3  111,  App. 
1S2;  Archibald  p.  Argall,  53  111.  307; 
Isclin  V.  Simon,  62  Minn.  laS;  Osbom 
».  Moncure,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  170:  Smilh 
V.  Aylesworth,  40  Barb.  (N.  V.)  104: 
Millctt  V.  Hayfoid.  I  Wis.  401:  Dug»s 
n.  Truxillo,  15  La.  Ann.  116;  Winston  r. 
Miller,  ta  Smed.  &  M-  (Miss.)  sso. 

Oamnirer  to  tlie  Evidence.  —  In  Heard 
V.  Ritchey,  112  Mo.  516,  il  appeared 
that  the  suit  had  been  premaluiely 
commenced,  and  the  defendant  on  the 
trial  objected  to  the  introduction  of  any 
evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
ground  that  the  petition  did  riot  slate 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cau»  of 
action.  This  objection  was  overruled, 
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8.  Speoial  PIm  or  Answer  in  Abatonent  or  in  Bar  —  b  Atatennt. 
—  V/here  the  objection  is  to  be  pleaded  specially,  and  where  the 
fact  of  prematurity  does  not  appear  affirmatively  in  the  plaintiff's 
pleadings,  it  is  properly  raised  by  a  plea  or  answer  in  abatement. ' 
The  defense  of  an  extension  of  time  for  the  payment  of  a  debt 
and  suit  brought  before  the  expiration  of  the  period  ^reed  upon 
may  be  raised  in  the  same  manner.' 

but  al  the  dose  of  the  case  the  courl  of  the  partieB  under  the  attachroeol 
suEtained  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  and  injunction  had  been  gnallf  deter- 
Tbe  pUiniiff  then  took  a  nonsuit  with  mined  in  chancery,  a  plea  in  abate- 
leavc,  etc.,  and  the  court  having  re-  ment  was  sustained.  Blevins  f.  Alex- 
fused  to  set  aside  Ibis  nonsuit  [he  ander,  4  Sneed  (Tenn.J  583. 
pUintiff  appealed.  On  this  appeal  it  Aatlon  ob  Promlauiy  Hot*.  —  If  an  ac- 
was  held  that  the  trial  court  had  erred  tion  is  brought  uo  a  promissory  note 
In  overruling  the  defendant's  objection  before  the  expiration  of  the  days  of 
to  the  intioduciioD  of  evidence,  but  grace  allowed  by  siatute,  a  plea  in 
tbat  this  error  was  cured  by  the  subse-  abatement  is  proper.  Palmer  r.  Gar> 
queni  ruling  sustaining  the  demurrer,  diner.   77  III.   143.     And   the  same   is 

Tolontarj  Honinlt   Hat   Allowabla. —  true  where  a  promissory  note  dated  on 

Where     an     action      is     prematurely  Saturday  is  payable  one  day  thereafter, 

'  brought  the  plaintiff  cannot  by  talcing  and  suit  is  commenced  on  the  Monday 

a  voluntary  nonsuit  terminate  the  ac-  following.      Sanders    r.    Ochiltree,    5 

lion  and  thus  put  the  defendant  out  of  Port.  (Ala.)  73. 

court  after  the  defendant  has  pleaded  TsrUoatiaii  of  Roa.  —  In  an  action  of 

matters  constituting  a  cause  of  action  assumpsit  on  a  note  where  the  writ  was 

against  the   plaintiff  in   respect  to  the  issued  on  August  34,  1621,  returnable 

subject-matter  of  the   suit.     Bradford  to  the  October  term,  1821,  and  by  its 

V.  Hamilton,  7  Tex.  55.  indorsement  the   note  appeared   to  be 

1.  Alabama.  —  Randolph  v.   Cook,  3  due  on  December  25,   iSai   (althouglj 

Pon.  {Ala.)386;    McKeniie  f.  McCoU,  the  declaration   described  it  as  being 

3  Ala.  516.  due  December  as,  iBao),   it  was  held 

Ariamai.  —  Hicks    r.    Braaton,    11  that  a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  action 

Ark.  1S6.  need  not  be  reritied  by  affidavit,  since 

lllinaii.  —  Archibald    v.   Argall.    53  prematuriiy  was  clearly  apparent  from 

III.   307:    Collins   f.   Mootemy,  3   111.  the  indorsement  of  the  note,  and  that 

App.  1S4;    Bacon  v.  Schepflln,  63  III.  it  was  error  to  render  a  judgment  by 

App.  17.  ttildicil,  in  favor  of  the  piainiiS,  with- 

indiaHtt,  —  Norris   v,   Scott,    6    Ind.  out  disposing  of  the   plea.     Collier «. 

App.   18;    Walter   A.  Wood    Mowing,  Crawford,  Minor(Ala.)  100.     But  if  the 

etc.,   Mach.  Co.   :'.  Caldwell,   54   Ind.  facts  upon  wbichsuch  aplea  isfounded 

970.  do  not  appear  in   the  record  the  plea 

Afiniuieta.  —  Iselin     v.     Simon,    6a  should   be  verified.     Coalter  v.  Bell,  g 

Minn.  taS.  Sttw.  &  P.  (Ala.)  358. 

AfisiiiiiMi.  —  Winston  v.   Miller,  13  2.  Herndon   f.  Garrison,  s  Ala.  380; 

Smed.  ft  M.  (Miss.)  550.  Glidden  v.  Henry,  104  Ind.  178;   Cul- 

TtnHttitt.  —  Carter     v.     Turner,     a  ver  v.  Johnson,  go  111.  qi. 

Head    (Tenn.)    53:    Reed    v.    Brewer,  Aftar  Flda  in  Bar.— In  Archibald  t>. 

Peck(Tenn.)375;  Posey  v. M'Cubbins,  Argall,  53  III.  307,   which   was  a  suit 

5  Yerg,  (Tenn.)  335.  upon  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant 

Wisconsin.  —  Collette    v.    Weed.   68  alleged  that  [he  time  of  payment  had 

Wis.  43S.  been   extended  and  [hat  the  suit  was 

See  also  article  Abatement  IN  PLKAr^  prematurely  brought.     In  Its  opinion 

IHG,  vol.  I,  p.  13.  the  court  said:     "  The  ground   relied 

Aotlea   A^last   Clark   tbr  Ks^lset  of  upon  as  a  defense  in   this  plea  is  that 

Duty.  —  In  an  action  at  law  against  the  by  a  binding  agreement  time  (01  pay. 

clerk   of   a   court    for  failing   to   take  ment  had  been  extended,  and  had  not 

bonds  on  the  issuance  of  certain  writs  elapsed   when   the   suit  was  brought, 

of  attachment  and  injunction,   where  The   matter  stated   In   the  plea   is  in 

the  writ  was  issued   before  the  rights  abatement,  and  not  in  bar  of  the  ac- 
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Uu  O^actlon 


In  Bm.  —  While  there  are  some  decisions  which  hold  that  pre- 
maturity may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action,'  by  the  weight  of 
authority  a  plea  or  answer  in  bar  cannot  be  interposed,  since  the 
premature  institution  of  a  suit  does  not  prevent  the  plaintiff 
recovering  in  a  subsequent  suit  after  the  demand  has  matured.' 


lion.  ■  •  •  A  number  of  aulhoH- 
liea  are  referred  loin  support  of  the 
rule,  and  the  analogies  of  Ihe  law  are 
clearl)'  in  ics  ia-iat.  And  as  ibe  plea 
does  noL  deny  or  confess  and  avoid  [he 
indebtedness,  but  simply  avers  Ihe 
debt  is  not  due  under  tlic  agreement 
set  forth,  it  could  only  be  a  plea  in 
abatement,  and  according  to  familiar 
rules  of  pleading  it  comes  too  late. 
Sucb  a  plea  cannot  be  interposed  after 
a  plea  in  bar,  and  such  is  the  fact  in 
this  case.     Again,  there  is   no  conaid- 

promisc  and  to  render  it  binding.  It 
does  not  aver  that  time  was  extended 
[n  consideration  that  William  Archibald 
should  sign  the  note,  or  that  anything 
was  paid.  It  was,  therefore,  not  error 
to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  this  plea." 

1,  Scott  V.  Fowler,  14  Ark.  427; 
Franklin  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Reed.  1J5  Mass. 
365;  Benlhall  v.  Hildreth,  2  Gray 
<Ma3S.)  sSS. 

In  Benlhall  v.  Hildreth,  2  Gray 
(Mass.)  aSS,  ic  appeared  that  the  action 
was  prematurely  brought,  and  the  de- 
fendant tiled  an  answer  setting  up  this 
objection,  but  this  answer  was  not  tiled 
unti!  after  the  expiration  of  the  lime 
prescribed  by  law  for  filing  an  answer 
in  abatement,  and  until  after  the  de- 
fendant had  filed  an  affidavit  of  merits. 
Ic  was  held  that  the  prematurity  of  the 
suit  might  have  been  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment, but  that  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  so  plead  it,  but  might  rely 
upon  it  in  his  answer  as  a  bar  to  the 
action.  The  plaintifi,  therefore,  could 
not  object  that  Ihe  answer  was  filed  too 
late.  When  a  party  has  an  option  to 
plead  certain  matter  either  in  bar  or  in 
abatement,  and  elects  to  plead  In  bar, 
he  is  entitled  to  all  the  incidents  of 
such  a  plea  just  as  it  a  plea  in  bar  only 

2.  Herndon  -v.  Garrison,  5  Ala.  jSo; 
Coalter  v.  Bell,  a  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.) 
358;  Payne  v.  Weible,  30  111.  (66; 
Palmer  f.  Gardiner.  77  111.  143;  Singer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Brown,  64  Ind.  548;  Moore 
I'.  Sargent,  112  Ind.  484;  Clements  v. 
Swain,  2  N.  H.  475. 

In  Jones  v.  Yarborough,  2  Ala.  524, 
It   was  held   that  when  the  defendant 


pleads  in  bat  he  cannot  objef  t  on  the 
trial  that  the  writ  bears  teste  before  the 

objection  is  available  only  by  plea  in 
abatement.  A  plea  in  bar  admits  that 
the  Action  is  regularly  brought,  and 
only  controverts  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiS  10  recover  upon  the  merits  of  the 
case  disclosed  in  his  declaration. 

PUm  in  Bu  Strieken  Out.  —  If  the  fact 
thai  the  action  is  premature  is  pleaded 
in  bar.  the  plea  may  be  stricken  out  or 
held  bad  on  demurrer.  Norris  1. 
Scott,  6  Ind.  App.  iB;  Moore  r.  Sar- 
gent, 113  Ind.  484;  Glidderi  p.  Henry, 
104  Ind.  37S. 

Bight  of  Action  Supand^d.  —  The  real 
estate  of  an  inlesiatc  was  Sold  by  com- 
missioners under  the  order  of  aa 
orphans'  court,  and  a  note  taken  from 
the  purchaser,  it  ocing  agreed  that  the 
note  should  be  paid  only  in  proponion 
to  the  interest  which  it  should  after- 
wards appear  that  the  intestate  bad  in 
the    land.      A    suit    was    brought   in 


mght 


n  the 


that  these  facts  did  not  furnish  ground 
for  a  plea  in  bar  of  the  action,  and  is 
his  opiriion  Collier,  C.  J.,  said:  "  In 
the  case  before  us,  the  plea,  at  most. 
shows  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of  ac- 
tion was  suspended  by  the  agreement 
made  with  the  commissioners,  until  it 
was  ascertained  what  interest  Pugb 
had  at  Che  lime  of  his  death  in  the 
lands  sold  by  them.  If  it  should  be 
determined  that  he  had  none,  then  and 
not  sooner  were  the  defendants  re- 
lieved from  the  contingent  liability  10 
pay  their  note.  The  facts  alleged, 
then,  are  a  mere  assertion  that  the  ac- 
tion was  prematurely  brought,  and  ac- 
cording to  a  well-established  principle, 
must  have  been  pleaded  in  abatement. 
1  Chitiy's  Plead.  443;  Collier  v.  Craw, 
ford.  Minor  (Ala.)  100.  The  mailer  of 
the  plea  may  be  assimilated  t< 


•ithin 


.  giver 


until  the  happening  of  a 
if  the  suit  is  brought  too  soon,  the  ac- 
tion can  only  be  abated.  Prescoit  c. 
Tufts,  7  Mass.  Rep.  2og;  5  Dane's 
Ab..  c.  176,  art,  9,  §  10:  Piatt  on  Cov. 
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PREMATURE  SUITS. 


o*  oidMtisii, 


574.  Bai  where  thrre  ia 
perpelu&l  not  to  sue,  It  a 
release,  and  maf  be  pleaded  in  bar. 
PUtI  on  Gov,  574."  McKenile  ».  Mc- 
CoU,  3  Ala.  516. 

CroM-Aetion  to  Befmm  Tremliwr;  Vet*. 
— "  Doabtless  a  note,  by  mutual  mit- 
lalce  made  payable  earlier  than  in- 
tended by  the  parties,  maybe  reformed 
«o  as  to  conform  to  the  real  contract, 
and  where  a  court  of  equity  U  asked  to 
malce  such  reformation  it  will  be  done 
when  the  facts  justify  such  actloa. 
Under  our  systeo)  the  action  to  reform 
aeed  not  be  brought  separately,  but 
may  be  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-action, 
and  when  the  instrument,  if  thus  re- 
iormed,  would  appear  not  to  be  due, 
such  facts  maf  be  pleaded  in  one  para- 
graph in  abacemeut  of  thi  " 
there  t 


1  ben 


3.  Dsmiimr.  — ■  A  declaration  or  complaint  which  shows  upon 
its  face  that  the  cause  of  action  alleged  therein  has  not  yet 
accrued  is  demurrable,  on  the  ground  that  it  docs  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.'     But  the  fact  of  prc- 

etc,  Mach.  Co.  v.  Caldwell,  54  Ind. 
370;  Norris  v.  Scott.  6  Ind.  App.  iS. 

loma.  —  White  v.  Day,  56  Iowa  348. 

Masiachuittti.  —  Bemis  v.  Faxon,  4 
Mass.  363. 

MinmiBla.  —  Isetin  v,  Simon,  6s 
Minn.  13S. 

Mississippi.  —  Winston  f.  Miller,  13' 
Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  550. 

Pien  York.  —  Cheetham  v.  Lewis.  3 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  41;  Osboro  t>.  Moncure. 
3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  172;  Lowry  v.  Uw. 
rence,  i  Cal.  (I>t.  Y.)  69;  Hare  v.  Van 
Deusen,  32  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  93;  Reilly  v. 
Sisson.  31  Hun  (N.  Y.)  573;  Smadbeck 
V.  Sisson,  31  Hun  (N.  Y.)  58s. 

Okis.  —  Redick  v.  Orr,  Tappan  (Ohio) 
158. 

Ttnntssct, — Carter  v.  Turner,  j 
Head  (Teno.)  53. 

Tixas.  —  Grimes  v.  Hagood,  19  Tex. 

Wiscomin.  —  Milleti   v.    Hayford,   i 

Wis.  401. 

Oyer,  —  IB  minoli  It  Was  Barlj  Hald 
that  where  the  declaration  in  an  action 
on  a  promissory  note  alleges  that  t)ie 
note  is  due,  but  in  fact  it  is  not  due,  the 
defendant  must  sec  it  out  on  oyer,  and 
demurrer  to  the  declaration.  A  plea 
that  the  note  is  not  due  and  payable  is 
bad.     Harlow  v.  Boswell,  15  III.  57. 

Ib  an  Action  br  Llbol  the  declaration 
was  entitled  of  the  November  term 
generally,  but  the  memorandum  was 
of  the  second  Monday  or  the  fourteenth 
day  of  November,  being  the  first  day 
of  the  term.  The  libel  was  alleged  to 
have  been  published  on  November 
iSth.  On  demurrer  this  declaration 
was  held  bad.  Cheetham  v.  Lewis.  3 
Johns.  (N,  Y.)  43. 

Vot«  with  (^on  on  lallnrs  to  Fay  In- 
taraat  Inatalnwmt.  —  A  note  having  been 
given  with  an  option  on  failure  in  pay- 
ment of  any  instalment  of  interest  to 
declare  the  whole  principal  and  inter- 
est immediately  due  and  ^yable,  and 
a  default  having  been  made  in  pav- 
ment  of  interest,  the  payee  brought 
action  on  the  note,  averring  in  his  dec- 
laration that  he  thereby  exercised  the 
option.  The  defendant  demurred  on 
the  ground  that  the  action  was  prema. 
ture.  It  was  held  that  the  complainant 
Staled  a  good  cause  of  action  foi  the 
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show  that  Ibc  action  was  pre- 
maturely broDght.  and  then  such  fact 
be  pleaded  in  bar."  Per  Reinhard,  C. 
J.,  in  Norris  v.  Scott,  6  Ind.  App.  18. 

An  AgTsemant  to  Sxtond  tho  Thno  for 
TaTinoat  of  a  note  cannot  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  an  action  brought  before  the 
time  agreed  upon  has  elapsed,  nor  can 
it  be  shown  under  the  general  issue. 
Bat  perhaps  this  rule  might  not  apply 
Id  a  case  where  there  is  no  agreement 
for  extension  of  time,  and  where  the 
demand  is  not  due  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  original  note.  Culver  v. 
Johnson,  90  111.  91. 

A  Covanant  Rot  to  Sna  within  a  Limited 
Tin*  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an 
action  brought  before  the  time  has  ex- 
pired, although  contained  in  a  compo- 
sition agreement  in  which  the  rights  of 
third  parties  are  involved.  Such  mat- 
ter might  be  pleaded  in  abatement,  bat 
if  the  plea  tiled  is  clearly  in  bar  it 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment. H.  B.  Pitts  Sons'  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  31  III.  App. 
♦83- 

1.  Alabama.  —  Randolph  v.  Cook,  3 
Port.  (Ala.)  386. 

Ark4xnsas.  —  V\i.eat  v.  Quillin,  31 
Ark.  499:  Zachery  i.  Brown,  17  Ark. 
443:   Hicks  v.  Branton,  31  Ark.  1S6. 

California.  —  Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10 
Cal.  555. 

Indiana.  —  Walter  A.  Wood  Mowing, 
16  Encyc.  PI.  &  Pr.  —  56  « 
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maturity  must  appear  affirmatively  in  order  to  be  reached  by 
demurrer,*  and  unless  it  does  so  appear  the  court  will  presume 
that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  suit  was  commenced.* 

Coadltlou  Frnadant  ImpoMd  bj  lUtnu.  —  Under  the  various  codes  of 
procedure  the  rule  is  well  established  that  where  a  statute  forbids 
any  action  of  a  special  class  or  nature  to  be  brought  until  after 

perform  at  a  time  before  Ihe  daleol 
the  tvill  was  demurrable. 

Hafftuing  0/  UmctrlaiH  Evnt.— 
Where  the  cause  of  action  is  dependent 
on  the  happening  of  an  uncetlaiarrent 
a  declaration  which  doe*  not  allege 
that  the  event  has  occurred  is  demur- 
rabie  for  prematurity.  Willianii  c. 
Smith,  4  111.  534. 

8.  Maynard  v.  Takott,  11  Barb.(N. 
Y.)  569. 

A  petition  filed  on  [he  Ijlh  day  of 
Oclober.  iSsj.  alleged  tfaat  on  the  lElh 
day  of  January  in  that  year  the  plain- 
tiff had  advanced  the  sum  of  seven 
hundred  and  tiliydollacs  10  ihedcfend- 
anls.  which  ihey  promised  to  repay 
within  a  short  time  thereafter,  to  vit, 

on   the  day  of  .  A.  D.  l8sj. 

The  defendants  tiled  a  general  demur- 
rer on  Ihe  ground  that  the  peiiiim 
showed  by  its  averments  that  Ihey  bid 
unlil  the  last  day  of  the  year  1G5S  10 
make  payment,  and  that  the  action 
was  therefore  premalure.  Thit  de- 
murrer was  overruled,  and  on  appeal 
the  court  said:  "The  allegatioo  ia 
relation  to  the  iltne  for  paymeol  hu 
very  little  certainty,  but  il  would  mn 
be  a  fair  conslruclion  to  hold  that  a 
promise  lo  pay  within  a  short  limt 
after  the  iSlh  of  January.  1S5J.  la  wit. 

on    Ihe day   of  in   that  year, 

could  no!  be  enforced  until  after  the 
expiration  of  Ihe  year.  The  rcawmable 
meaning  of  the  language  is,  thai  pay- 
ment is  to  be  within  the  year;  and  if 
suit  is  brought  prematurely,  that  'a 
matter  to  be  shown  and  established  by 
the  defense.  There  was  no  error  in 
overruling  the  genera!  demurrei." 
Grimes  j:  Hagood.  ig  Tex.  246. 

Objaetlan  Taken  hy  Ajuwer.  —  In  Smith 

V.  Holmes.  19  N.  Y.  171,  the  defendani 

sought  to  raise  Ihe  objection  of  premi- 

lurily   by  a  demurrer,  on  ibe  ground 

'  ini  did   not  stale  (acls 


imprest  which  was  overdue,  and  that 
the  issues  as  10  whether  the  option 
had  been  properly  exercised,  and 
whether  anything  more  than  such  in- 
terest could  be  recovered  in  the  aclion, 
could  not  properly  be  raised  bv  de- 
murrer. Pacific  Mut.  I  '--  ''- 
Shepardson,  77  Cal.  343. 

1.  Pugh  V.  Robinson,  1  I.  K.  lib; 
Owen  V.  Walers,  2  M.  ft  W.  gi;  Gu(- 
ney  ;■.  Hill,  a  Dowl.  N.  S,  936. 

Alla^ation  of  AnUoadsoe;  of  Canio  of 
Artioa.— In  Owen  .',  Waters.  3  M.  & 
W.  gl,  it  was  held  10  be  unnecessary 
to  allege  in  the  declaration  that  the 
se  of  action  accrued  before  Ihc  writ 
was  issued.  In  Granger  v.  Dacre,  11 
M.  ft  W.  431,  where  Ihe  declaraiion 
alleged  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to 


able  li 


after  n 


all 


of 


.dy  to   delivf 
o    alleged    that    the    plaintiff    was 
idy    to   deliver   the   goods   but   that 
he  defendant  refused  for  an  unreason- 
ib!e  time  to  receive  ihem.  it  was  held 
further  allege  the  lapse 
5  lime  befor      "     "      " 


of  Ihe  I 


e  Stavi 


In  Hai 


Eastwood.  13  L.  J.Exch.  363. 

I  V.  Ileaihorn.  5  M.  &  G.  313.  44 
:.  L.  174,  where  it  appeared  that 
:  was  an  agreement  dated  Decem- 
ber 34,  1S3S.  providing  thai  the  defend- 
ant  should  ' 


>  the   plai 


tins 


any    l 


after  October  i,  1836,  on  three 
notice  requiring  such  repayment,  a 
declaration  entitled  on  Ihe  i6th  day  of 
December,  183(1,  and  alleging  Ihal  after 
Ihe  making  of  the  agreement  and  more 
than     three    calendar    months    before 

plainliltsgave  notice  to  the  defendant 
that  they  required  repayment  al  the 
expiration  of  Ihc  ihree  calendar  months 
then  following,  was  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient. See  also  Carberry  c,  German 
Ins.  Co.,  51  Wis.  605;  Home  Ins,  Co. 
f,  Undsev,  z6  Ohio  5|.  348. 

But  in'HQlchkiss  f.  Judd,  13  Allen 
(Mass.)  447.  il  was  held  ihal  a.  declara- 
tion which  did  not  allege  that  the  de- 
fendant  wa«   under  an   obligation   to 


lumcicnt 
ion;   bul 


IS  held  thai  the  pUinliff 
>  judgment  upon  the  de- 
since   prematurity  did  not  sp- 
ihefaceof  the  complainL    The 
Neither   ihe    sumnions 
iplaini  show   when  the  aclion 
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the  performance  of  a  condition  precedent,  the  complaint  must 
all^e  compliance  with  the  statute,  and  that  in  the  absence  of 
such  an  allegation  it  is  demurrable.^ 

nL  WaIYSB  of  THB  OBJSGTIOH — Bj  Aiurwwiiir  to  Xoriti  or  Failing  to 
Plead.  —  Whether  the  objection  of  prematurity  is  waived  by  a 
failure  of  the  defendant  to  demur  or  plead  in  abatement,'  or  by 
appearing  and  answering  to  the  merits,  depends  somewhat  on 
the  rule  in  each  particular  state  as  to  whether  or  not  it  must  be 
pleaded  specially.^     In  Louisiana,  however,  the  cases  all  agree 

was  commenced.    The  8herifif*s  certifi-  jectlon  was  waived  because  it  was  not 

cate  of  the  service  of  the  summons  is  pleaded.     It  was  held«  however,  that 

evidence  of  the  fact,  and  of  the  time  this  position  was  untenable,  and  that  a 

when  the  service  was  made,  but  it  is  failure  to  plead  the  objection  did  not 

not  a  part  of  the  record   before  the  constitute  a  waiver  thereof.     Selover 

court  upon  demurrer.     Indeed,   it    is  v.  Coe,  63  N.  Y.  44a. 

not  a  necessary  part  of  the  record  of  S.  See  supra^  II.  i.  General  Issue  or 

judgment  in  any  case  where  the  de-  General  Denial, 

fendant  has  answered  the  complaint  Waiving  bj  PlsadiBg  to  Xerits.  —  If 

(Code,  ^  281,  246)  either  by  answer  the  writ  be  issued  before  a  cause  of  ac 

or  demurrer.     Under  the  former  sys-  tlon   has   matured,  this  is   matter  in 

tem  of  pleading,  the  declaration  was  abatement  and   must  be  so  pleaded, 

always  entitled  of  a  term  or  as  of  some  especially  if  the  cause  of  action  ma- 

particular  day,  and  if  from  the  decla-  tured   before  the  service  of  the  writ, 

ration  it  appeared  that  the  cause  of  ac-  But  the  objection   is  waived   by  the 

tion  had  not  then  accrued  it  was  good  pleading    to    the    merits.      Reed    v, 

ground  of  demurrer.     Maynard  v.  Tal-  brewer,   Peck  (Tenn.)  275;    Noble   v, 

cott,  II  Barb.  (N.Y.) 569.    Butasnosuch  Martin,  7  Martin  N.  S.  (La.)  284. 

title  is  now  necessary  a  demurrer  is  not  In  Hew  York.  —  In  Osborn  v.  Mon- 

the  [proper]  mode  of  raising  a  question  cure,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  172,  it  was  held 

of  that  sort.    If  such  an  objection  exists  that  the  defendant  did  not  waive  the 

in  any  case,  it  should  be  brought  up  objection  of  prematurity  by  appearing 

by  answer,  and  then  it  will  be  avail-  and  pleading  to  the  merits.     The  court 

able  to  the  party  on   the  trial,  if  the  said:    '*  The  cases  of  Crygier  v.  Long, 

fact  be  made  out.*'  i  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  393,  and  Lawrence 

1.  Alden  r/.  Alameda  County,  43  v,  Bowne,  2  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  225,^ 
Cal.  270;  Maddox  v,  Randolph  County,  seem  to  decide  that  after  appearance 
65  Ga.  216;  Cavin  v,  Brooklyn,  24  and  pleading  in  chief,  a  defendant  can- 
Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Ct.  App.)  292  note;  not  object,  the  suit  being  upon  a  note, 
Susenguth  v,  Rantoul,  48  Wis.  334;  that  it  was  commenced  before  the  note 
Thompson  v,  Milwaukee,  69  Wis.  492.  was  due;  and  it  is  there  said  that  he 
See  in  general  article  Conditions  Pre-  should  apply  to  the  court  to  be  dis- 
CEDBNT,  vol.  4,  p.  626,  and  that  title  in  charged  from  the  arrest.  But,  upon 
the  General  Index  of  this  work.  general   principles,    I  do  not  see  how 

2.  That  It  Is  80  Waivod,  see  Fiore  v,  a  defendant  can  be  deprived  of  the 
Ladd,  29  Oregon  528;  Reed  v.  Brewer,  benefit  of  such  a  defense  upon  the 
Peck  (Tenn.)  275;  Hendy  v.  Soule,  trial.  The  plaintiff  under  the  plea  of 
Deady  (U.  S.)  400.  non  assumpsit  is  bound  to  show  a  good 

Hot  Waivod  by  Failure  to  Plead.  —  An  cause  of  action  at  the  time  of  the  com- 

action  was  brought  against  the  heirs  at  mencement  of  the  suit,  and  the  defend- 

law  of  a  decedent  within   two  years  ant  may  give   in   evidence    anything 

after  letters  of  administration  had  been  which  shows  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 

issued.     As    the    New    York    statutes  such    cause  of  action    at    that    time. 

(Rev.  Stat.,  c.  10,  §  64)  prescribed  that  i  Phil.  Ev.  131." 

no  suits  should  be    brought   against  Aniwer  Filed  SeeerviBg  Ezoeptionfl. — 

heirs  or  devisees   within  three  years  In  Louisiana  although  the  objection  of 

from  the  time  of  granting  letters  testa-  prematurity   is  in  general  waived  by 

mentary  or  of  administration  upon  the  pleading  to  the  merits,  this  rule  does 

estate,  the  suit  was  clearly  premature,  not  apply  where  a  record  entry  states 

but  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  this  ob-  that  by  consent  of  counsel  the  ezcep- 
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that  the  exception  is  dilatory,  and  must  be  pleaded  in  limine  litis.'*- 

By  Fatlnr*  to  oiyaot  In  Prim^ir  Conri. —  According  to  some  decisions 

the  objection  of  prematurity  is  waived  if  not  raised  on  the  trial  in 

the  primary  court,'  and  being  remedied  by  verdict  or  judgment,' 


Mui 


I.  453. 


ed  to  be  tried  nilh  the 
answer  is  filed  "  under 
scrvation  of  the  excep- 
ly    V.   Spencer,   46    La. 

•I.  Columbia.  1  La.  430: 
Benedict  v.  Williams.  4  Rob.  (La.)  39=; 
Noble  V.  Martin,  7  Martin  N.  S.  (La.) 
384;  Millaudon  v.  Foucber,  8  La.  5S6; 
Pecquet  V.  Pecquet.  17  La.  Ann.  aji; 
Mnrtee  ti.  Edwards,  ao  La.  Ann.  236. 
The     obJEciion    of     prematurity 


of  ihal  fact  a«  a  defense  against  tbe  re- 
covery of  llie  judgment,  and  only  in 
her  motion  for  a  new  trial  objected  10 
it  by  saying  that  the  verdict  ifas  ex- 
cessive. She  waived  this  defense,  if  it 
was  a  defense,  and  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  it  after  the  trial." 
8.  Too  Lata  Altar  Vardicl.  — In  Fiore 
'■%  Oregon  423.  29  Oregon  513, 


the. 


■  It  ii 


firsn 


after 


232. 


I   Suit  Ii  Brooglit   Againit  ■ 

a  defense  that  an  executinn  against  the 
Bdminlsltator  has  not  been  returned 
before  the  inslilulion  of  the  suit,  but 
this  objection  must  be  pleaded  as  an 
exception  in  timint,  and  is  not  avail- 
able as  an  answer  to  the  merits,  espe- 
cially where  the  execution  has  been 
foperty  found."  before 


tbe 


By 


jlinglhe 

defendant's  motion  (or  judgmeat  Qot- 
withstanding  the  verdict,  and  in  enter- 
ing judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  (or 
the  reason  that  the  complaint  on  its 
face  shows  that  the  action  was  com- 
menced prior  to  the  malurily  of  ibe 
cenilicale  of  deposit  referred  to  and 
set  out  in  the  complaint.  Although 
this  cause  has  been  three  times  tried 
before  as  many  juries,  and  has  been  to 
Ibis  court  twice  before  on  appeal,  the 
objection  that  it  was  premamrelf 
brought  was  nevpr  raised  nr  suggested 
in  any  way  until  after  the  verdict 
iercd.     It 


efeir 


icrits  after  the 
turned,  the  defendant  waives  ihe  ob- 
jection uf  prematurity.  Ross  v.  Cham- 
bliss,  S  La.  Ann.  15S. 

Action  or  CartlSMta  of  IndshtBdnBu.  — 
^\here  an  ordinance  requires  all  certifi- 
cates of  indebtedness  to  be  presented 
to  a  committee  10  be  approved  before 

brought  before  complying  with  this 
formality  is  premature,  but  relief  will 
be  granted  to  the  plaintiff  unless  the 
defendant  pleads  the  exception  in 
limine  Penniston  i:  Jefferson.  l3  La. 
Ann.  ijS. 

S.  Randolph  v.  CooL,  2  Port.  (Ala.) 
236,  distinguished  In  Mahoney  t: 
O'Lcary.  3+  Ala.  97;  Hicks  v.  Hogan. 
36  Ark.  298;  Johnson  v.  Meyer,  54  Ark. 
442. 

JndgmBDt  ITot  8et  Aiidt.  —  In  Hickey 
t,  Thompson,  52  Ark.  234,  the  court 
said;  "  One  of  the  notes  sued  on  ma- 
tured after  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  the  appellees  recovered 
judgment  for  the  amount  due  thereon. 
The  appellant  now  insists  that  the 
judgment  should  be  set  aside  on  that 
account;  but  she  did  not  avail  herself 


the     therefore. 


'    I   that 


laic.     The  objec 

prematurely  brought  is  mere  matter  ol 
abatement,  and  should  be  taken  by  de- 
murrer if  it  so  appears  upon  the  face 
of  the  complaint,  utherwise  by  answer 

waived.  1  Encyc.  of  PI.  and'pr.  »a. 
32:  Carter  r.  Turner.  2  Head  (Tenn.) 
52;  Moore  v.  Sargent.  lt2  Ind.  454; 
Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Stevenson,  6  Ind. 
App.  207;  Colleue  v.  Weed.  69  Wis. 
423." 


>ldue 
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uffer  judgment  nil  dicii 
be  entered  against  him.  he  cannot  ra: 
the  objection  of  prematurity  on  err 
Blount  V.  McNeill.  29  Ala.  473- 

ConfOHion  at  Jndgmmt.  —  In  Illiit 
the  objection  that  the  Suit  was  preir 
turely  insliluled  is  cured  byconfessi 
of  judgment.  Bush  f.  Hanson,  70  I 
4B0. 

Jndgmant  by  Conuut.  —  In  Trins  . 
error  in  tendering  judgment  on  ac 
mand  which  had  not  matured  when  t 

where  the  defendant  consents  la   i 
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cannot.be  interposed  for  the  first  time  on  appeal,'  or  ui^d  as  a 

f round   for  arresting   the  judgment.*      In   other  jurisdictions, 
owever,  the  authorities  hold  that  the  absence  of  an  antecedent 
cause  of  action  is  not  remedied  by  verdict  or  judgment,'  and  is 

judgment.     Lanier    v.    Blounl.    (Tex.  the  promise  Is  alleged   to  be  made  at  a 

Civ.  App.  1898)45  S.  W.  R«p.  902.  day  Co  come;  but  tbe  breach  is  alleged 

1.  CUson  V.  Kehoe,  87   Hun  (N.  Y.)  10  be  committed  afterwards,  on  a  day 

36M;  Bumsiead  v.  Dividend  Mul.  In*,  then  past.     We  ibereforc  feel  a  dispo. 

Co.,  13  N.  Y.  81;  Gallagher  v.  Bell.  8a  sition  to  support  this  verdict,  if  ii  can 

Iowa  713.  be  done  without  violating  any  correct 

AeUon  niwn»tMiil  Baton  Katnritr  if  principle.     It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile 

V«M.  — In  Benjamin   v.   Zell,  100  Pa.  all  the  cases  on  this  subject;  but  the 

St.    33,   It   appeared    that   by   a   prior  case  of  Sorrel  v.  Lewin,  reported  in  3 

agreement     between     defendant     and  Keb,   354.   is  in   point.     In   that  case, 

plaintiff,  the  defendant  procured  a  con-  iniiebilalui  aiiumfiiil  ivaa  brought,  and 

veyance   of  certain   lands  to  himself,  the  assumpsit  laid  on  a  day  not  then 

promising   that   upon  a  resale  of  the  come.     Infancy  was  pleaded  in  bar,  to 

lands     he     would    divide    the    profits  which  ihe  plaintiff  replied  that  it  waa 

thereof   with   the   plaintiff.     A    resale  for  necessaries;    and    on   issue   being 

was  made  partly  for  cash  and  partly  joined,  the  verdict  was  foe  the  plain- 

for  notes,  and  the  plaintiff  demanded  tiff.     Upon  motion  10  arrest  tbe  judg- 

bts  share  of  the  profits  before  the  note  ment  for  this  fault  in  the  declaraliou, 

matured.     Tbe   defendant   denied  the  the   court  observed   that  there  should 

making  of    the    agreement,   and    the  have  been  a  special  demurrer,  but  that 

plaintiff   thereupon   brought   suit  and  it  was  well  enough  after  verdict,  which 

recovered   judgment.     The  defendant  could   not    have    been   found   for   the 

appealed  from  this  judgment,  and  on  plaintiS!  but  on  evidence  of  a  promise 

appeal  for  the  first  time  raised  the  oh-  made  before  the  action,  and  a  duly  be- 

jection  that  the  plaintiff's  demand  was  fore  the   promise.     And   the    platniiS 

premature.     It  was  held  that  by  deny-  had  judgment    The  principle  of  this 

ing  the  agreement  and   by  failing  to  case  is  very  reasonable,  and   as  It  is 

raise  the  objection  of  prematurity  on  an  auihoiity  in   point,  the  plaintiff  in 

the  first  trial,  the  defendant  had  waived  the    principal    case    must  have  judg. 

this  defense,  and  could  not  set   it  up  ment." 

for  the  first  time  on  appeal.  In     Ward     v.    Crenshaw,    4    Yerg. 

In  a  ttlt  on  a  Hia  Inaoranca  PaUey  (Tenn.)  i<fl.  an  attachment  founded  on 

the  defendant  answered  denying   the  a  note  under  seal  was  issued  before  the 

allegations  in   the  complaint,  but  ten-  days  of  grace  on  the  note  had  expired. 

dered  a  certain   amount  In  settlement  But  since  the  parties  agreed  that  the 

of  the   plaintiff's  claim.     There  was  a  plaintiff  should  file  his  declaration,  that 

judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de-  the  defendant  should  plead  at  the  same 

fendant  appealed.     On  appeal  the  de-  term,  that  the  cause  should  stand  for 

fendanl  for  the  first  time  claimed  that  trial    at    the   next  term,   and   that  all 

the  suit  was  premature,  but  llwas  held  errors  should  be  waived,  it  was  held 

that  the   tender  admitted   that  to  that  that  thisagreemenlprecluded  the  party 

extent   the  claim  was  due  when   suit  from   going  back  to  the  error  In  the 

was  commenced.     Prematurity  cannot  pleadings   on    a    motion    in   arrest  of 

be  pleaded  to  limit  the  plaintiff's  recov-  judgment. 

ery  to  a  certain  sum,  as  it  Is  in  abate-  S.  O^jaottoa  at  Fnmatmlty  Kst  Onmd. 

ment  and  not  in  bar  of  the  action.  — The  objection  that  the  petition  falls 
to  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  is  never  waived,  and 
consequently  the  objection  of  prema- 
turity appearing  on  tbe  face  of  the  dec- 
laration Is  not  cured  by  verdict  or 
judgment.     Brown   v.  Shock,  37   Mo. 


.  J  Mass.  363, 
Parsons,  C.  J.,  said:  "  If  we  take  the 
whole  declaration  together,  it  seems 
impossible  that  the  defendant  could 
doubt  as  to  the  specific  nature  of  the 

complaint  against  hjm.orthal  the  jury    Lewis,   3  Johns.  (N.  Y.j  43.  the  c 
coald  have  been  misled.     It  is  true  that    said:    "  It  Is  settled  that  the  suing  out 
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therefore  good  in  arrest  of  judgment,*  or  available  in  error." 

IT.  IvBTEiTcnoirB  —  Qirunovs  or  Lat  urs  7act.  —  Where  the 
defense  of  prematurity  is  neither  set  up  on  the  answer  nor  other- 

o(  ibe  writ  Is  thecommencemeat  of  the  A  R.  (Pa.)  309;  McLangblio  v.  Pariter, 

■uiC     Lowry  v.  Lawrence,  1  Cai.  (N,  3  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  144;   lAogei  r.  PaitUi, 

y.)  69.     See    alio   Bird   v.   Caritat,   a  S  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  134;  Roud  f.  Griffith,  tl 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  342.     And  by  the  record  S.  A  R.  (Pa.)   ijo;    BeU  r.  BuUion,  a 

in  the  preaent  caM  it  appears  that  the  YcrR.  (Tena.)  479. 

action  must  have  been  commenced  aa  Vhira  a  Tlwlaiattnn  la  ^'niir  stated 

early  as  the  second  Mondaj'  in  Novem-  the  cause  of   action  aa  arising  BDbse- 

ber  term,  1803,  and   that  the  cause  of  quently  to  the  dace  of  the  writ,  it  was 

action   did  not  ariie   until  the  1 8th  of  held  that  the  dcfent  was   not  cured  by 

November  in  the  tame  term.     The  ac-  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the 

lion   appears,  therefore,  to  have  been  judgment  mnit  be  arrested.     The  coorl 

commenced   before  the  cause  of  action  said;     "It    is   laid   down   in    i   Com. 

accrued.    iTidd'sPrac.  368.     Though,  Dig.  14a,  that  an  action   does  not  lie 

generally,  the  day  may  not  be  mate-  before  a  cau^  of  action  accrued;  and 

rial,  yet  this   must  always   be  under-  that,  if  it  appears  upon  the  record  that 

stood  with  this  limitation,  that  it  be  an   action   is   so   brought,   it   mar  be 

laid  to  be  before  the  commencement  of  moved   in   arrest  of  judgment  or  as- 

the  suit.     In  Venables  v.  Dade.  Carth.  signed  for  error;  and   with   this  I  be- 

113,  this  mistake   was  held  not  to  tie  lieve   all   the   authorities   agree.     The 

cored  by  verdict,  and  to  be  bad  in  ar-  same  point  was  decided   in  this  court, 

rest  ol  judgment:  and  from  the  casn  in   the  case  of   Rcdicii  v.  On,  Tippan 

of  Ward   v.   Honcywood.   I   Doug.  61,  (Ohio)  ijS.     The  omission  of  the  day 

and  Dickinson  b.  Plaisted.  7  T.  R.  470,  is   cuied   by   verdict,   by   the    English 

It  appears  to  be  equally  bad  after  ver-  statutes  of  jeofail,   but   none   of    tbe 

diet,  since  the  statute  of  4  Anne,  c.  16,  statutes  of  jeofail  cure  an  error  of  this 

and   would   be  ground   (or  a  writ  of  kind;  the   right  of  action   must  exist 

error."  when  the  suit  is   commenced,  or  tl)e 

Dmts*  ?ro   Osaftws.  —  In   a  case  in  action   cannot    be    sustained.     When 

equity  where  a  note  fell  due  after  de-  there  is  a  blank,  the  proof  may  be  sup- 

rree   below,    the   Supreme   Court  dis-  posed  to  have  gone  to  the  time  of  the 

missed  the  bill  and  required  the  com-  writ;  but  where  the  cause  of  action  is 

plainant  to  begin  di  tutoo  although  the  directly  and  positively  averred  to  be 

decree  had.  been   taken /r.)  cenftste  as  subsequent  to  the  bringing  suit,  there 

to  one  of  the  parties,  and  it  did  not  ap-  is   no  legal  cause  of  action   upon  the 

pear  that  the  objection  of  prematurity  record,  on   which   the   court   can  give 

had  been  taken  by  plea.     Green  v.  De-  judgment.     Such  is  the  case  here,  and 

moss.  10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  371.  tbe   judgment   must   therefore   be  ar- 

Jndgiaant  by  Default,  —  la  Stiiiiirifpi  rested."     Chapline    v.   Tope,   Tappan 

It  has   been   held  that  the  objection  is  (Ohio)  aSs. 

not  cured  after  a  judgment  by  default  S.  In  Ward  f.  Honeywood.  I  Doug, 

in   favor  of  the   plaintitT.     Winston  v.  &i,  it   appeared   from   the   declaraiioa 

Miller.  11  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  SSO.  that  the  suit  was  commenced  before  the 

Tndlnt  m  Aiida.  — Where  an  agent  malurily  of   the   notE  which    fumishrd 

is   10   have   ninety  days  to  account  for  the    cause    of    aciion.      The    Coun  of 

the  sale  of  properly  consigned  to  him,  King's  Bench  held  that  the  declaratioQ 

the    principal   cannot   bring  an    aciion  was  to   be   considered   as    the   original 

against  him   until   after  expiration  of  and  commencement  of  the  aciion,  and 

■  he  ninety  days.     An   aciion  therefore  tbat.lbedefecl  thusappearingof  record, 

which  is  commenced  within  that  period  the  exception  was  available  in  error. 


if  premature,  and  a  verdict  iherein  for        A    Jadgms 

t   on    a    FrDiuiiKiry   KMt 

the  plaintiff  will  be  set  aside,  provided     which  was  n 

01  due  at  ibc  time  when 

the   evidence   of   prematurity  is  suffi-     the  iudgroen 

was  recovered  cannoi  be 

cienily  dear.     Hall  v.  Page,  4  Ga.  42a.     quashed  as  v 

old   upon   proceedings  by 

1.  Harper   v.    Montgomery.   ;    Litt.     certiorari  or 

supersedeas.     The  proper 

<Ky,)   347;    Boyce   v.  Morgan,  3   Cai.     method  of  ra 

sing  the  question  isbvan 

(N.  Y.)  133:    Stewart  v.  McBride.  i  S.     appeal.     Sim 

mons  V.   Harris.  7  BaiL 

&  R.  (Pa.)  aoa;  Miller  v.  Ralston.  I  S.     (Tenn.)  335. 
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wise  pleaded,  the  court  should  instruct  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
defendant  on  that  ground.^ 

Bftte  OA  Whioh  Suit  Wm  Ctommenoed.  —  The  date  on  which  a  suit  was 
instituted  is  a  question  for  the  court.* 

PrtmatiiTitj  m  %  Xfttter  of  law.  —  In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a 
contract  to  pay  money  where  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  facts 
exist  by  virtue  of  which  payment  is  due,  the  question  of  prema- 
turity must  be  left  to  the  jury,  and  cannot  be  determined  by  the 
court  as  a  matter  of  law.* 

1.  Elder  v.  Roarke,  27  Oregon  363.  title,   and  interest   which   B    had  ac* 

BeqvMtforliiitniationfl  by  tlMFlidiitlif.  quired  by  a  certain  bond  for  a  deed 

—  In    Burt  t.  Wilcox  Silver  Plate  Co.,  given  him  by  D.     It  was  also  provided 

41  Ohio  St.  304,  the  plaintiff  asked  the  that  should  the  title  of  either  B  or  D 

trial  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  prove  defective,  the  agreement  should 

they  were  satisfied  that  the  only  ground  be  void   unless  said  parties  made  the 

on  which  they  could  find  for  the  de«  title  good  within  a  reasonable   time, 

fendants  was  that  an  action  was  pre-  The  bond  from  D  to  B  contained  the 

mature,  the   verdict   should   so  state,  following  provisioa:  '*  said  deed  to  be 

On  appeal  it  was  held  that  this  instruc-  made   at   the  expiration  of  one  year 

tion  was  proper,  and  that  a  refusal  by  from  this  date,  upon  payment  to  me  " 

the  court-  so  to  charge   the  jury  fur-  of  a  certain  sum.     B  haying  sued  A 

nished  ground  for  a  new  trial.  on  this  promise,  A  objected  that  the 

8.  If  there  is  a  question  whether  the  stiit  was  premature,  since  it  was  com- 
cause  of  action  had  accrued  when  the  menced  before  the  expiration  of  one 
suit  was  commenced,  the  court  must  year  from  the  date  of  the  bond  above 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  date  shown  mentioned.  But  it  was  held  that  since 
by  the  file  mark  on  the  petition,  and  B  had  conveyed  all  his  right,  title,  and 
must  charge  the  jury  that  the  suit  was  interest  in  the  property  to  A  in  accord- 
begun  on  that  date.  Chapman  v.  Cur-  ance  with  the  agreement,  and  since  the 
ric,  51  Mo.  App.  40.  title  of  D  was  not  defective,  the  sum 

S.  A   promised   to  pay  B  a  certain  promised  appeared  to  be  immediately 

sum   of  money  in  consideration  of  a  payable  by  A,  and  thaticc<7uld  not  be 

written  agreement  made  by  B,  by  the  said  as  a  matter  of  law  that  the  action 

terms   of    which   agreement    B    cove-  was   premature.    Cram   v.   Holt,    135 

nanted  to  convey  to  A  all  the  right,  Mass.  46. 
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PRESCRIPTION. 

See  article  LIMITATIONS,  voi.  13,  p.  176. 


PRESENTMENT. 

See  article  INDICTMENTS,  INFORMATIONS,  AND  COM- 
PLAINTS, vol.  10,  p.  344. 


PRESUMPTIONS. 

As  to  various  matters  relating  to  presumptions  in  Pleading  and  Practieey 
see  the  specific  titles  in  this  work  and  refer  to  the  General  Indei. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

By  Alfred  Pizey. 

I  CoMCXSVnie  Teeik  Belatiditb  with  Thied  Pzbsoxb,  S90. 
I.  As  Parties  to  Actions,  890- 
a.    General  Rules,  8go. 

(1)   The  Agent's  Position,  S90. 
\2)  Actions  Ex  Contractu^  890, 

(3)  Actions  Ex  Delicto,  892. 

(o)  For  Nonfeasance  of  Agent,  89?. 
Xb)  For  Misfeasance  of  Agent,  893, 

(4)  Substituting  Principal  by  Amendment,  894. 

(5)  Joinder  of  Agent  with  Principal,  895. 

(a)  General  Rule,  895. 
;  (*)  Agents  -with  an  Interest,  895. 

(c)    Where  Fraud  Is  Charged,  896. 
{d)  Agents  of  Corporations,  896. 
*.    When  Either  May  Sue  or  Be  Sued,  896. 
(i)  Agent  as  Party,  896. 

(a)  In  General,  896. 
;  {b)  Under  Code  Provisions,  896. 

:  (a)  Principal  as  Party,  898. 

(3)  Joinder  of  Agent  with  Principal,  898. 
»•   Concerning  the  Pleadings  and  Proof,  899. 
a.  Actions  by  or  Against  Principals,  899. 
(i)   On  Contracts.  S99. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

(2^  For  Torts^  902. 

(3 1  Allegations  and  Proofs  903. 

(4S  Order  of  Proofs  904. 

(5)  Pleading  Ratification^  904. 

b.  Actions  by  or  Against  Agents^  905. 
^  /«  General y  005. 
)  Contracts  with  Words  Descriptio  Persona^  905* 

'3^  Affidavits  of  Defense^  906. 
(4)  Form  of  Action  on  Unauthorized  Contract^  906. 

c.  Plea  or  Answer^  008. 

(i)  Denying  Authority  of  Agent ^  908. 
{a)  General  RulCy  GoZ, 
Xp)  Denial  under  Oathy  909. 

aa.  Actions  Against  Principals^  909^ 
bb.  Actions  Against  Agents^  910. 
(2)  General  Denial  and  Proofs  911. 

n.  CovcBBvnre  Thsib  Bslatioits  Ivtxb  8x,  91  i. 

I.  Actions  by  PrincipcU  Against  Agent ^  911, 

a.  Form  of  Action^  911. 

b.  Arrest  of  Agents y  915. 

2»  Actions  by  Agent  Against  Principal^  916. 

a.  For  Indemnity y  916. 

b.  For  Commissions y  916. 

(i)  By  Real-estate  Agents ^  916. 
(2)  Miscellaneous  Actions^  917. 

c.  Pleading  and  Proof  y  918. 
3.  Accounts  and  Accountings  ^\<^, 

a.  Common-law  Action  of  Account ^  919, 

b.  Accounting  in  Equity^  920. 

(i)  Bill  by  Principal^  920. 

(a\  In  General y  920. 

Xp)  Allegations  of  Frauds  Mistake ^  Etc.y  92*- 

Xc)  Cross-bill  by  Agent ^  022. 

{dS  Plea  of  Statute  of  Limitations ^  92a. 

(J)  Costs y  923. 

(/)  Miscellaneous  Matters^  923. 
(2)  Bill  by  Agenty  924. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

Sec  in  general  articles  ATTORNEYS,  vol.  3,  p.  104;  CARRIERS^ 
vol.  3,  p.  812;  FACTORS  AND  BROKERS,  vol.  8,  p.  828; 
MASTER  AND  SERVANT,  vol.  13,  p.  891 ;  NEGOTIABLE 
INSTRUMENTS,yol  14,  p.  347;  PARTNERSHIP,  vol.  15, 
p.  829;  PLEDGES,  ante,  p.  629. 

As  to  Parties  to  Penal  Actions,  see  article  PENALTIES  AND 
PENAL  ACTIONS,  ante,  p.  229. 

As  to  Public  Agents,  see  article  PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 

For  the  Substantive  Law  of  the  subject,  see  the  title  AGENCY,  1  Am,. 
AND  £n6.  Encyc.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  930. 
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L  CoircsBHuro  TEEni  Ezlatiohi  wits  Tmss  Fexmitb  —  1.  Ai 
Parties    to    Actioni — a.  General    Rules  —  (i)   The   Agent's 

Position.  —  It  is  a  maxim  of  the  law  of  agency  that  he  who  acts 
through  another  acts  of  himself.  In  other  words,  a  mere  agent 
is  but  a  conduit  or  medium  through  which  the  principal  manages 
all  or  a  portion  of  his  affairs,  and  has  no  such  legal  or  beneficial 
interest  in  the  business  as  entitles  him  to  sue  in  his  own  name  or 
be  so  sued. ' 

(3)  Actions  Ex  Contractu.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  both  at  com- 
mon law  and  under  the  codes  that  an  agent  is  not  the  proper  party 
to  actions  against  third  persons.*     If  he  has  kept  within  the  scope 


1.  Sec  I  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of 
Law  (id  ed.)  1136.  lit.  Agency. 

S,  .4/o*B«,..  —  Ncwbold  I/.  Wilson, 
Minor  (Ala.)  13;  Nabors  v.  Shippey.  is 
Ala.  293. 

California.  —  Lineker  v.  Ayeshford, 
I  CaL  76;  Swift  V.  Swift.  46  Cal.  167; 
Prcsion  V.  Knapp,  85  Cal.  559;  Chin 
Kem  You  v.  Ah  Joan,  7S  Cal.  124. 

OmnecHeut.  —  Potter  t.  Yale  College. 
S  Conn.  53;  Sutton  v.  Mansfield.  47 
Conn.  3gg;  Sullivan  11.  Shailor,  70 
Conn.  733. 

District  of  ti/Bmiia.  —  Hamburg- 
Bremen  F.  Ins.  Co.  V,  Lewis.  4  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  W. 

Georgia.  —  Cunningham  v.  Elliott, 
g»  Ga.  159. 

Indiana.  —  Hirper  v.  Ragan.  3 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  39:  Peirce  v.  Ruley,  5 
Ind.  69;  Sharp  v.  Jones,  18  Ind.  314. 

^/flijaf^iw^///.— Taunton,  etc..  Turn- 
pike Corp.  V.  WhitinK,  10  Mass,  327; 
Eastern  R.  Co.  v.  Benedict,  s  Gray 
(Mass.)  561;  Terry  v.  Brightman,  13a 
Mass.  318. 

^iViffon.  —  Bleau  ;-.  Wright,  r:o 
Mich.  183;  Weston  v.  Cart,  96  Mich. 
373. 

Minnesota.  —  J.  D,  Moran  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Clarke,  59  Minn.  45G. 

Miiiauri.  —  Huston  v.  Tyler,  140 
Mo.  aja. 

JVrw/ersrv.  —  Brackney  v.  Shreve,  I 
N.  J.  L.  3S;'Todd  t:  Phifer.  t  N.  J.  L. 
414;  Kinsey  t'.  Hollinshead,  2  N.J.  L. 
359- 

AVn/  K*ri.  —  Bonynge  v.  Field,  81 
N.  Y.  159:  Hall  I/.  Lauderdale,  46  N. 
Y.  70:  Buckbee  v.  Brown,  al  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  no:  Bogart  r.  DeBussy,  6 
Jtjhns.  (N.  Y.)  04;  Gunn  v.  Canline,  10 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  388;  Rose  Tr.  U.  S,  Tele 
graph  Co.,  34  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.)  308;  Martin  v.  Moore,  3  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  416. 

J^trlA  Cfl™A«a.  — Whitehead  I/.  Pol- 


ler, 4  I  red.  L.(N.Car,)a57:  Whiiehes'l 

V.  ReddicV,  la  IreJ.  L.  (N.  Car.)  95;  J. 
H.  Hayes  Woolen  Co.  v.  McKinnon, 
114  N.  Car.  661. 

J'enmylvania.  —  Gillctt  v.  Ball.  9  Pi. 
St.  13 :  Root  r.  Muhr.  ig  W.  N.  C.  <  Pa.) 
403:  Powell  V.  Roderick,  I  Pa.  EHsi. 
Rep.  130,  6  Kulp  (Pa.)  400. 

Texas.  —  Tinstey  v.  Dowell,  6; 
Tex.  23. 

yermant.  —  Biantiy    v.     Plumley,    5 

VI.  500. 

IVesI  rirginia.  —  Johnsoa  v.  Welch. 
4=  W.  Va.  18. 

United  Slalet.  —  Ncaly  v.  Robinson, 
Hempsl.  (U.  S.)9;  The  Ship  St-  Law. 
rence,  I  Gall.  (U.  S.)  467;  Whitney-.', 
Wyman,  tol  U.  S.  39a:  Monlicello 
Bank  t:  Bostwick,  71  Fed,  Rep.  &41. 

Compare  Rudd  v.  Deposit  Ban!:  (Ky. 
1899)495.  W.  Rep.  307. 

"  In  no  form  of  process  can  a  mere 
servant  or  agent  be  permitted  to  r- - 
force,  in  his  own  name,  the  rights  of 
his  principal  or  master."  Bates  f. 
Overseers  of  Poor,  I4  Gray  (Mass.)  tii\ 
quoted  XnVoWcr:  Justice  v.  Kent  County, 
38  Mich.  4ai. 

'■  To  enable  an  agent  to  maintain  an 
action  in  his  own  name,  there  must  be 
something  more  than  ihc  mere  power? 
of  a  naked  agent."  Fer  Olcolt,  ]..  to 
Barkley  v.  Wolfskehl,  a;  Misc.  Rcp- 
(N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  430.  To  the  same 
effect  see  Bell  v.  Tilden,  16  Hun  (S, 
Y.)  346;  Iselin  v.  Rowlands,  30  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  488.  cittdin  Gcrding  v-  Welch, 
30  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  633;  Oakey  r. 
Bend,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)483,D*Erm/ii{ 
4  Ch.  Sent.  (N.  Y.)  15,  ciling  Leigh  v. 
Thomas,  a  Ves.  312;  Root  i:  Mubr.  iq 
W.  N.  0.403:  Frankem  r.  Trimble,  5 
Pa,  St.  530;  Devers  v.  Becknell,  I  Mo, 
333;  Cunningham  v.  Elliott,  91  Ga, 
159:  Holloway  v.  HoUoway.  30  Tej. 
164. 


ThdT  BtiatlMU 
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of  his  employment,  acted  and  contracted  merely  as  agent  for  a 
disclosed  principal,  all  suits  which  concern  the  business  must  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  principal  and  not  in  the  name  of  the 
agent.  Likewise  where  it  is  the  third  party  who  institutes  the 
suit  it  is  the  principal  and  not  the  agent  who  must  be  made 
defendant. ' 


power  lo  dispose  of  it  as  ag^nt,  dc 
noi  authorize  him  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion in  his  oirn  name  concerning  it- 
King  V,  Gwynn,  14  Fla,  3J;  Allen  i:. 
Gwynn,  14  Fla.  39;  Com.  v.  Wilkes- 
Barre  Gas  Co..  6  Kulp(Pft.)  3*8;  Gal- 
veston, etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Stoclcioti,  ij 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  145;  Rogson  v.  Tait. 
13  Tex.  272.  Hlfd  In  Hollowaj  v.  Hoi- 
loway,  30  Tex.  164. 

Ood*  Prooednn  —  Iaw  and  Xqnlty.  — 
This  rule  that  an  agent  may  not  gen- 
erally maintain  an  action  in  his  own 
name  obtains  both  at  common  law  and 
under  the  code.  Redfield  v.  Middle- 
ton,  7  BoBw.  {N.  Y.)  649.  And  whether 
the  action  is  one  at  law  on  in  equity, 
Jones  V.  Hart.  J  Hen.  &  M.  <Va.)  471 


V.  Wheeler,  23 
Conn.  5j!);  Ogden  v.  Raymond,  aa 
Conn.  3S0:  Shellon  v.  Darling,  3  Coiin. 
435. 

Geerpa.  —  Fleming  v.  Hill,  63  Ga. 
751;  Tiller  a.  Spradley,  39  Ga.  35. 

UliHoit.  —  Seery  K.  Socles,  39  111.  313; 
Bralnard  v.  Turner,  4  III.  App.  Gi; 
Dunton  v.  Chamberlain,  i  III.  App. 
361. 

VJiiffiiBn.  —  McHenry  d.  Duffield,  7 
Blaclcf.  (lnd.)4l;  Pitman  v.  Kintner,  5 
Blackf,  (ind.jasi. 

Ifvia.  —  Stcmburg    v.   Callanan,    14 

ZowViW  —  Honore  v.  White.  I 
Martin  N.  S.  (La.)  Z30. 

■'  ■  Tcele  V.  Otis,  66  Me,  339; 


In  Admiralty  Pro«Mdlng«,  on  the  other  Batchelder  v.  McKenney,  36  Me.  555. 

hand,  it  is  well  settled  that  one  who  is  Maryland.  —  McClernan  v.  Hall,  33 

an  agent  for  absent  owners  may  libel  Md.  393. 

either  in  his  own  name  or  in  the  name  MastacAuselU,  —  Cabot  v.  Shaw,  14S 

oF  the  principal,  according  as  he  thinks  Mass.  459;  Good  enough  v.  Thayer,  133 

best.     Per  Taney.  C.  I.,  m  Houseman  Mass.  153;  New  England  Marine  Ins, 

V.   Schooner   North   Carolina,    15  Pet.  Co.  i/.  DeWolf,  S  Pick.  (Mass.)  56;  Gil- 

(U.   S.)  40;    Thompson   v.  Jachin,   33  more  v.  Pope,  5  Mass.  491. 

Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,059.  Afichigait.  —  Banks   v.   Cramer,    109 

AtUgln^  aa  AialgniB^t.  —  An   agent  Mich.  16S;  Bailey  v.  Cornell,  66  Mich. 

may  sue  in  his  own  name  and  recover  107. 

upon  a  contract  by  averring  and  prov-  Afistouri.  —  Klostermann  v.  Loos,  jS 

ing  an  assignment  of  it  from  the  princi-  Mo.  390. 

pal  to  him.     Weslon  v.  Card,  96  Mich.  Nim  Jtrsty.  —  Stephens  v.  Bacon,  7 


373. 


...  >,  5N. 
-In  this  state  an  agent  J.  L.  955;  Tuttle  v.  Ayres,  3  N.  J.  L. 
may  sue  in  his  own  name  if  he  styles  357. 
himself  as  agent,  and  discloses  in  his  Ntw  York.  —  Whitlord  v.  Laidlcr,  94 
petition  the  name  and  residence  of  his  N,  Y.  145;  Langley  v.  Warner,  3  N.  ¥. 
priacipat.  Willard  v,  Lugenbuhl,  34  337,  reversing  i  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  309; 
La.  Ann.  iB:  Rochereau  v.  Lewis,  36  Meeker  f.  Claghorn,  44  N.  Y.  349;  Col- 
La.  Ann.  s8l;  Lacoste  i..  DeArmas,  3  vin  v.  Holbrook,  1  N.  Y.  136,  aj^rming 
La.  364;  Eggleston  ». Colfax,  4  Martin  3  Barb.  (N.Y.)475;  Rathbnn  v.  Ingals. 
'  N.  S.  (La.)  481:  Mitchell  v.  Comyns.  I  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  319:  Taylor  t-.  Bates, 
Martin  (La.)  134;  Frazier  ».  Willcox,  4  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  376;  Frye  v.  Lockwood, 
Rob.  (La.)  517.  See  also  Corral  v.  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  454:  Mott  v.  Hicks,  i 
Eclipse  Towboat  Co.,  37  La.  Ann.  S03;  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  513;  Randall  v.  Snyder,  i 
Garland's  Code  Pr.  La.,  S  103,  Lans.(N.  Y.(i63;  McDougalli'. Travis. 
suhsec.  31.  34  Hun  (N.  Y.)  S90;  Iserman  t:  Conk- 
1.  .^/d^mo.  —  Naburs  f .  Shippey,  ij  IJn,  3i  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  County  Ct.) 
Ala.  393.  194;  Cooper  v.  Tim.  16  Misc.  Rep.  (N. 

California,  —  Lander    s.   Castro,   43  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  373, 

Cal,  497;  Shaver  v.  Ocean  Min.  Co.,  31  North  Carolina.  —  Cape    Fear  Bank 

Cal.46,McDonaldi'.BcarRiverWater.  v.   Wright,   3  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  376; 
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(b)  For  XigfBMMioe  of  Afr^it.  —  But  where  the  act  complained  of  is 
not  a  mere  nonfeasance,  but  a  positive  wrong,  all  those  who 
participated  in  any  way  are  liable.     Where  both  principal  and 

agent  engage  in  its  commission  they  may  be  sued  either  jointly 
or  severally,  as  in  the  case  of  actions  for  tort  brought  against  per- 
sons sustaining  no  such  relation.^ 

Berry  v.  Vantrles,  12  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  89.  Indiana,  —  Berghoff  v,  McDonald,  87 

See  also   Enos   v,  Hamilton,  24  Wis.  Ind.   549;   Shearer  v,   Evans,  89   Ind. 

658.  400;   Block  J.  Haselcine,  3  Ind.  App. 

"  The  law  is  well  laid  down  in  Mires  491;  McNaughton  v,  Elkhart,  85  Ind. 

f .  Solebay,  2  Mod.  242,  that  this  action  384. 

cannot  be  maintained  against  a  servant  Iowa,  —  Byford  v,   Girton,  90  Iowa 

who  has  acted  by  his  master's  com-  66t. 

mand,  unless  it  were  to  do  an  apparent  Kentucky,  —  Pool    v.     Adkisson,     i 

wrong;    and  that  where  the  master's  Dana  (Ky.)  no. 

case  depends  on  a  title,  as  where  the  Maryland,  —  Hambleton    v,    Rhind, 

command  is  given  under  the  color  of  84  Md.  456. 

a  right,  whether  valid  or  not,  the  serv-  Massachusetts,  —  Bell    v,   Joselyn,    3 

ant  will  be  excused;  for,  as  is  justly  Gray  (Mass.) 309,  63  Am.  Dec.  741. 

remarked,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  Michigan,  —  Weber    r.    Weber,     47 

require   the   servant  to  scrutinize  the  Mich.  569. 

master's  title,  and  thus  to  make  him.  New  Hampshire,  —  Page  v.  Parker, 

In  all  cases,   act  at  his  peril."    Per  40  N.  II.  47,  43  N.  H.  363. 

Gibson,  J.,  in  Berry  r.  Vantries,  12  S.  New  Jersey,  —  Horner  v,  Lawrence, 

&  R.  (Pa.)  89.  37  N.  T.  L.  46;  Newman  v.  Fowler,  37 

Xmployor  and  Oontraetor.  —  The  rela-  N.  J.  L.  89. 

tion  of  employer  and  contractor  gen-  New  York.  —  Bruff  v,  Mali,  36  K.  Y. 

erally  excludes  that  of  principal  and  200,  34  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  338;  Phelps  v, 

agent,  and  the  rule  stated  in  the  text  Wait,    30    N.    Y.    78;    Livingston    v, 

is  not  applicable  as  between  such  per.  Bishop,  i  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  290;  Suydam 

sons.    Carman  v.  Steuben ville,  etc.,  R.  v,  Moore,  8  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  358;  Hecker 

Co.,  4  Ohio  St.  399;  Southern  Ohio  R.  v,    De    Groot,    15    How.   Pr.    (N.   Y. 

Co.  V,  Morey,  47  Ohio  St.  207;  Hobbitt  Supreme  Ct.)  314;  Newbery  v.  Lee,  3 

V.  London,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  4  Exch.  254.  Hill  (N.  Y.J  523;  Montfort  v.  Hughes. 

per  Rolfe,  B.,  reviewing  cases;  Reedie  3  E.  D,  Smith (N.  Y.)  591,  citing  Michel 

V,  London,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  4  Exch.  244.  v,  Allestree,  2  Lev,  172,  i  Vent.  295. 

In  some  cases  against  municipal  cor-  See  also  Brown  v,  Howard,  14  Johns, 

porations,  however,  there  has  been  held  (N.  Y.)  120. 

not  to  be  such  a  repugnance  between  Ohio,  —  Clark  r.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  358, 

these  relations  that  they  cannot  exist  followed  in  Seelen   v,   Ryan,   2  Cine, 

together  and  the  employer  be  liable  to  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  158. 

suit.     Detroit  v,   Corey,  9   Mich.  165,  Wisconsin, — Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb 

Campbell,  J.,  dissenting;  Sewall  v,  St.  Lumber  Co.,  90  Wis.  225,  48  Am.  St. 

Paul,  20  Minn.  511,  citing  2  Dillon  on  Rep.  911,  913,  note,  et  sec^. 

Municipal    Corporations,    §    769;     St.  United     States,  —  Washington     Gas 

Paul  V.  Seitz,  3  Minn.  297.  Light  Co.  v.  Lansden,  172  U.  S.  534. 

1.  Alabama.  —  Luling    v,   Sheppard,  England,  —  Swift   v.  Winterbotham, 

112   Ala.   588;  Perminter  v,  Kelly,  18  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  244;  Petrie  v,  Lamont,  i 

Ala.  716.  C.  &  M.  93,  41  E.  C.  L.  57;  Piggott  on 

Colorado,  —  Miller  v.  Staples,  3  Colo.  Torts,  74. 

•^PP*  93*  *'  I'^  torts  the  relation  of  principal 

Dakota,  —  Nichols      v,     Bruns,     5  and  agent  does  not  exist;  they  are  all 

Dakota  28.  wrongdoers  and  may  be  sued  jointly 

Florida,  —  Wheeler  v,  Baars,  33  Fla.  or  separately."    Berghoff  v.  McDonald, 

696.  87  Ing.  549. 

Georgia,  —  Menken  v,  Atlanta,  78  Ga.  Husband  sad  Wlls.  —  Where  the  hus- 

^8.  band's  common-law  liability  for  torts 

Illinois.  —  Walker    v.   Haughey,   25  of  his  wife  has  been  abolished  by  stat- 

111.  App.  135;    Dally  v.  Young,  3  111.  ute,  the  husband  and  wife  need  not  be 

•^PP*  39*  suc^  jointly  for  the  torts  of  the  latter 
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iTtfiifno*  of  Afnt.  —  This  rule  is  applied  in  suits  for  injuries 
caused  by  such  negligent  acts  of  an  agent  as  partake  of  the 
character  of  a  misfeasance.' 

(4)  Substituting  Principal  by  Amendment.  — Where  the  agent 
sues  in  his  own  name  or  is  made  the  defendant  when  the  principal 
is  the  only  proper  party,  the  defect  cannot  usually  be  remedied 
by  an  amendment  substituting  the  principal  for  the  agent.' 

commlued  while   acting  as   agent  for  MrMtixg     TwdlM. —  In      aa     acdod 

her  husband,  buc  she  majr  be  sued  sep-  agaiasL  a  principal  for  the  toit  ol  bis 

arately  (he  same  At  any  other  wrong-  agent  acting  outside  the  scope  o(  his 

doer.     Weber  c.  Weber,  47  Mich.  s&g.  employment,  evidence  must  be  gives 

Atta^mwit.  —  The  statutory  remedy  of  express  amhsriiy  on  the  part  o(  Ibe 

ai  attachment  will  not  lie  against  the  principal  orof  asubscquenc  ratihcatioa 

property  of  a  principal  for  wrongful  of  the  act,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 


acts  done  by  an  agent  without  his 
knowledge.  Myers  v.  Wbitchcart,  24 
S.  Car.  196.  disHn^uishing  Reynolds  v. 
Witte,  13  S.  Car.  5. 
ForaibU  ZstiT  aal  Dstalnw.  —  An 
'    I  for  forcible  entry  and  det:  ' 


properly  directed.      Callahan  e. 
nyiand,  59  111.  App.  347- 

1.  Mayer  r.  Thompson- Hutchiaon 
Bldg.  Co.,  104  Ala.  611;  Baird  v.  Ship- 
man,  133  III.  16,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  504; 
Campbell  v.    Portland   Sngmr   Co.,  ' 


1  for   a   tort,   and   may   be  Me.  552,  16  Am.  Rep.  503;  Osborne  c. 

brought  against  an  agent  although  the  Morgan,   130  Mass.  I09.  39  Am.  Rep. 

wrong  was  committed  by  him  for  his  437;    Ellis  v.  McNaughton.    76   Mich, 

principal,    in   whom   the   title    to    the  337.     See  alto  Texas,  etc.,   R.   Co.  9. 

property  was  vested.      Luling   -j.  Shep-  Gay,  S3  Ten.  iii,  affirming  (Tei,  Ci». 

pard.  113  Ala.  sSS.  App.  1894),  37  S.  W.  Rep.  743. 

FoTBof  Aotion.  — In  order  that  both  t.  Gill  f.  Tison,  6t  Ga.  161;  Tiller*, 

the   principal   and   the  agent  may  be  Spradley,  39  Ga.  35:   Crescent  Fnmi- 

sued  jointly   the  same  form  of  action  lure,  etc.,  Co.  c  Raddati,  3S  Mo.  App. 

must  lie  against  both.     This  question  310;     Wuriburg    v.    Webb,     19    Noia 

arises  principally  in  those  jurisdictions  Scotia  414.     See  also  Bonta  iv  Clay,  j 

in  which  the  distinction  between  tres-  Litt.  (Ky.)  139.     C<mtra,  Adams  r.  Ed- 

oass    on    the    ease    and    case    exists,  wards,  115  Pa.  St.  an;  Bell  v.  Cotbin, 
136  Ind.  36g. 


Wright  V.  WUooi,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  343; 
Clark  V.  Trf.  8  Ohio  St.  358;  Scelen  v. 
Ryan,  3   Cine.   Super.   Ct.    Rep.    "  " 
Heweu  i/.  Swift,  3  Allen  (Mass.) 
Parsons  v.  Wiochell,  5  Cush,  (Mi 
Sg2;  Campbell  v.  Portland  Sugar  Co. 


AgtBt   Bniaf  tor  Dm  of  ?rladpaL  — 

'here  the  action  has  been  brought  in 

ift,  3'  Allen  (Mass.)  430;     the  name  of  the  agent,  but  it  is  alleged 

~ the  declaration  that  be  sues  for  the 

of  his  princ 


See  also  Gregory  p.  Piper,  that 

}  B.&  C.591,  17  E.  C.  L.4J4;  M'Manus  Richmond.   ( 

V.  Crickett,  r  East  106^  Veaiie  v.  Wil-  Ga.   591;  Ma 

[iams,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  134.  wherein   the 

Ploa  ol  Prindpal.  —  Where  the  princi-  upon  such  a 

pol  is  sued  and  seeks  to  relieve  himself  use   of   thi 


of  liability 


pat,  it  has  been  held 
imendment  can  be  made. 
Ic,  R.  Co.  V.  Bedell,  £& 
rtin  V.  Lamb,  77  Ga.  151. 

note  by  the  agent  for  the 
principal    is   vinually  »o 


1  be    waived.      Byfor 


the  ground  that  the  act     action  by  the   principal,  and  the  1 

nt  was  neither  authoriied  by    of    the   agent    before  or   pending  ihe 

aliRcd.  he  must   plead  such     action   will   not    affect   the  suit.     Tlie 

"   '      '     words  importing  that   the  agent   fues 

and  [hat  the  suit  is  for  the  use  of  the 

principal  are  surplusage,  and  may  be 

stricken  from  the  declaration  by  amend- 

ment.  at  any  time,   whether  before  or 

after    verdict."       Citing    McLewis    r. 

Furgerson.  5g  Ga.  644.  and  Wilson  r. 

Firsl  Presb.  Church,  56  Ga.  554. 

AnswBT  Filad  by  Agent.  —  In  a  case 
where  a  principal  was  substituted  for 
his  agent,  who  had  been  made  defend- 
ant in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  inort- 
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defen< 
I.  Gin 

AffldBTlt  of  Defense.  —  Where  the  de- 
fense set  up  in  an  affidavit  is  false  rep- 
resentations made  by  the  plaintilt's 
agent,  an  averment  that  the  principal 
was  introduced  to  the  defendant  and 
stated  that  he  acquiesced  in  nil  the 
agent  had  dnne.  although  rather  Loo 
general,  will  suffice  to  connect  the  prin- 
cipal with  ihe  tort.  McFeely  v.  Lilte, 
(Pa.  I8B7)8  Atl.  Rep.  39. 


TMt  B*Utlou 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.    -itkTUrtF 


(5)  Joinder  of  Agent  with  Principal  —  (»)  OHMnl  Bui*. — An 
agent  who  has  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  result  of  the  agency 
transaction  may  not  be  joined  with  the  principal  as  a  party  plain- 
tiff or  defendant.  * 

(b)  AgMita  with  M  latarwt.  —  Where  the  agency  is  one  coupled  with 
an  interest,  the  agent  is  properly  made  a  party,  so  that  full  relief 
may  be  granted  in  a  single  suit.* 


r  filed     Finl  KaL  Bank  v.  Merchants'  Bank, 
nawer    37   Fed,   Rep.   657.     See   also  articles 
iny  change  of     Removal  of   Causis;    Uhited  States 


gage,  it  was  held  that 
by  the  agent  could  stand  a 
of  the  principal  without  a 

names  or  refiling,  no  answec  naving  i^uukt^i. 

been  filed  by  the  principal  after  he  was  But   <rhere  one  is   rather  a  trostee 

made  a  party.     Bell  v.  Cotbin,  136  Ind.  than  a  mere  agent,  or  has  a  beneficial 

360.  Interest,  and  relief  against  him  is  oec- 

1.  Ctii/ofw'fl.  —  West    f.    Crawfcrd.  essary  to  a  complete  determination  of 

80  Cal.  19;  Hooper  v.   Flood,   J4  Cal.  the  issues,  he  is  properly  made  a  party. 


aiS;  Powell  v.  Ross.  4  Cal.  197. 
lBv>a.  —  Lyon  p.  Tevis,  B  Iowa  79, 
Ntw  York.  —  Oakey  v.  Bend,  3  Edw. 

Ch.  (N.  Y.)  48a,  agirmed  4  Ch.  Sent. 

(N.   V.)   15:  Walsh  V.  National  Broad. 

way  Bank.  13  Misc.  Rep.  <N.  Y.  C.  PI.) 


,nd  if  he  is  1 

ith  the 


n  of  the  same  state 
t  the  e. 


be  removed.     Scoutt  v.  Keck,  73  Fed, 
Rep.  900;  Wilson  v.  Oswego  Tp.,  151 
U.  S.  56. 
Tna*. —  Under  a  provision   of   law 


3,  affirming  II  Mtsc.  Rep.  (M.  Y.)  149;  which  permits  parties  to  be  summoned 

Lewis  V.  Greider,  49  Barb.  (K.  Y.)  606;  from  other  counties  in   the  state  to  a 

Ogdensbur|;h,  etc.,R.  Co,  b.  Vermont,  county  in  which   some  one  of  the  de- 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  5.  (N.  Y.  fendanta  resides,  commencing  an  action 

Supreme  Ct.)  349,  affirming  4  Hun  (N.  against  one  who  was  merely  an  agent 

Y.)  7t3:  Boyd  v.  Vanderkemp,  i  Barb,  In  the  transaction  will  not  give  juris- 

Ch.  (N.  Y.)  373.  diction  to  sammon  the  principal  from 

North  Careliua.  —  Ayers  v.  Wrigbt,  another  county.     Shaver  v.  Lawrence 

6  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  339.  County,  44  Ark.  335.     It  is  otbcrwise- 

England.  —  Le  Texier  v.  Anspach,  15  where  both  the  agent  and  the  principal 

Ves.   Jr.  159:  Taylour  v.    Rochfort,    3  are  jointly  liable,  in  which  event  the 

Ves.  383.  action   maybe  btought  in   the  county 

See  also  Davis   v.    Peake.   a   A.    K.  wherceithcr resides, and theothersum. 

Marsh.  (Ky.)  543.  moned   to  attend.     Shearer  v.  Evans. 

MtmlaMd  wltii  Uosta.  —  Where  a  mere  89  Ind.  400;  Mathonican  v.  Scott,  87 

agent    in    the    transaction    has    been  Tex.  396. 
joined  with  ihe  principal  as  a  party  de-        %.  Schmidt  v.  Dietericht,  r  Edw.  Ch. 


fendant  he  should  be  dismissed  frt 
the   action    with   his  costs.     Patoo   v. 
Lancaster.  38  Iowa  494;  M'Namara  v. 
Williams,  6  Ves.Jr.  143. 
lorlidlatian  of  Onitad  BUta*  Courts.  — 


(N.  Y.)  119,  Htit^  Fenton  r.  Hughes 
Ves,  Jr.  389;  Cobb  v.   Dows,  10  N.  Y. 
335,  reversing  g  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  330;   Ux- 
ington,   etc.,    R.   Co.   v.  Goodman,  15 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  85,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N,  Y.) 


The  improper  joinder  of  such  agent  as  493;  Triplett  v.  Morris,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

a  party  willnotaffect  the  citiienship  of  1898)  44   S.    W.    Rep.   6S5;    Scoutt  v. 

the  parties  so  as  to  prevent  original  Keck.   73    Fed.   Rep.    900;    Wilson   v. 

jurisdiction    of    United   States   courts  Oswego  Tp..  isi  u.   5.  J6.     See   also 

from  attaching,  or  prevent  the  removaE  Jewel!  v.  Jewell,  11  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  Car.) 

of   a   cause   from   a   state   court   to  a  196. 

United   Stales   court,    but   such   party  Quarf  whether  the  principal  or  agent 

may  be  dropped  from  the  case.     Wood  may  maintain  separate  actions  with  re- 

V.  Davis,   18  How.  (U.  S.)  467;  I^sur-  sped  to  the  interest  of  each.     St.  Louis, 

ance  Co.  of  North  American.  Svendscn,  etc.,  R.  Co.  t.  Thacher.  13  Kan.  565. 

74  Fed.  Rep.  346;  Reeves  v.  Corning.  Injimetloii  Against    Tnapu*.  —  In    a 

SI  Fed.  Rep.  774;   New  York  Constr.  bill   for    injunction    to    restrain    tres- 

Co.  v.  Simon,  J3  Fed.  Rep.  i;  Brown  passes     committed     by     a     principal 

f.  Murray,  43  Fed    Rep.  614;  Myers  v,  through  his  agent  both   the  principal 

Murray.  43  Fed.    Rep.   695;    Sheffield  and  the  agent  are  properly  made  par> 
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brought  by  the  real  party  in  interest  irrespective  of  the  Icaal  title. ' 
Kxotptl«u  »  Oa«a  Bvl*.  —  Certain  exceptions  were,  iiowever, 
made  to  this  general  rule,  among  them  being  trustees  of  express 
trusts  and  persons  "with  whom  or  in  whose  name  a  contract  is 
made  for  the  benefit  of  another,"  who  arc  permitted  to  sue  in  their 
own  names  without  joining  their  beneficiaries.'  This  provision 
of  the  code  is  said  to  have  been  introduced  to  preserve  the  right 
of  action  in  the  agent  as  it  existed  at  common  law."  It  seems, 
however,  to  be  more  extensive  in  its  operation.* 


1.  Se«  generally  ankle  Parties  to 
Actions,  vol.  ij,  p.  707  ft  icq. 

t.  DaMa.  —  McLaughlin  v.  Dead- 
trood  First  Nat.  Bank,  f>  Dal[ota4o6. 

IndiaHa.  —  W»ddle  v.  Harbeck,  33 
Ind.33i:  Holmes  v.  Boyd,  90  Ind.  333. 

lewa.  —  Brown  r.  Sharkey,  93  Iowa 
157;  Abeii  Note  Brokerage,  etc.,  Co.  r, 
Hurd,  Sj  Iowa  559;  Cassidy  v.  Wood- 
ward. 77  Iowa  3S4;  Rice  v.  Savery,  33 
Iowa  470;  Fear  v.  Jones,  b  Iowa  169. 

jfd»/aT.  —  West  V.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  39  Kan,  93;  St,  Louis,  etc., 
R.  Co.  V.  Thacher,  13  Kan.  565. 

Miniusota.  —  Close  v.  Hodges.  44 
Minn.  ao4:  Cremct  v.  Wimraer,  40 
Minn.  SM. 

Jffwurt.  —  Snider  v.  Adams  Ex. 
press  Co.,  77  Mo.  533:  Draper  v.  Far- 
*  ,   s^    Mo.    App.   417;    Hairigan   v. 


Hydraulic  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  655;  Pitney 
V.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co..  65  N.  V.  6, 
affirmiitg  61  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  33s :  Berty 
V.  Gavin,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.)  l;  Holllngs- 
wonh  V.  Moulton,  53  Hun{N.  V.)9i, 
aMrmtd  iig  N.  Y.  6i3;  Melcher  v. 
Krelser  38  K.  V.  App.  Div.  36a,  r<- 
versing  31  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  159; 
Walsh  *.  Reinhart,  so  Misc.  Rep.  {N. 
Y.  City  Ct.)  407;  Arosemena  f.  Hinck- 
ley, 43  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  43;  Robertson 
V.  National  Steam-Ship  Co,,  (Super. 
Ct.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  313;  Davis  p.  Rey- 
nolds, 4S  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  County  Ct.) 
aio,  affirmiJ  ;  Hun  (N.  Y.)  eji;  Mor- 
gan V.  Reid.  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
Cl.)  iij;  Reilly  v.  Cook,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  ajs.  33  How.  Pr.  (N. 
V-)  93. 

OAia.  —  Arcade  Hotel  Co.  v.  Wiatt, 
I  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  34,  i  Ohio  CJr.  Ct. 
Kep.  55.  rn/erttd  on  other  grounds.  44 
Ohio  St.  33;  Davit  v.  Harness,  38  Ohio 
St.  397. 

Saulh  Dakota.  —  Hudson  ii.  Archer, 
4  S.  Dak.  138. 

And  see  In  general  article  Parties 
to  Actions,  vol.  15,  p.  733  'i  "q. 

l6Encyc.  PI.  &  Pr.  — S7  « 


S.  Wolfe  V.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  97 
Mo.  473:  Grinnell  v.  Scbmldt,  1  Sandf. 
(N.  V.)  706,  3  Code  Rep.  {N.  Y.)  19. 

4.  At  common  law  a  contract  in 
writing  which  states  on  its  face  that  it 
was  made  by  one  as  agent  for  a  named 
principal,  or  on  his  account,  or  on  his 
behalf,  has  been  held  Co  be  the  contract 
of  the  principal  only,  the  agent  not 
being  entitled  to  sue  thereon.  South- 
well V.  Bowditcb,  I  C.  P,  Div.  374; 
Ogden  V.  Hall,  40  L.  T.  N.  S.  751,  criti- 
ciiiHg  Palce  V.  Walker,  L.  R.  5  Exch. 
173;  Brown  v,  Hodgson,  3  Campb.  36; 
Davis  v.  James,  j  Burr.  363o.  But 
see  Cocke  v.  Dickens,  4  Ycrg.  (Tenn.) 
39,  16  Am.  Dec.  314;  Flupairick  v. 
Fain,  3  Coldw,  (Tenn.)  15. 

Under  this  provision  of  the  code, 
however,  it  has  been  held  that  an 
agent  who  thus  contracts  in  writing  ii 


ititled  t< 


So- 


Itallana.  etc.  v.  Sulzer,  13S  N.  Y. 
468;  Winters  «.  Rush,  34  Cal.  136; 
West  V.  Crawford,  80  Cal.  19;  Heaven- 
ridge  V.  Mondv,  34  Ind.  »8;  Rogers  v. 
Gosnell.  31  Ko.  466;  Considerani  v. 
Brisbane,  33  N.  Y.  3B9,  3  Bosw,  (N.  Y.) 
471,  cittd  as  a  leading  case,  in  which 
the  court, /^r  Wright.  J.,  said:  "  The 
counsel  for  the  respondent  insists  that 
the  sole  intention  of  the  legislature,  in 
amending  the  section,  was  to  remove  a 
doubt  that  had  been  expressed  whether 
a  factor  or  other  agent  who  had,  at 
common  law,  a  right  of  action  on  a 
contract  made  for  the  benefit  of  his 
principal  (by  reason  of  his  legal  inter- 
est in  the  contract)  was,  by  the  code, 
deprived  of  that  right.  But  no  such 
limited  intention  can  be  inferred  from 
the  words  of  the  statute.  Indeed,  it  is 
only  by  a  liberal  construction  of  the 
section  that  the  case  oF  a  contract  by  a 
factor  (an  individual  contract)  can 'be 
brought  within  it  at  all.  It  is  intended, 
manifestly,  to  embrace  rot  only  formal 
trusts,  declared  by  deed  inter  parlet, 
but  all  cases  in  which  a  person  acting 
in  behalf  of  a  third  party  enters  into  a 
7  Volume  XVI. 


ABsnti  u  De(«aduu.  —  An  agent  who  is  entitled  to  sue  by  virtue 
of  these  provisions  is  also  liable  to  be  sued  though  no  such  per- 
mission is  given  in  terms.' 

TTniwd  8utM  Conrti.  —  This  rule  of  the  code  is  applicable  to  actions 
at  law  in  United  States  courts  sitting  within  the  states  where  it 
obtains." 

Keqniait*  AUegatfoni.  —  It  must  appear  from  the  petition  or  com- 
plaint either  that  the  plaintiff  is  trustee  of  an  express  trust  in  the 
strict  sense  in  which  that  expression  is  used,  or  that  the  privity 
of  contract  required  by  the  code  exists  between  him  and  the 
defendants;  otherwise  the  action  must  be  brought  by  the  princi- 
pal as  the  real  party  in  interest. ' 

(2)  Principal  as  Party.  —  The  rule  that  the  right  of  action  fol- 
lows the  legal  title,  and  therefore  that  the  principal  may  sue  and 
be  sued  as  the  real  contracting  party,  is  one  of  substantive  law 
and  not  entitled  to  a  place  in  the  present  discussion. ■* 

(3)  Joinder  of  Agent  with  Principal.  —  In  cases  where  both 
principal  and  agent  are  liable  it  is  generally  held  that  they  can- 
not be  sued  jointly,  but  the  plaintiff  must  elect  which  one  he  will 
hold;  and  a  suit  prosecuted  to  judgment  against  either,  though 
without  satisfaction,  will  have  the  effect  of  discharging  the 
remedy  against  the  other.'     Some  authorities,  however,  incline 


wiiitcn  express  conlraci  with  anolbrr, 
eilher  in  his  individual  name,  without 
descripiiciD,  or  in  bis  own  name,  ex- 
pressly in  irusi  for,  or  on  behalf  cif,  or 
for  ibc  benefit  of,  another,  by  whatever 
form  of  expression  such  trust  may  be 
declared.  It  includes  not  only  a  per. 
son  with  whom,  but  one  in  who^e 
name,  a  contract  is  made  for  the 
benefit  of  another." 

AuBtionBBT.  —  An  auctioneer  who  in 
his  own  name  sells  goods  for  a  third 
person  comes  within  this  provision  of 
the  code  and  may  sue  upon  a  COniracl 
of  sale.  Bofcan  v.  O'Regan,  1  E.  D. 
Smith  (N.  V.)  590. 

1.  Lawrence  i-.  Schaefer,  19  Misc. 
Rep.  (N,  V.  Supreme  Ct.)  239.  wherein 
[he  courl.  discussing  such  a  provision 
I  the  Nna  York  Code  of 
I   Procedure,   said:     "While    that 


vilege   of  invoking  ihe 


See  E 


>  Davi 


lid   of   I 
.   Haroe 


33  Ohio  St.  3Q7- 

8,  Albany,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Lundberg. 
121  U.  5.  451;  Weed  Sewing  Macb. 
Co.  V.  Wicks,  3  Dill.  (U.  S.)  tti. 

3.  Mitchell  v.  St.  Mary,  146  Ind.  lit; 
Rawlings  v.  Fuller,  31  Ind.  255;  Ralli 
V.  Equitable  Mui.  F.  Ins.  Co..  16  Misc. 
Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  357;  Veitner 
V.  Findlay,  10  Misc.  Rep.  (N,  Y.  C. 
PI.)  410;  Fargo  V.  Owen,  79  Hun{N. 
Y.)  161:  Ferguson  v.  McMahon,  52 
Ark.  433;  McHenry  ir.  Painter.  5! 
Iowa  3G5;  Ward  v.  Ryba,  s8  Kar    "    " 


..  Co. 


Rad- 


s  perm 


:uted. 


leld   t 


maintained  against  the  trustee.  Mead 
f.  Mitchell,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
Cr.)  io6.  aprmed  17  N.  Y.  aio.  That  is 
the  general  doctiine  that  an  executor, 
administrator,  or  person  expressly  au- 
thorized by  statute  to  sue  can  be  prose- 
cuted by  action  in  pursuance  of  the 
same  authority   ihac  accords  him  the 


datz,  aS  Mo.  App.  : 

4.  See  I  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of 
Law  (ad  cd.),  pp.  1136,  I168,  tit.  Agency. 

5.  Alabama.  —  Clealand  v.  Walker, 
II  Ala.  105S,  ifi  Am.  Dec.  238. 

CoHneclicul.  —  Jones  v.  jEtna  Ins- 
Co.,  14  Conn.  501. 

Kenlueiy. — Jones  !-.  Johnson.  M 
Ky.  530- 

Massachusetts.  —  Raymond  v.  Croon. 
etc.,  Mills,  a  Met.  (Mass.)  319. 

MissoKri.  —  Provenchere  v.  Reifess, 
da  Mo.  App.  50. 

New  Jersey.  —  Eiliotl  !■.  Bodine  59 
N.  J.  L,  567. 

AVic  YotK.  —  Oxford  First  Nat.  B»ok 
V.  Turner.  (Supreme  Ct.)  34  N.  Y. 
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XlMir  BeUtions  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT,  with  Third  Ptrwai, 

to  the  view,  analogous  to  the  general  doctrine  in  actions  of  tort, 
that  the  principal  and  agent  may  be  pursued  either  jointly  or 
severally  until  one  satisfaction  has  been  obtained,^ 

8.  Conoerning  the  Pleadings  and  Proof  —  a.  Actions  BY  OR 
AGAINST  Principals  —  (i)  On  Contracts.  —  In  actions  by  or 
against  a  principal  on  contracts  executed  by  his  agent,the  contract 
may  be  declared  on  either  as  having  been  made  by  the  principal  • 

Supp.  793;    Nason  v.  Cockroft,  3  Duer  sues  or  is  sued  without  the  other  being 

(N.  Y.)366;  Mattlage  z/.  Poole,  15  Hun  joined.     Rushing  v,  Sebree,   12  Bush 

(N.  Y.)  556,  citing  Meeker  v,  Claghorn,  (Ky.)  198;  Wolcott  v,  Standley,  62  Ind, 

44  N.  Y.  349;    Equitable  Co-operative  198.    And  objections  on   the    ground 

Foundry  Co.  v.  Hersee,  33  Hun  (N.  Y.)  that    they    are  sued  jointly   may    be 

160.  a^rm/dT  103  N.  Y.  25;  Fitzsimmons  waived.     Williams    v,    Uncompahgre 

r.  Baxter,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.)  81;  Borell  r.  Canal  Co.,    13  Colo.  469;    Bundy   v. 

Newell,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.)  233.  Bruce,  61  Vt.  619. 

Ohio,  —  Lee  v.  Fraternal  Mut.  Ins.  Ageaey    Coupled  with  an  Interest.— 

Co.,  I  Handy  (Ohio)  217.  Where  the  agency  is  one  coupled  with 

England,  —  Priestly  v,  Fernie,  3  H.  an  interest,  both  the  principal  and  the 

&  C.  977;  Curtis  V,  Williamson,  L.  R.  agent  may  be   joined  as  defendants. 

10  Q.  B.  57;    Paterson  v,  Gandasequi,  Perkins  r.  Tilton.  53  Neb.  440. 

15  East  62.  8.  Florida,  — St.  Andrews  Bay  Land 

Bemedy  Where  Joined.  —  Where  the  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  4  Fla.  192. 

principal  and    the    agent    have    been  Illinois.  —  Meers  v.  Stevens,  106  III. 

joined  in  such  an  action,  the  plaintiff  549;  Harding  v,  Parshall,  56  III.  219. 

may  dismiss  his  action  as  to  either  and  Indiana,  —  Day  v,  Henry,  104  Ind. 

proceed  against    the    other.     Ross  v.  324;  Devol  v,  Halstead,  16  Ind.  287. 

McAnaw,  72  Mo.  App.  99,  ciHng  Rev,  lotva,  —  Poole  v,  Hintrager,  60  Iowa 

Stat.  Mo.,  ^  2207,  and  Crews  v.  Lack-  180. 

land,  67  Mo.  619;    Mattlage  v,  Poole,  Michigan,  —  State  University  v,  De- 

15   Hun  (N.  Y.)  556,  cited  in  Eauitable  troit  Young  Men's  Soc.,  12  Mich.  138. 

Co-operative  Foundry  Co.  v,  Hersee,  Minnesota.  —  Lee     v,     Minneapolis, 

33  Hun  (N.  Y.)  169,  affirmed  103  N.  Y.  etc.,    R.  Co.,  34  Minn.  225;    Stees  v. 

25.  Kranz,  32  Minn.  313;  Wcide  v.  Porter, 

1.  Beymer  v,  Bonsall,  79  Pa.  St.  298;  22  Minn.  429. 

M'Alexander  v,  Lee,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  Missouri,  —  Slevin  v,  Reppy,  46  Mo. 

(Ky.)  483;    Maple  v,  Cincinnati,  etc.,  606. 

R.  Co.,  40  Ohio  St.  313,  citing  Wharton  New  York,  —  Delafield  v,  Kinney,  24 

on  Agency,  g  473;  Interstate  Tel.  Co.  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  345;    Sherman  v.  New 

V,  Baltimore,  etc.,  Tel.  Co.,  51  Fed.  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  22  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

Rep.  49.     See  also  Nave  v,  Hadley,  74  239;  Moore  v,  McClure,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

Ind.   155;    Marriott  v,  Clise,  12  Colo.  557.     Contra^   St.    John   v,    GriflSth,    i 

561.  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  39.    See 

"  It  does  not  follow  that  the  agent  also  Dollner  v,  Gibson,  5  Abb.  Dig.  (N. 

can  afterwards  discharge  himself  by  Y.)  89,  note,  reversing  3  Code  Rep.  (N. 

putting    the  creditor  to  his  election.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  153. 

Being  already  liable  by  his  contract,  he  Wisconsin,  —  Burnham    v,    Milwau* 

can  be  discharged  only  by  satisfaction  kee,  69  Wis.  379. 

of  it,  by  himself  or  another.     So  the  United  States,  —  Bank  of  Metropolis 

principal  has  no  right  to  compel  the  v,  Guttschlick,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  19. 

creditor  to  elect  his  action,  or  to  dis-  **  The  material  fact  set  forth  in  the 

charge  either  himself  or  bis  agent,  but  petition   is  that  defendant  made  the 

can  defend  his  agent  only  by  making  note,  not  how  he  made  it  —  whether  by 

satisfaction    for    him."      Beymer    v,  his  own  hand  or  by  that  of  his  agent. 

Bonsall,  79  Pa.  St.  298.  The  mode  of  signing  it  need  not  have 

Oljjeotions   Because   ef  Voiqoindcr   or  been    averred.      This    material    fact 

XiqoindMr.  —  Whatever  may  eventually  would  be  sustained  by  evidence  either 

be  determined  to  be  the  law  in  this  that  the  signature  was  in  defendant's 

particular,  no  objection  can  be  taken  handwriting,  or  that  it  was  made  by 

where  either  the  agent  or  the  principal  another  duly  authorized  by  him.    The 
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)r  by  him  through  an  agent.' 
AIl<ftBB  Antkarltr  In  Agtnt.  —  Authority  in  the  agent  to  execute 


question  of  authority  is  one  of  evi- 
dence, not  of  pieading."  Slevin  i'. 
Reppy,  46  Mo.  606. 

AUagktloiu  in  PeUtion  utd  Exhibit* 
Aanaiol  TharaU.  —  An  allegation  in  a 
peiiiion  that  the  contract  was  made 
by  [he  delendani  is  conaislcnt  with  an 
exbibil  containing  the  contract  from 
which  it  appears  that  the  contract  was 
made  for  the  principal   by   an  agent. 


15   Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.   Supreme  Cg 
'iunffloiant  AUagaUon 


I  ihco 


Avery  v.  Dougherty,  101  Ind.  443.     So     Childress  i<.  MilJei 


ith  this  form  of  allcgatii 
be  laken  10  express  the  facl  that  the 
principal  made  the  contract.  It  will 
not  do  to  ai-er  tncrely  that  the  agent 
made  the  contract  on  behalf  □(  the 
ipal  or  as  agent  for  the  principal. 


4  Ala.  447: 
a  pennon  in  an  action  or  acrouni  in  v.  rtarns,  II  Ala.  555:  May  v.  Kelly, 
which  the  goods  were  alleged  as  having  37  Ala.  497;  Oxford  First  Nac  Bank  t. 
been  sold  lo  the  defendant  is  not  de-  Turner.  (Supreme  Ci.)  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 
murrable   because  a  bill  of  particulars  '~  ^    .  ..  ..       -  .. 

which  it  contains  is  headed  "A  B. 
BgenC  for  C  D.  in  account  with"  the 
defendant.  Wellington  j:  Howard,  j 
Ind.  App.  S3g,  where  the  court  said: 
"  The  caption  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is 
not  essential  or  maierial.  and  may  be 
rejected  as  surplusage." 
Cootnet   X(4e    bj    Corporatlan. 


mpla 


It  thai  the 


Codding  v.  MansGetd. ; 
Gray  (Mass.)  372;  Dollner  v.  Gibson,  5 
Abb.  Dig.  (N,  Y.)  89,  note,  rntriing  3 
Code  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Cl.)  153. 

Where  the  allegation  is  ibus  defect- 
ive, to  be  availed  of  the  defect  must  be 
challenged  in  the  trial  court.  The  ob- 
jection cannot  be  raised  for  the  Gisi 
time  on  appeal.  Atchison,  etc.,  R. 
inglish.  3S  Kan.  1 


tract  was  made   by  a  corporation   is  in 

Both  Formi  of  All^atlOD.  -  It  is  un- 

effect an  averment  thai  it  was  made  by 

necessary  10  declare  both  ihat  the  con- 

an  officer  or  a^ent  of  the  corporation 

tract  was  executed   bv  the  deccndani 

acting  by  its  auihorily.  since  corpora- 

and    ihat    it    was    executed    by   blm 

lions  can  Bct  only  through  officers  or 

through  hisagent.     Nicklescn  f.Croll, 

agents.     Gallatin   Nat.  Bank  r.  Nash- 
ville, etc..  R.  Co..  (Supreme  Ct.)  4  N. 

3  Burr.  1188. 

Where    the    petition     contains    t«o 

Y.  St.  Rep.  714. 

1.  Montgomery,     etc.,     R.     Co,     v. 

of  action  in  different  language,  it  is  no 

Trebles,  44  Ala.  355;  Cochran  v,  Good- 

misjoinder  of  causes  to   use  one  form 

J  Cal.  344; 
Co,  V,  Donat,  10  Colo.  539;  Board  of 
Education  v.  Greenebaum,  39  III.  6oq; 
Insurance  Co,  of  North  Amenca  v. 
McDowell,  50  111.  I30;  Ohio.  etc.  R, 
Co.  V.  Middleton,  30  III.  639;  Maier 
V.  Randolph,  33  Kan.  340;  Long  v. 
Schmidt.  iS  S.  Car.  604;  Childress  v. 
Emory,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)64a;  Nickteson 


of  allegatio 
other  in  the  second.     Illinois  Cent.  R 
Co.  V.  Lalimer,  128  111.  163, 
Allt^tlon  of  Hodoo,  —  A  reply  of  at 


■I.  Croft,  3  Burr, 


188. 


law  fro 


t  foiloi 


Bro 


;rof 


In  Nickleson  v.  Croft.  3  Burr.  llS3, 
and  in  Childress  v.  Emory,  8  Wheat. 
(U,  S.)  641,  it  was  said  that  the  better 
form  of  allegation  is  that  the  contract 
was  entered  into  by  the  defendant 
through  his  agent  duly  authorized  by 
him  in  that  behalf. 

Aatlon  Agalut  a  HKTied  Womu. — 

a  deed  or  mortgage  by  atiorney  only  in 
certain  cases  specified  by  law,  if  a  com. 
plaint  against  her  alleges  that  she  exe- 


.lleged. 
.!  F.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Ala.  l8q. 

Affidavit  of  Safanie  In  Aatten  by  Fiiad- 
pal, —  Where  the  plaintiR's  statement 
in  a  suit  on  a  contract  made  by  his 
ag-ent  avers  that  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  agent  was  contracting  far  him, 
and  sets  oul  correspondence  which 
shows  it,  an  affidavit  of  defense  merfly 
slating  that  the  defendant  contracted 
with  the  agent  as  principal  and  deny- 
ing Che  effect  of  the  correspondence, 
but  not  denying  knowledge  that  the 
agent  was  contracting  far  the  plaintiO. 
is  jnsufRcient.  Catasauqua  Mfg.  Co. 
1'.  Roberts,  3  Pa,  Dist.  Rep.  393. 

For  the  sufficiency  of  other  affidavits 
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the  contract  is  sufficiently  averred  by  the  use  of  the  general  alle- 
gation, and  need  not  be  affirmed  in  express  words.* 

WiitUn  OonttMto.  —  Where  the  contract  is  in  writing  and  appears 
on  its  face  to  be  the  personal  contract  of  the  agent  only,  it  must 
be  declared  on  as  made  by  the  principal  through  the  agent.* 

in  actions  by  the  principal,  see  Wi]-  5B5;  Staigisf.  New  Jersey  Steam  N«.v. 
li»ras  I/.  Sawyers,  1S5  Pa.  St.  lag:  Lane  Co.,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  251;  Merri- 
ll. Nelson,  6  Kulp  (Pa.)  Sa3.  man  v.  FuUoo,  29  Ten.  97, 

Tindlng  «f  Court.  —  Where  [he  issue  A  demurrer  to  a  declaration  against 

joined    is   whether   an  agent  had  au-  a  principal   upon  a  contract  alleged  10 

thority  to  execute  the  contract  in  suit,  have  been  made  by  A.  as  the  agent  for 

a  finding  by  the  court  that  he  assumed  defendant,   but  which  also  sets   forth 

and   claimed   to   act   is   an    equivocal  facts   which  show  that  A.  was  not  an 

finding     and     insufficient.       Hibernia  agent  in  iis  execution,  does  not  admit 

Sav.,  etc.,  Soc.  v.  Moore,  6S   Cal.   156.  the  fact  of  agency.     Everett  v.  Drew, 

See   also    Goetz    v,    Gotdbaum,    (Cal.  129  Mass.  150. 

1S94.)  37  Pac.  Rep.  646.  An   answer  in  an  action  against  a 

1.  Goeti  c.  Goldbaum,  (Cal.  1894)  37  principal  for  a  cooverston  by  his  agent 

Pac.  Rep.  646  [JisaffiriiidHg  SL  John  v.  which  alleges  that  the  "  defendant  by 

Griffith,    I   Abb.    Pr.   (N.  Y.   Supreme  his     agent    demanded     that    plaintiff 

Ct.)  39];    Call  V.  Hamilton  County.  63  should  pay  the  reasonable  value  o(  the 

Iowa  448;  Nicholas  ».  Oliver,  36  N.  H,  storage   of  said   goods."   before   they 

21S;  Begwelin  v.  Lee,  (Supreme  Ct.)  S  would  permit  their  removal,  is  an  ad- 

N.    Y.    St.    Rep.     79S     [JisliitgMsAiitg  mission     of     the    agent's    authority. 

Buffalo  Catholic  Institute  v.  Bitter,  87  Murry  v.  Webber,  103  Iowa  477. 

N.  V.  350]:    Partridge   v.   Badger,   35  In    Willard    v.    Williams,    7     Gray 

Barb.  (K.   Y.)  146:    Sherman  v.  Com-  (Mass.)  184,  which  waa  an  action  for 

stock,  I  McLean   (U.   S.)   19,   31   Fed.  money  alleged  to  have  been  received 

Cas.  No.  13.764;  Childress  ti.  Emory,  8  by  the  defendant  through  his  agent,  it 

Wheat.<U.S.)643i  Bank  of  Metropolis  was  decided  that  an  allegation  in  such 

V,  Guttscblicli.  14  Pet.  (U.  5.)  19.     See  form  is  unnecessary,  and  that  an  an- 

also  State  University  w.  Detroit  Young  swcr   that    the    defendant    never,    by 

Men's   Soc.,    la   Mich.    13S;    Rend    d.  himself  or  agent,  received   the  money 

Boord.  7s  Ind.  307.  is   not  an   admission    of   the   agency. 

Under  an  allegation  that  the  defend-  The  coart  said:  "The  case  falls 
ant,  under  the  name  of  "  O.  E.  Hill,  within  the  decision  in  Woodbury  v. 
Gas.."  entered  into  the  contract,  any  Jones,  3  Gray  (Mass.)  361,  and  must  be 
appropriate  authorization  of  the  agent  governed  by  it.  The  allegation  of  the 
may  be  given  in  evidence.  The  plain-  agency  of  Beecher  was  an  unnecessary 
tifl  la  not  limited  to  proof  of  usage,  and  and  useless  avernient,  which  the  plain- 
allegations  as  to  usage  may  be  treated  tiff,  under  section  3  of  Scat.  1853,  c. 
as  surplusage  or  stricken  out.  Seeber  313.  ought  not  to  have  Inserted  in  his 
c.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  77  Fed.  declaration,  because  it  was  not  a '  sub- 
Rep.  957.  Htantive  fact  necessary  to  constitute  the 

AiliBlsdoM  of  A(oiit's  Aathority.  —  In  cause  of  action.'     It  is  only  such  sub- 

an  action  on   a  contract  containing  a  stantive  facts  as  the  plaintiff  is  bound 

■tipulition   that  no  agent  shall   have  to  aver  under  section  a  that  the  defend- 

authority  to  vary  it.  a  demurrer  to  an  ant  is  required  to  deny  under  section 

answer  which  alleges  that  there  was  a  14.  and   which  if  not  denied  shall   t>e 

change   made   by   a    duly    authoriied  deemed  to  be  admitted  under  section 

agent  of  the  plainlifl  admits   that  the  36." 

agent  had  authority.      Easterly   Har-  SnbmlHlon  to  Arbitration,  —  Anaward 

vesting  Mach.  Co.  i'.   Bern  is.  93  Iowa  on  submission  to  arbitration  which  re- 

39S.  cites  that  one  of  [he  parties  appeared 

Where  the  pleadings  contain  admis-  by  an  agent  sufficiently  shows  that  the 

■Ions  of  the  authority  of  the  agent,  no  agent  was  authorized  in  the  premises, 

evidence  of   his  authority  need  be  in-  Detroit  n.   Jackson,   i   Dougl.   (Mich.) 

troduced  as  against  the   party  making  id6, 

them.     CrosK  v,  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co..  8,  Chapman    v.    Lee,   47    Ala.    143; 

141    Mo.   133,   affirming   71    Mo.   App.  Penn  Mutual  L,  Ins.  Co.  f.  Conoughy, 
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■  this  form  of  allegation  is  required  in  all  cases.* 
(2)  For   Torts,  —  Either  form  of  allegation  is  also  proper  in 
actions  ex  delicto  against  a  principal  for  an  act  of  his  agent  for 
which  the  former  is  liable  to  the  party  injured.' 


561 ;  Buffalo  Catbolic  li 
ler.  87  N,  Y.  ago.  dittinguithid  in  Beg- 
welin  I'.  Lee,  (Supreme  Cl.)  8  N.  Y.  St. 
Rep.  7y8;  Arnold  v.  Bernard,  8  Abb. 
P(.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  116;  Har- 
ris r.  Richmond,  etc..  R.  Co..  31  S, 
Car.  88;  Tarver  v.  Garlington,  37  S. 
Car.  107;  Secber  z:  Commercial  Nat. 
Bank.  77  Fed.  Rep.  957.  See  also  Ox- 
ford Fiiat  Nat.  Banit  v.  Turner,  <Su- 
preme  Ct.)  3+  N.  Y.  Supp.  793. 

In  .VeiB  Hampshire  the  court,  in  the 
case  of  Chandler  v,  Coe.  54  N.  H.  561. 
disrusiing  the  note  to  Rathbon  v.  Bud- 
long,  I  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  (5th  cd.)  764. 
and  the  authorities  which  held  that  an 
undisclosed  principal  could  not  sue  or 
be  sued  on  contracts  made  by  the 
agent,  said  with  reference  to  the  form 


or  dec 


"  We  s 


contract,  against  declaring  that  the 
agent  promised,  or  that  the  principal 
promised,  without  mentioning  the 
name  of  the  agent;  nor.  where  [he 
contract  is  in  writing  in  the  name  of 
the  agent,  against  declaring  that  he 
made  it.  or  that  the  principal  made  it 
by  the  name  of  the  agent." 

Oontraot  nndar  BeaL  — Where  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  against  the  principal  on 
a  contract  made  by  the  agent  in  his 
own  name  upon  which  the  former  can. 

seal,  the  peijtion  is  demurrable  even 
though  it  declares  upon  the  conlracL  in 
this  form.  Farrar  t:  Lee.  10  N.  Y. 
App.  Div,  130.  cilins  BriggS  v.  Part- 
ridge, b\  N.  Y.  357. 

1,  Peyton  v.  Cook.  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
1895)  31  S.  W.  Rep.  781  \ciling  Lewis 
r.  Hatton,  86Tex.  533]:  Amdci.  Boyd, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  i8g3)  48  S.  W.  Rep. 
771;  Lewis  I'.  Alexander,  51  Tex.  578; 
Atlanta,  etc.,  R.  Co.  i-.  Texas  Grate 
Co.,  9i  Ga.  608.  Conlra.  San  Antonio 
Gas  Co.  V.  Harber,  1  Tex,  App.  Civ. 
Cas..  %  1124. 

In  CkiDn»otlsilt  this  form  of  allegation 
is  required  by  rules  of  the  Practice 
Act,  c.  3,  §  1,  which  provide  that  an 
act  or  promise  by  a  principal  (other 
than  a  corporation),  if  in  fact  proceed, 
ine  from  an  agent  known  to  the 
pleader,  should  be  so  stated.     Santo  %\ 


Maynatd.  57  Conn.  157;  Plumb  r. 
Curtis,  66  Com.  154;  Porter  i:  Ritcb. 
70  Conn.  235.  Advantage  of  a  failure 
to  conform  to  this  rule  must  be  taken 
seasonably  and  in  proper  manner  ot  it 
will  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived. 
Santo  r.  Maynard.  57  Conn.  157. 

Kaiiing  Olqwition  to  Defeu.  —  An  ob- 
jection on  the  ground  that  the  petition 
docs  not  contain  such  altegaiioa  is  oqc 
to  the  evidence  upon  the  ground  ol  a 
variance  between  pleading  and  proof. 
If  it  is  noi  made  in  the  trial  court  it  is 
waived.     Akers  v.  Kirke,  91  Ga.  590. 

IfamBiaf  A^mta.  —  It  is  not  necessary 
10  allege  the  names  of  agents  by  whom 
a  party  was  represented  in  transactions 
which  arc  pleaded.  Ft.  Worth,  etc.. 
R.  Co.  t.  Lmdsey,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
844,  citing  Texas,  etc.,  R.  Co.  f.  Ross, 
62  Tex.  447. 

8.  King  V.  Filch,  3  Abb.  App.  Dec. 
(N.  Y.)  506,  I  Kcyes  (N.  Y.)  4321  Ben- 
nett V.  judson,  21  N.  Y.  239;  Gaflney 
V.  Colvill.  6  Hill  (N".  Y.)  567:  Bank  of 
Metropolis  t.  Guttschlict.  14.  Pel.  (U. 
S.)  191  Brucker  r.  Fromont,  5  T.  R. 
6sg;  Whcatley  ik  Patrick.  2  M.  &  W. 
651;  Mackay  v.  Commercial  Bank.  L, 
R.  5  P.  C.  394- 

Allagiag  Nmdm  of  Ag«iiU.  —  The  com- 
plaint need  not  stale  the  names  of  the 
officers  or  agents  who  did  the  act  con- 
stituting the  cause  of  action.  Todd  c. 
Minneapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co..  37  Minn.  3(8. 

Thus,  although  the  act  is  alleged  to 
have  been  done  by  the  defendant 
through  his  agent  a  motion  10  make 
the  petition  more  definite  and  certain 
will  not  lie  to  compel  the  name  of  the 
agent  to  be  staled.  Lee  v.  Minneapo- 
lis, etc.,  R.  Co.,  3t  Minn.  325. 

In  a  New  York  case,  however,  which 
contained  such  form  of  allegation,  it 
appearing  that  the  corporation  had  a 
great  number  of  officers  and  agents  in 
different  parts  of  the  country,  it  was 
held  that  the  name  of  the  particular 
agent  should  be  furnished,  and  thai  the 
remedy  was  by  a  motion  to  make  th( 

rather  than  by  a  request  for  a  bill  of 
particulars.  Schellens  \>.  Equitable  L, 
Assur.  Soc,  32  Hun  (N.  Y.)  235.  Set 
also  Warsawcr  v.  Hoichkiss.  (Supreme 
Ct.)27  N.  Y.  Supp.  401. 

In  an  action  against  a  corporation  for 
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(3)  Allegations  and  Proof —  A«tlou  Xz  Omtneta.  —  Where  the 
contract  may  be  directly  chained  as  that  of  the  principal,  evi- 
dence that  it  was  made  by  his  duly  authorized  agent  does  not 
constitute  variance.' 


damages  canted  by  false  Tepresenia- 
tions  of  the  defeadant's  agents,  a  bill 
of  particulars  giving  the  names  of  the 
agents  may  be  demanded.  But  the 
moving  affidavit,  to  be  sufficient,  must 
allege  that  the  defendant  is  ignorant 
of  their  names,  and  also  Ihiit  the  mak- 
ing of  the  false  representations  is 
denied  by  the  defendant,  aaless  its 
answer  makes  such  denial  and  a  copy 
has  been  furnished  to  the  judge,  Taf. 
madge  v.  Sanitary  Security  Co.,  3  N. 
Y,  App.  IMv.  43. 

TtnA  or  KUnpnMntatiaM  of  Ageiti. 
—  Where  it  is  alleged  that  fraud  or 
misrepresentations  upon  which  (he  ac- 
tion is  grounded  were  made  by  an 
agent  of  the  defendant,  it  must  also  be 
averred  thai  he  had  authority  from  the 
defendant  to  commit  the  fraud  ot  make 
the  representations.  Soodrich  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 31  111.  490;  Golden  ^.  Knox.  31: 
HI.  49S;  Baker  v.  Williams,  31  Itl.  499; 
Davies  v.  LyoD,  36  Minn.  417;  Clark 
».  L.overing,  37  Minn.  lao;  Kennedy  v. 
McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  a88,  39  Am.   Rep. 


Hackney  v.  Allegany  County  Mul.  Ii  . 
Co.,  4  Pa.  St.  i8s];  Keefe  v.  Sholl,  181 
Pa.  St.  1)0.  See  also  Carpenter  v.  Lee. 
S  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  365. 

Where  the  defendant  in  an  action 
upon  a  note  pleads  fraud  and  misrep- 
resentation by  the  agents  of  the  payee 
in  obtaining  it,  the  pleading  should 
disclose  the  names  of  such  agents. 
American  Nat,  Bank  v.  Cruger,  (Ten. 
Civ.  App.  1898)  44  S,  W.  Rep.  1057. 

ABtton  tor  Cruelty  to  Animals — ITnr 
7«n«7  IiaWi  —  In  an  action  against  a 
principal  (or  an  act  of  cruelty  to  ani- 
mals, done  by  his  agent,  the  complaint 
must  allege  that  the  principal  caused 
or  procured  it  to  be  done.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  allege  that  he  did  it  by  his 
servant  or  agent,  but  his  direct  agency 
must  be  shown  by  his  presence,  order, 
or  direction.  Roeber  v.  Society,  etc., 
47  N.  J.  L.  237. 

1.  California.  —  Bibb  v.  Bancroft, 
(Cal.  1B89)  31  Pac.  Rep.  4&4. 

Illinois.  —  Meers  v.  Stevens,  rt)6  111. 
549. 


374. 

Minntieia.  —  Weide  v.  Porter.  33 
Mian.  439. 

Missouri.  — Slevin  ».  Reppy,  46  Mo. 
606;  Clydesdale  Horse  Co.  v.  Bennett, 
53  Mo.  App.  333. 

Montana.  —  Helena  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Rocky  Mountain  Tel.  Co.,  30  Mont.  370. 

A'.-n.  Fori.  —  Moore  v.  McClure,  8 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  557;  Gaftney  v.  Colvill.  6 
Hill  (N.Y.)  567. 

England.  —  Mortimer  v.  M'Catlan,  6 
M.  &  W.  s8;  Gladwell  v.  Steggatt,  5 
Bing.  N.  Cas.  733,  35  E.  C.  L.  393, 
8  Scott  60. 

In  Iqnlty.  — The  rule  is  the  same 
whether  the  action  is  brought  at  law 
or  in  equity.  Meers  v.  Stevens,  106 
111.  S49- 

An  AettoD  npon  an  Aooonnt  Btatad  Is 
supported  by  evidence  that  the  account 
was  stated  either  with  [he  defendant  or 
with  an  authorized  agent.  Mink  v. 
Morrison,  43  Mich.  567;  Powell  v. 
Wade,  109  Ala.  95. 

An  Auction  that  the  CoatrMt  Tu 
Sfgnsd  by  the  Prlndpal,  by  "his  own 
proper  hand  being  thereunto  sub- 
scribed," is  sustained  by  evidence  that 
his  name  was  written  by  an  agent 
having  authority  to  do  so.  Helmsley 
V.  Loader,  3  Campb.  450.  See  also 
Boulware  v.  M'Comb,  Harp.  L.  (S. 
Car.)  416.  But  not  .by  evidence  which 
shows  that  it  was  signed  by  an  agent 
by  procuration  from  his  principal. 
Levy  V.  Wilson,  s  Esp.  N.  P.  180; 
Jones  V.  Mars,  3  Campb,  305. 

Instanwii  of  Varjanoa.  —  An  allegation 
that  a  contract  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendant is  not  sustained  by  a  contract 
which  shows  on  its  face  that  he  was  a 
mere  agent  for  another  in  its  execu- 
tion. Lawton  v.  Swihart,  to  Ind.  J63: 
Leach  v.  Blow,  8  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
331;  Smelser  i>.  Wayne,  etc..  Turnpike 
Co.,  8a  Ind.  417. 

On  the  other  hand,  an  allegation  that 
the  contract  was  made  by  the  defend- 
ant through  an  agent  is  not  sustained 
by  proof  of  a  contract  in  person  by 
him,  Bigler  v.  Baker,  40  Neb.  335. 
See  also  Greenfield  v.   Monaghan,   85 
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that  the  principal  caused  the  injury,  it  will  be  supported  by  evi> 
dence  showing  that  it  was  done  by  the  agent.* 

(4)  Order  of  Proof,  —  The  statements  and  conduct  of  one 
claiming  to  act  as  agent  for  another  are  available  as  evidence 
against  the  principal  only  in  the  event  that  the  agency  is  estab- 
lished by  other  evidence.  But  the  order  of  proof  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  it  is  no  objection  that  such  state- 
ments and  conduct  are  introduced  first  in  point  of  time.* 

(5)  Pleading  Ratification.  —  In  an  action  against  a  prindpal  for 
an  act  of  an  agent  not  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  but 
which  has  subsequently  been  ratified,  the  ratification  is  equiva- 
lent to  an  original  authority,'  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  plead  it 
specially.* 


ainlill  > 


AniwBr  of  PkTmant.  —  .' 
ting   up  a   payment    10  i 
supported    by  proof  showing  payment 
to    an    agent    for    him.       Wolcott    v. 
Smith,  IS  Gray  (Mass.)  537. 

An  Allegation  at  HotlM  to  a.  party 
cotilaincd  in  a  pleading  is  supported 
by  proof  of  notice  tu  his  authorized 
ag-enl.  Ma.rshall  v.  Gilman.  $3  Minn. 
8B;  Black  v.  Childa.  14  5.  Car.  313. 

1.  Hamilton  v.  Rich  Hill  Coal  Min. 
Co.,  108  Mo.  364:  Draper  f.  Fitzgerald, 
30  Mo.  App.  518:  Bruckeri..  Fremont, 
6  T.  R.  655. 

9.  Shepard  v.  Goben.  143  Ind.  318; 
Rowcll  [■.  Klein,  44  Ind.  290;  Gage  v. 
Averill,  J7  Mo.  App.  Ill;  Smith  v. 
Dodge,  (Supreme  Ct.l  3  N,  V.  Supp, 
866;  Central  Pennsylvania  Telephone, 
etc.,  Co.  -J.  Thompson,  11a  Pa.  St.  118. 
Sec  for  a  discussion  of  this  subject, 
article  Ordeh  of  Proof,  vol.  15.  p.  387. 

CalitornU.  —  This  rule  obtains  in  on 
California  notwithstanding  the  provi-  lin 
■Ion  of  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  1870,  which  def 
permits  the  acts  and  declarations  of  sta 
agents  to  be  proved  "  after  proof  of  by 
agency."  Bates  v.  Tower,  103  Cal.  Co. 
404.      And    sec    Ferguson    v.    McBean,  .1 

(Cal.  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  559.  pi. 


that  applj  to  tnknMC lions  between 
other  persons."  SwoSnrd  v.  Gray,  S 
Ind.  soS. 

S.  See  I  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of 
Law  (ad  cd.)   I161   el  stq..  title  Agcnty. 

4.  Plumb  I.  Curtis,  60  Conn.  154; 
Hoosac  Min.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Donat.  loColo. 
uthoriicd  529;  Smyth  v.  Lynch,  7  Colo.  App.  3S3: 
-     '"  Smith  ^.  Dcs  Moines  Nat.  Bank.  (Iowa 

1B99)  78  N.  W.  Rep.  238;  Long  v.  Os- 
born,  91  Iowa  i6a;  Biglet  v.  Baiter,  40 
Neb.  325;  Hoyt  ['.  Thompson,  19  N.  V. 
W>7:  Merrltt  v.  Bissell,  84  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
194,  rfvtrjed  on  other  grounds  155  N. 
Y.  39&:  Hubbard  r.  WilllamsiooQ,  61 
Wis.  400.  See  also  Downer  f.  Morri- 
son.  iGratt.  (Va.)a3S. 

PlMding  Batlfloation.  —  Since  raliGca- 
need   not   be  specially  pleaded,  a 


ply  setting  i 


n  the  ci 


up  CI 


parlui 

In  a  petition  against  a  principal  based 

on  an  act  done  by  his  agent.     McLach- 

c.  Barker,  64  Mo.  App.  511.     And  » 


•   of 


0  B«  Praternd,  —  "The  better  defendant  ratilied  ihi 
practice  undoubtedly  is  first  to  require  sufficient  without  st 
proof  nf  the  agency  or  of  facts  I1 
which  agency  may  be  fairly  infen 
and  if  this  fail  much  useless  ma 
may  bf  eliminated  from  the  cau! 
Central  Pennsylvania  Telephone.  ( 
Co.  V.  Thompson.  112  Pa.  St.  : 
And    see    Campbell    i'.    Sherman, 


ilicBtion  i 
new  matter  calling  for  denial 
if  reply.     Hoosac   Min..  etc.. 
nai.  10  Colo.  529. 
/■'iic/i.  —  Where  ratification  is 
express  averment  that  the 


agree  me 

;ing    the 


Hardipg 


Mic' 


534- 


showing  how  ii 
t'.  Parshall,  56  I 

A  ComplaiHl  Bfufd  on  a  Suhscriptis* 
made  by  the  defendant  which  averred 
that  another  person  subscribed,  and 
the  defendant  afterwards  ratified,  is 
not  met  by  an  answer  which  asserts 
that  the  defendant  did  not  subsciibc. 
The  liability  arii^es  from  the  ratifica- 
from  the  making  of  the  sub- 
■  1   the 


videace     scriplion,   and    the    allegatii 
tXH  Volui 


;XVL 


Where  a  petition  or  complaint  in  an  action  either  by  or  against 
an  agent  shows  on  its  face  that  he  was  a  mere  agent  acting  for  a 
known  principal  in  the  matter,  it  discloses  no  cause  of  action,' 
unless  it  also  alleges  facts  which  bring  him  within  one  of  those 
classes  of  agents  who  may  sue  and  be  sued.* 

Salac  fat  Vm  ol  Prindpal.  —  It  is  no  objection  to  a  petition  by  an 
agent  who  is  entitled  to  sue  in  his  own  name  that  he  alleges  the 
suit  to  be  for  the  use  of  his  principal.' 

(2)  Contracts  with  Words  Descriptio  Persona  —  Afrat  m  PUiatUC 
—  In  declaring  on  a  written  contract  containing  words  indicative 
of  agency,  but  which  are  merely  descriptive  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
sufficient  if  he  declares  in  his  own  name.  If  the  words  of 
description  are  added  they  will  be  looked  upon  as  mere 
surplusage.' 

answer  Is  only  a  kind  of  neg'ative  preg- 
nant. Wilson  i>.  Evansvillc,  cic,  R. 
Co.,  9  lad.  510. 

Fatlure  U  FiU  Rtply.  —  To  a  plea  of 
ratification  It  cannot  be  objected  on  ap- 
peal that  Ibc  ratification  was  admitted 
by  failure  to  file  a  reply  where  the  issue 
has  been  tried  as  if  a  proper  reply  was 
filed.     Comer  p.  Way,  107  Ala.  300. 


was  decided  that  a  petition  in  an  action 
brougbt  by  an  agent  which  failed  to 
show  anjrlg'ht  in  him  to  sue  could  not 
be  objected  10  upon  this  ground  in  the 
absence  of  affirmative  allegations  show- 
ing no  legal  capacity. 

S.  Buffington   t>.    Blacltwell,    J3  Ga. 

139:  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bedell, 

Se  Ga.   S91;   Ramsdell's  Case,  3  Ct.  of 

1.  Gill   V.  Tlson,  61   Ga.   161:  Preese    CI.  50S.     See  also  Kymec  v.  Ijam*.  56 

Crary,  ig  Ind.  534;    Charboneau   r.     Md.  470. 

AddlBs  SnohAUagattn  by  Amndmsot. 

The  declaration  may  be  amended 
after  the  suit  has  been  commenced  by 
the  agent  in  hit  own  name,  by  adding 
such  an  allegation.  Buffington  ». 
BIbcIewcU,  ja  Ga.  iig.  But  no  neces- 
sity exists  for  such  amendment,  since 
the  agent  is  entitled  to  maintain  tlie 
action  in  his  own  name  without  more. 
Spence  v.  Wilson,  101  Ga.  761, 

1.  Alabama.  —  Castleberry  v.  Fen- 
neil,  4  Ala.  643. 

C<i///Drn.-a.  — Zeigler    v.    Wells,    aS 


:   a   petl- 


1  per- 
Char- 


Henni,  34  Wi 

*n>MJtng   PMitioa.~WI 
don  shows  that  a  defendi 
acted  In   the  transaction  involved, 
amendment  striking  out  the  object 
able  allegations  so  as  to  state  a  ca 
of  action  against  the  defendants 
sonally  may  not  be  permitted, 
boneau  b.  Hcnni,  34  Wis.  350. 

f.  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bedell, 
88  Ga.  S4i:  Tinsley  v.  Dowell,  87 
Tex.  33. 

Osaaral  AUsgatloiis.  —  Facts  must  be 
alleged.    Mere  general  allegations  thai     Cal.  s&t. 
be  is  such  an  agent  are  not  sufficient.         Georgia,  —  McDuffie  v.  Irvine,  gt  Ga. 
Tinsley  zi.  Dowell,  87  Tex.  33.  748;     Owsley   v.   Woolhopler,    14  Ga. 

IlM  of  Koa  Amnpslt.  — A   plea   of    134;  Davies  v,  Byrne,  10  Ga.  339. 
Don  assumpsit  to  the  suit  of  an  agent        Maryland.  —  Graham  v.  Fahnestock, 
on  common  counts  puts  in   issue  the     5  Gill  (Md.)  315. 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the        Massaehusilts.  —  BuSum     v.     Chad- 


Nabors  v.  Shippey.  15  Ala,  393. 
Ottda  It«mnn«;  Un  Waat  of  Lsftl 
Chvad^  M  ai«.  — It  was  held  In  Nave 
V.  Hadley,  74  Ind.  155,  that  the  statu- 
tory ground  of  demurrer  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  no  legal  capacity  to  sue  has  no 
applicability  to  an  agent  plaintiff,  but 
refers  only  to  legal  disabilities  like 
infancy,  idiocy,  and  1 
Ralli  V.  Equiwble  M 


Mass.  103. 
Ntbratka.  —  Andres    v.   Kridler,   47 
Heb.  58s.  citing  Thomas  v.  Carson,  46 


Net 


765- 


Mise.  Rep.  {N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  357,  i 


Jtrtty.  —  Terbuae  v.  Parrott,  59 
N.  J.  L.  16. 

Niw  York.  —  Davis  v.  Garr.  6  N.  Y. 

134:  Hunt  V.  Van  Atstyne,  35  Wend. 

So  in    (N.  Y.)6o5;  Ogdensburgh  Bank  c.  Van 

16     Rensselaer.  6  Hill  (N.  Y.)34o;  Bennett 
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Aftati  M  Stflpnduiti.  —  This  rule  that  merely  descriptive  words 
need  not  be  contained  in  the  pleading  applies  in  actions  against 
agents  as  well  as  in  actions  by  them.* 

(3)  Affidavits  of  Defense.  —  In  an  action  against  an  agent  on 
parol  contract,  an  affidavit  of  defense  that  he  acted  merely  as 
agent  for  a  disclosed  principal  is  sufficient  to  send  the  case  to  a 
trial.* 

(4)  Form  of  Action  on  Unauthorized  Contract.  —  The  form  of 
action  which  might  be  brought  against  an  agent  who  had  entered 
into  a  contract  which  was  not  binding  upon  his  principal  because 
unauthorized  was  the  cause  of  considerable  difference  of  opinion 
among  the  early  authorities.  Some  of  them  held  that  the  agent 
might  be  sued  on  the  contract  though  it  was  in  writing  and  pur- 
ported to  be  the  contract  of  the  principal  only.'  It  is  now  gen- 
erally held,  however,  that  the  agent  may  not  be  sued  on  the 
contract  unless  it  contains  apt  words  to  fix  upon  him  a  personal 
liability.*     In  all  other  cases  the  agent  must  be  sued  for  breach  of 

narrower,  33  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  537;  Gould  discharge  the  agent  from  liability.  Avil 

V,   Glass,   19   Barb.  (N.  Y.)  179.     Sec  r.  Bush.  19  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  448. 
also  Meyer  v.  Fiegel,  7  Robt.  (N.  Y.)        Inanactionby  the  transferee  of  notes 

123,  34  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  434.  for  the  breach  of  warranty  that  they 

Tennessee.  —  Whiteside  r.  Button,  2  were  not  forged  or  fictitious,  an  affi- 

Coldw.     (Tenn.)    94;     Rutherford    v.  davit  of  defense  that  the  plaintiff  was 

Mitchell,  I  Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  261.  agent  for  the  real  maker  in  taking  up 

Virginia,  —  Porter    v,    Nckervis.    4  the  notes  entitles  the  defendant  to  a 

Rand.  (Va.)  359;  M*Williams  v,  Willis,  trial.    Strauss  v.  Hensey,  7  App.  Cas. 

I  Wash.  (Va.)  199.  (D.  C.)  289. 

In  Newbold  v.  Wilson,  Minor  (Ala.)        8.  Lazarus  v.  Shearer,   2   Ala.   718; 

12,  consistent  with  the  more  technical  White  v.  Skinner,   13  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

rules  governing  variance  between  alle-  307;  Dusenbury  v.  Ellis,  3  Johns.  Cas. 

gations  descriptive  of  written  contracts  (N.  Y.)  70;  Hamburg  Bank  v,  Wray,  4 

and  the  proof,  it  was  held  necessary  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.)  87  {citing  Edings 

for  the  agent  to  add    the    descriptive  v.   Brown,  i  Rich.   L.  (S.  Oir.)  255] ; 

words  in  his  writ  and  declaration.    See  Proctor  v.  Webber,  i  D.  Chip.  (Vi.)37i; 

also  Durfee  v,  Morris,  49  Mo.  55.  Roberts  v.  Button,   14  Vt.    195.     See 

1.  Penn.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Con-  also  Kroeger  v.  Pitcairn.  loi  Pa.  St 
oughy,  54  Neb.  123;  Atlanta  Brewing,  311,  47  Am.  Rep.  718;  McConn  v, 
etc.,  Co.  V.  Bluthenthal,  loi  Ga.  541,  Lady,  10  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  493. 

where  the  court  said:    **  We  are  aware  Agent  as  Flainti£  —  Consistently  with 

of  no  good   reason   why   this  rule  in  this  holding  it  was  decided  in  Lance 

reference  to  amendments   should  not  v,  Barrett,  i  Hill  L.  (S.  Car.)  204,  that 

be  as  applicable  to  defendants  as  to  an  agent  who  has  contracted  in  the 

plaintiffs.      Therefore,  as    the    words  name    of    his  principal,   but    without 

stricken  were  merely  descripHo persona^  authority,  since  he  may  be  sued  on  the 

and  the  action  was  really  against  the  contract,  may  also  sue  thereon  in  his 

husband  [agent],  there  was  no  error  in  own  name. 

allowing  the  amendment,  which  did  not  4.  Where  the  contract  is  in  writing 

seek  to  make  a  new  party,  but  simply  and  is  executed  by  the  agent  in  his 

to  strike  out  surplusage."  own  name,  or  contains  apt  words  to 

2.  Noble  V,  Kreuzkamp,  11 1  Pa.  St.  charge  him  personally,  then  he  may  be 
68;  Richardson  v.  Coal,  etc.,  Co.,  39  sued  upon  the  contract  itself. 

Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  99.  Masscuhusetts, — Tippets  v.  Walker,  4 

On  Written  Contracts.  —  Such  an  affi-  Mass.  595. 

davit  is  also  sufficient  in  an  action  on  Missouri.  —  Heath  v.  Goslin,  80  Mo. 

those  written  contracts  which  admit  of  310  [cited  in  Queen  City  Furniture,  etc., 

the  introduction  of  parol  evidence   to  Co.  v.  Crawford,  127  Mo.  356];  Blakely 
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implied  warranty  of  authority ;  or,  if  he  knowingly  misrepresents 

his  power  to  bind  the  principal,  in  an  action  for  deceit.^ 

V.  Bennecke,  59  Mo.  193;  Potter  v.  Bas-  ing  Bay  v.  Cook,  23  N.  J.  L.  343.     But 

sett,  35  Mo.  App.  417;  Coffman  v,  Har-  see  Timken  v»  Tallmadge,  54  N.  J.  L. 

rison,  24  Mo.  524;  Byars  v.  Doores,  20  117. 

Mo.  284.  New  York,  —  Baltzen  ».  Nicolay,  53 

New  Hampshire,  —  Pettingill  v,  Mc-  N.  Y.  467,  cited  in  Simmons  v.  More. 

Gregor,  12  N.  H.  191;  Woodes  v.  Den-  100  N.  Y.  140;   White  v,  Madison,  26 

nctt,  9  N.  H.  55.  N.  Y.  117;  Walker  r.  State  Bank,  9  N. 

North  Carolina,  —  Hite  v.  Goodman,  Y.  582;  Dung  v,  Parker,  52  N.  Y.  494, 

I  Dcv.  &  B.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  364;  Delius  reversing  3  Daly  (N.  Y.)  89;  Campbell 

V,  Cawihorn,  2  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  90.  v,    Muller,    19    Misc.     Rep.     (N.     Y. 

Pennsylvania,  —  Layng  v,  Stewart,  i  Supreme  Ct.)  i8g;    Aspinwall  v,  Tor- 

W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  222.  ranee,  i  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  381,  affirmed  si 

In  Equity.  —  Where  the  contract  pur-  N.  Y.  331;    Noe   r.  Gregory,   7   Daly 

ports  to  be  the  contract  of  the  principal  (N.  Y.)  283. 

only,  it  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  Pennsylvania.  —  Hopkins  z^.  Mehaffy, 

agent  in  equity  any  more  than  ai  law.  11  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  126. 

Hegeman  v,  Johnson,  35  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  West  Virginia,  —  Johnson  v,  Welch, 

200.  42  W.  Va.  18, 

JoindcfT   of    Agent   and    Prineipal  —  Wisconsin,  —  Oliver  v,  Morawetz,  97 

AltematiTe   BeUiS.  —  A   bill  in   equity  Wis.  332.     Compare  McCurdy  v,  Rog- 

against  both  principal  and  agent  which  ers,  21  Wis.  196. 

does  not  allege  that  the  principal  is  England,  —  Lewis  v,  Nicholson,  18 
bound,  but  seeks  to  hold  him  if  the  Q.  B.  503,  83  E.  C.  L.  503;  Jenkins  v, 
agent  was  authorized  to  contract,  or  if  Hutchinson,  13  Q.  B.  744,  66  E.  C.  L. 
not,  to  hold  the  agent,  is  demurrable.  744;  In  re  National  Cofifee  Palace  Co., 
Alternative  relief  cannot  be  prayed  24  Ch.  Div.  367;  CoUen  v.  Wright.  8 
against  one  person  in  case  relief  can-  El.  &  Bl.  647,  92  E.  C.  L.  647,  Cock- 
not  be  obtained  against  his  codefend-  burn,  C.  J.,  dissenting  ;  Cherry  v,  Colo- 
ant.     Clark  V,  Rivers,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  91.  nial  Bank,  L.  R    3  P.  C.  24;  Randell 

Olgeotingto  Form  of  Aetioa.  —  An  ob-  v,  Trimen,  18  C.  B.  786,  86  E.  C.  L. 

jection  that  the  form  of  action  in  which  786.    See  also  Clark  v.  Rivers,  L.  R.  5 

the  agent  was  sued  is  improper  cannot  Eq.  91;  Smout  v,  Ilbery,io  M.  &  W.  i. 

be  made  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.  In  Noe  v,  Gregory,  7  Daly  (N.  Y.)  283, 

Campbell  v,  Muller,  19  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Van  Hoesen,  J.,  said:    *'  Parsons,  in 

Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  189;  Taylor  v,  Nos-  his  work  on  Contracts,  vol.  i,  marg.  p. 

trand,  134  N.  Y.  108.  58,  says  that  an  agent  may  be  reached 

1.  California,  —  Senter  z^.  Monroe,  77  in  assumpsit  if  work  and  labor  be  done 

Cal.  347;  Wallace  v.  Bentley,  77  Cal.  for  him   under  a    supposed    contract 

19;  Lander  f.  Castro,  43  Cal.  497;  Hall  which  he  was  not  authorized  to  make 

If.  Crandall,  29  Cal.  568.  for    his     pretended     principal.      The 

Connecticut,  —  Taylor  v,  Shelton,  30  writer  cites  no  authority  to  sustain  his 

Conn.    122;    Ogden   v,   Raymond,   22  position;  more  recent  text  books  state 

Conn.  380;  Johnson  V.  Smith,  21  Conn,  the  law   differently.    Thus  in  Wait's 

627,  citing  Jones  v,  Downman,  4  Q.  B.  Law  of  Actions  and  Defenses,  vol.  i, 

235,  note  a,  45  E.  C.  L.  note  a,  p.   258,   it  is  said   that  *  if    a    person 

Illinois,  —  Neufeld  v,  Beidler,  37  111.  falsely   represents  himself   to  be   the 

App.  34;  McCormick  v,  Seeberger,  73  agent  of  another,  and  to  have  authority 

111.  App.  87;  Hancock   v,  Yunker,  83  to  contract  for  him,  and   he  does   so 

111.  208;  Duncan  z\  Niles,  32  111.  532.  contract  without   authority,  the   only 

Indiana.  —  Potts  x\  Henderson,  2  Ind.  remedy  is  by  an  action  against  him  for 

327;    McHenry  v,  Duffield,  7   Blackf.  the    fraud    or    deceit.'     Wait    further 

(Ind.)  41.  states    that    if    an    agent     innocently 

Minnesota,  —  Sheffield  v,   Ladue,    16  assumes  to  act  as  such,  believing  him- 

Minn.  388.  self    authorized    to    contract    for    his 

New  Hampshire,  —  Moor  v,  Wilson,  principal,  he  is  liable,  not  for  deceit, 

26  N.  H.  332.  but    upon     an     implied    warranty    of 

New  Jersey.  —  Tuttle  v.  Ayres,  3  N.  authority.     In    the    first    quotation    I 

L.  257;  Patterson  v.  Lippincott,  47  have  made  from  Wait  he   is  not  sus- 

.  J.  L.  457,  54  Am.  Rep.  178,  criticis-  tained  by  the  dicta  of  Judge  Selden  in 
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In  Bohm  Stotat  it  seems  that  no  implied  warranty  of  authority  is 
recognized,  and  that  the  only  action  which  may  be  brought  is  an 
action  ex  delicto  for  deceit,  where  the  facts  will  warrant  it.^ 

c.  Plea  or  Answer  — (i)  Denying  Authority  of  Agent  — 

(a)  Otncna  Bote.  —  Ordinarily  the  general  issue  or  a  general  denial 
in  an  action  against  the  principal  will  raise  the  question  of  the 
authority  of  the  agent.* 

White  V,  Madison,  36  N.  Y.  117,  or  of  Answrn  im  Aetloai  Agalyrt  Prfaripri. 
Judge  Andrews  in  Dung  1/.  Parlcer,  52  —  Where  a  complaint  against  a  princi- 
N.  Y.  494,  and  in  Baltzen  v,  Nicolay,  pal  alleges  that  the  contract  sued  upon 
53  N.  Y.  467,  for  those  judges  say  that  was  executed  by  the  defendant,  an  an- 
the  agent  is  liable  upon  an  implied  swer  which  denies  that  the  defendant 
warranty  of  authority  whenever,  executed  the  note,  and  that  the  person 
whether  innocently  or  fraudulently,  he  who  signed  the  defendant's  name  to 
assumes  without  authority  to  make  a  the  note  was  authorized  to  do  so, 
contract  in  another's  name.  If  the  merely  sets  up  matter  of  evidence  and 
question  must  not  be  considered  as  not  of  pleading  and  requires  no  denial 
settled  in  this  state,  I  should  be  in-  by  replication.  Helena  Nat.  Bank  v. 
clined  to  adopt  the  view  that  the  only  Rocky  Mountain  Tel.  Co.,  20  Mont.  379. 
action  against  the  pseudo  agent  who  In  an  action  against  the  principal  an 
knowingly  acts  without  authority  allegation  in  the  answer  that  the  plain- 
should  be  deceit.  The  latter  decisions  tiff  might  have  known  by  the  exercise 
in  this  state  seem  to  me  to  leave  no  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  that  the 
doubt  as  to  the  incorrectness  of  Mr.  agent  had  no  authority  to  execute  the 
Parsons's  statement,  that  a  self-styled  contract  in  suit  will  be  stricken  out  on 
agent  may  be  sued  in  assumpsit  upon  motion.  The  principal  must  show  that 
a  quantum  meruit  for  work  and  labor  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  was 
done  under  a  contract  made  by  such  made  had  knowledge  of  the  fact  that 
pretended  agent  in  the  name  of  an-  the  agent  was  unauthorized.  Harri- 
other.  I  think  the  law  of  New  York  son  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  74  Mo.  364. 
now  is  that  the  pretended  agent  is  only  Batifioatioa. —  In  an  action  against 
liable  to  an  action  of  deceit,  or  to  an  an  administrator  of  a  deceased  prind- 
action  for  the  breach  of  warranty  as  to  pal,  it  was  held  that  an  answer  deny- 
his  authority.  Either  form  of  action  mg  authority  in  the  agent  is  insnffi- 
will  apprise  him  that  the  question  to  cient  unless  it  also  denies  a  subsequent 
be  litigated  is  his  authority  to  act  for  ratification  of  the  contract  by  the  prin- 
the  person  whom  he  represented  to  be  cipal.  Clark  v.  Van  Riemsdyk,  9 
his  principal;  and  he  may  come  pre-  Cranch  (U.  S.)  154. 
pared  to  try  that  issue."  Aaswsr  on  Infomatloa  aaid  Balkl  — 

1.  Maine,  —  Gilmore  v.  Bradford,  83  Ordinarily  a  company  or  corporation. 
Me.  547;  Teele  v,  Otis,  66  Me.  339;  in  an  action  arising  out  of  transactions 
Noyes  v,  Loring,  55  Me.  408,  criticising  of  its  agents,  will  not  be  allowed  to  file 
Dusenbury  v.  Ellis,  3  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  an  answer  on  information  and  belief 
Y.)  70;  Stetson  v.  Patten,  2  Me.  358;  denying  the  cause  of  action.  Shear- 
Harber  v.  Little,  a  Me.  14.  man  v.  New  York  Cent.  Mills,  i  Abb. 

Mcusachusetts,  —  Draper  r.  Massachu-  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  187,  a  firming 

setts    Steam     Heating    Co.,    5    Allen  10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  19. 

(Mass.)  338;  Abbey  v.  Chase,  6  Cush.  In   Boorman   v.   American   Express 

(Mass.)   54;    Jefts  v.  York,   10   Cush.  Co.,  ai  Wis.   154,  however,  it  was  de- 

(Mass.)  392,  4  Cush.  (Mass.)  371 ;  Bal-  cided  that  where  a  company  having  a 

lou  V,  Talbot,  16  Mass.  461;  Long  v.  large  number  of  agents  scattered  over 

Colburn,  11  Mass.  97.     See  also  May  a  considerable    territory   is  sued   for 

f.  Western  Union  TeL  Co.,  112  Mass.  90.  injuries  as    having  been    done  by  it 

Vermont,  —  Clark  v,  Foster,  8  Vt.  98.  through  its  agents,  the  facts  cannot  be 

2.  Barriere  v.  Fortier,  23  La.  Ann.  presumed  to  be  within  its  knowledge. 
274;  Swearingen  t/.  Knox,  10  Mo.  32;  and  it  may  file  such  an  answer. 
Wahrendorff  v,  Whiuker,   i  Mo.  205.  Denial  of  Anthority  —  UEMt.  —  An  an- 
See  also  Rawlings  v.  Rodson,  70  Ga.  swer  merely  denying  the  authority  of 
595.  an  agent  to  execute  the  contract  sued 

906  Volume  XVI. 


Tluir  X«Utiois  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT,    with  Third Pmoni. 

(b)  Dtnial  ud«r  Oath  — a^.  Actions  Against  Principals.  —  In  many 
jurisdictions,  however,  statutes  have  been  passed  which  provide 
in  effect  that  the  execution  of  written  instruments  properly- 
declared  on  in  a  pleading  is  admitted  unless  a  denial  of  the  execu- 
tion is  made  by  a  plea  or  answer  verified  by  affidavit.  Such 
statutes  are  generally  held  to  apply  as  well  to  instruments  exe- 
cuted by  an  agent  as  to  those  executed  by  a  party  in  person. 
Authority  of  the  agent  can  be  put  in  issue  only  by  filing  a  statu- 
tory denial  of  the  execution.  ^ 

upon,   and   which   is    set  out    in    the  1.  Alabama,  —  Mobile,    etc.,  R.  Co. 

petition  in  hac  verba,  tenders  no  issue  v,  Gilmer,  85  Ala.  422;  Oxford    Iron 

as  to  its  execution,  but  is  an  admission  Co.   v,  Spradley,  46   Ala.   98;    Mont- 

thereof.     St.  Louis,  etc..   Land,    etc.,  gomery,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Trebles,  44  Ala. 

Co.  V.  Tierney.  5  Colo.  582.  255;  Alabama  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Brain- 

In  an  action  against  a  principal  upon  ard,  35  Ala.  476;  Bnran  v,  Wilson,  27 

a  contract  made  for  him  by  an  agent,  Ala.  208;  Sorelle  v,  Elmes,  6  Ala.  706. 

an    affidavit  of  defense  denying   the  Colorado,  —  Lee   v.  Grimes,  4  Colo, 

authority  of  the  agent  is  sufficient  to  185;    Barrett  Min.   Co.  v,  Tappan,  2 

preirent   judgment    as    on  a  default.  Colo.  124. 

Montour  Iron  Co.  v,  Coleman,  31  Pa.  Georgia,  —  Habersham  f^.  Lehman,  63 

St.  80;  Eggler  V,  Fleishman,  4  W.  N.  Ga.  380. 

C.  (Pa.)  574.     See  also  Canfield  v,  Dit-  Illinois,  —  Goodrich  v.  Reynolds,  31 

man,  (Pa.    1889)    16    Atl.    Rep.    739;  111.  490;  Mclntire  v,  Preston,  10  111.  48; 

Jacoby  v.  Mueller,  4  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  478.  Delahay  v,  Clement,  3  111.  575. 

General    Denial   and   Proof.  ~  In    an  Indiana,  —  Dcnney  v.  North  Western 

action   against  one  for  the   value   of  Christian     University,    16    Ind.    220; 

labor  alleged  to  have  been  performed  Nimmon   v,  Worthington,  i  Ind.  376; 

by  him  at  the  request  of  his  agent,  the  Allen  v.  Thaxter,  i  Blackf.  (Ind.)  399. 

defendant  is  entitled  to  show  under  the  Iowa,  —  Clark    v,    Des    Moines,    19 

general  issue   that  the  alleged  agent  Iowa  199.     See  also  Miller  v.  House, 

was  an  independent  contractor  who  has  67  Iowa  737. 

already  been  fully  paid.  Finkelstein  Mississippi, — Cook  v.  Martin,  5  Smed. 
».  Waldo,  21  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  &  M.  (Miss.)  379;  Ellis  v.  Planter's 
Ct.)  461,  reversing  20  Nfisc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Bank,  7  How.  (Miss.)  235. 
City  Ct.)  701.  In  this  case  the  court  Missouri,  —  Patrick  v,  Boonville  Gas 
said,  quoting  Hebbard  v,  Haughian,  70  Light  Co..  17  Mo.  A^^,  ^62,  distinguish^ 
N.  Y.  59:  *'  Such  proof,  although  con-  ing  Carpenter  v,  Lathrop,  51  Mo.  498. 
sisting  entirely  of  affirmative  proof  of  Texas,  —  Edinburgh  American  Land 
a  contract  different  from  that  alleged,  Mortg.  Co.  v,  Briggs,  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
was  negative  in  its  character,  and  ad-  1897)  41  S.  W.  Rep.  1036;  Brashear  v, 
missible  under  a  general  denial  of  the  Martin,  25  Tex.  202;  Herndon  v.  En- 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  as  nis,  18  Tex.  410;  Reid  v,  Reid,  11  Tex. 
showing  what  the  contract  as  made  586;  Austin  v.  Townes,  10  Tex.  24; 
was,  and  thus  subverting  the  plaintiff's  Lee  v.  Crosby,  i  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas., 
case."  §  141. 

BoTOcation    of     Authority.  —  In     an  "  We  think,   too,  the^  code  applies, 

action  against  a  principal,  proof  of  rev-  and  that  proof  of   the  indorsement  is 

ocation  of  the  authority  of  the  agent  dispensed   with,    as    well    where    the 

mav  be  introduced  under  a  general  de-  payees  seem  to  have  indorsed  by  agent 

nial  and  need  not  be  specially  pleaded,  or  attorney  as  where  they  purport  to 

Hier  z».  Grant,  47  N.  V.  278.  have  indorsed  in   person.    And   if  an 

Batiiloation     hy    Beginning    Bait. —  agent  or  attorney  can  indorse  for  the 

Where  a  principal  sues  on  a  contract  payees  (than   which   nothing  is  more 

made  by  his  agent  the  court  will  take  certain),  to  take  the  indorsement  for 

notice  of  the  suit  as  a  ratification  of  the  granted  without  proc^  is  to  take  the 

contract  and  on  that  ground  sustain  a  authority  of  the  agent  or  attorney  for 

demurrer  to  an  answer  setting  up  want  granted  without  proof;  for  the  indorse- 

of  authority  in  the  agent.     Walker  v,  ment  could  not,  when  executed  by  an 

Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  34  Miss.  245.  agent  or  attorney,   be  the  act  of  the 
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Aetion  Againit  VndiidoMd  PriiMipftL  —  The  fact  that  the  agent  con- 
tracted without  disclosing  his  agency  will  not  relieve  the  principal* 
when  sued,  from  the  necessity  of  making  the  statutory  denial  if 
he  wishes  to  contest  the  agent's  authority.^ 

In  XaaiM  the  law  does  not  confine  this  rule  to  written  instru- 
ments,  but  provides  further  that  in  all  actions,  allegations  in  a 
pleading  expressive  of  any  appointment  or  authority  shall  be 
taken  as  true  unless  denied  under  oath.* 

bb.  Actions  Against  Agents.  —  Under  such  statutes  the  execution 
of  written  instruments  may  not  be  denied  except  by  plea  or 

payees  unless  it  was  duly  authorized."  principal  in  person.    Ellis  v.  Planiers' 

Habersham  v.  Lehman,  63  Ga.  380.  Bank,  7  How.  (Miss.)  235. 

Loniiiana.  —  Where  the   law  applies  Trading  and  Xvnieipal  CorpontioBi.  — 

only   to    obligations    alleged   to  have  Such  statutes  are  applicable  to  cases  in 

been    signed    by   the    defendant,  and  which    the    defendant    principals   are 

further  provides    that  the    defendant  trading  or  municipal  corporations  as 

whose  signature  has  been  denied  shall,  well   as  where  they  are  natural  per* 

upon  its  being  proven,  be  barred  from  sons.    Clark  v.  Polk  County,  19  Iowa 

every  other  defense,  only  obligations  248. 

signed  by  the  defendant  in  person  are  1.  Alabama     Coal     Mining    Co.    9. 

included,  and  not  those  executed  for  Brainard,  35  Ala.  476. 

him  by  an  agent.    Bayly  v,  Givens,  29  This  doctrine  also  receives  support 

La.  Ann.  546.  from  Sessums  v,  Henry,  38  Tez.  37, 

XiMOurl  —  Instrument   Executed  by  overruling  Compton  v.  Western  Stage 

Both    Parties,  —  Section     2186,     Rev.  Co.,  25  Tex.  Supp.  67.     But  in  that 

Stat.   Mo.,   1889,   which  provides  that  case  and  in  the  cases  of  City   Water 

execution  of  instruments  cannot  be  de-  Works  v.  White,  61  Tex.  536,  and  San 

nied  except  by  a  denial  verified  by  affi-  Antonio,   etc.,   R.   Co.    v.     Wilson,  4 

davit,  does  not  apply  where  the  instru-  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.,  g  323,  the  coo- 

ment  is  executed  by  both  parties,  even  tracts    involved    were   all   ambiguous 

though  the  execution  on  the  part  of  upon  their  faces,  allowing  the  intro- 

one  is  by  an  agent  In  his  own  name,  duction  of  parol  evidence  to  discharge 

Kelly  V.  Thuey,  143  Mo.  436.  the  liability  of  the  agent  and  render 

Action  on  Municipal  Bonds.  —  Where  the  principal  alone  liable, 

an    instrument  such  as  a  municipal  2.  Barnum  v.  Kennedy,  21  Kan.  1S2; 

bond   is   sued    upon   and    purports   to  Moore  v.  Emmert.  21  Kan.  i;  Arkansas 

have  been  issued  by  delegated  power.  City  Bank  r.  McDowell,  7  Kan.  App. 

without  which  it  could  not  have  been  568;  Hughes  v,  Carlton,  5  Kan.  App. 

issued,  it  does  not  require  a  sworn  plea  386. 

to  place  upon  the  plaintiff  the  burden  Where    the    averment  of  authority 

of  proving  authority  to  issue  it.     Car-  and  agency  is  contained  in  the  reply 

penter   v,   Lathrop,   51    Mo.  483,    dis-  this  provision  of  the  law  is  superseded 

tinguisked  in  Patrick  v.  Boonville  Gas  by  section   128  of  the  Kansas   Code, 

Light  Co.,  17  Mo.  App.  462.  which  provides  that  new  matter  con- 

What  Put  in  Ime  by  Bwom  Plea.  —  A  tained  in  a  reply  shall  be  deemed  to  be 

plea  denying  execution  properly  veri-  controverted  by  the  adverse  party  with- 

fied  by  affidavit  under  such  statute  puts  out  further  pleading.     Continentallns. 

in   issue    not  only   the  signatures  of  Co.  v.  Pearce,  39  Kan.  396. 

agents  but  their  authority  in  the  prem-  A   verified    allegation    of     want   of 

ises.     Central  v.  Brown,  2  Colo.  703.  authority  in  an  agent  is  not  an  allega- 

Ezaoutors  and   Administrators.  —  The  tion  of  authority,  but  is  a  mere  nega- 

rule  that  the  principal  cannot  deny  the  tive   averment  and  does  not  require 

authority  of  the  agent  in  executing  the  denial  under  oath.    Atchison,  etc.,  R. 

instrument  sued  on  except  by  a  plea  Co.  v,  Walz,  40  Kan.  433. 

verified  by  oath  is  applicable  where  the  A  failure  to  deny  under  oath  an  allega- 

action  is  brought  against  the  adminis-  tion  that  a  principal  through  his  agents 

trator  of  a  deceased  principal  as  well  did  a  certain  act  is  not  an  admission 

as   where    it    is  brought  against  the  under  this  statute  that  the  principal  did 
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answer  under  oath,  as  well  where  the  action  is  brought  against 
the  agent  as  where  it  is  brought  against  the  principal.^ 

(2)  General  Denial  and  Proof.  —  In  an  action  against  an  agent 
who  has  not  contracted  so  as  to  render  himself  personally  liable, 
evidence  to  that  effect  may  be  introduced  under  the  general  issue 
or  denial,  and  need  not  be  specially  pleaded.* 

IL  COKCSBHIHG  Their  Selatiokb  Ihteb  Se  —  1.  Actiom  by  Prin- 
cipal Against  Agent  —  a.  FORM  OF  ACTION.  —  An  action  for  con- 
version will  isometimes  lie  at  the  suit  of  a  principal  against  his 
agent;'  but  for  injuries  caused  by  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of 

the  act  complained  of.     Missouri  Pac.  showing  that  the  contract  was  entered 

R.  Co.  V,  Finley,  38  Kan.  550.  into  for  his  principal  and  by  his  au- 

1.  Drake  v,  Flewellen,  33  Ala.  106;  thority,  the  facts  showing  that  the  con- 
McWhorter  z/.  Lewis,  4  Ala.  198;  Laza-  tract  is  the  contract  of  the  principal 
rus  V.  Shearer,  2  Ala.  718.  must  be  specially  pleaded.     Drake  v, 

2.  Scone  v.  Amos»  38  Minn.  79;  Flewellen,  33  Ala.  106;  Harwood  z/. 
Merritt  v,  Briggs,  57  N.  Y.  651.     See  Humes,  9  Ala.  650. 

also  Davenport  v.  Ladd,  38  Minn.  545.  Oencnl  and  Special  Yerdiots.  —  Where, 
Contra^  Mayfield  v.  Averitt,  11  Tex.  in  an  action  for  rent,  the  defendant 
Z40;  White  V.  Skinner,  13  Johns.  (N.  answers  that  he  is  in  possession  only 
Y.)  307,  cited  in  Randall  v.  Van  Vech-  as  agent  for  a  named  principal,  if  the 
ten,  19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  60,  and  St.  An-  jur^  finds  a  general  verdict  for  the 
drew's  Bay  Land  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  4  plaintiff  and  also  a  special  verdict  that 
Fla.  192.  See  also  Willson  v,  Nichol-  the  defendant  is  in  possession  merely 
son,  61  Ind.  241.  as  agent,  the  latter  controls  and  he  can- 
Defense  Kay  Be  Specially  Pleaded.  —  not  be  held  personally  liable.  Stewart 
Such  a  defense  may,  however,  be  v,  Perkins,  3  Oregon  509. 
pleaded  specially.  Pitman  v.  Kintner,  8.  Wells  v.  Collins,  74  Wis.  341;  Cot- 
5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  251,  where  the  court  ton  v.  Sharpstein,  14  Wis.  226;  McMor- 
said:  **  The  character  of  this  plea  is  ris  v.  Simpson,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  610, 
very  similar  to  that  of  a  special  plea  and  cases  cited;  Lockwood  r\  Bull,  i 
alleging  the  delivery  of  a  bond  as  an  Cow.  (N,  Y.)  322;  Bostwick  v.  Dry 
escrow,  and  not  as  a  deed,  and  that  the  Goods  Bank,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  449; 
condition  on  which  it  was  to  become  a  Lindley  v.  Downing,  2  Ind.  418;  Mc- 
deed  has  not  been  performed.  Such  a  Near  v,  Atwood,  17  Me.  434;  Etter  v. 
plea  is  allowable,  though  the  special  Bailey,  8  Pa.  St.  442;  McCrillis  v, 
matter  of  it  might  be  given  in  evidence  Allen,  57  Vt.  505;  Jlogg  zr.  Snaith,  i 
under  the  general  issue."  Taunt.  347.  See  also  i  Am.  and  Eng. 
In  Turner  v,  Thomas,  10  Mo.  App.  Encyc.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  1063,  tit.  Agency, 
338,  it  was  thought  that  evidence  of  **  The  most  usual  remedies  of  a 
such  a  defense  is  admissible  under  <the  principal  against  his  agent  are  the  ac- 
general  issue,  but  the  court  held  that  tion  of  assumpsit  and  a  special  action 
if  it  were  not,  the  defendant  should  be  on  the  case;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt 
allowed  to  amend  by  pleading  it  spe-  that  trover  will  sometimes  be  an  appro- 
cially,  and  a  refusal  of  the  trial  court  priate  remedy.  That  action  may  be 
to  permit  such  an  amendment  was  an  maintained  whenever  the  agent  has 
abuse  of  discretion.  wrongfully  converted  the  property  of 
Where  the  defense  is  raised  by  a  spe-  his  principal  to  his  own  use;  and  the 
cial  plea,  allegations  as  to  the  terms  of  fact  of  conversion  may  be  made  out  by 
the  contract  are  irrelevant  and  should  showing  either  a  demand  and  refusal 
be  stricken  out.  Le  Conte  v,  Jerome,  or  that  the  agent  has,  without  neces- 
II  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  126.  sity,  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  the 
Written  &ntraott — Words  Descriptio  property  contrary  to  his  instructions. 
Penoius.  —  In  states  where  the  law  When  an  agent  wrongfully  refuses  to 
permits  an  agent  who  has  executed  a  surrender  the  goods  of  his  principal,  or 
written  contract  containing  words  of  wholly  departs  from  his  authority  in 
agency  descriptive  of  the  person  to  re-  disposing  of  them,  he  makes  the  prop- 
lieve  himself  of  personal  liability  by  erty  his  own,  and  may  be  treated  as  a 
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the  agent  the  remedies  are  either  assumpsit  on  the  express  con- 
tract between  them  or  an  action  ex  delicto  for  the  tort.' 

tortfeasor.     But  there  must  be  some  as  to  the  sums  or  items  for  which  he 

act  on  the  part  of  the  agent;  a  mere  had  not  accounted. 

omission  of   duty  is  not  enough,  al-  1.  Georgia,  —  Loveless  v.  Fowler,  79 

though   the   property   may  be  lost  in  Ga.  134. 

consequence  of  the  neglect.     Nor  will  Massachusetts, — WashingtODp. 

trover    lie   where   the    agent,   though  Eames,  6  Allen  (Mass.)  417. 

wanting  in  good  faith,  has  acted  within  New  York,  —  McMorris  v,  Simpson, 

the    general     scope    of    his     powers,  ai    Wend.    (N.   Y.)    610;     Laverty    v. 

There  must,  I  think,  be  an  entire  de-  Snethen,  68  N.  Y.  522,  53  How.  Pr.  (N. 

parture  from  his  authority  before  this  Y.)  152;  Lockwood  v.  Bull,  i  Cow.  (N. 

action   for  a  conversion  of  the  goods  Y.)322;  Cairnes  v.  Bleecker,  12  Johns. 

can   be    maintained."       McMorris    v,  (N.    Y.)   300;    Sarjeant    v.    Blunt,    16 

Simpson,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  610.  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  74;  Harris  v,  ScbuUz,40 

AUsgations  and  Proof.  —  Where  an  ac-  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  317:  Moore  v.  McKibbia, 

tion  in  the  nature  of  trover  and  conver-  33   Barb.   (N.   Y.)  246;    Dickinson  v. 

sion  is  brought  against  an  agent  for  the  Dudley,  17  Hun  (N.  Y.)  569;  Monks  v. 

sale  of  goods,  allegation  and  proof  of  Bruce,  (City  Ct.)  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  419. 

the  receipt  of  the  goods  by  the  defend-  Pennsylvania,  —  Zell  v,  Dunkle,  156 

ant  from  the  plaintiff  takes  the  place  of  I^a.  St.  353;    Paul  v.  Grimm,   163  Pa. 

the  allegation  and  proof  of  ownership  St.  139. 

necessary  in  such  actions  against  par-  England,  -^  Brown  v,   Boorman.   11 

ties  not  sustaining  the  relation  of  prin-  CI.  &  F.  i;  Weymouth  v,  Boyer,  i  Ves. 

cipal  and  agent.     Buck  v.   Reed,   27  Jr.  424.;  Bromley  r.  Coxwell,  2  B.  &  P. 

Neb.  67.  439;  Dufresne  v,  Hutchinson,  3  Taunt. 

Under  a  general   denial  the  agent  118;  Ross  v.  Johnson,  5  Burr.  282$. 

(defendant)  is  entitled  to  show  the  con-  See  also  Steiner  v,  Clisbjr.  103  Ala. 

tract  of  agency  existing  between  the  181;  iCtna  Ins.  Co.  r.  Sabine,  6  Mc- 

parties  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  con-  Lean  (U.  S.)  393,  i  Fed.  Cas.  No.  97. 

version,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  "  The    proper    mode    of    declaring 

right  to  retain   the    money.     Phoenix  against  an  agent  for  failure  or  omis- 

Mut.   L.  Ins.  Co.  r.  Walrath,  53  Wis.  sion  of  duty  in  duly  accounting  for  and 

669.  paying  over  money  belonging  to  bis 

under  the  Wisconsin  statute  relative  principal  is  by  an  action  of  contract 
to  setting  up  counterclaims  in  actions  2  Chit.  PI.  r6th  Am.  ed.  342-344J.  And 
for  tort,  the  agent  sued  for  conversion  for  not  redelivering  property  to  his 
of  goods  cannot  counterclaim  for  any  principal  on  the  termination  of  his 
damages  not  having  reference  to  the  agency,  after  due  demand  therefor,  an 
very  goods  in  question  (Scheunert  v.  action  of  tort  in  the  nature  of  trover  for 
Kaehler,  23  Wis.  523),  with  one  excep-  a  conversion  would  be  ihe  appropriate 
ti6n,  allowed  by  Rev.  Stat.,  g  2656,  remedy."  Washington  v,  Eames,  6 
subdiv.  3,  namely  where  the  principal  Allen  (Mass.)  417. 
is  a  nonresident.  Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Instaaeo.  —  Where  an  agent,  to  col- 
Co.  V,  Walrath,  53  Wis.  669.  lect  a  debt,  takes  a  note  for  it  in  his 

In  Cotton  V,  Sharpstein,  14  Wis.  226,  own  name,  assumpsit  for  the  amount 

the  question  was  raised  but  not  decided  due  from  the  debtor,  and  not  trover  for 

whether  a  mere  general  allegation  that  the  note,  is  the  proper  remedy  of  the 

the  agent  had  collected  certain  money  principal  against  him.     Floyd  r.  Day, 

for  the  plaintiff,  and  had  not,  though  3  Mass.  403;  Opie  v,  Serrill,  6  W.  &  S. 

often  requested,  accounted  for  or  paid  (Pa.)  264,  cited  In  Paul  r.  C^rimm,  165 

it  to  him,  would  sustain  an  action  of  Pa.  St.  139. 

conversion.  In  Kewaunee  County  v,  Petitioii  or  Complaint  uador  Oods.  — 
Decker,  30  Wis.  624,  it  was  held  that  it  Where  a  complaint  against  an  agent 
would  not  where  the  agency  had  ex-  and  the  proof  thereon  disclose  facts 
tended  over  a  long  period  and  the  showing  his  duty  to  account  in  con- 
moneys  alleged  to  have  been  converted  tract,  an  allegation  that  thereby  be 
were  made  up  of  a  great  many  small  converted  the  plaintiff's  property  to  bis 
sums  or  items;  but  that  the  allegations  own  use  will  not  make  the  action  onfe 
of  demand  and  refusal  should  be  ex-  for  conversion  and  defeat  it,  but  such 
plicit,  and  infoim  the  defendant  fully  allegation  may  be  rejected  as  merely 
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Tort  Xa/  !•  ITiidTod.  —  Where  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  the 
agent  causes  a  loss  of  money  or  other  property,  the  tort  may  be 

waived  and  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  brought  on  the 
contract  implied  between  them  by  law.^ 

an  incorrect  legal  conclttsioo.    Green-  rate  causes  of  action.     Northern  Assur. 

tree    v.    Roaenstock,    6i    N.    Y.    583,  Co.  of  England  v.  Hotchkiss,  90  Wis. 

affirmed  34  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  505;  Con-  415. 

aughty  V.  Nichols,  42  N.  Y.  83;  Ladd        Aation  for  Dafsot  of  Titla.  ~  For  neces- 

tf.    Arkell,  37  N.   Y.   Super.   Ct.    35;  sary  allegations  in  a  petition  against 

Donovan  v.  Cornell,  8  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  an  agent  for  damages  due  to  a  defect- 

(fi,   Y.   C.    PI.)    983;    Washington    v.  ive  title  to  property  purchased  by  him 

Eames,  6  Allen  (Mass.)  417.     See  also  for  the  principal,  see  Sears  v.  Forbes, 

Moore  v.  Hillabrand,  16  Abb.  N.  Cas.  122  Ind.  358. 

<N.    Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  477;    Steiner  v.        Fltadiiig  and  ProoC  —  Where  the  peti- 

Clisby,  103  Ala.  181.  tion  shows  on  its  face  or  by  exhibits 

But  where  objection  is  taken  in  due  attached  to  it  that  the  relation  of  prin- 

time  and  in  a  proper  manner  to  a  com-  cipal  and  agent  exists  between  parties, 

plaint  which  thus  intermingles  differ*  the  defendant  may  introduce  evidence 

ent  causes  of  action,  it  will  be  sus-  of  the  agency  although  his  answer  does 

tained,  and  the  plaintiff  required   by  not  allege  its  existence.    Under  such 

amendment  to  confine  himself    to   a  circumstances  no  objection  to  such  evi- 

sufficient  statement  of  a  single  cause,  dence  can  be  taken  by  the  plaintiff  on 

Kewaunee  County  v.  Decker,  30  Wis.  the    ground    of    surprise.     Macon    v, 

624;  Ridder  v.  Whitlock.  12  How.  Pr.  Willson,  9  La.  Ann.  178. 
<N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  908.  Adnlralty   Jviidletioa. » A    general 

Where  the  cause  of  action  declared  agent  or  broker  may  not  bring  an  ae- 
on in  the  petition  is  one  of  trover  and  tion  in  personam  in  admiralty  on  a 
conversion,  and  not  one  on  contract,  balance  of  accounts  for  money  paid, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  on  evidence  laid  out,  and  expended  for  supplies, 
which  merely  shows  a  breach  of  in-  repairs,  and  advertising  of  a  steamboat, 
structions  or  misconduct  not  amount-  His  remedy  is  an  action  of  assumpsit 
Ing  to  conversion.  Walter  v,  Bennett,  in  a  common-law  court.  Minturn  v. 
16  N.  Y.  250;  Greentree  v.  Rosenstock,  Maynard,  17  How.  (U.  S.)  477. 
6z  N.  Y.  583;  Moore  v.  McKibbin,  33  1.  Strickland  v.  Burns,  14  Ala.  $11 ; 
Barl>.  (N.  Y.)  246.  Gordon  v.  Camp,  2  Fla.  422;  Jones  v. 

Where  the    action  is  for    damages  Gregg,  17  Ind.  84;   Challiss  v,  Wylie, 

occasioned  by  the  violation  of  instruc-  35  Ran.  506;   Seidel  v.  Peschkaw,  27 

tions,  it  should  be  so  stated  in   the  N.  J.  L.  427;  Coit  v.  Stewart,  50  N.  Y. 

complaint  that  it  may  clearly  appear  17;  Morison  v.  Thompson,  L.  R.  9  Q. 

that  the  action  is  not  one  for  conver-  B.  480.    See  also  Ellis  v,  Henry  5  J. 

sion.     Monks  v,  Bruce,  (City  Ct.)  3  N.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  247;  Robson  v.  Sand- 

Y.  Supp.  419.  ers,  25  S.  Car.  iz6. 

AnportiomBMit  —  Par  ties.  ^  Where        In  Gordon  v.  Camp,  2  Fla.  422,  the 

several  principals  unite,  agree  upon  a  court  said:   *'  It  is  contended  here  that 

common  agent,  and  determine  the  pro-  case,  and  not  assumpsit,  should  have 

portion  in  which  he  shall  handle  cer-  been  brought  by  plaintiffs,  because  an 

tain  business  for  each,  in  a  suit  by  one  unpaid  agent  undertaking  to  perform 

of  them  against  the  a^ent  for  breach  of  anything  is  only  liable  to  the  first  ac- 

the  agreement  on  his  part  the  other  tion  (case)  for  damages  resulting  from 

principals  are  neither  necessary    nor  the  manner  of  his  performance,  and 

proper  parties    defendant.     Porter    v.  that  there  is  no  contract;  that  the  de- 

Union  Blue  Stone  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  324.  fendant  was  a  mere  bailee  without  re- 

Aetlon  on  Bond.  —  An  action    on    a  ward,  and  must  have  been  guilty  of 

joint  and  several  bond  executed  to  the  gross  negligence  to  render  him  liable 

principal  by  an  agent  and  other  per-  as  a  mandatary,  and  then  case  would 

sons  as  surety  for  him  may  be  brought  have  been  the  remedy.    All  this  is  no 

against  the    agent   and    his    sureties  doubt  correct  upon  the  ground  that 

jointly.    The  different  items  of  money  there  is  no  contract;  and  if  in  this  case 

for  which  they  have  become  liable  on  there  Is  no  contract,  express  or  implied, 

the  joint  bond  do  not  constitute  sepa-  the  action  of  assumpsit  cannot  be  sus- 
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Alltgfttioa  of  mnaiid.  —  A  complaint  against  an  agent  to  recover 

money  received  by  him  for  tne  principal,  but  not  turned  over, 
must  generally  allege  that  a  demand  was  made  on  the  agent 
therefor  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit.^ 

tained.    Assumpsit  will  frequently  lie,  the  agent  admitting  the  receipt  of  the 

however,  where  there  has  been  non-  money,  but  alleging  that  at  the  princi- 

feasance,  misfeasance,  or  malfeasance;  pal's   request  he  paid  to  and  for  his 

for  the  plaintiff  may  waive  the  tort  and  benefit,     and     before    the    suit    was 

rely  on  circumstances  as  forming  a  brought,  the  whole  sum,  is  not  a  mere 

breach  of  the  promise."  general  denial  of  the  cause  of  action; 

Bamediss  Against   Agent   for   ElspU  and  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  names 

Profits.  —  Where  an  agent  in  possession  of  the  parties  to  whom  the  money  was 

of  property  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  paid,  with  the  amount  and  date  of  each 

of  It  attempts  to  sell  it  to  himself  with-  payment,  is  properly  ordered.    Talman 

out  the  knowledge  of  the  principal,  the  v,  Dorthy,  68  Hun  (N.  Y.)  399. 

latter  has  the  option  of  three  remedies;  Where    a   complaint   in    an    action 

he  may  sue  as  for  conversion,  or  waiv-  against  an  agent  for  money  coUected 

ing  the  tort,  sue  on  the  theory  of  a  sale,  by  him  but  not  turned  over  states  a 

or  he  may  compel  the  defendant  to  good  cause  of  action  and  claims  an  ag- 

account.    The  latter  remedy  would  be  gregate    amount,    if    the    defendant 

in  equity.    Anderson  v.  Grand  Forks  wishes    to   obtain    various    items    of 

First  Nat.  Bank,  5  N.  Dak.  80.     See  which  it  is  composed  he  must  proceed 

also  infra^  II,  3.  Accounts  and  AccounU  by  request  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  and 

ing,  not  by  motion  to  make  the  complaint 

How    Waiver   Hiiprsiisfl  —  That  the  more  definite  and  certain.    Sloman  v. 

principal    has    waived    the    tort   and  Schmidt,  8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  5. 

elected  to  sue  ex  ctmiractu  may  be  evi-  For  further  distinction  between  the 

denced  either  by  language  used  in  the  remedies  by  bill  of  particulars  and  by 

pleading  expressive  of  that  fact  or  by  motion  to  make  more  definite  and  cer- 

the  form  in  which  the  cause  of  action  tain,  see  Conover  v.  Knight,  84  Wis. 

is  stated.    Anderson   v.  Grand  Forks  639. 

First  NaL  Bank,  5  N.  Dak.  80.  1.  Heddens  v,  Younglove,  46  Ind. 

Oonnterdaim  by  PrindpaL  —  Where  an  312;  Bougher  v.  Scobey,  23  Ind.  583; 
agent  has  converted  property  of  his  Black  v,  Hersch,  18  Ind.  343;  Arm- 
principal  of  which  he  was  in  posses-  strong  v.  Smith,  3  Blackf.  (Ind.)  251; 
sion,  and  the  principal  elects  to  sue  for  Anderson  9.  Hulme,  5  Mont.  295. 
breach  of  contract  instead  of  for  the  As  to  tho  HoooMity  fu  a  ^^-"**^.  see  i 
conversion,  he  may  interpose  his  cause  Am.  and  Eng.  En  eye.  of  Law  (2d  ed.) 
of  action  as  a  counterclaim  in  a  suit  1091.  tit.  Agency, 
brought  by  the  agent  upon  the  contract  Motion  in  Arrest  of  Jndgnont.  —  Ad- 
of  agency  existing  between  them,  vantage  of  a  failure  to  allege  a  demand 
Coit  V,  Stewart,  50  N.  Y.  17.  before  suit  ma^  be  uken  after  verdict 

Changing  Form  of  Aotion  hy  Amend-  by  a  motion  m  arrest  of  judgment 

mont.  —  Where      the      principal      has  Heddens  r.  Younglove,  46  Ind.  212. 

brought  an  action  ex  contractu  against  Whon  Allegation  ef  Demand  Unseeee- 

the  agent  for  money  received  by  him  eary.  —  In   the   following  instances  it 

but  not  turned  over,  if  the   evidence  has  been  held  unnecessary  for  the  peti- 

shows  a  conversion  an  amendment  of  tion  to  contain  any  allegation  of  a  de- 

the  complaint  to  make  it  correspond  mand: 

with  the  proof  does  not  substantially  Where  the  action  is  one  for  trover 

change   the   nature  of    the   plaintiff's  and  conversion.     Bunger  v.  Roddy,  70 

claim   within   the   meaning  of  Comp.  Ind.  26. 

Laws  N.  Dak.,  g  4938.  Since  under  Where  the  answer  contains  an  un- 
such  a  state  of  facts  the  principal  may  qualified  denial  of  the  existence  of  the 
sue  either  for  conversion  or  in  assump-  relation  of  principal  and  agent  between 
sit  at  his  election,  a  refusal  to  permit  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant.  Wad- 
such  amendment  amounts  to  an  abuse  dell  v,  Swann,  91  N.  Car.  108,  citing 
of  discretion.  Anderson  v.  Grand  Walradt  v,  Maynard,  3  Barb.  (N.  V.) 
Forks  First  Nat.  Bank,  5  N.  Dak.  80.  584,    and     Ayer    v,    Ayer,    16    Pick. 

Bills  of  Partienlan.  —  An  answer  by  (Mass.)  327;    Lamb  fr.  Ward,  114  N. 
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b.  Arrest  of  Agents. —  In  some  states  statutes  which  prohibit 
arrest  in  civil  actions  except  certain  persons  from  their  operation, 
among  others  agents  who  embezzle  or  fraudulently  misapply 
moneys  belonging  to  their  principals.^ 

Car.  355,  fM^A'if^  Wiley  v,  Logan,  95  N.  mand,  but  that  such  objection  must  be 

Car.  358,  where  the  court  said:    **A  taken  specially   bv  exception.     Qtutre 

demand    is    not    required    where   the  whether  the  objection  when  raised  by 

agency  is  denied,  or  a  claim  set  up  ex-  answer  is  such  a  defense  as  must  be 

ceeding  the  amount  collected,  or  the  specially  pleaded.    Waddell  v.  Swann, 

agent's  responsibility  is  disputed  in  the  91  N.  Car.  108. 

answer.*'  1.  See  on  this  subject  the  full  discus- 

Where  the  agent  is  sued  for  damages  sion  contained  in  the  article  ExECU- 

for  breach  of  duty  whereby  the  princi-  tions  Against  the  Body  and  Arrest 

pal  has  obtained  less  money  than  he  in  Civil  Cases,  vol.  8,  p.  605. 

otherwise  would.     Dever  v.  Branch,  18  Kew  York.  —  Under  the  law  of  New 

Tex.  615,  citing  Mitchell  v,  McLemore,  York  the  agent,  to  be  liable  to  arrest, 

9  Tex.  151.  must    sustain    a    fiduciary    relation 

Where  the  proceeding  is  by  way  of  towards  the  principal  in  tne  transac- 

claim  filed  against  the  administrator  tion.     Decatur    v,   Goodrich,  44  Hun 

of  a  deceased  agent,  the  statement  of  (N.    Y.)    3;    Schudder    v,   Shiells,   17 

claim  need  not  contain  any  averment  How.   Pr.   (N.   Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  490; 

of  demand.     Trimble  v.   Pollock,    77  Arthurton  v.  Dalley,  20  How.   Pr.  (N. 

Ind.  576,  overruling  Hannum  v,  Curtis,  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  3x1;    Ridder  v,  Whit* 

13  Ind.  206,  and  following  Wright  v,  lock,  12  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

Jordan,  71   Ind.  i,  in  which  case  the  208;  Ostell  v.  Brough,  24  How.  Pr.  (N. 

court  said:  **  We  waive  any  discussion  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  274;    Frost  v,  M*Car- 

as  to  whether  a  special  demand  would  ger,  14  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

have  been  necessary  before  bringing  131;    Fuentes  v,  Mayorga,  7  Daly  (N. 

suit  in  this  case  against  Farquar,  were  Y.)  103;  Merrill  v,  Thomas,  7  Daly  (N. 

he  still  alive.     It  is  sufllcient  for  the  Y)393;  Goodrich  v,  Dunbar,  17. Barb, 

purposes  of  this  case  to  say  that  in  our  (N.   Y.)  644;    Clark   v,    Pinckney,   50 

opinion  a  demand  against  his  adminis-  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  226;  Duguid  v,  Edwards, 

trator  would  have  been  a  useless  cere-  50  Barb.  (N.    Y.)  288;    Sutton  v,  De- 

mony.     All  claims  against  an  estate.  Camp,  4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.) 

whether  contingent  or  absolute,  have  483;    Burhans  r.  Casey,  4  Sandf.  (N. 

to  be  filed  against  it  in  the  proper  court,  Y.)  707;  McBurney  v.  Martin,  6  Robt. 

and  the  filing  of  such  a  claim  as  the  (N.  Y.)  502;   Sioll  v.  King,  8  How.  Pr. 

one   before  us  constitutes  a  sufficient  (N.   Y.   Supreme  Ct.)  298,  where  the 

demand  against  the  administrator."  court  said:    *'  I  think  the  criterion  in 

Alleging  Dato  of  Demand.  —  The  alle-  every  such  case  is  to  determine  whether 

gation  of  demand  need  not  allege  the  the  specific  moneys  received  ought,  in 

date  upon  which  it  was  made,  but  if  it  good  faith,  to  have  been  kept  and  paid 

does  not  do  so  no  interest  can  be  recov-  over  to  the  employer,  or  whether  the 

ered  by  the  plaintiff.  Porter  v,  Grimsley,  defendant, upon  receiving  such  moneys, 

98  N.  Car.  550,  citing  Neal  v.  Freeman,  had  the  right  to  use  them  as  his  own, 

85  N.  Car.  441.  holding    himself    accountable    to    his 

Agent  nnder  Comminion  Bel  Credere.  —  principal  for  the  debt  thus  created." 

Where  the  agency  is  one  for  the  sale  of  It  need  not  be  expressly  alleged  in 

goods  on  credit,  the  agent  guarantee-  the  words  of  the  statute  that  the  fidu- 

ing   the   payment  of   the  purchaser's  ciary  capacity  exists,   but  it   will   be 

debt,  a   pMctition  in  an  action  against  sufficient  if  it  must  be  implied  from 

him  for  such  a  debt  need  not  allege  a  the    facts    set    up  in    the    complaint, 

demand  upon  the  purchaser.     Milliken  Moffatt  v.  Fulton,  132  N.  Y.  507,  refer- 

V,  Byerly,  6  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  ring  to  the  various  changes  by  amend- 

Ct.)  214.  ment  in   this  provision   of  the   code, 

Bailing  OkJMtion   fior  Want  of   Soeh  Parker,  J.,  dissenting. 

Allegation.  —  In   Dever  v.   Branch,   18  Acting  on  Foreign  Judgments, —  Where 

Tex.  615,  it  was  held  that  a  general  the  action  is  upon  a  judgment  rendered 

demurrer  to  a  petition  will  not  raise  in  a  sister  state  the  original  cause  is 

the  objection  that  it  fails  to  aver  a  de-  merged  and  the  defendant  is  not  liable 
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2.  Aotioni  by  Agent  Agminft  Prinoipal  —  a.  For  Indemnity.  — 
For  all  loss  sustained  by  an  agent  while  acting  bona  fide  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  even  though  the  loss  is  occasioned 
by  a  trespass  committed  by  hiiii,  the  law  implies  against  the 
principal  a  promise  of  indemnity  upon  which  an  action  will  lie.^ 

b.  For  Commissions —  (i)  By  ReaUestate  Agents. — In  an 
action  by  a  real-estate  agent  for  commissions,  he  must  allege  in 
his  petition  or  complaint  facts,  showing  that  he  procured  a  pur- 
chaser willing  and  able  to  take  the  property  on  the  terms  agreed 
upon.* 

to  arrest    in  any  case.    Goodrich    v,  assumpsit  will  lie  on  the  implied  prom- 

Dunbar,  17  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  644.     Contra^  ise,  and  a  declaration  in  either  form  is 

Arthurton  r.  Dalley,  20  How.  Pr.  (N.  bad  on   demurrer  unless  It  alleges  a 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  311.     But  this  rule  breach.     Citing  i  Chitty  on  Pleadings 

has  been  changed  by  Code  Civ.  Pro.  337. 

N.  Y.,  S  553,  which  makes  the  defend-  In  an  action  for  a  loss  occasioned  by 

ant  liable  to  arrest  in  an  action  upon  a  trespass  an  averment  that  (he  defend- 

such  a  judgment  the  same  as  in  actions  ant   had   notice  of  the  damages  sus- 

on  other  causes.    Baxter  v.  Drake,  85  tained  and  has  failed  to  pay  the  same 

N.  Y.  502.  is  a  good  allegation  of  a  breach,  and 

GaUforaia,  —  For  allegations  and  mat-  an  answer  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  be- 
te rs  of  practice  under  the  California  fore  the  suit  notify  the  defendant  is  not 
law  regulating  the  arrest  of  agents  responsive  thereto.  Moore  v,  Apple- 
(Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  479),  see  Porter  v.  ton.  26  Ala.  633.  34  Ala.  147. 
Hermann,  8  Cal.  619;  Matter  of  Hold*  AeUon  hy  AnotlODMr  —  SdinUr.  —  In 
forth,  I  Cal.  439.  an  action  by  an  auctioneer  against  his 

Louisiaaa.  —  Under  the  Act  of  March  principal  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  a  lack 

24,  1840,  §  10,  abolishing  imprisonment  of  power  in  the  principal  to  dispose  of 

for  debt,  but  permitting  the  arrest  of  the  goods  sold,  it  is  unnecessary  to 

an  agent  who  fraudulently  withholds  allege  In  the  complaint  that  the  prind- 

money,  the  arrest  cannot  be  made  in  pal  knew  of  the  defect  of  his  title.     His 

an  action  against  the  agent  bv  a  cred-  knowledge  is  immaterial.      Adamson 

itor  of  the  principal,  but  only  in  an  ac-  v,  Tarvis,  4  Bing.  66,  13  E.  C.  L.  343. 

tion  brought  by  the  principal  himself.  Allsgatloiii    in    Answer  —  ProoL  — 

Dunbar  v.  Hughes,  6  La.  Ann.  466.  Where  the  answer  filed  by  the  prind- 

Astions  fat   OonTsnioiL.  —  An    action  pal  simply  denies  that  any  loss  was  in- 

against  an  agent  for  conversion  is  not  curred  by  the  agent,  evidence  to  prove 

a  debt  arising  upon  contract,  but  is  for  that  certain  items  of  expense  were  an- 

damages  for  a  tort,  and  is  not  affected  reasonable  or  unnecessary  is  inadmis- 

by  a  law  prohibiting  imprisonment  for  sible.     Rico   First   Nat.   Bank   v.  Kil- 

debt,  whether  it  excepts  agents  from  gore.   10  Colo.  App.   536,  wherein  the 

its  operation  or  not.     Cotton  v.  Sharp-  court  said:  **  A  bill  of  particulars  could 

stein,  14  Wis.  226.  have  been  demanded  by  the  defendant 

For  tho  tofloliiiej  of  AfldaTits  to  hold  and  any  one  or  more  items  could  have 

to   bail    in    an  action   for  conversion  been  attacked,  but  in  order  to  create 

brought  by  the  principal,  against  his  an  issue  as  to  any  of  them  it  must  have 

agent,  see  Seidel  v.  Peschkaw,  27  N.  J.  been  done  by  affirmative  averments  in 

L.  427.  the  answer.** 

1.  Moore  v.  Appleton,  26  Ala.  633.  34  Bona  lidos  of  Agont.  —  Where  the  act 

Ala.  147,  cited  in  Vandiver  v.  Pollak,  of  the  agent  which  has  occasioned  the 

97  Ala.  467;  Gower  v.  Emery,  18  Me.  loss  amounts  to  a  trespass  upon  prop- 

79;    Stocking  V,   Sage,    i   Conn.   519;  erty  of  another,  the  declaration  must 

Adamson  v.  Jarvis.  4  Bing.  66,  13  E.  state  that  the  agent  was  without  knonrl- 

C.    L  ,343:    Huntley   v,   Sanderson,    i  edge  on  his  part  at  the  time  that  a  tres- 

Cromp.  &  M.  468;  Johnston  v.  Usborne,  pass  was  being  committed,  even  though 

II  Ad.  &  El.  549,  39  E.  C.  L.  164.  the  burden  of  proving  knowledge  in 

Either  Caso or  Aisimipsit — Breadh.  —  In  him  may  be  upon  the  principal.     Moore 

Moore  v.  Appleton,  26  Ala.  633,  34  Ala.  v,  Appleton.  26  Ala.  633,  34  Ala.  r47. 

147,   it   was   held   that  either  case  or  2.  Wright  v.   Beach,   82  Mich.  469; 
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(2)  Miscellaneous  Actions  —  OonaMn  Ommtf.  —  An  agent,  in  suing 
for  his  commissions  or  other  compensation,  may  frequently  declare 
in  the  common  counts  for  work  and  labor  done,  or  the  like.^ 

Hoefer   v,    Langhorsi,    53  Keb.   364;  Binetiiig  Ytrdiet  —  Where  it  appears 

Penter  v.  Suight,  i  Wash.  365.  from  the  undisputed  evidence  that  the 

Votiot  of  FsKbrnuuiM.  —  The  petition  would-be  purchaser,  although  he  paid 

or  complaint  must  contain  allegations  some    money    down,    finally    refused 

showing  not  only  that  the  agent  has  arbitrarily  to  make  the  purchase,  a  ver- 

performed  the  services  required,  but  diet  for  the   principal  is  properly  di- 

that  the  principal  had  knowledge  of  reeled.     Hildenbrandf.  Lillis,  loColo. 

such  performance.     Penter  v.  Staight,  App.  522. 

I  Wash.  365.  General  Denial  and  Proof.  —  A  defense 

Allegation  of  Ptrfbnnaaoo.  —  A  con-  that  the  principal  merely  had  an  option 
tract  entered  into  between  the  princi-  on  the  land  or  was  endeavoring  to  pur- 
pal  and  the  agent  reserved  to  the  chase  it  himself,  and  that  the  agent 
principal  the  right  of  making  a  sale,  had  knowledge  of  those  facts,  goes  in 
but  stated  that  in  case  he  did  so,  the  confession  and  avoidance  of  the  cause 
agent  was  to  receive  the  same  fee  as  if  of  action  and  cannot  be  proved  under 
the  sale  had  been  effected  by  him.  the  general  denial.  Quick  v,  Sachsse, 
The  sale   having  been  made  by  the  31  Neb.  312. 

principal,  it  was  held  in  an  action  by  Yarianoo.  —  An    objection    on    the 

the  agent  for  his  commission  that  the  ground  of  variance  for  the  reason  that 

petition  need  not  allege  any  perform-  the  petition  alleges  that  the  purchaser 

ance    of    its    terms.        Singleton    v,  was  ready  and  willing  to  buy,  while 

O'Blenis,  125  Ind.  151.  the  evidence  shows  only  that  he  was 

Aotion  Agaiast  Hnsbaad  and  Wifii. —  ready  and  able,  cannot  be  taken  for 

Where  the  action  is  brought  against  a  the   first  time  on  appeal.     Hoeffer  v, 

husband  and  wife  to  recover  commis-  Langhorst,  53  Neb.  364. 

sions  for  the  sale  of  the  wife's  real  es-  Bpooial  Plea  Hot  Amonnting  to  Ooneral 

tate,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  that  it  Isono.  —  Where  the  declaration  contains 

was  sold  for  her  use,  and  at  her  instance  no  allegation  of  agency  a  mere  recital 

and  request,  in  order  to  charge  her  sep-  in  a  special  plea  setting  off  damages 

arate  estate,  but  a  necessity  for  the  sale  that  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff  caused  the 

must    be  averred    in    some    suitable  damage,  he  *'  not  being  the  agent  of 

language.     Fenn  v.  Early,  113  Pa.  St.  the  said  defendant,"  is  not  a  denial  of 

264.  the  agency  so  as  to  make  the  plea  bad 

mils    of    Partlenlars.  —  Where    the  as  amounting  to  the  general    issue, 

declaration  declares  on  a  contract  un-  McEwen  v.  Kerfoot,  37  111.  530. 

der  which  the  plaintiff  was  only  to  find  1.  Solly  v.  Weiss,  8  Taunt.  371,  4  E. 

a  purchaser  willing  to  purchase,  the  C.  L.  137,  citinj^  Caruthers  v,  Graham, 

terms  and  conditions  of  the  sale  to  be  14  East  578;  Bibb  v,  Allen,  149  U.  S. 

arranged  between  the    principal    and  481.    See  also  articles  Saxjks;   Work 

such  purchaser,  a  demand  for  a  bill  of  and  Labor. 

particulars  of  the  terms  of  the  sale,  Dssoription    of    lorrieii.  —  In    Ches- 

when  it  was  made,  and  by  whom,  is  brough  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  26 

properly  denied.     Foley  v.  Jennings,  9  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  9,   13   How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 

Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  105.  557,  it  was  held  that  the  common  count 

To  a  count  upon  a  quantum  meruit  for  work  and  labor  was  insufficient  un- 

for  commissions  the  principal  answered  less  it  contained  a  designation  or  de- 

that  the  purchaser  procured  would  buy  scription  of  the  character  of  the  serv- 

only  on  different  terms  and  for  a  differ-  ices  rendered,  but  that  advantage  of 

ent  sum  from  any  authorized  by  her,  in  the  failure  to  allege  such  a  description 

consequence  of  which  the  agent  agreed  could  be  taken  only  on  motion  to  make 

to  take  for  his  services  an  amount  then  the  complaint  more  definite  and  cer- 

agreed  upon  and   paid.     It   was  held  tain,  and  not  on  demurrer, 

that  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  terms  Agent  WrongfUly Disohargod. — Where 

upon  which  the  purchaser  agreed  to  a  servant  or  agent  is  wrongfully  dis- 

buy,  the   amount  paid   to  the  agent,  charged  by  a  master  or  principal,  he 

and  when  and  where  it  was  paid,  was  may  sue  for  a  breach  of  contract  or 

properly  reauired.     Murray  v,  Mabie,  elect. to  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded 

55  Hun  (N.  Y.)  38.  and  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  for 
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Yaiiovi  OtlMT  Kattet  of  pleading  and  practice  will  be  found  dis- 
cussed in  the  notes.* 

c.  Pleading  and  Proof  —  Doabu  Smpii^yamt.  —  The  defense 
that  the  plaintiff  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  both  parties  without 

his  services.    Ehriich  v,  iEtna  L.  Ins.  defendant  never  promised  to  pay  for 

Co.,  88  Mo.  249  \ciHng  Ream  v.  Wat-  any  such  services,"  is  an  admission 

kins,  27  Mo.  516];  Prickett  v.  Badger,  that  the   services  were    rendered    as 

I  C.  B.  N.  S.  296,  87  E.  C.   L.  296;  claimed,  but  whether  the  circumstances 

Glenn  v.  Davidson,  37  Md.  365;  New-  are  such  that  the  services  were  ren- 

comb  V.  Imperial  L.  Ins.  Co.,  51  Fed.  dered  gratuitously  or  the  law  will  im- 

Rep.  725,  where  the  court  said:  "To  ply  a  promise  to   pay    a    reasonable 

maintain  such  an  action  it  is  necessary  compensation  therefor    is  a  question 

that  the  complaint  should  show  either  yrhich  must  be  determined  by  the  jury, 

that  the   agency  was  wrongfully  ter-  Smiley  v.  Anderson,  28  Neb.  100. 

minated  by  the  defendant,  or  that  the  Allsgatlons    of   CoaspiraQy.  —  AUega- 

defendant  has  in  some  respect  violated  lions  contained  in  an  answer  showing 

the  agency  contract."  a  tort  on  the  part  of  the  agent,  as  con- 

If  the  petition  states  a  cause  of  spiracy  to  have  the  property  of  the  de- 
action  for  breach  of  contract  between  fendant  sold  and  bought  in  by  him. 
the  principal  and  the  agent,  the  fact  circulating  false  reports  that  the  de- 
that  it  asks  to  have  the  damages  fendant  was  bankrupt,  its  aflfairs  a 
assessed  as  upon  a  quantum  valebat  swindle,  etc.,  are  not  matters  showing 
will  not  render  it  bad  on  a  general  de-  a  violation  of  contract  on  the  part  of 
murrer.  Newcomb  v.  Imperial  L.  Ins.  the  plaintiff  and  are  properly  stricken 
Co.,  51  Fed.  Rep.  723.  out  on  motion.     Bates  v.  Sierra  Nevada 

If  the  petition  contains  two  counts.  Lake  Water,  etc.,  Co.,  18  Cal.  171. 

one  for  breach  of  contract  and  the  other  Affidavit  of  Definss.  —  For   the  snfli- 

for  a  quantum  meruit^  the  plalntifif  will  ciency  of  an  affidavit  of  defense  in  an 

be  required  on  motion  to  elect  upon  action  to  recover  commissions  for  sell- 

which  count  he  will  proceed.     Ehriich  ing    books,    see    Murphy  v.   Stanley- 

V.  i£tna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  88  Mo.  249.  Bradley  Pub.  Co.,  155  Pa.  St.  25. 

1.  Admiiiioiis.  —  An  admission  by  the  Bills  of  Partlenlars.  —  Where  the  action 

principal  in  his  answer  that  the  plain-  is  on  a  special  contract  to  pay  a  fixed 

tiff  was  employed  as  agent  and  served  sum  for  services  requiring  successive 

as  such  for  some  months  does  not  im-  acts  all  contributing  to  its  fulfilment, 

ply  that  there  was  a  special  contract  of  the  agent  cannot  be  required  to  furnish 

employment  for  a  year.     Boogher  v,  a  till  of  particulars  of  each  service.    If 

Maryland  L.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Mo.  App.  592,  any  of  the  agreements  or  requests  is  io 

distinguished    in    Cross    v.    Atchison,  writing  he  may  be  compelled  so  to  state, 

etc.,  R.  Co.,  141  Mo.  132,  affirming  "ji  giving  dates,  tenor,  and  effect,  and  by 

Mo.  App.  585.     See  also  NicMillan  v.  whom    signed.        Fry    v.    Manhattan 

Saratoga,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  20  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  Trust  Co.,  4  Misc.    Rep.  (N.    Y.)  611, 

449,  an  action  brought  by  an  agent  or  (Super.  Ct.)  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  573. 

servant  for  personal  injuries,  in  which  A  bill  of  particulars  in  an  action  by 

it  was  held  that  an  allegation  in  the  an  agent  or  manager  for  the  value  of 

petition  that  he  was  employed  by  the  his  services  cannot  be  amended  to  set 

principal  at  the  time  of  the  injury  was  up  a  new  and  distinct  cause  of  action 

not  an  admission  of  any  particular  con-  for  services  under  a  different  contract, 

tract  of  employment.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  91  Ga. 

An  admission  by  the  principal  in  his  745. 

answer  as  well  as  in  the  testimonv  of  Where  a  defendant,  in  an  action  by 

his  witnesses  that  certain  commissions  an  architect  for  the  value  of  his  serr- 

are  due  is  binding  upon  him,  and  it  is  ices,  sets  up  a  counterclaim  containing 

erroneous  for  the  court  to  submit  such  general  allegations  of  damage  resulting 

amounts    to    the    jury.       Browne    r.  from  breaches  of  duty  and  mistakes  on 

Stecher  Lithographic    Co.,   24  N.   Y.  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  he  may  be  re- 

App.  Div.  480.  quired  to  furnish  a  bill  of  particulars  of 

An  answer  which  alleges  that  "  the  the  various  items.    Conover  v.  Knight, 

plaintiff  never  performed  the  services  84  Wis.  639. 

claimed    at  defendant's  request,  and  Allegations  in  an  answer  that  the 
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the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue  or  general  denial  to  defeat  a  recovery  of  com- 
pensation; it  must  be  specially  pleaded*^ 

XridtoM  of  VigUgiiwt.  —  It  is  Otherwise  with  evidence  of  gross 
negligence  and  unskilfulness  in  the  conduct  of  the  agency^  which 
is  admissible  under  the  general  plea.* 

S.  Aooonnts  and  Aooounting  —  a.  Common-law  Action  of 
Account.  —  It  seems  that  the  common-law  action  of  account 
would  lie  against  the  agent  at  the  suit  of  the  principal  where  the 
failure  to  pay  over  money  amounted  to  a  breach  of  trust  and  t^e 
sum  due  was  uncertain ;  but  such  action  is  no  longer  of  impor- 
tance except  in  a  very  few  states,  where  it  exists  in  a  modified 
form.* 

{>Iaintifif  did  not    perform,    and   neg-  fense  of  double  employment    is    not 

ected,   failed,  and  refused  to  do  so,  specially  pleaded  must  be  taken  in  the 

amount  merely  to  a  specific  denial  of  trial  court,  or  it  will  be  waived, 

allegations  of  performance  contained  8.  Harvey  v.  Cook,  24  111.  App.  134^ 

in  the  complaint,  and  a  bill  of  particu-  8.  See  on  this  subject  the  article  Ac-, 

lars  of  the  times  and  manner  of  such  counts  and  Accounting,  vol.  x,  p.  83; 

nonperformance  cannot  be    required,  also  Wetmore   v,   Woodbridge,  Kirby 

Bainbridge    v.    Friedlander,   7    Misc.  (Conn.)  164;  Avery  v.  Kinsman,  Kirby 

Rep.  (N.  Y.  City  Ct.)  227.  (Conn.)  354;  Pettibone  v.  Pettlbone,  4 

In  an  action  against  a  principal  for  Day    (Conn.)    175 ;    Bushnell    v,    Mc- 

damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  giving  Cauley,  7  Cal.  421;  McCaskill  c^.  Mc- 

to  the  agent  the  exclusive  sale  of  the  Bryde,  2  Dev.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  265;  Kerr 

goods  within  certain  territory,  if  the  v.  Camden  Steam  Boat  Co.,  i  Cheves 

petition   alleges  a  breach   caused   by  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  189. 

the  defendant  through  other  agents,  **  A  form  of  action  rarely  used, 
the  plaintiff  may  be  compelled  to  fur-  Strictly  it  lay  only  against  a  bailiff  or 
nish  a  bill  of  particulars,  giving  the  receiver,  and  required  him  to  render  an 
names  of  the  agents,  the  names  of  the  account  of  moneys  received  by  him  as 
purchasers  from  them,  and  of  places  such  bailiff  or  receiver.  But,  being 
where  the  sales  were  made.  Roberts  found  a  most  convenient  form  of 
V.  Safety  Buggy  Co.,  i  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  action,  it  was  extended  to  cases  where 
74,  wherein  the  court  said:  *'  The  de-  the  person  called  upon  to  account  was 
fendant  should  not  be  put  to  the  neces-  neitlier  bailiff  nor  authoriied  receiver, 
siiy  of  compelling  the  attendance  in  if  he  had  in  any  way  "received  and  re- 
court  of  each  of  its  agents,  and  of  every  tained  money  which  it  waS  his  duty  to 
person  to  whom  it,  through  its  agents,  hand  over  to  the  claimant."  2  Chitty 
has  sold  vehicles,  to  be  ready  to  meet  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  38. 
the  testimony  of  any  one  witness  or  Allsgatioiis.  — -A  request  to  account 
more  who  may  be  put  upon  the  stand  and  pay  over  the  balance  due  must  be 
to  prove  the  breach  of  the  contract  stated  in  the  declaration  and  be  sup- 
alleged  in  the  complaint.  That  would  ported  by  proof.  Bushnell  v»  Mc- 
be  imposing  upon  It  a  burden  which  it  Cauley,  7  Cal.  421. 
should  not  bear."  In  such  action  the  petition  heed  not* 

1.  MacFee  v,   Horan,  40  Minn.  30;  allege  that   the  defendants  have  col-. 

Reese  v.  Garth,  36  Mo.  App.  641,  where  lected  any  part  of  the  money  or' that 

the  court  said:  "  This  defense,  so  far  they  have  been  guilty  of  negligenc6*in 

as  pleading  is  concerned,  is  not  unlike  failing  to  collect.     Bougher  v»  Scobey,' 

that  of  champerty,  gaming,  usury,  and  16  Ind.  151.                                        ' 

the  like."  Conourrdnt  B«msdj  in  Equity -^  Penin- 

Waiving  Otjeetion.  —  In  New  York  sylvania. —The  inconvenience  and  diffi-' 
Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  National  Protection  culties  met  with  in  a  successful  prose- 
Ins.  Co.,  14  N.  Y.  85,  which  was  an  cution  of  the  Pennsylvania  acUoh  6f 
action  by  one  principal  on  a  contract  account  render  led  to  the  legislieitive 
made  by  an  agent  of  the  defendant,  it  Act  of  August  13,  1840.  giving  a  con- 
was  held  that   objection  that  the  de-  current  remedy  to  the  principal  by  bill 
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I.  Accounting  in  Equity  — (i)  BiU  by  Principal— {^)  i^ 
••■mL  —  The  bare  relation  of  principal  and  agent  will  not  give 
jurisdiction  to  courts  of  equity  to  entertain  a  bill  for  an  account-^ 
ing  brought  by  the  former  against  the  latter.  *  The  agent  must 
either  sustain  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  principal  in  the  transac- 
tions involved,  so  that  the  failure  to  account  amounts  to  a  breach, 
of  trust,*  or  the  account  must  consist  of  more  than  a  single  trans- 

in  equity.     Reesidc  v.  Reeside,  49  Pa.  Iftdiana.  —  English    v.     DcTarro,    $. 

St.  322,  cited  in  Harrington  r.  Florence  Blackf.  (Ind.)  5^.     See  also  Jndah  v. 

Oil  Co..  178  Pa.  St.  444.  Dyott,  3  Blackf.  (Ind.)  324. 

Aetion  B«twe«A  Lsgal  SsprMantotiTM.  Pennsylvania,  —  Gallagher     v.    GaU- 

—  That  both  the  agent  and  the  princi-  lagher,  6  Phila.  (Pa.)  528,  25  Leg.  Int^ 

pal  are  deceased,  or  either  of  them,  and  (Pa.)  21;  Wagner  v,  Peteison,  83  Pa., 

their  estates  in  the  process  of  settle-  St.  238;  Richey  v,  Hathaway,  149.  Pa. 

ment  in  the  Orphans'  Court,  does  not  Sl   207;    Smith   v,  Austin,  4   Brews.. 

prevent  the  bringing  of  an  action  of  (Pa.)  89. 

account  render  in  a  court  of  law  hav-  England,  —  Hartup   v,  WardloTe.  » 

ing  jurisdiction  over  such  suits.     Mc-  Show.  301 ;   Lincoln  v,  Topcliff,  Cro. 

Lean  v.  Wade,  53  Pa.  St.  X46.  Eliz.   644;    Anonymous,    11   Mod.  9a; 

Ordtriag  Aoeevat  in  Law  AotloB.  —  In  Wilkin  cr.  Wilkin,  i  Salk.  9;  Poultcr  9. 

an  action  at  law  by  a  principal  against  Cornwall,  i  Salk.  9;  Scolt  v,  Surmao,. 

an  agent  no  account  will  be  ordered  Willes  400. 

where    the    principal     seeks     merely  Lower  Canada.  —  The  remedy  of  an 

specific  sums  misappropriated,  and  no  agent  in  Lower  Canada,  where  the  civil 

necessity  for  a  general  accounting  is  law  obtains,  to  recover  sums  due  him 

apparent.     Matthews  v.  Wilson,  27  Mo.  from  the  principal  is  an  actio  mandati 

155.  contraria^  with  a  tender  of  his  reddUiom 

AMompiit  and  Aetfon  of  Aooooat.  —  It  de  comfte.     Hunt  v.  Taplin,   24  Can. 

is  frequently  a  difficult  matter  to  de-  Sup.  Cft.  Rep.  36,  where  the  court  saidr 

termine  in  what  cases  the  action  of  ac-  "  Any  one  who  has  acted  as  agent  for 

count  should  be  brought    instead  of  another  has  an   aciion    to    force    his 

assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  principal    to    receive    a    reddtHon   de- 

The  distinction  between  these  different  compte.    A  comptabU  has  the  same  right 

forms  of  aciion  is  stated  by  Agnew,  J.,  to  exact  from  his  unwilling  principal 

in  Reeside  v.  Reeside,  49  Pa.  St.  322,  a  settlement  of  their  accounts  that  a 

in  the  following  language:   '*  This,  I  principal  has  from  an  unwilling  rMt/A- 

take  it,  is  the  true  ground  of  distinc-  aHe,     Bioche,  proc.  vo.  Compte  Nn.  a.*** 

tion  in  such  cases,  by  which  we  deter-  1.  Marvin  v.  Brooks,  94  N.  Y.  71;. 

mine  whether  the    action  should  be  Zetelle  v.  Myers,  19  Gratt.  (Va.)  68;. 

assumpsit  or  account  render,  to  wit.  Hunter  v.  Belcher,  a  De  G.  J.  &  S.  194;. 

the  duty  to  pay,  or  to  account;  a  dis-  Barry  v.  Stevens,  31  Beav    asS;  King 

tinction  inhering  in  the  very  nature  of  v,  Rossett,  2  Y.  &  J.  33;  Hemings  v. 

the    undertaking    itself.      When    the  Pugh,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  1134. 

promise,  expressed  or  implied,  involves  t.  Illinois,  —  Weaver  v.  Fisher,  no 

the  duty  of  direct  payment  to  the  plain-  111.  146;  Davis  v,  Hamlin,  108  111.  39: 

tiff,  assumpsit  is  the  proper  form  of  Clapp  v.  Emery,  98  111.  533;  Smith  v. 

action;   as  where  a  co-obligee  or  co-  Wright,  49  111.  403. 

tenant  receives  the  whole  sum  to  which  New  York,  —  Marvin  ff.  Brooks,  94 

both  are  entitled.    Gillis  v.  M'Kinney,  N.  Y.  71;  West  v.  Brewster,  i  Duer  (N. 

6  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  78.     But   where  the  Y.)647;  Ellas  v.  Lock  wood,  Clarke  Ch^ 

duty  is  not  direct,  but  one  of  outlay  in  (N.  Y.)  311. 

the  performance  of  a  trust  or  business  Virginia,  —  Vilwig     v,      Baltimore, 

which  from  its  nature  requires  an  ex-  etc.,  R.  Co.,  79  Va.  449:  Thornton  r. 

hibit  of  the  sums  expended,  before  the  Thornton,  31  Gratt.  (Va.)  212;  Simmons^ 

direct  duty  can  arise,  the  legal  require-  v.  Simmons,  33  Gratt.  (Va.)  451;  Segar 

ment    is    to   render  an  account,   and  v.  Parrish,  ao  Gratt.  (Va.)  672:  Zetelle  t*. 

assumpsit  will  not  lie  till  the  balance  Myers,   19  Gratt.  ^a.)  68;    Berkshire 

be  ascertained.*'    To  the  same  effect  v.  Evans,  4  Leigh  (Va.)  223. 

see:  Wisconsin,  —  Rippe    v,   Stodgill,  6c 
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action  —  must  be,  in  fact,  of  so  complicated  a  nature  that  the 
remedy  at  law  is  inadequate.^ 

Wis.   38;    Merrill  v,  Merrill,  53  Wis.  Heisk.  (Tean.)  89;  Givens  v,  Tidmore, 

522.  8  Ala.  745;  Mackenzie  v,  Johnston,  4. 

United StaUs.  —  Colonial,  etc.,  Mortg.  Madd.    373.       Dissenting    opinion    of 

Co.  V.  Hutchinson  Mortg.  Co.,  44  Fed.  Dunkin,  C.,  in  Kerr  v.  Camden  Steam 

Rep.  219  {citing  Taylor  v,  Benham,  5  Boat  Co.,  i  Cheves  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  789. 
Ho«r.  (U.  S.)233];  Brewer  t/.  Caldwell,        Where  the  only  ground  for  jurisdic* 

4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,849.  ^^on  is  the  necessity  for  a  discovery  of 

England,  —  Moxon  v.  Bright,  L.  R.  4  evidence,  no  fiduciary  relation  or  com- 

Ch.  292;  Atty.-Gen.  t/.  Edmunds,  L.  R.  plication  of  accounts  being  disclosed,  a 

6  Eq.  381  \citing  Foley  v.  Hill.  2  H.  L.  bill  will  not  lie,  since  discovery  may 

Cas.  28];    Makepeace  v.  Rogers,  4  De  be  obtained  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law. 

G.  J.  &  S.  649;  Pearse  v.  Green,  i  Jac.  Moxon  c.  Bright,  L.  R.  4Ch.  292  \citing 

&  W.  135;  Power  V.  Power,  13  Ir,  L.  Smith  v.  Leveaux,  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  ij; 

Rep.  281.  King  v,  Rossett,  2  Y.  &  J.  33;  Vilwtg 

AfSBt  Proflting  at  Sxptiii«  of  FrlBfllpaL  v.  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  79  Va.  449, 

—  A  principal  is  entitled  to  an  account  where  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  courts- 

in  equity  from  his  agent  who  has  used  by  reason  of  the  breach  of   trust  is* 

the  money  or  property  of  the  latter  to  stated  as  follows:  **  As  courts  of  equity 

make  profit  for  himself.     Neis  v.  Far-  have  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  trustee 

quharson,  9  Wash.  508;  Coursin's  Ap-  and  cestui  que  trusty  where  \iit  cestui  que- 

peal,  79  Pa.  St.  220;  Hardwicke  v.  Ver-  trust  demands  an  account  of  moneys 

non,   4  Ves.   Jr.  411,  14  Ves.  Jr.  504;  received  under  the  trust  under  the  gen* 

Massey  v.  Davies,  2  Ves.  Jr.  317.  eral  equity  for  enforcement  of  trusts. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  so  '  a  corresponding  equity  exists  as- 
several  agents  in  a  transaction,  to  re-  against  an  agent  or  steward,  or  a  per- 
cover  profits  which  the  agents  had  son  in  anv  similar  character,  who  is- 
secretly  made  at  bis  expense,  one  of  bound  by  his  office  to  render  regular 
the  agents  who  was  not  concerned  in  accounts.  And  if  he  fails  to  render 
the  fraud  is  properly  joined  as  a  party  such  accounts,  his  employer  will  have 
plaintiff.  Crump  v,  Ingersoll,  44  an  equity,  arising  out  of  the  agent's 
Minn.  84.  failure  of  duty  to  have  the  accounts* 

Mli^oiadsr  of  OansM.  —  A  bill  which  taken  in  the  court  of  chancery,  where 
contains  averments  of  numerous  acts  the  evidence  may  be  supplied  by  dis- 
of  misconduct  arising  out  of  the  trans-  covery  on  oath.'     '  This  equity  does- 
actions  between  the  principal  and  the  not  originate,'   says  Adams,  *  in  the 
agent,  each  causing  loss  to  the  princi-  mere  want  of  discovery,  which  will  not 
pal,  states  only  a  single  cause  of  ac-  *    *    *    confer  a  jurisdiction    for  re- 
tion,  and  a  demurrer  for  misjoinder  of  lief,  but  in  the  additional  ingredient, 
causes  will  not  lie.    San  Pedro  Lum-  that  such  want  has  been  caused  by 
ber  Co.   v.    Reynolds,   iiz    Cal.   588;  the  defendant's  fault.'    Adams's  Eq., 
Walker  v.  Spencer,  45  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  ^S  220-121." 
71:  Rippe  r.  Stogdill,  61  Wis.  38.  Whore  Agent  Is  Midpal's  Adnlnis* 

Bill  for  IMsosTsry.  —  It  seems  to  be  trater.  —  In  Carter  v.  Cutting,  5  Munf. 
questioned  by  some  authorities  whether  (Va.)  223,  it  was  held  that  where  an 
a  breach  of  trust  is  sufficient  to  give  agent  from  whom  the  principal  is  en- 
jurisdiction  to  a  court  of  equity  to  en-  titled  to  an  accounting  becomes  his  ad- 
tertain  the  bill  where  no  aiscovery  is  ministrator  upon  his  decease,  he  may 
asked  or  needed,  i  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  be  called  upon  to  settle  hi^  agency  ac- 
(13th  ed.),  S  464,  where  it  is  said  that  counts  at  the  same  time  that  he  settles 
'*  the  true  source  of  jurisdiction  in  such  his  administration  accounts.  Approved' 
cases  is  not  the  mere  notion  of  a  virtual  in  Trevelyan  v,  Lofft,  83  Va.  141. 
trust,  for  then  equity  jurisdiction  would  1.  Givens  v,  Tidmore,  8  Ala.  745; 
cover  every  case  of  bailment.  But  it  Halsted  v.  Rabb,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  63  [rt/. 
is  the  necessity  of  reaching  the  facts  ing  Porter  v,  Spencer,  2  Johns.  Ch. 
by  a  discovery;  and  having  jurisdiction  (>f.  V.)  171J;  San  Pedro  Lumber  Co.  r. 
for  such  a  purpose,  the  court,  to  avoid  Reynolds,  iii  Cal.  588;  Powers  v, 
multiplicity  of  suits,  will  proceed  to  Cray,  7  Ga.  206;  Coquillard  v.  Suy- 
administer  the  proper  relief."  To  the  dam,  8  Biackf.  (Ind.)  25;  Durant  v^ 
same  effect  see  Taylor  v,  Tompkins,  2  Einstein,  5  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  423;  Walker 
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(b)  ▲lit(ftti«Bs  of  Thittd*  MltulM,  He.  —  Where  one  of  these  grounds 
for  jurisdiction  exists,  the  bill  need  not  contain  allegations  of 
fraud,  mistake,  and  the  like  which  go  to  show  jurisdiction  on  gen- 
eral equitable  grounds.^ 

(e)  GroM-bUl  iij  Agmt  —  Equity,  having  acquired  jurisdiction,  may 
investigate  the  whole  transaction  for  the  purpose  of  giving  com- 
plete relief.  The  agent,  therefore,  is  not  relegated  to  his  remedy 
in  law  to  recover  for  money  advanced  or  for  his  commissions,  but 
he  may  filie  a  cross-bill  therefor.* 

(d)  Plea  of  Btotttto  of  Umlutioiii.  —  An  agent  who  stands  in  fiduciary 

V,  Spencer,  45  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.   71;  can  examine  adverse  parties  as  wit- 

Kerr  v,  Camden  Steam   Boat  Co.,   x  nesses. 

Cheves   £q.   (S.   Car.)   189;   Taylor  v,  1.  Neis  v,  Farquharson,  9  Wash.  508; 

Tompkins,  a  Heisk.(Tenn.)  89;  Thorn-  Makepeace  t/.  Rogers,  4  De  G.  J.  &  5. 

ton  V,  Thornton,  31  Gratt.  (Va.)  212;  649. 

Makepeace  v»  Rogers,  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  Whoro  Aoooant  Is  iCatod — Bnoptioa. 

649;  Navulshaw  v  Brownrigg,  2  De  G.  —  Where  the  account  existing  between 

M.  &  G.  441,  cited  in  Moxon  v.  Bright,  the  principal  and  the  agent  has  been 

L.  R.  4  Ch.  292.  stated  b^  them,  equity  will   not  have 

BiU  Against  itowazdi.  —  This  ground  jurisdicuon  to  reopen  the  balance 
of  jurisdiction  is  frequently  invoked  in  struck  except  a  special  case  is  made 
a  bill  by  a  principal  against  his  steward  by  alleging  fraud,  surprise,  and  the 
who  has  been  in  charge  and  control  of  like  in  the  settlement.  Philips  v,  Bel- 
affairs,  extending  perhaps  over  a  long  den,  a  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  x;  Raht  r. 
period  of  years,  i  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  Union  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  5  Lea  (Tenn.) 
(13th  ed.).  %  462,  note  i.  i;  Makepeace  v,  Rogers,  4  De  G.  J.  & 

Aoeonnts  AU  on  Ono  Sido.  -^  Where  the  S.  649.  See  also  Wellford  v,  Chanod- 
accounts  are  so  complicated  that  the  lor,  5  Gratt.  (Va.)  39;  Hunter  r. 
remedy  at  law  is  inadequate,  it  is  Belcher,  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  194. 
unnecessary  that  there  should  exist  iBtroduoing  Soeh  AUegatioBS  bj  Aaod- 
mutual  accounts  between  the  parties,  meiit. —  Where  the  bill  discloses  00 
but  the  bill  will  lie  even  though  the  ground  for  equitable  interference  ex- 
accounts  are  all  on  one  side.  Make-  cept  that  the  relation  of  principal  and 
peace  v.  Rogers.  4  De  G.  T.  &  S.  649  agent  existed  between  the  parties,  an 
\explaining  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  9  Hare  amendment  charging  fraud  will  not  be 
471];  Kerr  r.  Camden  Steam  Boat  Co.,  permitted  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction. 
I  Cheves  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  189.  Barry  «/.  Stevens,  31  Beav.  258. 

Statutory  Chaagos.  —  The    fact    that  t.  Hutchinson  v.  Van  Voorhis,  54  K. 

under  modem  laws  it  has  become  un-  J.  Eq.  439:  Clark  v.  Lee,  21  Iowa  374. 

necessary  to  resort  to  equity  in  order  to  See  also  Dunwidie  v,  Kerley.  6  J.  J. 

obtain  a  discovery  of  evidence  does  not  Marsh.  (Ky.)  501. 

take  away  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  AUogations  in  Gioss-MU.  —  It  is  proper 

entertain  a  bill  by  the  principal  against  for  such  a  cross-bill  to  set  out   the 

his  agent  for  an  accounting  wherever  delicacy  and  difficulty  of  the  services 

it  might  have  been  brought  before  the  rendered  and  the  effect  which  the^  work 

enactment  of  such  laws.     Scfawickerath  has  had  on  the  physical  condition  of 

V.  Lohen,  48  Wis.  599;  Segar  v.  Par-  the  agent,  as  elements  in  determining 

rish,  20  Gratt.  (Va.)  680.  the  value  of   such   services.     But  in- 

Eomody  nndor  Code.  —  In  Marvin  v.  sinuations    against    the    complainanc 

Brooks,  94  N.  Y.  71,  it  was  said  that  that  he  has  taken   advantage  of  the 

the  reason  for  resorting  to  equity  be-  agent's  condition  of  mind  and_  body 

cause  of  the  complicated  character  of  and  absence  from  the  jurisdiction  of 

the  accounts  or  the  need  of  a  discovery,  the  court  to  commence  the  suit  are 

if  it  can  be  said  to  exist  at  all,  is  very  both     scandalous     and     impeninent. 

slight,  since  a  court  of  law  can  send  to  and  should  be  stricken  out.     Hutch- 

a  referee  a  long  account  too  compli-  inson   v.  Van  Voorhis,   54   N.  J.  Eq. 

cated  for  the  handling  of  a  jury  and  439. 
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relations  to  his  principal  cannot  plead  the  statute  of  limitations 
in  bar  of  a  suit  for  an  accounting.^ 

(o)  OoiU.  —  Where  the  rendition  of  accounts  is  demanded  of  the 

agent  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  he  neglects  or 
refuses  to  comply  with  the  demand,  he  is  chargeable  with  interest 
and  costs.* 

(f)  ]Elf€«llftii6oiu  Xattan.  —  Various  matters  relating  to  parties, 
allegations  in  bill,  and  procedure  will  be  found  in  the  notes.' 

1.  Burdick  v,  Gerrick,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  file  an  opposition  if  he  chooses.  Lillie 
233  \Mstinguiihing  In  re  Hindmarsh,  I  v,  Lillie,  48  La.  Ann.  726. 
Dr.  &  Sm.  129];  Hardwicke  v.  Vernon,  Jnry  Trial  on  Law  Iisnes  —  Jndgmont 
14  Ves.  Jr.  504,4  Ves.  Jr.  4T1;  Power  IXrithoiit  General  Aooonnting.  ^- where 
V,  Power,  13  Ir.  L.  Rep.  287.  the  complaint  of  a  principal  contains 
S,  CoUyer  v,  Dudley,  i  T.  &  R.  421;  allegations  making  out  a  cause  of  con- 
Carlson  V,  Beckman,  35  Neb.  392;  Jel-  version  at  law  as  to  some  items  and 
licoe  V,  Price,  i  Y.  &  Coll.  Ch.  74;  also  one  in  equity  for  a  discovery  and 
Hardwicke  v,  Vernon,  14  Ves.  Jr.  504,  an  accounting,  the  agent,  in  order  to 
4  Ves.  Jr.  411;  Burke  v.  Teller,  11  Pa.  obtain  a  jury  trial  on  the  law  issues, 
Co.  Ct.  Rep.  59.  must  make  a  specific  demand  for  the 
Where  Demand  UnneeeiMry.  —  No  de-  trial  of  such  issues.  A  general  de- 
mand for  an  accounting  is  necessary  mand  is  insufficient.  In  such  case, 
in  order  that  the  successful  principal  where  the  trial  is  had  in  equity,  no 
may  recover  costs  where  the  agent  proper  demand  having  been  made,  if 
denies  any  liability  on  his  part  and  the  court  finds  that  certain  items  of 
contests  the  case  throughout  on  that  money  and  goods  have  been  converted, 
theory.  Carlson  v.  Beckman,  35  Neb.  it  may  render  judgment  against  the 
392.  agent  for  those  amounts  without  re- 
Amount  in  Contreveny.  —  Since  such  quiring  a  general  accounting.  If,  as  a 
an  action  cannot  be  brought  before  a  matter  of  fact,  they  have  been  ac- 
justice  of  the  peace,  but  only  in  courts  counted  for,  i(  is  for  the  defendant  to 
having  equity  jurisdiction,  the  fact  show  it.  Greenleaf  v,  Egan,  30  Minn, 
that  the  amount  in  con  trovers  v  is  less  316. 

than  two  hundred  dollars  will  have  no  Bill  of  Partionlars. —  '*  If,  in  a  suit 
bearing  on  the  question  of  costs,  like  this,  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the 
Carlson  v,  Beckman,  35  Neb.  392.  plaintiff's  claim  can  with  any  propriety 
8.  Where  the  Aotion  for  an  Aooounting  be  required  at  all,  before  a  reference 
Is  Governed  \f  a  Statute  which  pre-  to  take  an  account  is  ordered,  I  am 
scribes  no  method  by  which  the  ac-  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  can  only  be 
count  shall  be  taken  or  stated,  it  is  no  obtained  under  a  special  order  of  the 
objection  that  the  court  itself  finds  the  court,  founded  upon  an  application 
amount  due  upon  evidence  introduced  showing  its  necessity."  Westz^.  Brew- 
before  it,  although  such  procedure  is  a  ster,  i  Duer  (N.  Y.)  647. 
departure  from  the  former  practice  in  Most  Be  Brought  by  Principal.  —  A 
chancery,  where  reference  was  made  mere  agent  cannot  be  called  upon  to 
to  auditors  for  the  taking  of  the  ac-  render  an  account  by  any  one  except 
count.  Neis  v,  Farquharson,  9  Wash,  his  principal.  Atty.-Gen.  v,  Chester- 
508.  field,  18  Beav.  596. 

(hi  a  Complaint  Hot  Asking  for  Any  Bill  Against  Snbagent.  —  The  princi- 

Speoifio   Amount,  but   praying  for  the  pal   may  not   bring  a  bill  for  an  ac- 

amount  due  to  be  ascertained  after  the  counting  against  a  subagent    in   the 

filing  of  an  account,  it  is  error  for  a  absence  of   fraud   participated   in    by 

judgment  to  be  rendered  against  the  him,  although   the  power  of  attorney 

defendants.      The    proper    procedure  between  the  principal  and  agent  gave 

after  the  court  has  found  that  the  de*  power  to  the   latter  to  appoint    sub- 

fendants  owed  the  accounting  to  the  agents.     Lockwood  v.  Abdy,   14  Sim. 

plaintiffs  is  an  order  directing  the  de-  437. 

fendants  to  file  an  account  within  a  Joint  Principals.  —  Where  a  number 

fixed  time,  to  which  the  plaintiff  can  of  persons  constitute  one  a  common 
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(2)  Bill  by  Agent.  — A  bill  will  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  an  agent 
against  a  principal  for  the  recovery  of  his  commissions,  even 
though  a  discovery  is  sought,^  unless  the  amount  to  which  he  is 
entitled  is  uncertain,  as  where  it  depends  on  the  value  of  profits 
made  by  the  principal,  and  the  account  is  too  complicated  to  be 
gone  into  at  law.* 

agent  for  a  common  purpose  they  are  Frietas  v.  Dos  Santos,  i  Y.  &  J.  574; 

properly  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  a  bill  Moses  v.  Lewis,  12  Price  503. 

against  him  to  obtain  an  accounting.  Aaiwsr  td  Soeh  BilL  —  The  defense  to 

Segar  v,  Parrish,  90  Gratt.  (Va.)  672;  such   a  bill  is  not  that  the  plaiaUfis 

American  Printing-House,  etc.,  v.  Du-  have  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  bsi 

puy,  31  La.  Ann.  305.  that  they  have  no  remedy  in  equity. 

Legal  EsprsisntatiTss.  —  A  bill  for  ac-  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  for  an  ui- 

counting  will  lie  by  the  administrator  swer  to  aver  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a 

of  a  deceased  principal,  Simmons  r.  legal  remedy.     Skilton   v,   Payne,  18 

Simmons,  33  Gratt.  (Va.)  451;  or  by  the  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Cc.)  332. 

principal  against  the  administrator  of  Transfar  of  Aetion.  —  Where  the  agent 

a  deceased  a^ent,  Hardwtcke  v,  Ver-  plaintiff  insists  that  his  action  is  mus- 

non,  14  Ves.  Tr.  504,  4  Ves.  Jr.  411.  tainable  in  equity,  proposes  no  amend- 

8urtad«r  «x  Board  of  Trade  Ceitlfloate.  ment,   and  does  not   move    that  the 

—  In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  action  be  transferred  to  a  law  coart, 

his  agent  to  compel  an  accounting  and  the  court  has  no  alternative,  bat  mast 

the  surrender  of  a  certificate  of  mem-  dismiss    the    complaint.      Skilton   v, 

bership  in  a  board  of  trade  it  is  un-  Pavne,  18  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 

necessary  to  make  the  board  of  trade  a  Ct.)  332. 

party  to  the  suit.     Weaver  v.  Fisher.  t.  Badger  v.  McNamara,  123  Mtss. 

no  111.  146.  117;    Haskins  v.  Burr,   zo6  Mass.  48; 

1,  Skilton  V,  Payne,  18  Misc.  Rep.  Harrington  v.  Churchward,  29  L  J. 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  332;  Bridgman  v.  Ch.  521,  8  W.  R.  302;    Frietas  o.  Dos 

Scott,  (Supreme  Ct.)  36  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  Santos,  i  Y.  &  J.  574.     Compare  Brid«- 

982:  Smith  V,  Leveaux,  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  man  v,  Scott,  (Supreme  Ct.)  36  N.  Y.SL 

I ;  Dinwiddle  v.  Bailey,  6  Ves.  Jr.  136;  Rep.  982. 
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By  Archibald  C.  Boyd. 

L  SooFE  Of  Abticli,  927. 
n.  AoTiotf  TO  Ehfobcs  Cohtsaot  Of  SinxTTiHip,  928. 

1.  Jurisdiction^  928. 

2.  Venue  of  Action,  928. 

3.  Form  of  Action,  928. 

4.  Parties,  929. 

a.  Plaintiffs,  929. 

b.  Defendants,  929. 
(i)  At  Lcnv,  929. 

In  Equity,  931. 

Sureties  in  Different  Undertakings^  931. 
(4)  Statutory  Regulations^  931. 

5.  Pleading,  932. 
a.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  933. 
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In  General,  932. 


Demand  and  Notice^  933. 
'3)  Consideration,  933. 
b.  Plea  or  Answer,  933. 

(\\  What  Surety  May  Plead,  933. 

(2)  Requisites  of  Plea  or  Answer,  934. 

(3)  Indulgence  to  Principal,  934. 

(jS  Failure  to  Sue  Principal  After  Notice,  935. 

(5)  Necessity  of  Special  Plea,  936, 

(6)  yoinder  in  Plea,  937. 
c»  Pleading  and  Proof,  937. 

6.  Trial,  ^yi, 

a.  Dismissed  of  Action  as  to  Principal,  937. 

b.  Intervention  by  Surety,  937. 

7.  judgment,  938. 

8.  Execution,  939. 

m  AOTIOV  TO  EVf  OBCS  OOHTEAOT  Of  OVABAVTTIHIP,  939. 
I.  Form  of  Action,  g^g, 

a.  Assumpsit,  939. 

b.  Debt,  940. 
3,  Parties,  940. 

a.  Plaintiffs,  940. 

1)  At  Common  Law,  940. 

'2S  j5fy  Statute,  940. 

'3)  Negotiable  (Guaranty,  941. 

4)  jP^r/v  ^/*i^  J/oy  Enforce  Principal  Contract, 

941. 
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b.  Defendants^  941. 

(i^  In  General^  ^41. 


(2)  joinder  of  Principal  Obligor^  943* 

3.  Pleading,  943. 
a.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  943. 

(i^  Setting  Out  Terms  of  Contract,  943. 

^2)  Allegation  of  Consideration,  944. 

J3)  Averment  that   Guaranty   Was  in  fVritif^, 

945- 
(4)  Alleging  Performance  of  Conditions  Precedent, 

945- 
(tf)  In  General,  945. 

(^)  Notice  of  Acceptance,  94  c. 

(^)  Demand  on  Principal  Obligor,  946. 

(^)  Notice  of  Default  of  Principal  OM^&r, 

947- 
(/)  Diligence  in  Pursuing  Principal,  947, 

fs)  Default  of  Principal,  948. 

(6)  Alleging  Breach  of  Guaranty,  949. 

^.  /'/ffl  ^r  Answer,  049. 

(i)  /«  General,  949. 

^2)  ^<c?  Consideration,  949. 

O)  Special  Plea,  950. 

4.  Questions  for  yury,  950. 

5.  judgment,  951. 

IV.  AOTIOV  BT  SUBBTT  AGAIVBT  PBIVCIPAI,  9$  I. 

1.  jurisdiction,  951. 

tf.  /«  Equity,  951. 
^.  -^/  Za7£f,  932. 

2.  Election  of  Remedies,  953. 

3.  Notice  and  Demand,  953. 

4.  ^<7r«r  of  Action,  953. 

5.  Parties,  954. 

a.  Plaintiffs,  Q^^. 

(i)  /«  General,  gt^, 

(2)  joinder  of  Cosureties,  955. 

^.  Defendants,  956. 

6.  Pleading,  956. 

a.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  956. 
^.  -P/^a  ^r  Answer,  957. 
V.  AOTIOV  BT  OVABAHTOB  AOAIVBT  PBIVCIPAIy  957. 

1.  Parties,  957. 

2.  Pleading,  958. 

VI.  ACTIOH  BT  SUBBTT  AGAIVBT  OOBITBXTT,  958. 

1.  jurisdiction,  958. 

2.  Venue  of  Action,  960. 

3.  Form  of  Action,  960. 

4.  Notice  and  Demand,  960. 

5.  Parties^  960. 

a.  Plaintiffs,  960. 
^.  Defendants,  961. 
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6.  Pleadings  q6i, 

a.  In  General y  961, 

b.  Averring  Notice  and  Demand^  962. 

c.  Averring  Insolvency  of  Principal^  962. 

7.  Trial  by  yury^  963. 

8.  judgment,  963. 

vn.  Dbtsbmhtatioh  op  Subettbhip,  963. 

Yin.  SmOIABT    PSOCSSDIHG   BT    SUBBTT   AOAIVBT    PBIVCIFAL   OB 

OOSITBETT,  965. 

1.  Nature  of  Remedy^  965. 

2.  jurisdiction,  965. 

3.  Parties  to  Motion,  963. 

4.  Notice  of  Motion,  965. 

5.  Time  of  Motion,  966. 

6.  Sufficiency  of  Motion^  966. 

7.  Defenses,  966. 

8.  7V/Vz/  ^  yury,  966. 
9-  Judgment,  967. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Administrators'  Bonds,  see  article  EXECUTORS  AND  AD- 

MINISTRA  TORS,  vol.  8,  p.  650. 
Appeal  Bonds,  see  article  APPEAL  BONDS  AND  UNDER- 

TAKINGS,  vol.  I,  p.  963 
Attachment  Bonds,  see  aTticlt  A  TTACHMENT,  vol.  3,  p.  i. 
Bail  Bonds,   see   article  BAIL  AND  RECOGNIZANCE, 

vol.  3,  p.  158. 
Bastardy  Bonds,  see  article  BASTARDY,  vol.  3,  p.  266. 
Bills   and   Notes,    see    article    NEGOTIABLE   INSTRU- 

MENTS,  vol.  14,  p.  347. 
Bonds  Generally,  see  article  BONDS,  vol.  3,  p.  635. 
Cost  Bonds,  see  article  SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
Executors'  Bonds,  see  article  EXECUTORS  AND  ADMIN- 

ISTRA  TORS,  vol.  8,  p.  650. 
Guardians'  Bonds,  see  article  GUARDIANS^  vol.  9,  p.  886. 
Injunction  Bonds,  see  article  INJUNCTIONS,  vol.  10,  p.  869. 
Negotiable  Instruments,  see  article  NEGOTIABLE  INSTRU- 
MENTS, vol.  14,  p.  347. 
Official  Bonds,  see  article  OFFICIAL  BONDS,  vol.  15,  p.  83. 
Receivers'  Bonds,  see  article  RECEIVERS. 
Replevin  Bonds,  see  article  REPLEVIN. 
Subrogation,  see  article  SUBROGA  TION. 
Supersedeas  Bonds,  see  article  SUPERSEDEAS  AND  STA  Y 

OF  PROCEEDINGS. 
Trustees'  Bonds,  see  article  TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

L  Scope  op  Abticle.  —  This  article  is  designed  to  treat  of 
questions  of  pleading  and  practice  arising  out  of  the  relation 
created  by  contracts  of  suretyship  and  guarantyship  generally. 
Matters  pertinent  to  particular  forms  of  suretyship  or  classes  of 
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sureties  are  excluded,  and  will  be  found,  as  indicated  by  the 
cross-references  preceding  this  paragraph  and  the  General  Index 
of  this  work,  in  articles  dealing  specifically  with  such  forms  and 
classes. 

n.   AOTIOH    TO    EVfOBOX    OOHTBACT    07  SVBXTTIKIF — 1.    Juil- 

diotion  —  Law  or  Bquitj.  —  As  a  general  rule,  an  action  at  law  is 
the  proper  ;neans  of  enforcing  the  liability  created  by  a  contract 
of  suretyship ;  ^  but  where  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate, 
equity,  under  well-recognized  principles,  will  take  jurisdiction.' 

8.  Venue  of  Aotion.  —  The  place  in  which  an  action  against  a 
principal  or  surety  should  be  brought  is  determined  by  the 
statutes  of  the  particular  state.' 

S.  Form  of  Action.  —  In  an  action  against  a  surety,  where  the 
defendant's  character  as  such  surety  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument,  the  declaration  should  be  special  on  the  instrument, 
and  recovery  cannot  be  had  under  the  common  counts  in 
assumpsit.^ 

1.  Ditto  V,  Youog,   3  J.  J.   Marsh,  principal  aad  surety  of  a  note  may  be 

{Ky.)  X89,  wherein  it  was  held  that  an  sued  in  the  county  of  the  residence  oC 

action  at  law.  and  not  a  bill  in  ec^uity,  either.     White    v.   Hart,   35   Ga.  969; 

was  the  proper  means  of  enforcing  a  Ewing  v,  Logan,  40  Ind.  343;  Lyons  v. 

claim  against  sureties  in  a  bond  exe-  Daugherty,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894)  26  S. 

cuted  to  a  County  Court,  on  the  estab*  W.    Reg*   146;    Bergstrom   v.   Bruas, 

lishment  of  a  town.    See  also  Ogden  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1893)  24  S.  W.  Rep. 

V,  Waller,  24  Miss.  190.  1008. 

i.  Brooks  V,  Brooke,  xa  Gill  &  J.  In  New  York  it  was  early  held  that 
<Md.)  306,  wherein  it  was  held  that  where  a  person  without  previoas  coo- 
where  the  liability  of  sureties  could  tract  indorsed  a  note  as  surety,  in  a 
not  be  enforced  against  them  at  law  by  place  other  than  that  in  which  the  debt 
reason  of  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake,  was  contracted,  a  suit  against  the 
«quity  would  take  jurisdiction.  See  surety  must  be  brought  within  the 
also  Roane  v.  Pickett,  7  Ark.  510;  jurisdiction  in  which  the  indorsement 
Tobin  V,  Wilson,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  was  made.  Phelps  v,  Garrow,  3  Edw. 
«3;  Mitchell  v.  Miller,  6  Dana  (Ky.)  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  139. 
79:    Clagett    V.   Worthington,    3    Gill  4.  Butler  v.  Rawson,  i  Den.  (N.  T.) 


<Md.)  83;   Smith  v,  Allen,  i  N.  J.  Eq.     X03,  wherein  it  was  said:  "  In  the  com- 
V.)302;  Butler  f^.  Durham,  3  Ired.  £q.    of  a  promissory  note,  the  instrument 


43;  Berg  V.  Radcliff,  6  Johns.  Ch.  (N.     mon  case  of  a  suit  against  the  makers 


<N.  Car.)  589;   McBee  v,  Crocker,  Mc«  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 

Mull.  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  485;  Hall  v.  James,  mone^  counts,  for  the  reason  that  the 

75  Va.  Ill;  Kerney  v.  Kerney,  6  Leigh  note  is  evidence  of  money  lent  to  or 

<Va.)  478;  Brooks  v.  Miller,  29  W.  Va.  had  and  received  by  the  makers  to  the 

499;  Field  V,  Moulson,  2  Wash.  (U.  S.)  plaintifif*s  use.     But  when  one  of  them 

155;  Underwood  v,  Staney,  i  Ch.  Cas.  signs  as  a  surety  for  the  other,  and 

77;    Skip   v,  Huey,  3   Atk.   93;    East  that  fact  appears  on  the  face  of  the  in- 

India  Co.  v,  Boddam,  9  Ves.  Jr.  464.  strument,  the   note   furnishes   no  evi- 

And  see  in  general  article  Remedy  at  dence  that  he  received  the  whole  or 

Law.  any  part  of  the  consideration.    Indeed, 

Bill   in   Equity    Againit   Frineipal —  it  proves  the  contrary;  for  the  prind- 

Ssmsdy  at  Law  A^s&ist  Sors^.  —  It  is  pal    debtor    must  have  received   the 

no  objection  to  a  bill  in  equity  against  whole  consideration.    As  a  note  does 

a  principal  debtor  that  there  is  a  rem«  not  prove  that  both  of  the  makers  have 

edy  at  law  against  the  surety.     Mid-  received  money,  the  holder  cannot  re* 

dletown  Bank  v.  Russ,  3  Conn.  135.  cover  without  declaring  on   the  coa- 

8.  See  the    statutes  of   the  several  tract."    See  also  Wells  7.  Girling,  8 

sutes,  and  see  generally  article  Venus.  Taunt.  737,  4  E.  C.  L.  264. 

In  Georgia,  Indiana^  and   Texas  the  Bamsdy   by  PttltioiL  —  A    judgment 

9d8  Volume  XVI. 


Aetion  to  Xnf orea                 OR  GUARANTOR.  Contraet. 

4.  Parties  —  a.  Plaintiffs,  —  The  statutes  and  rules  of  prac- 
tice governing  parties  plaintif!  generally  are  applicable  to  parties 
plaintiff  in  actions  to  enforce  the  liabilities  created  by  contracts 
of  suretyship.  * 

b.  Defendants  —  (i)  At  Law. — As  the  statutes  generally 
provide  that  persons  severally  liable  on  the  same  obligation  or 
instrument  may  all  or  any  of  them  be  included  in  the  same  action 
at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff,*  or  make  the  undertakings  of  princi- 

obtained  by  the  surety  setting  aside  a  Bank  v»  Ay  res,    i6  Ohio  282;    Knox 

fraudulent   conveyance  of  the  debtor  County   Bank  v,  Lloyd,    18  Ohio  St. 

inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  creditor,  353. 

and  he  may  obtain  the  benefit  of  it  by  And  where,  on  the  dissolution  of  a 
petition.  Saylors  v,  Saylors,  3  Heisk.  copartnership,  the  retiring  partners 
(Tenn.)  525.  take  a  bond  of  indemnity  of  the  re- 
Money  Had  and  BeodTed.  —  In  Lap-  maining  partner,  with  a  surety  to  pay 
ham  V,  Brlggs,  27  Vt.  26,  it  was  held  all  the  partnership  debts,  the  landlord 
that  a  recovery  could  not  be  had  of  the  premises  used  by  the  partnership 
against  a  surety  on  a  note,  under  the  cannot  sustain  an  action  on  the  bond 
count  for  money  had  and  received,  if  for  rent  due  on  the  partnership  or  from 
he  proved  that  he  was  a  mere  surety  the  remaining  partner,  as  there  is  no 
and  did  not  have  the  money.  privity  of  contract  between  the  parties 
teparate  Actions.  —  A  contract  by  a  to  the  action.  Mackintosh  v.  Fatman, 
surety  that  a  continuing  partner,  on  a  38  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  145. 
dissolution,  should  pay  all  the  debts  of  See  also  Campbell  v,  Lacock,  40  Pa. 
the  firm  and  save  harmless  the  retiring  St.  448. 

partner,  is  a  severable  one  upon  which  BaJno  Person  as  Plaintiif  and  Defend- 

separate  actions   may  be  brought  in  ant.  —  A  note  made  by  the  executor  of 

every  breach.     Wolf  v,  Wei  ton,  30  Pa.  an   estate  in   his  individual  capacity 

St.  202.  with  a  third  person  as  surety,  payable 

And  the  holder  of  a  note  signed  by  to  the  executors  of  the  estate,  cannot 

the    promisor    alone  and    of   another  be  enforced  against  the  surety  by  an 

signed  by  the  same  promisor  with  a  action  at    law,    where    the    principal 

surety  may  bring  separate  actions  on  debtor  in  his  character  of  joint  execu- 

the   notes  against  the  promisor,  and  tor  is  one  of  the  plaintiffs.     Chandler 

obtain  of  him  security  or  satisfaction  v,  Shehan,  7  Ala.  251. 

in  full  in  the  action   on  the  former  2.  See   the  statutes  of    the    several 

note,  without  affecting  his  claim  on  the  states,  and  the  following  cases: 

surety  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  Alabama,  —  McQuaid  v.  Powers,  46 

other  note.     Dalton  t/.  Woburn  Agri-  Ala.  44. 

cultural,  etc.,  Assoc.,  24  Pick.  (Mass.)  California.  —  Powell   v,   Powell,   48 

257.  Cal.  235;    People  r.  Jenkins,  17  Cal. 

1.  See  generally  article  Parties  to  500;  Heppe  v.  Johnson,  73  Cal.  265. 

Actions,  vol.  15,  p.  456.  Indiana,  —  Snell    v.   State,  43    Ind. 

Partiei   In    Sqnity.  —  In    Brooks    v,  359;    Dunlap  v.  McNeil,  35  Ind.  316; 

Miller,  29  W.  Va.  499,  it  was  held  that  Watson     v,    Beabout,    18     Ind.     281; 

a  bill  in  equity  to  enforce  the  liability  Ewing  v.  Logan,  40  Ind.  342. 

created   by  a  contract  of    suretyship  Iowa,  —  Dubuque  Countv  v,  Koch, 

could  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  17  Iowa  229;  Pierce  v,  Durham,  (lowi^ 

real  party  in  interest.     See  also  New-  1898)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  862. 

London  Bank  v,  Lee,  11  Conn.  112.  AVi«j<w.  —  Kirkpatrick  v.   Gray,    43 

PriTity  of  Contraet.  —  Where  a  note  Kan.  434.                                              .   . 

made  payable  to  a  bank  and  signed  by  Kentucky.  —  Com.   v.   Tate,   89 .  Ky. 

a  surety  is  presented  to  the  bank  for  608. 

discount,  and  is  refused,  and  is  after-  Massachusetts,  —  Grocers*     Bank    v, 

wards  discounted  by  a  third   person  Kingman,  x6  Gray  (Mass.)  473;  Colt  v. 

without    the  surety's  knowledge,  an  Learned,  xi8  Mass.  380;  Oxford  Bank 

action  against  the  surety  cannot  be  v,  Haynes,  8  Pick.  (Mass.)  423. 

maintained  in  the  name  of  the  bank  for  Montana,  —  Wibaux  v,  Grinnell  Live 

the  use  of  such  third  person.    Clinton  Stock  Co.,  9  Mont.  154. 
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pal  and  surety  joint  and  several,^  a  Cfeditor,  on  the  default  of 
the  principal  debtor  in  a  contract,  majr  brif^  a  sqparate  action 
against  either  the  principal  or  the  surety  to  the  contract  or  a  joint 
action  against  both.* 
Bnd  U  §9wmnltj.  —  It  has,  however,  been  held  that  where  several 

^ew  York,  —  Blorange  v.   Mtulffe^  6  Vermont,  —  Vermont  State  Bank  v. 

Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  243.  Stoddard,  i  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  157* 

0^t(7.  —  Wilkins  t'.  State  Nat.  Bank,  Kir^iwa. —  Humphrey    v.    Hitl,    6 

31  Ohio  St.  565;  Stage  v.  Olds,  12  Ohio  GratL  (Va.)  509:   Walker  v.  Com.,  iS 

158.  Gratt.  (Va.)  13;  Shannon  v.  McMnllin, 

7V«M#//^^.  —  Garrison  v,  Hollins,  %  29  Gratt.  (Va.)  21  x. 

Lea  (Tenn.)  684;    Morris  v,  McAnall^y,  Wsst  Virginia.  --  Knight  r.  Charter. 

3  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  304;  Pass  v.  Dibrell,  22  W.  Va.  422. 

8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  470.  At  O^wbml  Lsnr  a  principal  and  a 

1«  ^e  the  statofits  •!  the  several  surety  could  be  joined  as  parties  de- 
states,  and  see  also  SfMrdsfeger  r.  fendant  only  in  an  action  wbeir  their 
State,  21  Kan.  476;  Jenks  r.  School  undertaking  was  joint  or  joint  and  ser- 
Dist.  No.  38,  18  Kan.  356;  R;ose  c^  Wll-  eralT  People  r.  Miller,  2  111.  83:  Cast^ 
liams,  5  Kan.  483;  Wagner  v,  Romero^  ner  v.  Slater,  50  Me.  2f  2;  Lee  v.Bolles, 
3  N.  Mex.  131.  20  Mich.  46. 

t.  Calif orma.  -—  Sam    Yoen    v.   Mc-  Xskliig  Prinsipal    a   Partj.  —  Wheie 

Mann,  99  Cal.  497;  People  v,  Stacy,  74  the  holder  of  a  joint  and  sereral  obli- 

Cal.  373.  gation  elects  to  sae  one  of  the  obligors 

Georj^ia.  —  Cincinnati     Fourth    Nat.  who  is  only  a  surety  thereon,  it  is  not 

Bank  v.  Mayer,  100  Ga.  87.  competent  for  sach  obligor,  by  cross- 

Idaho.  —  State  v.  McDonald,  (Idaho  petition  or  ocherwise,  to  bring  in  his 

1895)40  Pac.  Rep.  3t2.  principal.     Wilkinsv.  State  Nat.  Bank, 

/Wia«a.  ~  McMillan  «.  Bait's  Head  31   Ohio  St.  565;    Pterce  9.   Durham, 

Bank,  32  Ind.  ix.  (Iowa  1898)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  862;    Calla> 

Kansas,  — Tillsoa  v.  State,  29  Kan.  han  v.  Mitchell,  29  Ind.  418. 

452;  Hay»  V,  Closon,  20  Kan.  122.  It    has,    howerer,    been    held    that 

Kenincky.  — Governor  v,  Perkins,   2  where  the  creditor  in  the  itndertaking 

Bibb  (Ky.)  395.  is  insolvent  and  the  principal  has  an 

Lomsiana, — Stafford  v.   Harper,  32  unpaid  judgment  against  him,  the  ap- 

La.  Ann.  1076;  Parbam  o.  Cobb^  7  La.  plication  of  the  surety  to  make  the 

Ann.  157.  principal  a  party  should  be  granted. 

Maryland.  —  Garey    v,  Hlgnutt,    32  Burton  v.  Decker,  54  Kan.  608.    See 

Md.  552.  also  Gerson  v.  Hanson,  34  Kan.  593. 

Michigan,  —  People    v.     Butler     74  Mnder    of    Belsaset    Ossursty.  —  In 

Mich.  643;    Preston  v.  Huntington,  67  Okio  b,  released  surety  Is  not  a  neces- 

Mich.  139.  sary  party  to  an  action  against  his  co- 

Mississippi,  — >  Wilkinson  v.  Flowers,  sureties    to    enforce    the    contract  of 

37  Miss.  579.  suretyship.     Walsh  v.  Miller,  51  Ohio 

Missouri,  —  Carr  v,  Cacd,  34  Mo.  513.  St.  462. 

Pennsylvania,  —  Domestic  Sewing  Esfiessmtati^e  ef  Ifcssaisd  Jiinsipsl.  — 

Mach.  Co.   V,  Saylor,  86  Pa.   St.  287;  The  personal  repnessntative  of  a  de» 

Geddis  v.  Hawk,  i  Watts  (Pa.)  260.  ceased  principal  may  be  joined  as  a 

South  Carolina,  —  Daniels  v,  Moses,  defendant  with  the  snrviving  sureties 

12  S.  Car.  130;  State  v.  Williams,  19  S.  where  the  claim  on  which  the  action  is 

Car.  62:  State  Treasurers  v,  Gib^n,  3  founded  has   been   presented   to   and 

Hill  L.  (S.  Car.)  339;  Taylor  v.  Easter-  disallowed  by  the  pcrrsonal  vepresenu- 

ling,  I  Rich.  (S.  Car.)  314.  tives.     Lawrence  n.   Dooian,   68  Cal. 

Tennessee,  —  Kelly  v,  Gordon,  3  Head  309. 

(Tenn.)  683;  Renkert  v:  Elliott,  11  Lea  Waivsr  ef  Xl^oUidsr.  —  An  objection 

(Tenn.)  235;    McCabe  v.  Sutton,  7  Lea  that    the    sureties    were    improperly 

(Tenn.)    248;     Williams    v,    Greer,    4  joined  as  parties  to  an  action  against 

Hayw.  (Tenn.)  235.  the  principal  debtor,  even  if  tenable,  is 

United  States,  -^  U.    S.    v.   Price,    9  waived  by  failure  to  demur  on  such 

How.  (U.  S.)83;    Muscatine  t^.  Missis-  ground.    Sam  Ynen    v,   McMann,  99 

sippi,  ;tc.,  R.  Co.,  i  Dill.  (U.  S.)  536.  Cal.  497. 
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sureties  signed  a  bond  and  each  surety  bound  himseU  "severally 
for  the  sttm^  and  the  sum  alooe,  set  respectively  opposite  their 
names,"  a  joint  action  could  not  be  maintained  against  all  of 
them  for  the  amount  of  the  bond.* 

(2)  In  Equity.  —  The  rule  in  equity  appears  to  be  that  if  the 
remedy  sought  is  against  the  sureties  the  principal  and  all  cosure« 
ties  should  be  joined  unless  insolvent  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court.* 

(3)  Sureties  in  Different  Undertakings.  —  Sureties  in  different 
undertakings  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  action  unless  the  con- 
dition of  each  of  the  undertakings  is  the  same  and  the  burden  of 
the  sureties  the  same.* 

(4)  Statutory  Regulations.  — '  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  creditor  shall  first  proceed  against  the  principal,  the  surety 
may  be  sued  without  joining  the  principal,  where  the  principal  is 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  *  or  is  insolvent  •  or  dead.* 

1.  State  V,  PowCTS,  52  Miss.  198.  BoprMntatffW  of  DMaMwd  VriiMipKL 

Belt— a  Prt  Tanto.  —  And  where  th«  —To  a  bill  by  a  creditor  to  recover  a 

sureties  on  a  note  have  been  released  debt  fkT>m  the  sureties  of  a  deceased 

pro  toHto  by  the  creditor  surrendering:  principal,   the  representatives  of    the 

security  for  the  debt  of  less  value  than  principal  should  be  made  parties,  or  a 

the  debt,   the   principal  and    snn^ties  showing    that    the    deceased    left    no 

cannot  be  sued  together,  because,  the  estate    should    be    made.      Roane    v. 

principal    being    liable    for    tlie    full  Pickett,  7  Ark.  510. 

amount  and   the  sureties  for  only  a  8.  Lott  v.  Mobile  County,  79  Ala.  69; 

portion,  no  judgment  could  be  entered  State  v.  Turner,  49  Ark.  311;    Powell 

according  to  the  liability  of  the  parties,  v,  Powell,  48  Cal.  335;    Baker  v.  Mc- 

Cummings  v.  Little,  45  Me.  183.  €oy,  58  Ind.  215;    Boston,  etc..  Glass 

S.  Roane    v.    Pickett.    7    Ark.   510;  Co.  v.  Ludlnm,  8  Kan.  40;  Johnson  v. 

Shropshire  9.  Reno,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  583;  Chandler,  15  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  584;  Com. 

Tobin  V,  Wilson,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  r.   Tate,   89  Ky.   606;    Rutherford  v. 

63;    Payne   v.   Hays,   4  }.  J.   Marsh.  Alyea,   53    N.   J.   Eq.   580;     Finch   v, 

(Ky.^  176;    Mitchell  r.  Miller,  6  Dana  Sute,  ^l  Tex.  53;  Stn^er  Mfg.  Co.  v. 

(Ky.)  79;  Long  v.  Dupuy,  i  Dana  (Ky.)  Ponder,  82  Tex.  653;  Keowne  w.  Love, 

X04:    Clagett  V.   Worthington,   3    GiU  65  Tex.  152.     But  s^e  Butler  v,  Dur- 

(Md.)83;    Hart  v.  Coffee,  4  Jones  Eq.  ham,  3  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  589,  where 

(N.   Car.)  321;    Butler  v.  Durham,  3  it  was  held  that  in  a  suit  against  a 

Ired.   Eq.  (N.  Car.)  589;    Latnhart  v.  guardian  for  an  account  of  his  guard- 

Reilly,  3  Desaus.  (S»  Car.)  590;  Wright  ianship  all  his  sureties  for  such  guard- 

r.  Eaves,  xo  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  582;  ianship,   whether  upon    the  same  or 

WytheviUe  Crystal   Ice,   etc.,   Co.    v,  different  bonds,  should  be  made  par- 

Frick  Co.,  (Va.  1896)  30  S.  E.  Rep.  491;  ties. 

Hall  V.   Tames,  75  Va.  in.     But  see  4.  Houghton  r.  Led  better,  37  Tex. 

Davis  V.  Hoopes,  33  Miss.  173;  Lowndes  161;    Petty  9.  Clevdand,  2  Tex.  404; 

V,  Pinckney,  2  Strobfa.  Eq.  (S.  Car.)  44.  Seattle  Crockery  Co.  r.  Haley,  6  Wash. 

BUI    Againal    Prindpal  —  Jainder    of  302.    See  also  Bopp  r.  Hansford,  (Tex. 

Svaty.  —  In  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  5  N.  J.  Ci?.  App.  1898)  45  S.  W.  Rep.  744;  Ald- 

Eq.  498,  it  was  held  that  a  surety  was  ridge  v.  Mardoff,  32  Tex.  204;   Chap- 

not  a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  in  equity  man  r.  Brite,  4  Tex.  Civ.   App.   506; 

filed   by  a  creditor  of    a  testator,  by  Finegan  v.  Read.  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  33. 

bond  signed  by  the  testator  and  the  5.  Davis  v,   Hoopes,   33  Miss.  173; 

surety,   to  set  aside  a   sale  of  lands  Welch  v,  Phelps,  etc..  Windmill  Co., 

made  by  the  executor  and  devisee  and  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   1896)  37  S.  W.  Rep. 

to  subject  the  lands  to  the  payment  of  175. 

the  bond  debt.    See  also  Dias  v.  Bou-  6.  Scantlin  v,  Kemp,  34  Tex.   388: 

chaud,  10  Paif  e  (N.  Y.)  445 ;  Alexander  Willis  v.  Chowning,  9oTex.  617;  Ennis 

V.  Taylor,  Phil.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  36.  v.  Crump,  6  Tex.  85;  Scott  v,  Dewees, 
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And  in  those  states  where  the  statutes  require  the  creditor  to  put 

the  obligation  in  suit  on  notice  to  him  by  the  surety,  the  surety 
may  be  joined  with  the  principal  in  the  suit  instituted  in  accord- 
ance with  such  notice.* 

6.  Pleading  —  ^7.  Declaration  or  Complaint  — (i)  In  Gen- 
eral. —  The  declaration  in  an  action  against  a  surety  should  set 
out  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  the  principal  debtor  *  and  allege 
his  default.* 

2    Tex.    153.     See    also    Muenster    v,  Wilson  v,  Mondcello,  85  Ind.  10;  Paine 

Tremont  Nat.   Bank,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  v,  Moffit,  11  Pick.  (Mass.)  496;  Mar- 

1898)  46   S.   W.   Rep.   277;    Boggs  tr.  queue  Opera  House  Bldg.  Co.  v.  WiU 

State,  46  Tex.  10.  son,   109  Mich.  223;    Barry  v.  Screw- 

1.  Starling  v.  Buttles,   2  Ohio  303.  men's   Benev.   Assoc.,   67    Tex.    250; 

See  also  Newman  v.  People,  4  Colo.  Church  v.  Campbell,  7  Wash.  547. 

App.  46;  Harriman  v,  Egbert,  36  Iowa  Beftbnlt  of  FrliifllpaL  —  In  Cooney  v. 

270.  Winants,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  504,  it  was 

8.  Cooney  v,  Winants,  19  Wend.  (N.  held  that  where  a  party  covenants  to 

Y.)  504.  find   the  materials,  and  to  do  all  the 

Alleging  Comeat  of  Suroty  to  Sztonsion  carpenter's  work,  painting,  and  glazing 

of  TiaM.  —  In  Weed  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  of  a  house,  according  to  a  given  plan 

V.  Oberreich,  38  Wis.  325,  it  was  held  and  specifications,  and  to  complete  the 

that  where  the  creditor  had  extended  work  by  a  given  day,   in   an  action 

the  time  of  credit  to  the  principal,  the  against  a  surety  for  the  |)erformance  of 

declaration     should    allege    that     the  this  contract  the  declaration  should  set 

surety  had  consented  to  such  extension,  forth  so  much  of  the  plan  and  specifica- 

Exeontion  of  Contnot  by  Surety.  —  In  tions  as  is  necessary  to  show  in  what 

Church  V,  Campbell,  7  Wash.  547,  it  particulars  the   builder  has  departed 

was  held  that  the  complaint  in  an  ac-  from  or  omitted  to  perform  his  con- 

tion  on  a  bond  against  the  principals  tract,  and  should  allege  such  particD> 

and  sureties  thereto,  which  alleged  that  lars  as  a  breach  of  the  contract, 

the  defendant  principar*  gave  "a  bond  In   Albany   Furniture    Co.   v,   Mer- 

with  the  codefendants  as  sureties,  was  chants  Nat.  Bank,  17  Ind.  App.  93.  it 

bad  in  that  it  did  not  allege  the  execu-  was    held    that    a    complaint    which 

tion  of  the  bond  by  the  sureties.    See  alleged  that  the  defendant  company  by 

also  Seattle  Crockery  Co.  v.  Haley,  6  its  note  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 

Wash.  302;  Ghiradelli  v,  Bourland,  32  a  named  sum,  and  that  the  codefend- 

Cal.  585.  ants  signed  the  note  as  surety,  and 

Broadh  of  Contraet  to  Booomo  Svroty.  —  that  the  note  was  unpaid,  was  good  as 

Where  one  agrees  with  the  seller  of  an  against  the  sureties, 

article  to  become  surety  on  a  note  ^iven  An  allegation  of  the  recovery  of  a 

by  the  buyer  for  the  purchase  price  of  judgment  against  an  assignee  for  the 

the  article,  and  fails  to  do  so.  the  com-  benefit  of  creditors  is  a  sufficient  alle- 

plaint,  in  an  action  against  him  for  the  gationof  the  indebtedness  in  an  action 

breach  of  this  agreement,  need  not  set  against  the  surety  on  the  bond  of  the 

out  the  note  given  by  the  buyer  other  assignee.      Pierpoint  v.   McGuire,   13 

than  to  identify  it  as  the  note  on  which  Misc.  Rep,  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  70. 

the  defendant  agreed  to  go  as  surety.  Defsidt   of   9oxf/tf,  —  In     Farley    v. 

Webster  v.  Smith,  4  Ind.  App.  44.  Moran,  (Cal.  1892)  31  Pac.  Rep.  158,  it 

SfEwt  of  Amendinoiit.  —  In  Townsend  was  held  that,  in  an  action  against  the 

Nat.  Bank  v,  Jones,  151  Mass.  454,  it  sureties  to  a  bond  for  a  violation  of  the 

was  held  that  a  surety  would  not  be  bond  by  the  principal,  it  was  not  neces- 

released  by  reason  of  an  amendment  sary   to  allege  any  violation   by  the 

to  the  declaration,  unless  the  effect  of  sureties. 

t)ie  amendment  would  be  to  impose  on  Soparato  Gouiti.  —  Where  two  or  more 
htm  a  greater  liability  than  he  had  obligations  are  sued  on  in  one  action, 
originally  assumed,  by  letting  in  a  new  each  undertaking  should  be  set  out  in 
cause  of  action.  See  also  Lanahan  v,  a  separate  paragraph  though  the  sure- 
Porter,  148  Mass.  596.  ties  sued  are  common  to  all.    Com.  v. 

8.  Morgan  v,  Menzies,  60  Cal.  341;  Tate,  89  Ky,  608. 
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(2)  Demand  and  Notice.  —  The  declaration  need  not  allege  a 
demand  on  the  principal  for  payment,  nor  a  notice  to  the  surety 
of  the  default  of  the  principal,*  unless  by  the  terms  of  the 
undertaking  demand  and  notice  are  necessary  to  fix  the  liability 
of  the  surety.* 

(3)  Consideration.  —  The  declaration  in  an  action  against  a 
surety  need  only  allege  an  independent  consideration  moving  to 
the  surety,  where  the-  surety  became  such  by  an  undertaking 
collateral  to  that  of  the  principal  debtor." 

b.  Plea  or  Answer  —  (i)  What  Surety  May  Plead — Equitable 
Defenses.  —  By  the  great  weight  of  authority,  a  surety  may  plead 
in  an  action  at  law  any  defense  that  would  be  available  to  him  in 
equity.* 

1.  Newton  v.  More,  14  Ark.  166;  Indiana,  —  Dickerson  v.  Ripley 
Coburn   v.  Brooks,  78  Cal.  443;    Tre-    County,  6  Ind.  128. 

week  V.  Howard,  105  Cal.  434;  Burns  Massachusetts.  —  Baker  v,  Briggs,    8 

V.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,   87  Ind.  541;  Mc-  Pick.  (Mass.)  122;  Boston  Hat  Manu- 

Millan  v,  BulKs  Head  Bank,  32  Ind.  factory  v,  Messinger,  2  Pick.  (Mass.) 

II;  Webster  v.  Smith,  4  Ind.  App.  44;  223;  Adams  Bank  v.  Anthony,  18  Pick. 

Heebner  v,  Townsend,  8  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  (Mass.)  238;  Carpenter  v.  King,  9  Met. 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  234:  Bush  v,  Critch-  (Mass.)  511. 

field,  4  Ohio  103;     State  v,  Williams,  Maine, — Springer  r.  Toothaker,  43 

19  S.  Car.  65.  Me.  381. 

Bemand  on  Sorety. —  In  an  action  on  Mississippi,  —  Smith  v,   Clopton,   48 

a  recognizance  the  complaint  need  not  Miss.  66. 

aver  that  a  demand  for  payment  was  New  Jersey,  —  Paulin  v,  Kaighn,  29 

made  on  the  sureties.    State  v,  Bies-  N.  J.  L.  480;  Linn  v.  Neldon,  23  N.  J. 

man,  12  Mont.  ii.  Eq.  169. 

2.  Morgan  v,  Menzies,  65  Cal.  243.  New  York,  —  La  Farge  v,  Herter,  11 
See  also  State  v,  Annan,  i  Gill.  &  J.  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  164;  Saiily  v,  Elmore,  2 
(Md.)45o;  State  v.  Digges,  21  Md.  240;  Paige  (N.  Y.)  497;  People  v,  Jansen,  7 
M'Broon  v.  Governor,  6  Port.  (Ala.)  32.  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  332;  King  v,  Baldwin,  2 

8.  Stone  v.  White,  8    Gray  (Mass.)  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  554. 

589.     This   was  an    action   against  a  Rhode  Island,  —  Shelton  v,   Hurd,  7 

surety  on  a  note  who  had  become  such  R.  I.  403. 

after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  South  Carolina,  —  Wayne  v,  KIrby,  2 

note  by  the   payee.     The  court  said:  Bailey  L.  (S.  Car.)  552. 

•*  It  was  not  sufficient    *    *    *    to  de-  Tennessee,  —  Adams    v,  Gieaves,    10 

Glare  against  the  defendant  as  upon  a  Lea  (Tenn.)  376. 

promissory  note,  where,  according  to  West   Virginia,  —  Smith  v,  McLain, 

the  rules  of  pleading,  the  mere  state-  11  W.  Va.  654. 

ment  of  the  liability  which  constitutes  England,  —  Rees    v,    Berrington,    2 

the  consideration   is  sufficient;    but  it  Ves.  Jr.  542. 

was    necessary     *     *     *      that    the  And  see  generally  article  Equitable 

declaration  should  disclose  a  consider-  Defenses,   vol.   7,   p.   799.       But    see 

ation,  either  of  benefit  to  the  defendant  Lewis  v,  Harbin,  5  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  564, 

or  of  detriment  to  the  plaintiff,  as  other-  wherein  it   was    held   that    a    surety 

wise  it  would  appear  on  the  face  of  the  could  not  plead  in  defense  to  an  action 

declaration  to  be  MMdTtfm/a^/fim."    See  at  law  on  a  bond   that  he  was  surety 

also  Tenney  v.  Prince,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  only  and  that  he  had  been  released  by 

385:  Owens  V,  Tague,  3  Ind.  App.  245;  indulgence  extended  to  his  principal  to 

Favorite    r.     Stidham,    84    Ind.    423;  which  he  did  not  assent.     To  the  same 

Clapton  V.  Hall,  51  Miss.  482;  Joslyn  v,  effect  see  M'Haney  v,  Crabtree,  6  T. 

Collinson,  26  111.  61.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  104. 

4.  Illinois.  —  Rogers  v.  School  Trus-  Knowledge  of  Miscondnot  of  Prinoipal. 

tees,  46  111.  428;  Flynn  v,  Mudd,  27  III.  —  In  an  action  against  a  surety  on  the 

323.  bond  of  a  state  officer,  a  plea  alleging 
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▲TftUabto  to  PrlMiyaL  —  It  13  also  well  settled  that  a  surety 
may  plead  any  defense,  legal  or  equitable,  that  the  principal 
debtor  could  pleaul  in  denial  of  his  liability.^ 

(2)  Requisites  of  Plea  or  Answer,  — As  in  actions  generally, 
a  plea  to  an  action  to  enforce  the  liability  created  by  a  contract 
of  suretyship  should  either  traver^  the  allegations  of  the  declara- 
tion or  complaint  or  confess  and  avoid  them.* 

(3J  Indulgence  to  Principal,  —  A  plea  by  a  surety  of  indulgence 
to  tne  principal  should  aver  that  the  indulgence  was  granted 
without  the  surety's  knowledge  or  consent,'  and  that  it  was  for 

knowledge  in  the  sute  of  the  miscon-  Gay  v,  Mott,  43  Ga.    253.    See   also 

duct  of  the  officer  before  the  execution  Hartman  v.  Redman,  21  Mo.  A  pp.  124. 

of  the  bond  need  not  aver  how  such  Tallvr*  of  Cosnrsty  to  fltppt.  —  An  an. 

knowledge   was    obtained.      Sooy    v,  swer  by  asuretyinanaction  00  a  bocd 

State,  39  N.  J.  L.  135.  alleging    that    he    and    the    principal 

1.  Wallace    v.    Holly,    13    Ga.    389;  a^^reed  that  the  bond  should  not  bind 

Springfield  Engine,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Park.  3  him  unless  another  surety  was  obtained 

Ind.  App.  173:  McChesney  v.  Bell,  59  on  it,  and  that  the  obligee  had  notice 

111.  App.  84;  Taylor  t/.  State  Bank,  2  J.  of  such  agreement,  is  bad  in  that  it 

J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  568;  Lansdale  v.  Cox,  does  not  allege  that  the  obligee  had 

7  T.  B.  Mon.    (Ky.)  401;   Stewart  v,  such  notice  before  the  bond  was  de- 

Levis.  42  La.  Ann.  37;  Jarratt  v.  Mar-  livered.     Farrell  v,  Fabel,  47  Minn.  11. 

tin,  70  N.  Car.  459.  Separating  Defanses.  —  The    defenses 

DalniM  of  Vinry.  —  Where  the  defense  of  want  of  consideration  and  of  f raud« 

of  usury  is  not  available  to  the  princi-  being     different     in    their    character, 

pal,    it    cannot    be    available    to    the  should  be  set  up  by  separate  pleas, 

surety.     Pugh  v.  Cameron,  11  W.  Va.  Wilson  v.  Monticello,  85  Ind.  10.     But 

523.  an  answer  setting  up  two  special  de- 

InTalidity  of  Priioipal*i  Aet  —  In  a  fenses,  which  should  have  been  sepa- 

suit  against  a  surety  on  a  note  given  rately  pleaded,   is  good    when    qnes* 

for  land  sold  at  an  administration  sale,  tioned  tor  the  first  time  by  motion  to 

the  principal  in  the  note  being  dead,  exclude  evidence  offered  under  it.    £p- 

and  neither  his  heirs  nor  his  personal  pinger  v.  Kendrick.  144  Cal.  620. 

representatives  being  parties,  the  de-  Partial  DoiiMiss.  —  A  plea  by  a  surety 

fendant  cannot  set  up  the  invalidity  of  which  does  not  constitute  a  defense  to 

the  sale  as  a  defense.     Lathrop  v.  Mas-  the  entire  cause  of  action,   but  only 

terson,  44  Tex.  527.  shows  a  release /r^  tanU,  is  bad  on  de- 

S.  State  V.  Daugherty,  32  Ind.  350;  murrer.     Weik  v.  Pugh,  92  Ind.  382. 

Wilson  V.  Monticello,  85  Ind.  10;  State  Xisnts  Saised  by  Aainnr.  —  In  an  ac- 

V,  Saddler,  6  Ark.  235.  tion  against  a  surety  on  a  bond  of  a 

In  Indiana  it  was  held  that  an  answer  building  contractor,  an  answer  merely 
setting  up  in  bar  of  the  action  that  the  averring  a  change  in  the  building  con- 
defendant  was  surety  in  the  contract  tract  does  not  tender  a  defense  tlutt  the 
sued  on  is  bad,  as  that  fact  can  go  only  plaintiff  had  negligently  or  wrongfully 
to  the  direction  of  the  officer  in  levying  given  up  a  security  held  by  him  in  fail- 
the  writ  to  be  issued  on  the  judgment,  ing  to  retain  a  sufficient  proportion  of 
Moorman  v.  Barton,  16  Ind.  206.  the  contract  price.     Howard  County  v. 

Want  of  GoniideratioB.  —  A  surety  to  Baker,  119  Mo.  397. 

a  note  pleaded  that  he  had  signed  the  YerifloatioiL  of  Floa.  —  In  Texas  an  an- 

note  after  it  had  been  executed  and  de-  swer  setting  up  suretyship  in  an  action 

livered  by  the  principals  and  accepted  on  a  note  need  not  be  verified.     Mul- 

by  the  holder,  and  that  there  was  no  laly  v.   Springer    Lithographing  Co., 

consideration  to  him  for  such  promise.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1895)  29  S.  W.  Rep.  167. 

It  was  held  that  such  plea  was  insuffi-  8.  Stone  r.  State  Bank,  8  Ark.  141, 

cient  without  a  further  allegation  that  wherein  a  plea  by  a  surety  in  a  note 

there   was  no    consideration    moving  that  the  principal  paid  to  the  creditor 

from  the  holder  to  the  original  promts-  after  the   note   became  due  a  certain 

ors   for  such   contract  of  suretyship,  sum  and  in  consideration  thereof  the 
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a  definite  time  ^  and  upon  a  good  consideration.* 

(4)  Failure  to  Sut  Principal  After  Notice.  —  A  plea  by  a  surety 
of  release  from  liability,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  creditor 
to  sue  the  principal  after  notice  so  to  do,  should  aver  that  the 
notice  was  in  writing,  where  the  statute  relating  to  such  notice 
provides  that  it  should  be  in  writing.' 

creditor  agreed  to  give  further  time  to  Yinw  tff  MiolgeBM.  —  An  answer  by 

the  principal  debtor,  was  held  bad  cm  a  surety  alleging  an  extension  of  time 

demurrer,  in  that  it  did  not  aver  that  to  the  principal  for  six  months  without 

such  contract  was  entered  into  without  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  surety, 

the  surety's  consent.     See  also   Car-  but  averring  facts  that  show  at  law 

penter  v,  Devon,  6  Ala.  718;    Prather  only  an  extension  for  a  less  period,  is 

V,  Young,  67   Ind.  480:   Lindeman  v.  good  on  demurrer,  though  bad  for  the 

Rosenfield,  67   Ind.   246;    Holland   v,  purpose  of  pleading  an  extension  for 

Johnson,  51  Ind.  346;  Green  r.  Bran-  six  months.     Hamilton  v.  Winterrowd, 

don,  Walk.  (Miss.)  372;  Delaplaine  v.  43  Ind.  393. 

Hitchcock,  4  Edw.  Ch.   (N.   Y.)  321;  2.  Prather  v.   Young,  67  Ind.   480; 

Steubenville  Bank  r.   Leavitt,  5  Ohio  Hall  v.  Johnston,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  no; 

207;  Knight  V,  Charter,  22  W.  Va.  422.  Stnith  v.  Mason,  44  Neb.  610. 

Hotioe  of  Suretyship.  —  In  an  action  Setting  Out  ODiuidsiratioiL.  —  A  plea  in 
on  a  note,  an  answer  by  one  of  the  de-  bar  which  alleges  the  giving  of  time  to 
fendants,  alleging  that  he  was  only  the  principal  without  the  knowledge  or 
surety  for  his  comaker,  and  that  the  consent  of  the  surety,  npon  a  good  and 
plaintiff,  after  maturity  of  the  note,  in  valuable  consideration,  without  set- 
consideration  of  interest  paid  in  ad-  ting  out  the  consideration,  is  bad. 
vance,  had  agreed  with  the  principal,  Marshall  v,  Aiken,  25  Vt.  327;  Winne 
without  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  v.  Colorado  Springs  Co.,  3  Colo.  155. 
surety,  to  extend  time  of  payment  for  a  Consideratfoii  Mtfvhig  trom  Prino^iiaL 
definite  period,  is  insufficient  for  want  — An  answer  by  a  surety  that  he  was 
of  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff,  when  released  by  the  act  of  the  creditor  in 
he  made  such  agreement  for  extension  granting  to  the  principal  debtor  exten- 
of  time,  had  notice  of  the  relation  of  sion  of  time  of  paymeirt  without  his 
principal  and  surety  between  the  mak-  consent  need  not  specitcally  allege  that 
ers.  McCloskey  v,  Indianapolis  Manu-  the  extension  was  granted  to  the  princi- 
f  acturers,  etc..  Union,  67  Ind.  86.  See  pal  for  a  consideration  paid  by  him  to 
also  Neel  v.  Harding,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  the  plaintiff,  as  this  is  necessarily  im- 
247;  Young  r.  Bell,  (N.J.  1898)  41  Atl.  plied  in  the  allegation  that  the  exten- 
Rep.  226;  Davenport  v.  King,  63  sion  was  granted  without  the  consent 
Ind.  64.  or  permission  of  the  surety.    St.  Paul 

Beplj  to  Pl«a  tli  Indulgsiioe.  —  To  a  Trust  Co.  v,  St.  Paul  Chamber  of  Com- 

plea  in  abatement,  in  an  action  against  merce,  70  Minn.  486. 

a  surety  on  a  note,  that  the  holder  ex-  PftyBwnt  of  CoasldsiratioiL.  —  A  plea  by 

tended   the   time  of  payment   to  the  a  surety  that  the  creditor  had  granted 

principal  without  the  surety's  consent,  time  to  the  principal  in  consideration 

it  is  a  sufficient  reply  that  after  such  of  a  promise  to  pay  usury,  which  had 

extension,  with  knowledge  thereof,  the  been  paid,  is  bad  for  not  alleging  that 

surety  gave  to  the  holder  written  no-  the  usurious  interest  was  paid  in  ad- 

tice   to  sue    on    the    note.     Brink    r.  vance.     Patton  z/.  Shanklin,  14B.  Mon. 

Reid,  122  Ind.  257.  (Ky.)i3.     See  also  Hamilton  v.  Winter- 

1.  Sample  v,   Martin,  46  Ind.   226;  rowd,  43  Ind.  401. 

Brooks  V.  Allen,  62  Ind.  401;  Prather  8.  Darby  v,   Berney  Nat.  Bank,  97 

V,   Young,   67    Ind.   480;    Menifee  v,  Ala.  643;  Mendel  v,  Caimes,  84  Ind. 

Clark,  35  Ind.  304;  Chrisman  v.  Per-  141;  Headington  v,  Neff,  7  Ohio(pt.  i.) 

rin,  67  Ind.  586;  Hall  v,  Johnston,  6  229. 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  no.     But  see  Huey  r.  As  to  failure  to  sue  principal  after 

Pinney,  5  Minn.  310,  wherein  it  was  notice,  see  also  Shehan   v,  Hampton, 

held  that  a  plea  by  a  surety  of  exten-  8  Ala.  942:  Payne  v,  Webster,  19  III. 

sion  of  time  of  payment  to  the  princi-  103;  McAllister  v.  Ely,  18  111.  249;  Gil- 

pal  was  good,  though  the  time  of  ex-  lilan    &.   Ludington,  6    W.    Va.   128; 

tension  was  not  averred.  Barnes  r.  Boyers,  34  W.  Va.  303. 
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(5)  Necessity  of  Special  Plea  —  SeloMe  of  8iiz«^.  —  A  defense  by 
a  surety  that  he  was  released  from  liability  by  reason  of  the  dis- 
chai^e  of  the  principal  debtor  should  be  specially  pleaded.^ 

Travd,  —  A  defense  on  the  ground  of  fraud  should  also  be 
specially  pleaded.* 

WftiTor  of  Writton  Hotioe.  —  Bat  an  for  A.,  who  had  since  died  leaTiag  an 

ans  ver  alleging  that  the  defendant  was  estate  sufficient  for  the  payment  c>f  all 

surety  only  in  the  note  sued  on,  and  his  debts;  that  the  defendant  had  noti- 

that  after  the  note  became  due  he  gave  fied  the  plaintiff  in  writing  to  institute 

the  plaintiff  oral  notice  to  sue  at  the  an  action  upon  the  note;  but  that  be 

next  term  of  the  court  and  at  the  same  negligently  failed  to  bring  suit  on  sach 

time  "  offered  to  give  a  written  notice,  note  against  the  estate  of  A.  and  had 

but  the  plaintiff  waived  a  written  no-  made  no  effort  to  collect  it  from  said 

tice,"  is  good.     Hamblin  v,  McCallis-  estate.     It  was  held  that  the  answer 

ter,  4  Bush  (Ky.)  418.  was  bad  in  that  it  did  not  show  that  the 

Sotting  Oat  Hotiooin  Plot. — In  Ten-  estate  was  situated  within  the  state  and 

nessee  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  not  that  administration  had  been  had  upon 

necessary  in  a  plea  setting  out  the  fail-  it.     Whittlesey  v.  Heberer,  48  Ind.  26a 

ure  of  the  creditor  to  sue  the  principal  See  also  Franklin  v.  Franklin,  71  Ind. 

on  notice,  to  set  out  the  notice  in  kac  573;  Rowe  v.  Buchtel,  13  Ind.  381. 

verba;   an  averment    that  such  notice  1.  Bull  r.  Coe,  77  Cal.  54.     See  also 

was  given  and   that  the  creditor  did  Bostwick    v.    McEvoy,   62    CaL    496; 

not  sue    is    sufficient.     Waterford   v,  Hayden  r.  Cook,  34  Neb.  670. 

Hensley,  Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  275.  Cortaiittj  of  Ploa.  —  An  allegation  by 

HeooiiitjofSpooialPloa.  —  In  Alabama  a  surety  on  a  note  that  it  had  been 

it  has  been  held  that  the  discharge  of  a  fraudulently  altered  to  a  larger  sum, 

surety  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  either  by  the  administrator  to  whom  it 

creditor  to  sue  the  principal  debtor  on  was  executed  or  b^  the  principal  in  the 

notice  so  to    do  should   be  specially  note,  and  that  this  was  done  without 

pleaded.     Shehan  v,  Hampton,  8  Ala.  the  knowledge  of  the  surety,  is  suffi- 

942.  ciently  definite.     Hamblen  tr.  Knight, 

Allogation  that  Vo  Salt  Was  Brought.  60  Tex.  36. 

—  An  answer  by  a  surety  to  an  action  But  an  averment  in  a  plea  that  the 

on  a  note,  alleging  that  after  the  note  plaintiffs  '*  or  some  of  them  "  released 

became  due  he  notified  the  plaintiff  to  a  "  large  part "  of  the  debt  specified  is 

institute   suit  thereon,   but  failing  to  defective  for  uncertainty.     Mitchell  v. 

allege  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  bring  Williamson,  6  Md.  210. 

suit  as  required,  and  not  averring  any  Inorsoso  of  Bisk.  —  A  plea  setting  up 

other  fact  as  a  reason  for  his  release  a  discharge  of  the  surety  by  reason  oi 

from   liability,   is   bad    on    demurrer,  an  act  of  the  creditor  which  tended  to 

Marshall  v.  Mathers,  103  Ind.  458.  increase  his  risk  should  allege  the  facts 

Fnlilbiiont  of  Conditloit  Prooodont.  —  showing  how  such  risk  was  increased. 
Where  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  Stewart  v.  Barrow,  55  Ga.  664. 
suretyship  no  suit  could  be  brought  Porformanoo  of  CooditioiL  at  to  BolsMO. 
against  a  surety  until  it  had  been  ascer-  —  A  plea  setting  up  a  promise  to  re- 
tained what  amount  a  certain  estate  lease  a  surety  upon  the  receipt  by  the 
could  pay  on  a  note,  if  the  surety  seeks  holder  of  the  note  of  mortgage  security 
to  avoid  liability  by  reason  of  the  delay  for  its  payment  should  allege  the  ex- 
on  the  part  of  the  creditor  to  bring  suit  ecution  and  delivery  of  the  mortgage, 
after  notice  to  him  to  do  so,  he  must  Lyle  v,  Morse,  24  111.  95.  See  also 
aver  in  his  answer  that  the  amount  Kempshall  r.  East,  127  Ind.  520. 
which  the  estate  would  pay  had  been  3.  Wilson  v.  Monticello,  85  Ind.  10. 
ascertained  for  the  purpose  of  showing  See  also  as  to  pleading  fraud,  Fishbum 
that  the  creditor  might  have  maintained  v.  Jones,  37  Ind.  T19;  Stanford  First 
the  suit  at  the  time  when  he  was  noti-  Nat.  Bank  v,  Mattingly,  92  Ky.  650; 
fied  to  do  so.  Field  v.  Burton,  71  Ind.  Bellows  v,  Lovell,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  153; 
38C'.  Siddall  V,  Goggan.  68  Tex.  708;  and  see 

Eitato  of  Deooaiod  Principal. —  In  an  generally  article  Fraud,  vol.  9,  p.  675. 

action  on  a    note   the  defendant  an-  Ftand  in  Induolng  SorotJ  to  fign.  —  A 

swered  that  he  had  signed  it  as  surety  plea  that  the  defendant  was  only  surety 
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(6)  Joinder  in  Plea.  —  A  plea  denying  the  liability  of  the 
principal  should  be  pleaded  in  the  name  of  the  principal.*  So  a 
plea  setting  up  matters  of  defense  affecting  the  surety  only 
should  be  pleaded  by  him  alone.* 

c.  Pleading  and  Proof.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  pleadings 
and  proofs  apply  to  actions  to  enforce  the  liability  created  by 
contracts  of  suretyship.' 

6.  Trial  —  a.  Dismissal  of  Action  as  to  Principal.  —  In 
the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  requiring  the  creditor  to 
pursue  the  principal  to  judgment,  or  on  the  failure  of  the  surety 
to  avail  himself  of  the  right  given  him  by  statute  in  some  states 
to  compel  the  creditor  to  sue  the  principal  or  to  have  the  judg- 
ment in  an  action  against  him  and  the  principal  specify  him  as 
surety,  a  creditor,  in  an  action  against  the  principal  and  surety  in 
an  undertaking,  may  dismiss  the  action  as  to  the  principal  and 
pursue  the  surety  alone.* 

b.  Intervention   by  Surety.  —  In  an  action  against  the 

in  the  note,  and  that  without  his  to  a  building  contract,  which  contract 
knowledge  the  principal  had  advanced  stipulated  that  the  owner  might  corn- 
usurious  interest  at  the  rate  of  fifteen  plete  the  building  on  the  contractor's 
per  cent,  for  the  year  during  which  the  default,  provided  that  the  expenses  in- 
face  of  the  note  dispensed  with  in-  curred  by  the  owner  should  be  audited 
terest,  and  that  the  fact  of  such  exac-  and  certified  by  the  architect,  the  fail- 
tion  was  fraudulently  concealed  from  ure  of  the  owner  to  obtain  such  certifi- 
him  when  he  signed  the  note,  is  bad  cate  cannot  be  raised  by  the  general 
without  an  allegation  that  the  obligee  denial.  George  A.  Fuller  Co.  v.  Doyle, 
either  procured  the  surety's  signature  87  Fed.  Rep.  687. 
or  was  present  when  it  was  made  and  4.  Wilkinson  v.  Flowers,  37  Miss, 
then  misrepresented  or  concealed  the  579;  Dorothy  v.  Hicks,  63  Iowa  240. 
essential  facts  which  he  ought  to  have  See  also  Nunan  v.  Berry,  66  Cal.  305. 
disclosed.  Burks  v.  Wonterline,  6  In  Texas  it  has  been  held  that  in  an 
Bush  (Ky.)  20.  action  on  a  note  executed  by  the  prin- 

1.  Price  V.  Cloud,  6  Ala.  248.  cipal  and  a  surety,  the  suretyship  being 

3.  Beesley  v.  Hamilton,   50  111.   88.  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  note,  it  is 

See  also   McChesney  t/.   Bell,   59  III.  error,   after  ineffectual  efforts  to  get 

App.  84.  service  on  the  principal,  to  dismiss  as 

8.  Evidenoe  Admliiible  uid«r  General  to  him  and  take  judgment  by  default 

Denial. —  Under  the  plea  of  a  general  against  the  surety  in  the  absence  of  a 

denial  in  an  action  on  a  bond  the  sure-  showing  that  the  principal  resides  be- 

ties  may  show  an  alteration  in  the  boad  vond  the  limits  of  the  state,  or  that  he 

after   its  execution    by    them.      Fair-  is    insolvent.      Burden    v.    Cross,    33 

haven  v,  Cowgill,  8  Wash.  686.     To  the  Tex.  687.     To  the  same  effect  see  Far> 

same  effect  see  Mundy  r.  Stevens,  61  ris  v.  Berry,  33  Tex.  701. 
Fed.  Rep.  77.  Disoontinnanoe  of  Action.  —  A  creditor 

And  in  an  action  on  the  bond  of  a  who  has  commenced  an  action  against 

building  contractor,  the  sureties  may  a  principal  on  a  note  and  attached  his 

show,  under  a  plea  of  the  general  issue,  property  may  discontinue   the  action 

that  the   plaintiff  had   money  in    his  without    prejudice    to    his    rights    as 

hands  due  to  the  principal  in  the  con-  against  the  sureties.     Concord  Bank  v. 

tract  which  was  equal  to  the  amount  Rogers,  16  N.  H.  9. 
of  the  plaintiff's  demand  against  them.        Stey  of  Action.  —  A  surety  sued  on  a 

Marquette  Opera  House  Bldg.  Co.  r.  bond  may  pay  into  court  the  amount 

Wilson,  109  Mich.  223.   See  also  Warner  of  the  penalty  and  costs  and  have  the 

V,  Crane,  20  111.  148.  proceedings    stayed.      Oshiel    v.    De* 

But  in  an  action  against  the  surety  Graw,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  63. 
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principal  in  an  undertaking,  a  surety  thereto  may  be  let  in  to 
defend.* 

7.  Judpnent  —  Statutes  generally  regulate  the  form  of  judg- 
ment  to  be  entered  where  principal  and  surety  are  sued  t<^ether 
and  the  fact  that  such  relation  obtains  has  been  made  to  appear. 
The  usual  requirement  is  that  the  judgment  shall  recite  which  of 

the  defendants  is  principal  and  which  is  surety,  and  direct  that 
execution  shall  first  be  levied  on  the  property  of  the  principal' 

1.  Cobarn  v.  Smart,  53  Cal.  742,  CiT.  A^p.  1894)  2$  S.  W.  Rep.  824; 
whereio  it  was  held  that  the  sureties  Labbe  v,  Corbett,  69  Tex.  505. 
of  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  re-  In  Ttzaa  a  court  having  no  aathoritr 
plevin  upon  an  undertaking  given  to  to  render  judgment  against  the  prino- 
effect  a  return  of  the  property  in  coci-  pal  cannot  render  judgoient  against 
tro^ersy  to  the  defendant  pending  the  the  sarety  alone  in  the  absence  of 
action  have  such  an  interest  in  the  ac-  averments  in  the  petition  that  the  prin- 
tion  as  will  entitle  them  to  intervene  if  cipal  was  dead,  beyond  the  jarisdictioo 
the  defendant  is  insolvent  and  the  ac-  of  the  court,  insolvent,  or  of  any  faa 
tion  is  not  being  defended  in  good  that  would  permit  judgmcmt  against 
faith.  See  also  Jewett  v.  Crane,  13  the  surety  without  taking  judgment 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  97,  against  the  principal.  Douthit  r.  Mar- 
wherein  it  was  held  that,  on  suitable  tiu,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  559.  And  a 
application,  sureties  might  be  let  in  to  judgment  against  a  svrety  johitly  saed 
defend  on  the  merits  in  the  place  of  with  his  principal  is  bad  where  no  serv- 
their  principal,  in  an  action  against  ice  is  sliown  on  the  principal  and  the 
him,  even  after  a  regular  judgment,  if  judgment  in  no  manner  disposes  of 
it  be  necessary  for  their  protection,  the  case  as  to  him  or  recites  his  alleged 
And  see  Hoffman  v,  Steiaan,  34  Hun  insolvency.  Welch  v,  Phelps,  etc, 
(N.  Y.)  239:  Lyon  v,  Tallmadge,  14  Windmill  Co.,  (Tex.  Cir.  App.  1896)  37 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  501;  Moore  v,  Hamnell,  S.  W.  Rep.  175.  See  also  Wolden  v. 
(N.  J.  1888)  14  Atl.  Rep.  743.  Durst,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  81;  Crawford 

Biiagiug   in   OMureUss.  —  A    surety  tr.  Jones,  24  Tex.  382. 

sued  without  others  liable  to  contribute  Tevikt  to  SuppTt  Jaifiu  I .  —  Where, 

cannot  delay  the  action  to  bring  in  his  in   an    action    against    principal    and 

cosureties  as  parties.     Foster  v.  Wise,  surety,  the  latter  defends  but  the  for- 

46  Ohio  St.  20.  mer  does  not,  and  the  verdict  is  against 

S.  See   the  statutes  of    the    several  the  principal  only  for  the  amount  of 

states,  and  the  following  cases:  the  debt  sued  for,  the  legal  effect  is  a 

Georgia.  —  Bowen  v.  Groover,  77  Ga.  finding  in  favor  of  the  surety,  and  a 

126;  Keaton  v.  Cox,  26  Ga.  162;  Wolf  judgment  accordingly  is  not  erroneous, 

f.  Kennedy,  93  Ga.  219.  Howard  v,  Johttson,  91  Ga.  319.    See 

Indiana,  —  Phillips  v.  Cox,  61  Ind.  also  Mason  v,  Poulallier,  10  La.  Ann. 

345 ;  Rooker  v.  Wise,  14  Ind.  276.  418. 

Kansas,  —  Foote  v,  Sprague,  13  Kan.  And  in  an  action  at  law  upon  a  joint 

155;    Kupfer  V.  Sponhorst,  i   Kan.  77;  note,  all  the  makers  except  one  befog 

Points  v.  Jacobia,  12  Kan.  55;  Rose  v.  sureties,  a  verdict  against  some  of  the 

Madden,  i  Kan.  445;  Higby  v,  Ayres,  sureties  for  the  whole  amount  of  the 

14  Kan.  339.  note  and  against  one  of  them  for  half 

i)ffV-4f>»».  —  Prentiss  v,  Spalding,  2  of  the  amount  is  bad;    but  in  case  of 

Dougl.  (Mich.)  84.  such    verdict   the  plaintiff   may  enter 

Nebraska, — Van   Etten   v,   Kosters,  judgment  against  all  the  sureties  for 

4S  Neb.  152.  the   lesser  sum.    Jones  v,  Lewis,  87 

Ohio,  —  Elliott   V,   Elmore,   16  Ohio  Ga.  446. 

27;  Kelly  V.  Collins,  II  Ohio  310.  Osrtifyiiig  Sorstyship.  —  In    Ohio  the 

Tennessee. -^QtkiSSLTi   v,  Campbell,  4  consent  of  parties  to  a  judgment,  in 

Sneed  (Tenn.)  184;  Grissom    v,  Moore,  open  court,  at  the  time  when  it  was 

I  Sneed  (Tenn.)  364.  rendered,  that  one  of  the  defendants 

Texas.  —  Montrose  r.  Fannin  County  may  be  certified  as  surety,  is  suflBcieot 

Bank.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1893)  23  S.  W.  without  other  evidence  to  authorize  the 

Rep.  709;  Dignowity  c.  Staacke,  (Tex.  entry  of  a  certificate  of  such  surety- 
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Mat  J«dfBnt.  —  Where  principal  and  surety  are  jointly  sued  and 
jointly  defend,  a  judgment  should  not  be  entered  against  one 
without  a  determination  as  to  the  other.  ^ 

8.  SxeemtioiL  —  The  principles  governing  the  issuance  of  the 
"writ  of  execution  have  been  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.* 

m  AOTIOV  TO  EvrOBCX  OOVTRAOT  OF  GhTABMrTTSHIP  —  1.   Foim 

4>f  Action  —  a.  Assumpsit.  —  In  an  action  on  a  collateral  guaranty, 
the  contract  of  guaranty  should  be  declared  on  specially.'  But 
in  the  case  of  an  absolute  guaranty,  a  recovery  can  be  had  under 
the  common  counts  in  assumpsit.* 

-ship.     Peters  v.  McWilliami,  36  Ohio  the  principal  and  surety  jointly.    Gil- 

St.  155.  lam  r.  Coon,  10  II!.  App.  43. 

But  the  omission  to  make  the  certifi-  S.  See  article   Executions  Against 

cate  as  to  which  judgment  debtor  is  Property,  vol.  8,  p.  303. 

principal  and  which  is  surety  cannot  S.  Emerson  v,  Aultman,  69  Md.  125, 

be  corrected  by  a  writ  of  error.     Kelly  wherein  it  was  said:    '*  The  law  is  no 

V,  Collins,  II  Ohio  310.  doubt  well  settled  that  in  case  of  an 

Yaeation  at  Instaiioe  of  Sortty.  -^  ordinary  and  usual  guaranty,  as  where 
Where  a  judgment  has  been  entered  one  contracts  in  writing  to  be  answer- 
by  the  consent  of  the  defendant  on  a  able  for  goods  sold  to  a  third  party,  or 
replevin  bond  given  by  him  in  claim  where,  in  like  manner,  one  engages  to 
and  delivery  proceedings,  it  cannot  be  pay  a  note  in  case  the  maker  fails  to 
set  aside  for  fraud  at  the  instance  of  the  pay  the  same,  the  contract  of  guaranty 
sureties  by  motion  in  the  cause,  but  must  be  declared  on  specially,  and  it 
only  by  a  new  direct  action   for  the  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 

Eurpose.     McDonald  V.  McBryde,  117  common  counts  in  assumpsit.    *    *    * 

f.  Car.  125.  The  reason   for  this  is   that  in  such 

1.  Smith  V,  State,  12  Neb.  309.     See  cases  it  is  necessary  to  aver  and  set 

also  Sartain  c.  Hamilton,  14  Tex.  348.  out  the  conditions  upon  which,  accord- 

Jndgmtnt  Agaiast  Administrator  of  ing  to  the  terms  of  his  contract,  the 
Prindpal.  —  In  an  action  against  the  liiU>ility  of  the  guarantor  arises."  See 
administrator  of  a  principal  and  his  also  Runde  v.  Runde,  59  111.  98; 
surety  a  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  Omaha  Nat.  Bank  v.  St.  Paul  First 
to  be  levied  on  the  assets  of  the  estate  NaL  Bank,  59  111.  428;  Johnson  v, 
in  the  hands  of  the  administrator,  Clark,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  564;  Smith  r. 
Johnson  v.  Meier,  62  Ind.  98;  but  Bainbridge,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  12;  Elder 
should  provide  that  it  be  paid  in  due  v,  WarfieTd,  7  Har.  &  J.  (Md.)  392;  Ox- 
course  of  administration,  Lawrence  v.  ford  Bank  v,  Haynes,  8  Pick.  (Mass.) 
Doolan,  68  Cal.  309.  423;    Northrup  v.  Jackson,  13  Wend. 

Jadgmont  Over  in  fkvor  of  Surety. —  (N.  Y.)  85;  Mines  v,  Scuhhorpe,  2 
Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  judg-  Campb.  215;  Forth  v,  Stanton,  i  Saund. 
ment  against  a  principal  aftd  surety  210;  Marriot  v.  Lister,  2  Wils.  141. 
should  direct  the  levying  of  execution  Guaranty  of  Bont,  —  The  common 
on  the  property  of  the  principal  before  counts  do  not  lie  for  the  recovery  of 
levying  on  the  property  of  the  surety,  rent  against  a  guarantor.  The  plead- 
it  is  error  to  render  an  absolute  judg-  ing  must  be  special  on  the  guaranty, 
ment  in  favor  of  the  surety  against  the  Potter  v.  Gronbeck,  117  111.  404. 
principal  without  first  requiring  the  Waiver  of  Olijeetidn.  —  In  an  action  on 
former  to  discharge  the  judgment  in  a  guaranty  of  a  promissory  note  it  can- 
favor  of  the  creditor.  Dignowity  v.  not  be  objected  on  appeal  that  the  dec- 
Staacke,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894)  25  S.  laration  contains  only  the  money 
W.  Rep.  824.  counts,    unless     that    objection    was 

AiKrmativo    Belief    to    Surety.  —  Al-  taken  in  the  trial  court.     Bickford  v, 

though  a  principal  debtor  may  set  off  Gibbs,  8  Cush.  (Mass.)  154. 

a  claim  in  a  joint  action  against  him  4.  Runde    v.     Runde,     59    111.    98; 

and  his  surety,  yet  upon  such  plea  it  Northrup  v.  Jackson,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 

Is  error  to  render  judgment  for  any  85;  Elder  v.  Warfield,  7  Har.  &J.  (Md.) 

amount  against  the  plaintiff  in  favor  of  392;  Packer  v,  Benton,  35  Conn.  343. 
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b.  Debt.  —  Though  debt  will  not  lie  on  a  collateral  undertak- 
ing of  guaranty,^  it  has  been  held  that  such  form  of  action  may 
be  resorted  to  on  a  guaranty  of  payment  indorsed  on  a  note,  as 
such  guaranty  creates  a  liability,  direct  and  immediate,  for  the 
payment  of  a  specific  sum  in  nutnero^ 

2.  Parties  —  a.  Plaintiffs  —  (i)  At  Common  Law,  —  It  was 
the  rule  at  common  law  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  on  a 
guaranty  except  by  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  of  guaranty 
was  made,  as  the  contract  was  considered  special  in  its  nature  and 
not  negotiable ; '  and  this  rule  has  received  support  in  many  of 
the  United  States.* 

(2)  By  Statute,  —  By  the  statutes  of  some  of  the  states  a  con- 

PrematiiTe  Aetion.  —  An  action  on  the  Michigan,  —  Tinker  v,  McCaaley,  3 

guaranty  of  any  deficiency  on  a  note  Mich.  188. 

after    certain    security  has   been    ex-  New  York.  —  Lamoarieux  9.  Hevit, 

hausted  cannot  be  brought  until  such  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  307;  Miller  v.  Gaston, 

security   has   been   sold.      Bouche   v,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  188. 

Louiiit,  104  Cal.  230.  Ohio,  —  Taylor  v,  Wctmorc,  10  Ohio 

1.  Tappan    v.    Campbell,    9    Yerg.  490. 

(Tenn.)  436.  Pennsylvania. —  McDoal  «r.  Yeo- 

8.  Brown     v,    Bussey,    7     Humph,  mans,    8    Watts    (Pa.)    361;     Ekel   p. 

(Tenn.)  573.     See  also  Bayley  ».  Haz-  Snevily,  3  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  272;  Beckiey 

ard,  3  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  487.  v,  Eckert,  3  Pa.  St.  292;    Campbell  r. 

8.  foiaa.  —  Dubuque  First  Nat.  Bank  Lacock,  40  Pa.  St.  448. 

V.  Carpenter,  41  Iowa  518.  Rhode  Island.  —  King   9.  Batterson, 

Kentucky,  —  Levi  v,  Mendell,  I  Duv.  13  R.  I.  117. 

(Ky.)  78.  Tennessee.  —  Smith   v.   Dickinson.  6 

Nebraska.  —  Weir    v.    Anthony,     35  Humph.  (Tenn.)  261;  Turley  p.  Hodge, 

Neb.  396.  3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  73. 

New  York,  —  Robbins  v.  Bingham,  Wisconsin.  —  Ten  Eyck  v.  Brown,  3 

4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  476;    Walsh  v.  Bailie.  Pin.  (Wis.)  452. 

10  Johns.   (N.   Y.)   180;    Newcomb  v.  See  also  Walsh  v.  Featherstone,  67 

Clark,  I  Den.  (N.  Y.)  226;    Birckhead  Minn.  103. 

z/.  Brown.  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  634;  Barnes  v.  Guaranty   of  Vote.  —  In    Watson  r. 

Barrow,  61  N.  Y.  39.  McLaren,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  557,  it  was 

Pennsylvania.  —  Campbell  v,  Lacock,  held   that  a  general  guaranty  in  the 

40  Pa.  St.  448.  words,  **  I  hereby  guarantee  the  pay- 

Tennessee,  —  Allison   v.  Rutledge,  5  ment  of  a  note    •    *    *     drawn  by," 

Yerg.  (Tenn.)  193.  etc.,   not   naming  any  person  as  the 

Texas.  —  Smith  v,    Montgomery,    3  party  guaranteed,  could  be  declared  on 

Tex.  199:  San  Roman  V.  Serna,  40  Tex.  by  any  person  who  advanced  money 

306.  upon  it,  but  that  such  guaranty  was 

United  States.  —  Eastern  Tp.'s  Bank  not  negotiable  so  that  an  action  could 

v.  St.  Johnsbury,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  40  Fed.  be  brought  on  it  in  the  name  of  any 

Rep.  423;    Grant  v.  Naylor,  4  Cranch  person   other  than   the  one  in  whose 

(U.  S.)  224.         '  hands  it  first  became  available,  unless 

England.  —  Arlington  v,  Merricke,  2  it  were  named  upon  the  note  the  pay- 

Saund.  414;    Wright  v.  Russel,  2  W.  ment  of  which  it  guaranteed. 

Bl.  934;    Myers  v.  Edge,  7  T.  R.  250;  In  Cooper  v.  Dedrick,  32  Barb.  (N. 

Barker  v,  Parker,  i  T.  R.  287;  Simson  Y.)  516,  it  was  held  that  where  a  guar- 

v.  Cooke,  I   Bing.  452,  8  E.  C.  L.  590;  anty  is  written  on  a  note  and  the  note 

Strange   v.   Lee,   3   East  484;    Dry  v,  is  transferred,  the  sale  and  delivery  of 

Davy,  10  Ad.  &  El.  30,  37  E.  C.  L.  27.  the  note  with  the  guaranty  upon  it  fur- 

4.  Maine.  — Springer  v,  Hutchinson,  nish  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  sale  of 

19  Me.  359;  Irish  v.  Cutter,  31  Me.  536.  the  contract  of  guaranty,  and  the  pos- 

Massachusetts.  —  Taylor  v,  Binney,  7  session  of  the  note  and  the  guaranty  is 

Mass.   479;    True  v.  Fuller,   21   Pick,  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  right  in  the 

(Mass.)  140.  holder  to  the  guaranty,  and  will  an* 
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tract  of  guaranty  is  assignable.  In  such  states  the  assignee  may 
sue  on  the  guaranty  in  his  own  name.^ 

(3)  Negotiable  Guaranty.  —  A  guaranty  may  be  made  negotia- 
ble, and  when  so  made  an  action  will  lie  upon  it  in  the  name  of 
any  subsequent  holder.* 

(4)  Party  Who  May  Enforce  Principal  Contract.  —  It  has  also 
been  held  that  one  who  can  enforce  the  principal  contract  can 
enforce  the  guaranty.' 

b.  Defendants  —  (i)  In  General.  —  In  an  action  to  enforce  a 

thorize    him    to    maintain    an    action  Everson  v.  Gere,  40  Hun  (N.  Y.)  248; 

thereon,  aniess  it  be  shown  that  the  Arents  v.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (Va.)  750. 

contract  of  guaranty  was  not  trans-  Asiigninaiit     of    Itaase.  —  A    written 

f erred  at  the  time  when  the  note  was  guaranty     indorsed     upon    a    lease, 

transferred.  whereby  the  signers  **  guarantee  the 

In  Partridge  v.  Davis,  30  Vt.  499,  it  payment  of  the  rent  and  the  perform- 

was  held  that  a  written  guaranty  of  ance  of  the  covenants  by  the  party  of 

the   payment  of    a    promissory  note,  the  second  part  in  the  within  lease,"  is 

placed  by  the  payee  on  the  back  of  the  not  assignable  so  as  to  pass  the  legal 

note,  passed  with  the  note,  so  that  any  title  to  the  assignee.     Potter  v,  Gron-' 

subsequent  bona  fide  holder  had   the  beck,  117  111.  404. 

right,  against  the  guarantor,  that  ap-  S.  Ketchell  v.  Burns,  24  Wend.  (N. 

pertained  to  the  person  to  whom  the  Y.)  456,  wherein  it  was  held  that  on  a 

note  was  first  assigned.  guaranty  indorsed  upon  a  note  whereby 

In   Waldron  v.   Harring,   28    Mich,  the  payment  and  collection  of  the  note 

493,  it  was  held  that  a  guaranty  of  col-  were  guaranteed  to  a  third  person  "or 

lection  indorsed  on  a  promissory  note  bearer  "  an  action  would  lie  by  any 

payable  to  bearer  may  be  sued  upon  subsequent  holder  in  his  own  name, 

by  any  subsequent  holder  in  his  own  See  also  Briggs  v.  Latham,   36  Kan. 

name.    See  also  Neal  v.  Smith,  5  Ala.  205;  Harbord  c.  Cooper,  43  Minn.  466; 

568;    Nesbit  r.   Bradford,  6  Ala.  746;  Pollock  v.  Helm,  54  Miss,  i;  Everson 

Webster  v.  Cobb,  17  111.  459;  Ellsworth  v.  Gere,  40  Hun  (N.  Y.)  248;  Townsend 

V.    Harmon,    loi   111.  274;    Heaton  r.  &  Colorado  Fuel,  etc.,  Co.,  16  N.  Y. 

Hulbert,    4    III.    489;    Studebaker    v.  App.  Div.  314;  Union  Bank  v.  Coster, 

Cody,  54  Ind.  586;    Baldwin  r.  Dow,  3  N.  Y.  203;    Griffin  v.  Rembert,  2  S. 

130  Mass.    416;    Jones    v.   Dow,    142  Car.  410;    Toppan  v,  Cleveland,  etc., 

Mass.  130;  Thomas  v.  Dodge,  8  Mich.  R.  Co.,  i   Flipp.  (U.  S.)  79;    Bleeker  v, 

51;  Nevius  V.  Lansingburgh  Bank,  10  Hyde,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  279;    Russell 

Mich.   547;     Northumberland    County  v.  Wiggin.  2  Story  (U.  S.)  214;  Adams 

Bank  v,  Eyer,  58  Pa.  St.  97;  Walton  v.  v.  Tones,  12  Pet.  (U.  S.)  207;  Lawrason 

Dodson.  3  C.  &  P.  162, 14  E.  C.  L.  250.  v.  Mason,  3  Cranch  (U.  S.)  492. 

Qtuuraaty  of  Iisase.  —  Where  a  guar-  8.  Craig  v.    Parkis,  40  N.  Y.    181, 

anty  that  the  lessees  should  perform  wherein  it  was  held  that  the  assign- 

the  '*  within  covenants  "  is  indorsed  ment  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  gave  to 

on  a  lease,   the  lessor  named  in  the  the  assignee  the  benefit  of  and  the  right 

lease  may  maintain  an  action  on  the  to  sue  upon  a  guaranty  by  a  previous 

guaranty,   although   he  is  not  desig-  assignor  of  their  collection,  although 

nated  therein.    Otto  r.  Jackson,  35  III.  such  guaranty  was  not  in  terms  trans- 

349.    See  also  Jenness  v.  True,  30  Me.  ferred   with   the   principal  obligation. 

438.  See  also  Claflin  v.  Ostrom,  54  N.  Y. 

1.  Killian  v.  Ashiey,  24  Ark.  511;  581,  wherein  it  was  said :  *' This  guar- 
Cole  V.  Merchants'  Bank.  60  Ind.  350;  antv  must  go  with  the  principal  obli- 
Fletcher  v.  Piatt,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  522;  gation,  and  be  enforceable  by  the  same 
Harper  v.  Pound,  10  Ind.  32;  Dubuque  persons  who  could  enforce  that."  And 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Carpenter,  41  Iowa  see  Lemmon  v.  Strong,  59  Conn.  448; 
518;  Anchor  Invest.  Co.  v.  Kirkpat-  Lahmers  v.  Schmidt,  35  Minn.  434; 
rick,  59  Minn.  378  Weir  v.  Anthony,  Cady  v,  Shelden,  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  103; 
35  Neb.  396;  Small  v.  Sloan,  i  Bosw.  Cooper  v.  Dedrick,  22  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
(N.  Y.)  352;  Evansville  Nat.  Bank  v.  516;  Stillman  v.  Northrup.  109  N.  Y. 
kaufmann,  93  N.  Y.   273.    See   also  473;  Gould  v.  Ellery,  39  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
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contract  of  guaranty » the  guarantor  b  the  proper  party  defendant.^ 
(2)  Joinder  of  Principal  Obligor.  —  The  rule  is  very  general  that 

in  an  action  on  a  guaranty  it  is  imprc^per  to  join  the  principal 

obligor.* 

By  Stetat*.  —  It  has,  however,  been  held  that  under  a  statute 

providing  that  persons  severally  liable  on  the  same  instrument 

may  all,  or  any  part  of  them,  be  joined  in  the  same  action,  the 

makers  and  guarantors  of  a  promissory  note  may  be  joined  as 

parties  defendant.' 

163;    AUeo  V.  Culver,  3  Den.  (N.  Y.)  ttninger  to  a  ao(«,  pasmbkein  clocks, 

284.  at  the  ti»«   o<    tke  eiecnooa  wrote 

1.  Abboit    fr.   Bffowo,    13X    IlL   108;  opon  the  back  of  tke  note  and  ligned 

Dickinson  v.  Colter,  45  Ind.  445;  Mar-  these  words.    "  I  gnasamee  the  fnUil- 

shall  V.  Peck,  i  Dana  (Ky.)  610;   Ox-  ment  of  the  within  contract,*'  >r  was  a 

ford  Bank  v,  Hayncs,  8  f^ick.  (Mass.)  joint  contract  and  the  panics  ni|rkt  be 

423.  sued  jointly  npon  it. 

Showing  «f  ChuuNAtjihif •  —  The  oom-  fikajnatf  Tnilsrisd  sa  iMtnnMBk.  —  In 

plaint  on  a  written  guaranty  purport*  Harris  v.  Eidrklge.  5  Abb.  N.  Caa.  (N. 

tng  to  be  signed  by  a  firm,  the  action  Y.  Sapieme  Ct.)278,  it  was  beld  that  if 

being  against  a  single  defendant,  does  a  guarantor  cBga|rea  alone  by  a  sepa- 

not  state  a  cause  of  action  as  to  him  rate  writing  disunct  fioni  the  instra- 

without    showing    that   he    alone    is  ment  signed  by  the  maker,  althoogh 

bound  by  the  guaranty,  and  it  is  not  indorsed   thereon,   his   contract    is  a 

sufficient  to  allege  that  he  agreed   to  sepafate  cause  of  action,  and  in  an 

give  the  guaranty  and  that  he  signed  action  against  both  the  complaint  is 

it  himself.     Rose  v.  Feldman,  67  CaL  demurrable  on  the  groand  that  causes 

ICO.  of  action  have  been  improperly  anited. 

9.  Calif ortiitL.  —  Adaoss  v.  Wallace,  See  also  Preston  v.  Davis,  8  Ark.  167; 

119  Cal.  67.  Cross  tr.  Ballard,  46  Vt.  415;  WalUs  v. 

lUineis,  —  Clark   v.  Morgan,  13  111.  Carpenter,  13  Allen  (Mass.)  19. 

App.     597;    Columbian    Hacd    Wood  Mnasr  of  Baisiag  Oljsstloii.  —  Where 

Lumber  Co.  v.  Langley,  51  lU.  App^  the  nuJcer  and  guarantor  of  a  note  are 

100.  joined    as    defendants    in    an    action 

Indiana,  —  Cole  v.  Merchants  Bank,  thereon,  the  complaint  setting  out  in  a 

60  Ind.  350;   McMillan  v.  Bull's  Head  single  count  a  good  cause  of  action 

Bank,  3a  Ind.  11 ;  Virden  v,  Ellsworth,  against  each,  a  sepacate  demurrer  by 

15  Ind.  144:    Bonduran  v.  Bladen,  19  each  defendant  on  the  groand  of  an 

Ind.   x6o;    Gaff  v,  Sims,  45  lad*  165;  improper  joinder  of  causes  of  action  is 

Tourtelott  v.  Junkin,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  permissible.     Barton  v.  Speis,  5  Han 

483;  Rich  wine  v.  ScovtU,  54  Ind.  150.  (N.  Y.)  6a 

Maine,  —  Read  v,  Cutts,  7  Me.  x86;  XuIlUnms^  where  the  maker  oi  aaote 

Smith  V.  Loomta,  72  Me.  51.  is  joined  with  the  guarantor  as  defend- 

Massachusitis.  —  Wallts  v.  Carpenter,  ant  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should 

13  Allen  (Mass.)  19^  put  in  issue  the  qaestion  of  their  joint 

Missouri,  —  Graham    v,    Ringo,    67  liability  by  a  plea  in  abatement  or  a 

Mo.   324;    Parmerlee  v,   Williama,  71  verified  plea  in  bar.    Colombian  Hard 

Mo.  4 JO.  Wood  Lumber  Co.  v,  Langley,  51  lO. 

New  York,  —  Miller  v.  Gaston,  2  Hill  App.  uxk 

(N.  Y.)  188;  Prosser  v,  Luqueer,  4  Hill  Wsivsr  of  Misjoinder.  —  A  misjoinder 

(N.  Y.)  420.  of  the  principal  and  the  guarantor,  if 

OrefTon,  —  Tyler   v,   Tualatin  Acad*  not  objected  to  in  the  coun  below,  will 

emy.  14  Oregon  485.  not  avail  on  appeal.     Tibbits  tr.  Percy, 

Wisconsin,  -—  Stewart    v,    Glenn«    5  24  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  39. 

Wis.  14.  S.  Marvin  v,  Adamson,  11  Iowa  371: 

But  see  Gale  v.  Van  Annan,  18  Ohio  Peddicord   v,   Whittam,   9   Iowa   471; 

336,  wherein  it  was  held,  citing  Leon-  Tucker  v.  Shiner,  24  Iowa  334;   Stoat 

ard  V,  Sweetzer.   16  Ohio  i;  Stage  v,  v,  Noteman,  30  Iowa  414;  Mix  v.  Fair- 

Olds,  12  Ohio  158.  and  Bright  v.  Car-  child,  Z2  Iowa  351;   Veach  v,  Thomp- 

penter,    9    Ohio    139,    that    where    a  son,  15  Iowa  380;  Hendriz  v.  Fuller,  7 
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3.  Pleading  — a.  Declaration  or  Complaint  — (i)  Setting 

Out  Terms  of  Contract.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  in  an 
action  against  a  guarantor  ^ould  set  out  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  creditor  and  the  principal.^ 

Kan.  339;  Hammel  v.  Beardsley,  31  set  out  in  the  text  does  noc  warrant  the 
Minn.  314;  Kautzman  v,  Weirick,  36  joining  of  the  maker  and  guarantor  of 
Ohio  St.  333;  Tooke  v.  Taylor,  31  Tex.  a  note  in  the  same  action.  Mowery  v. 
4;  Gagan  v.  Stevens,  4  Utah  348.  See  Mast,  9  Neh.  445. 
also  Neil  v,  Ohio  Agricultural,  etc.,  In  New  York  it  has  been  held  that 
College,  31  Ohio  St.  15.  In  this  case  the  code  has  not  changed  the  rule  that 
R.  subscribed  one  hundred  dollars,  two  defendants  severally  liable,  one 
promising  to  pay  that  sum  to  a  college  upon  a  collateral  and  the  other  upon 
in  consideration  that  the  coUege  should  an  original  undertaking,  cannot  be 
be  located  at  a  specified  place.  N.,  in  joined  in  one  action.  Phalen  v.  Din- 
writing,  at  the  same  time  and  place  gee,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  379;  Gould 
and  upon  the  same  consideration,  v,  Moring,  28  Barb.  (N,  Y.)  444;  De 
guaranteed  the  payment  of  the  sum  so  Ridder  v,  Schermerhorn,  10  Barb.  (N. 
subscribed.  The  subscription  with  the  Y.)  638;  Tibbits  v,  Percy,  24  Barb.  (N« 
guaranty  thereto  annexed  was  deliv-  Y.)  39;  Allen  v.  Fosgate,  11  How.  Pr. 
ered  to  and  accepted  by  the  trustees  of  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  ai8;  Le  Roy  v. 
the  college  upon  the  consideration  Shaw,  2  Duer  (N.  Y.)  626;  Brewster  v. 
aforesaid,  as  one  instrument.  It  was  Silence,  8  N.  Y.  207.  But  see  Carman 
held  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  v,  Plass.  23  N.  Y.  286,  wherein  it  was 
code,  providing  that**  persons  severally  decided  that  under  the  code  a  joint  ac- 
liable  upon  the  same  obligation  or  in-  tioo  lies  against  a  lessor  and  one  who 
strument  *  *  *  may,  all  or  any  of  is  a  party  to  the  lease,  and  therein 
them,  be  included  in  the  same  action  guarantees  the  performance  of  the 
at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff,**  the  sub-  lessor's  covenants.  To  the  same  effect 
scriber  and  fi^uarantor  may  be  jointly  see  Decker  v,  Gaylord,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
sued    on    said    instrument.    And  see  no. 

Lucy  V.  Wilkins,  33  Minn.  21,  where  it  In  Texas  it  has  been  held  that  the  in- 
was  held,  cittM^  Carman  v.  Plass,  23  dependent,  volunteer  guarantor  of  the 
N.  Y.  286,  that  a  guarantor  of  the  pay-  payment  of  a  promissory  note,  executed 
ment  of  rent  accruing  on  a  written  bv  other  parties,  is  not  within  the  pror 
lease,  whose  undert^Jcing  is  icKiorsed  visions  of  the  statute,  which  provides 
thereon,  maybe  sued  jointly  with  the  that  the'*  assignor,  indorser,  guarantor, 
principal  debtor.  But  see  Griffin  v.  and  surety  upon  any  contract  and  the 
Grundy  County,  10  Iowa  226,  whereio  drawer  ot  any  bill  that  has  been  ac- 
it  was  held  that  where  two  parties  were  cepted,"  shall  not  be  sued  without  join- 
liable  on  the  same  obligation,  one  as  ing  the  maker,  acceptor,  or  other  prin- 
the  maker  and  the  other  as  the  guar-  cipal  obligor.  Shropshire  v.  Smith, 
an  tor  of  the  payment,  they  could  not,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1896)  37  S,  W.  Rep. 
when  the  contract  of  guaranty  was  by  470.  But  see  Phipps  v,  Willis,  11  Tex. 
a  separate  instrument,   be  joined  as  Civ.  App.  186. 

parties  defendant  in  an  action  to  re-  1.  Walker  v.   Forbes,   25    Ala.    139, 

cover  the  amount  due  thereon.  wherein  it  was  said  that  it  was  very 

In  Afassachusetts  it  has  been  held  that  clear  that  the  counts  were  insufficient 

under  a  contract  signed  by  three  per-  in  that  they  failed  to  set  out  the  terms 

sons,  and  reciting  that  one  of  them  bad  of  the  contract  between  the  plaintiffs 

lent  to  a  corporation  a  sum  of  money  and  the  principal  debtor.    **  Credit  was 

payable  at  a  fixed  time,  and  that  **  we,  given  to  him  for  a  specified  sum,  but  we 

for  value  received,  hereby  jointly  and  are  not  advised  by  the  counts  as  to  how 

severally  guarantee  the  repayment  of  or  when  the  debt  was  to  be  paid,  so  that 

said  loan  and  interest,  at  the  time  the  we  cannot  determine  whether  the  terms 

said  shall  be  payable,**  all  the  parties  agreed    upon   were   lawful  or    within 

to  the  instrument  could  be  joined  in  an  the  scope   of   the  guaranty.     Failing 

action  thereon.     Colt  v.  Learned,   118  to  aver  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the 

Mass.  380.  allegation  thatC.  [the  principal  debtor] 

\ti  Nebraska  it  has  been  held  that  a  has  made  default  is  but  a  conclusion 

statutory  provision  similar  to  the  one  of  the  pleader,  and  not  an  averment  of 

948  Volume  XVI. 


Aetloa  to  Safom       PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY  GoBtneL 

(2)  Allegation  of  Consideration,  —  The  declaration  or  complaint 
in  an  action  on  a  guaranty  should,  it  would  seem,  allege  the  con- 
sideration on  which  the  guaranty  was  made.^ 

a  fact  upon  notice  of  which  the  liabiU  consideration  of  the  promise,  bat  the 

ity  of  the  gaarantor  is  to  attach."     See  circumstances    under    which    it    was 

also  Nesbit  v,  Bradford,  6  Ala.  746;  made.    See  also  Chase  9.  Cox,  64  Ark. 

Emerson    v.   Aultman,    69    Md.    125;  648;    Camp  v.   Scott,   47  Conn.    366; 

Wallace  v.  Lark,  12  S.  Car.  576;  Mines  Klein  v.  Currier,  14  III.  237:  Stone  v. 

V,  Sculthorpe,  2  Campb.  215.  White.  8  Gray  (Mass.)  589;  Standley  v, 

Kanner  of  Batting  Out  Oiuuraatj.  —  The  Miles,  36  Miss.  434;  Bailey  t/.  Free- 
guaranty  ma^  be  set  out  in  its  own  man,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  280;  Greene  v, 
terms.  Morrison  v.  Trenchard,  4  M.  Dodge,  2  Ohio  430;  Lewis  v.  Brewster, 
&  G.  709,  43  E.  C.  L.  366;  Sims  v.  2  McLean  (U.  S.)2i:  Bebee  v.  Moore. 
Clark,  91  Ga.  302.  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  387;  Hank  v.  Critten- 

Jsint  and  Sereral  Onaraatj.  —  The  den,  2  McLean  (U.S.)  557;  Forth  v. 
declaration  in  an  action  on  a  guaranty  Stanton,  i  Saund.  210.  But  see  Rigby 
may  properly  contain  two  counts,  one  u.  Norwood,  34  Ala.  129,  wherein  it 
treating  the  guaranty  as  a  joint  and  was  held  that,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  other  as  a  several  obligation.  Lit-  the  Alabama  statute  of  frauds,  the  dec- 
tie  V.  Edwards,  69  Md.  499.  la  ration  need  not  aver  the  considers^ 

Yariaaoe  Batwssn  Onazmaty  and  Stela-  tion  of  the  contract  of  guaranty.    And 

ration.  —  An  agreement  in  writing  on  see  Toppan  v.  Cleveland,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

the  back  of  a  note  in  the  words,  "I  i  Flipp.  (U.  S.)  74,  and  generally  ani- 

hereby  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  cle    Frauds,   Statutk  of,   vol.  9,   p. 

within  note  one  year  from  this  date,  699. 

whether  a  suit  is  brought  against  the  Jorbaaranoe  to  800. —  Where  the 
signer  or  not,'*  does  not  support  an  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  B  on  his 
allegation  in  an  action  on  the  guaranty  guaranty  of  A's  note  averred  in  the 
of  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  the  declaration  that  *'  in  consideration  that 
money  at  the  end  of  a  year.  Sage  v,  the  plaintiff  would  wait  and  delay  the 
Wilcox,  6  Conn.  81.  But  an  objection  collection  of  said  note,  and  not  exact 
that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  payment  thereof  for  four  years  there- 
note  as  described  in  the  guaranty  and  after,  and  of  the  plaintiff's  promise  of 
the  one  in  proof  cannot  be  raised  for  forbearance  to  collect  the  same  for  that 
the  first  time  on  appeal.  Watson  v,  time,"  the  defendant  promised,  etc.  it 
McLaren,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  557.  was  held  that  this  was  a  sufficient  alle- 

Bnrplvisgo.  —  A  count  upon  a  guar-  gation  of  consideration  for  the  defend- 

anty  of  the  payment  of  a  note  set  forth  ant*s  engagement  and  adapted  to  proof 

the  making  of  the  note,  the  guaranty  of  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 

thereof  by  the  defendant,  and  the  eras-  plaintiff  to  forbear.      Breed    v,   Hill- 

ure  of  the  name  of  one  of  the  makers  bouse,  7  Conn.  523. 

by  the  mutual  consent  of  all  the  par-  Coniidfliration  of  Afrignmont.  —  Butia 

ties,  and  then  averred  that  the  defend-  an  action  on  a  guaranty  made  by  the 

ant,  in  consideration  of  such  erasure,  assignor  of    a    lease  that   the    lessee 

verbally  promised  that  he  would  guar-  would   perform   the  conditions  of  the 

antee  the  payment  of  the  note.     It  was  lease,  the  declaration  need  not  set  oat 

held  that  the  count  was  sufficient,  and  the  consideration  of  the  assignment  of 

that  a  further  allegation  that  the  origi-  the  lease.     Harper  v,  Ponnd,  10  Ind. 

nal  guaranty  should   remain    in   full  32. 

force    was    surplusage.      Knoebel    v.  Promlso  of  Oroditor.  —  A  dedaradoa 

Kircher,  33  111.  308.  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff 

Waiver  of  Oldoetions.  —  After  a  plea  would  do  a  certain  act,  the  defendant 

to  the  merits  in  an  action  on  a  guar-  promised  to  da  a  certain  other  act,  with 

anty,  the  defendant  cannot  object  at  an  averment  of  performance   on  the 

the  trial  to  formal  defects  in  the  deda-  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  sufficient  witb- 

ration.    Aldrich  v.  Chubb,   35  Mich,  out  averring  a  promise  on  the  part  of 

350.  the  plaintiff.     Lent  v.    Padelford,    10 

1.  Johnson  v,  Clark,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  Mass.  230. 

564,  wherein  it  was  held  that  the  decla-  tnfloionoy  of  AUogation.  —  A    count 

ration    in    an    action  on   a  collateral  setting  forth  the  consideration  as  it  is 

undertaking  should  show  not  only  the  found  in  the  written  promise  is  a  suffi- 
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(3)  Averment  that  Guaranty  Was  in  Writing.  —  Although  a 
guaranty  that  has  not  been  reduced  to  writing  may  be  avoided, 
yet  in  declaring  upon  it  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  writing 
or  to  aver  that  it  was  in  writing.* 

(4)  Alleging  Performance  of  Conditions  Precedent  —  (a)  In  a«n- 
«r»L  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  in  an  action  on  a  guaranty 
should  allege  the  performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  conditions  prec- 
edent to  his  right  of  action  on  the  guaranty.* 

(b)  Votioe  of  AoooptftBoe  —  Haotnitj  of  AUogiag.  —  Where  notice  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  guaranty  is  necessary  to  charge  the  guarantor, 
the  declaration,  in  an  action  on  the  guaranty,  should  allege  such 
notice.' 

«cient     allegation      of     consideration,  ing,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  it  to 

Leonard  v.  Sweetzer,  16  Ohio  i.  have  been  so.     That  it  was  so  is  a  mat- 

A  complaint  alleging  that "  in  con-  ter  of  evidence   to  be  shown  on  the 

■sideration  "  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  re-  trial."     See  also  2  Chitty  on  Pleadings 

quest  of  the  defendant  would  sell  goods  (i6th  Am.  ed.)  136;    Perrine  t^.  Leach- 

to  a  third  person  on  credit  the  defend-  man,  10  Ala.  140;  Rigby  v.  Norwood, 

ant  promised  in  writing  to  be  answer-  34  Ala.  129;   Wakefield  v.  Greenhood, 

^ble  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  payment  of  29  Cal.  597;  Porter  v,  Drennan,  13  111. 

the  price  of  the  goods  so  sold,  and  that  App.  362;  Ecker  v.  McAllister,  45  Md. 

-the  plaintiff  afterwards,  on  the  faith  of  290;     Ecker    v,    Bohn,    45    Md.    278; 

such    guaranty,    sold    and    delivered  Walker    v.    Richards,   39  N.   H.   259; 

.goods  to  such  third  person,  sufficiently  Elting  v,  Vanderlyn,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 

■alleges  a  consideration  for  the  defend-  237;    Lilley   v.   Hewitt,   11  Price  494. 

Ant's  promise.     Klein  v.  Long,  16  N.  And    see    generally    article    Frauds, 

Y.  App.  Div.  301.  Statute  of,  vol.  9,  p.  699. 

Yariaiiee.  —  In  an  action  upon  a  writ-  2.  Smith  v.  Compton.  6  Cal.  24, 
ing  purporting  on  its  face  to  be  an  un-  wherein  it  was  held  that  where  one  per- 
conditional  guaranty,  but  which  does  son  guarantees  the  payment  of  the  debt 
not  express  the  consideration  upon  of  another  in  consideration  of  the 
which  it  was  executed,  the  averments  agreement  of  the  creditor  to  stay  pro- 
•of  the  petition  as  to  the  consideration  ceedings  against  the  debtor,  the  prom- 
showed  that  the  contract  was  condi-  ise  of  the  creditor  is  a  condition  prece- 
tional,  depending  for  its  validity  upon  dent,  and  its  performance  must  be 
the  performance  of  certain  acts  of  the  alleged  to  entitle  him  to  payment 
promisee.  It  was  held  that  there  was  against  the  guarantor.  See  also 
no  variance  between  the  contract  con-  Thomas  v:  Croft,  i  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.) 
tained  in  the  writing  and  that  set  forth  40,  wherein  it  was  held  that  in  an 
in  the  petition.  Steadman  v.  Guthrie,  action  against  the  guarantor  of  a  bond 
4  Mete.  (Ky.)  147.  in  consideration  of  forbearance  to  sue, 

1.  Dayton    v,    Williams,    2    Dougl.  the  declaration  should  allege  the  plain- 

(Mich.)  31,  wherein  it  was  said:  "The  tiff's  subsequent  actual    forbearance, 

rule  is  that  where  a  thing  is  originally  as  a  performance  of  the  condition  pre- 

authorized  by  statute  which  could  not  cedent.     And  see  Steadman  v.  Guthrie, 

be    done    at    common    law,   then,   in  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  147;  Higgins  v.  Dixon,  2 

pleading,  everything  must  be  averred  Dowl.  &  L.  124;  Seymour  v.  Mitchel, 

which  the  statute  requires  to  bring  the  2  Root  (Conn.)  145. 

act  done  within  it.     Thus,  in  the  case  As  to  Pleading    Conditions   Procedont 

of  a  will  of  lands,  it  must  be  averred  Oenorally,  see  article  Conditions  Prece- 

to  be  in  writing.     But  where  a  statute  dent,  vol.  4,  p.  626. 

makes  a  writing  necessary  in  a  case  8.  Lawson   v,  Townes,   2   Ala.   373. 

where   it  was  not  so  at  the  common  wherein  it  is  said :  "  In  all  cases  where 

law,  then  such  averment  in  pleading  is  the  liability  of  the  defendant  depends 

not  necessary.     And  as  before  the  stat-  on   notice     *     *    *     of  a   particular 

ute  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  default  fact,  such  notice  is  of  the  gist  of  the 

of  another  was  valid,  if  upon  a  suffi-  action  and  should  be  specially  averred, 

cient  consideration,  though  not  in  writ-  and  it  should  also  appear  that  it  was 
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Xaaner  of  Ailegiaf .  —  A  general  averment  of  notice  of  acceptance 
is  as  a  rule  sufficient.^ 

(o)  Bomand  m  Prlneipftl  OUlfor.  —  In  an  action  on  a  collateral 
guaranty,  where  the  liability  of  the  guarantor  depends  upon  the 
doing  of  some  act  by  a  third  person,  notice  of  a  demand  upon 
him  or  an  excuse  for  not  making  it  should  be  alleged.*  But  in 
an  action  for  the  breach  of  an  unconditional  guaranty,  no  aver- 
ment of  demand  on  the  principal  need  be  made.* 

given  in  due  time  aod  to  a  proper  per-  tached.  But  in  the  case  of  mercantile 
son."  See  also  Cahuzac  t/.  Samini,  99  sruaranties,  the  object  of  requiring  no- 
Ala.  a«8;  McCoUum  v.  Gushing,  22  tice  of  acceptance  is  not  for  the  pur- 
Ark.  .540;  Lane  v.  Levillian,  4  Ark.  84;  pose  of  performing  a  condition  upon 
Rapelye  v,  Bailey,  3  Conn.  438;  Sims  which  a  previous  contract  is  to  become 
V,  Clark,  91  Ga.  302;  Steadman  v.  obligatory,  but  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
Guthrie,  4  Mete  (Ky.)  147;    Roots  v.  fecting  the  contract  itself.     It  shows 

ienifer,  4  Wkly.   L.  Gaz.  401,  3  Ohio  that   the   minds  of    the   parties   have 

^ec.  (Reprint)  214.  met,   and    that   the  contract  is  com- 

GaBml     Letter    «f     OuaraBtj.  —  To  plete.    It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to 

authorize  a  recovery  upon  a  general  allege  any  other  notice  of  the  accept, 

letter  oi  guaranty,  it  is  necessary  that  ance  of  such  a  guaranty  than  what  is 

the   plaintiff    aver   not  only  that  the  always    necessary  in   declaring  upoo 

guaranty  was  accepted,  and  the  credit  any  contract.     The  parties  in  this  case 

given  upon  the  faith  of  the  guaranty,  could  not  contract  until  the  guaranty 

but  that  the  guarantor  was  notified  in  a  was  accepted  and  notice  of  acceptance 

reasonable  time  of  the  credit  given,  its  was  brought  home   to  the  defendant 

extent  and  terms,  and  that  he  would  And  it  then  stood  upon  the   footing  of 

be  looked  to  for  performance  thereof,  any  other    contract,   and   when    it  is 

Kincheloe  v.  Holmes,  7  B.  Mon.  (Ky  )  alleged  that  the  defendant  promised,  it 

5;     Mast    V,    Lehman,    100    Ky.   464;  is,  of  course,  necessarily  implied  that 

Chase  V.  Cox,  64  Ark.  648.  he   made  a   valid   promise;    in   other 

Waiver   of    Hetios.  —  In    an    action  words,  a  promise  which  the  plaintiff 

against  a  guarantor  after  answer  ten.  had  accepted,  and  the  defendant  had 

dering  the  issue  of  want  of  notice  of  knowledge  of  such  acceptance.**    See 

acceptance  of  the  guaranty  the  defend-  also  Central  Sav.  Bank  v.  Shine,  48  Mo. 

ant  cannot  object  at  the  trial  that  the  456;  Cahuzac  v,  Samini,  29  Ala.  2S8. 

complaint  did  not  allege  such  notice.  S.  Hernandez  v.  Stilwell,  7  Daly  (N. 

Straight  v.  Wight,  60  Minn.  515.  Y.)  360,  which  was  an  action  on  a  coo- 

1.  White  V.  Reed,  15  Conn.  457,  tract  indorsed  upoo  a  bond  expressed 
whorain-it  was  said:  **  Where  notice  of  in  these  words:  "I  hereby  expressly 
acceptance  is  necessary  to  be  proved,  guarantee  *  *  *  the  ultimate  pay- 
we  think  it  unnecessary  to  make  any  ment  of  the  sum  of  money  named  here- 
more  formal  allegation  of  it  than  is  in,  together  with  interest  and  all 
made  in  this  declaration.  This  is  en-  lawful  charges,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
tirely  unlike  that  class  of  cases  where,  shall  be  due  and  owing.'*  It  was  held 
by  the  terms  or  nature  of  the  contract,  that  the  contract  intended  a  liability 
one  is  bound  to  pay  money,  or  perform  only  upon  default  of  the  principal 
some  act,  upon  request  or  upon  notice,  debtor,  and  that  a  complaint  on  the 
and  such  previous  request  or  notice  contract  not  setting  forth  a  demand  on 
forms  a  condition  precedent,  and  is.  the  principal  debtor,  his  default,  and 
therefore,  a  traversable  fact  which  notice  to  the  defendant  was  bad  on  de- 
must  be  specially  alleged,  and  may  for  murrer.  See  also  Greely  v.  McCoy.  3 
the  same  reason  be  specially  traversed.  S.  Dak.  218;  Greene  v.  Dodge,  2  Ohio 
In  this  class  of  cases  there  was  origin-  431;  Hank  tf,  Crittenden,  2  McLean 
ally  a  valid  contract,    but  a  contract  (U.  S.)  557. 

upon  condition:  and  therefore  it  is  that  8.  Killian  v.  Ashley,  24  Ark.  511; 
the  party  who  seeks  performance  of  it  Neil  v,  Ohio  Agricultural,  etc.  Col- 
must  show  in  his  pleadings  that  the  lege,  31  Ohio  St.  15;  Clay  v,  Edgerton, 
condition  has  been  complied  with  in  19  Ohio  St.  549.  See  also  Lent  r. 
order  to  show  that  the  liability  has  at-  Padelford,  xo  Mass.  230. 
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(d)  H«tiM  •t  Dtftknlt  of  PxiBilfftl  Oblifor  —  VtoMidij  «f  AU«glaf. —  In  an 
action  against  a  guarantor  notice  to  the  guarantor  of  the  default 
of  the  principal  need  be  alleged  only  when  such  notice  is  neces- 
sary to  fix  the  liability  of  the  guarantor.^ 

Mnair  «f  Antgiaf.  —  A  general  averment  of  notice,  such  as^  "of 
all  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice/'  is  sufficient.' 

Vaotnitj  of  Froring  AllogftiioiL  —  An  allegation  of  notice  in  a  decla- 
ration, where  such  allegation  is  not  necessary  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  declaration,  will  be  deemed  surplusage  and  need  not  be 
proved.' 

(a)  SUigoBoo  Im  Fumiag  FiiadpaL  —  The  declaration  in  an  action 
on  a  collateral  guaranty  should  allege  due  diligence  in  the  prose- 
cution of  the  demand  against  the  principal  obligor,  or  that  he  is 
insolvent  and  unable  to  pay.^    But  in  an  action  on  an  absolute 

1.  AlaAama.  —  Fay  v.  Hall,  25  Ala.  diet      Crocker    v,    Gilbert,    9    Cash. 

704;  Lawson  v.  Townes,  a  Ala.  373.  (Mass.)  13X. 

Arkansas,  —  Killian    v,    Ashley,    24  S.  Cahuzac  v,  Samltii,   2q  Ala.  388; 

Ark.  511;  Lane  v,  Levillian,  4  Ark.  84.  Fay  v.  Hall,  25  Ala.  704;  Williams  v. 

Indiana,  —  Ward  v.  Wilson,  loo  Ind.  Staton,    5    Smed.    k   M.   (Miss.)  347; 

52.  Oaks  V,  Weller,  16  Vt.  63;   Lewis  r. 

Iowa,  —  Peddicord    v.    WhitUm,    9  Brewster,  2  McLean  (U.  S.)  21.     Bat 

Iowa  471;  Peck  v,  Frink,  10  Iowa  193;  see  Rapelye   v,  Bailey,  3  Conn.  438, 

Marvin  f.  Adamson,  zi  Iowa  377.  wherein  it  was  said:  "Where  notice 

North  Carolina,  —  Lewis  v,  Bradley,  and  request  are  by  law  necessary,  there 

2  Ired.  L.  (K.  Car.)  303.  the  general  averment  will  not  be  suffi- 
OHo,  —  Greene  V.  Dodge,  2  Ohio  431;  cient,  bat  it  mast  be  particularly  set 

Belmont  Bank  v.  Beebe,  6  Ohio  497.  forth,  that  the  court  may  judge  whether 

Pennsylvania, -^  Gibb^  v.  Cannon,  9  the  notice  or  request  was  sufficient.** 

S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  198.  8.  Gibbs  v.  Cannon,  9  S.  &  R.  (Pa.) 

Vermont,  —  Sylvester  v.  Downer,  18  198,  wherein  it  was  said:  '*  The  allega- 

Vt.  32.  tion  of  special  notice  may  be  struck  out 

United  States,  —  January  v,  Duncan,  of  the  declaration,  as  it  is  framed,  and 

3  McLean  (U.  S.)  19;  Lewis  v.  Brew-  rejected  as  impertinence  and  surplus- 
ster,  2  McLean  (U.  S.)  21.  age.     The  difference  is  well  known  be- 
As  to  the  Vooaisity  of  AlleglAg  tho  Bo-  tween    immaterial    averments,   which 

fsalt  of  tho  ^indpal  Obligor,  see  infra^  must  be  proved,  and  impertinent  ones» 

III.  3.  a,  (5)  Default  of  Principal,  which   may   be   rejected."       See  also 

Boasonablonoii  of  Hotloo  of  Dofkolt.  —  Thrasher  v,  Ely,  2  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 

In  an  action  on  a  guaranty,  whether  139;  Donley  v.  Camp,  22  Ala.  659. 
notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  principal        4.  Dwight    v,  Williams,  4   McLean 

debtor's  nonpayment  was  reasonable  (U.  S.)  581,  wherein  it  was  said:  '*  The 

or  not  is  a  question  for  the  jury.    Jack-  declaration,  in  its  averments,  does  not 

son  V,  Yandes,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  526.  show  any  excuse   for  not  proceeding 

Xanner  of  y*-'«<«g  Oljoetioii.  —  That  against  Lawrence  [the  principal  debtor] 

the  averment,   in   a  declaration  on  a  in  his  lifetime,  nor  does  it  appear  that 

guaranty,  of  notice  to  the  defendant  of  he  was  insolvent  from  the  time  that  the 

nonperformance  by  his  principal  omits  plaintiff  received  the    mortgage   until 

to  state  when  and   where   the  notice  his    death.      The    declaration   alleges 

was  given  is  no  ground  for  the  arrest  that '  Lawrence,  at  the  time  of  his  de- 

of  judgment,  but  onl^  of  special  de-  cease,  and  for  a  long  time  before  that 

murrer.     Dayton  z^.  Williams,  2  Dougl.  time,'    was  and    had   been   insolvent. 

(Mich.)  31.  Now  this  averment  is  indefinite  —  '  a 

Waivor  of  Otjootion.  —  An  objection  to  long  time  before  his  decease.'     How  is 

a  declaration  that   it  failed   to  allege  that    to     be    measured,    by    days    or 

notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  nonpay-  months?    The  averment  does  not  cover 

ment  of  the  note,  even  if  such  notice  this  period  of  time  with  the  requisite 

was  necessary,  comes  too  late  after  ver-  certainty."    See  also  Nesbit  t/.  Brad- 
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guaranty  the  declaration  need  not  allege  either  that  the  plaintiff 
has  exhausted  his  legal  remedies  against  the  principal  debtor  or 
that  he  is  insolvent.^ 

(5)  Default  of  Principal.  —  The  declaration  in  an  action  against 
a  guarantor  should  allege  the  default  of  the  principal  obligor.' 

ford,  6  Ala.  746;    Gaster  v.  Ashley,  l  Connecticut,  —  Camp     v,     Scott,    47 

Ark.  325;  Aldrich  v.  Chubb,  35  Mich.  Conn.  366. 

350;  Bosman  v.  Akeley,  39  Mich.  710;  Kentucky.  —  Kincheloe  r.  Holmes,  7 

Clark  V,  Kelloeff,  96  Mich.  171;  Nichols  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  5. 

V,  Allen,   22  Minn.  283:    Fall  v.  You-  Maryland,  —  Mitchell  v.  Dall,  2  Har. 

mans,  67  Minn.  83;  Moakley  v.  Riggs,  &  G.  (Md.)  159. 

19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  69;  Sandusky  Bank  Massachusetts,  —  Ilsley  v,   Jones,  12 

V.  Follctt,  2  West  L   J.   (Ohio)  78.  i  Gray  (Mass.)  260. 

Ohio   Dec.   (Reprint)    87;    McDoal    v.  New  York,  —  Hernandez  r.  Stil well, 

Yeomans,  8  Watts  (Pa.)  361 ;  McCown  7  Daly(N.  Y.)36o;  Henry  McShane  Co. 

V,  Muldoon,  147  Pa.  St.  311.  ».  Padian.  i  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.) 

ATonninit  of  DiligOBoe.  —  An  averment  332;    Knapp   v,  Roche,  94  N.  Y.  '^29; 

in  a  declaration  upon  a  guaranty  that  Lent  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.»  130  M. 

a  demand  was*'  good  and  collectible,"  Y.  504. 

that  "  when  said  note  became  due  and  North  Carolina,  —  Lewis  v,  Bradley, 

payable,  said  note  was  not  good  and  2  I  red.  L.  (N.  Car.)  303. 

collectible,  and  the  plaintiff  was  un-  United  States.  —  Bebee  v,   Moore,  3 

able  to  collect  said  note,**  and  that  the  McLean  (U.  S.)  387. 

plaintiff  '*  hath  been  wholly  unable  to  England,  —  Morris  v,  Cleasby,  4  M. 

collect  said  note,**  does  not  sufficiently  &  S.  574. 

import  that  all  endeavors  to  collect  the  As  10  the  necessity  of  alleging  notice 

note  would  have  been  manifestly  use-  of  the  default  of  the  principal,  see  xK/rj, 

less,  so  as  to  furnish  a  sufficient  excuse  IIL  3.  a.  (4)  {d)  Notice  of  Default  of 

for    omitting    such    endeavors.      Syl-  Principal  Obligor, 

vester  v.  Downer,  18  Vt.  32.  Faymant  of  Hoto.  —  In  an  action  on  a 

Pleading  and  Prool  —  An  averment  in  guaranty  to  pay  any  balance  unpaid 

the    declaration,    in    an    action  on   a  upon  a  note  by  the  maker,  a  petition 

guaranty,  that  the    plaintiff  had  used  alleging   that  "  about  eight    hundred 

due  diligence  in  the  prosecution  of  the  dollars  *'  is  unpaid  is  bad  on  special 

demand   against  the  principal  obligor  demurrer.     Shropshire  v.  Smith,  (Tex. 

will  not  admit  of  proof  of  a  waiver  by  Civ.  App.  1896)  37  S.  W.  Rep.  470. 

the  guarantor  of  diligence.    Clark  v.  Dofanlt  Within  Termi  of  Gnamity.— 

Kellogg,  96  Mich.  171.  In  an  action  on  a  guaranty  that  the 

1.  Esberg-Bachman  Leaf  Tobacco  principal  should  pa^  for  all  goods  coo- 
Co.  V.  Held,  62  Fed.  Rep.  96^  signed,   a  declaration  which   did  not 

Oiuuraatj  of  Payment  of  Koto.  —  In  a  state  whether  the  goods  for  which  the 

suit    on    an    absolute,    unconditional  principal  failed  to  pay  were  consigned 

guaranty  of  the  payment  of  a  note,  it  before  or  after  the  date  of  the  contract 

is  not  necessary  to  aver  the  insolvency  of    guaranty     was    held    demurrable, 

of  the  maker  of  the  note.     Donley  v»  Cabot  v,  McMasters,  55  Fed.  Rep.  722. 

Camp,  22  Ala.  659.  So  where  one  not  a  party  to  a  note  is 

In  an  action  against  a  guarantor  who  sued  upon  his  written  guaranty  of  pay- 
was  a  payee  or  assignee  of  a  negotiable  ment  of  a  portion  thereof,  and  itap- 
promissory  note,  it  is  not  necessary  to  pears  from  the  declaration  that  the 
aver  due  diligence  by  instituting  suit,  maker  has  paid  on  the  note  a  sum  in 
nor  that  the  defendant  has  suffered  no  excess  of  the  amount  guaranteed,  it 
detriment  by  a  failure  to  use  such  dili-  will,  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation 
gence.  Peddicord  v,  Whittam.  9  Iowa  that  such  sum  was  paid  before,  be  pre- 
471;  Peck  V.  Frink,  10  Iowa  193.  sumed  it  was  paid  after  such  guaranty, 

3.  Alabama,  —  Fay  v.   Hall,  25  Ala.  and  the  declaration  is  demurrable  as 

704;    Nesbit  :>.   Bradford,  6  Ala.  746;  stating  no  cause  of  action.     Fidelity, 

Lawson  v.  Townes,  2  Ala.  373.  etc.,  Co.  v.  Van  Dyke,  99  Ga.  542. 

Arkansas,  —  McCoUum  v.  Cashing,  Failnro  to  Allege  Befttnlt  —  Aider  bj 

22  Ark.  540.  Yerdiet.  —  In  a  declaration  on  a  collat- 

California,  —  Mtckle    v,  Sanchez,    i  eral  promise,  the  plaintiff  should  aver 

Cai.  200.  notice  to  the  guarantor  of  the  perform- 
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(6)  Alleging  Breach  of  Guaranty  —  Heoeiiity  «f  Alleffing.  —  The 
declaration  or  complaint  in  an  action  on  a  guaranty  should  of 
course  allege  a  breach  thereof.^ 

Xamiflr  of  AUo^ing.  —  The  breach  should  be  assigned  in  the  words 
of  the  contract,  either  negatively  or  affirmatively,  or  in  words 
which  are  coextensive  with  the  import  and  effect  of  it.* 

b.  Plea  OR  Answer — (i)  In  General.  —  The  rules  governing 
pleas  or  answers  generally  apply  to  a  plea  or  answer  in  an  action 
on  a  guaranty.' 

(2)  No  Consideration.  —  In  an  action  on  a  guaranty  want  of 
consideration  may  be  pleaded,*  though  such  defense  is  admissible 

ance  of  the  act  contemplated  by  the  In  an  action  on  a  guaranty  of  the 
promise  and  of  a  failure  to  pay  by  the  payment  of  a  note,  the  guaranty  pro- 
person  in  whose  favor  the  undertakiiig  viding  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  pay- 
was  made;  but  the  omission  of  these  ment  of  the  note  b^  the  defendant, 
averments  will  be  cured  by  the  statute  should  assign  to  htm  the  note  and 
of  jeofails  after  verdict.  Pasteur  v.  mortgage  given  to  secure  it,  a  plea 
Parlcer,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  458.  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  offer 

1.  Williams  v.  Staton,  5  Smed.  &  M.  to  assign  '*  any  valid  mortgage  held  bv 

(Miss.)  347;  Nesbitt  v,  Bradford,  6  Ala.  him  securing  the  payment  of  the  note 

746;    Mast  v.   Lehman,  100  Ky.   464;  is  bad.     Martin  7/.  Butler,  iii  Ala.  422. 

Vinal  9.  Richardson,  13  Allen  (Mass.)  Part  Payment.  —  In  an    action  on  a 

521;  Wassenick  v.  Ireland,  (Tex.  1888)  guaranty  a  plea  of  part  payment  by  the 

9  S.  W.  Rep.  203;  Batson  v.  Spearman,  assignee    of    the  principal  obligor  is 

9  Ad.  &  EI.  398,  36  E.  C.  L.  146.  good.    Such   payment  will  operate  as 

Payment  When  "  in  Pirnds."  —  The  de-  an    extinguishment  pro  tanto  of  the 

fendant  indorsed  on   a    note:    *'  The  plaintiff's  demand.     Solary  f.  Stultz, 

within  amount  I  promise  to  pay  when  22  Fla.  263. 

in  funds  belonging  to  O.  [the  maker  of  Dlseharge.  —  A  plea  to  a  declaration 

the  note],  the  period  not  to  exceed  six  on  a  guaranty  to  pay  for  such  goods  as 

months."     It  was  held  that  this  being  a  third  person  might  purchase  is  suffi- 

the  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  cient  where  it    alleges  that  after  the 

and   without  any  apparent  considera-  default  of  such  third  person  the  plain- 

tion,  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  having  tiff  closed  and  settled  the  account  with 

such  funds  within  that  period  must  be  such  person  by  taking  his  notes  and 

averred  to  bind  the  defendant.     Dun-  extending  the  time  of  payment  for  the 

can  V.  Gadsden,  Harper  L.   (S.  Car.)  goods  without  the  consent  of  the  de- 

364.  fendant.     Herman  v.  Williams,  36  Fla. 

Payment  Out  of  Partionlar  Fund.  —The  T36. 

complaint  in  an  action  on  a  guaranty  Denial  of  Breach  of  Condition  Avoiding 

to  pay  a  note  out  of  a  particular  fund  Liability.  —  If    the    defendant     in    an 

after  such  fund  has  been  collected  by  action  on  a  guaranty  sets  up  a  condi- 

the  guarantor  need  not  aver  that  all  of  tion  to  his  guaranty  which  avoids  his 

the  fund  has  been  collected.    MuUer  liability,   if  kept  and    performed,   he 

r.  Ohm,  66  Cal.  475.  should  deny  the  breach  of  such  condi- 

8.  Hank  v,  Crittenden,  2  McLean  (U.  tion  or  his  plea  will  be  bad.    Smith  v, 

S.)  557.  Riddcll,  87  111.  165. 

8.  Donley  v.  Camp,  22  Ala.  659,  Inoonditent  Defeniea.  —  In  an  action 
wherein  it  was  held  that  in  an  action  against  the  guarantor  of  a  note,  an  an- 
on a  guaranty  indorsed  on  a  note  the  swer  alleging  that  the  time  of  payment 
execution  of  the  guaranty  could  be  put  had  been  extended  without  the  defend- 
in  issue  only  by  an  appropriate  plea,  ant's  knowledge  or  consent,  and  that 
See  also  Dodge  v.  Furber,  6  Dakota  the  note  had  been  paid,  does  not  set  up 
217;  Johnson  r.  Bailey,  79  Tex.  516;  inconsistent  defenses.  Osborne  ». 
Webster  v.  Metropolitan  Washing  Waller,  (Minn.  1898)  75  N.  W.  Rep. 
Mach.    Co.,    29    Ind.    453;    Marx    ••.  732. 

Schwaru,  14  Oregon  177;  Goodwin  v.  4.  Walter  A.  Wood  Mowing,  etc.,  Co. 

Barnhart,  i  Oregon  215;  Clark  v,  Kel-  v.  Land,  98  Ky.  5x6,  wherein  it  was 

logg,  96  Mich.  171.  held  that  the  guarantors  of  a  note  foi 
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under  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit.^ 

(3)  Special  Plea.  —  The  failure  of  the  creditor  to  give  notice  to 
the  guarantor  of  the  default  of  the  principal  obligor,  where  such 
notice  is  required,  and  the  damages  resulting  from  such  failure, 
are  matters  of  defense  and  should  be  specially  pleaded.' 

1.  Quettioas  for  Jury.  —  In  an  action  on  a  guaranty,  as  in 
actions  generally,  all  questions  of  fact  are  questions  for  the  jury.' 

the  purchase  price  of  a  reaping  machine  Btatnta   of  Tnndii  —  Where  the  de- 

coufd  set  up  as  a  defense  a  breach  of  fendant  is  charged  as  an  origioal  debtor 

warranty  given  to  the  purchaser  of  the  under  the  common  oouats  in  assumpsit 

machine  and  the  maker  of  the  note,  as  without  intimation  as  to  a  gnaraaty, 

such  defense  amounted  to  a  plea  of  no  it  is  not  necessary  for  him   to  plead 

consideration.      See    also  Winans    v.  specially  that  the  contract  was  one  of 

Gibbs,  etc.,   Mfg.   Co.,  48   Kan.   781;  guaranty  and  was  void  under  the  su^ 

Briggs  V,  Latham,  36  Kan.  205.  ute  of  frauds  because  not  in   writing, 

CKiiraiity  under  Seal. ---But  in  an  ac-  but  he  may  in  si&ch  case  avail  himself 

tion  on  a  guaranty  under  seal  indorsed  of  the  statute  uader  tbe  geot^al  deniaL 

on  a  lease,  a  plea  of  no  consideration  Harris  v.  Frank,  8x  Cal,  38a     But  see 

is  bad.     Hallberg  v.  Brosseau,  64  III.  Seymour  v.  Mitcbel,   a  Root  (Conn.) 

App.  520.  145. 

Flea  of  Hsvsr  ladtbted.  —  In  an  action  8.  Lamb    v.    Briggs,  23    Neb.    13B. 

on  the  guaranty  of  payment  of  a  judg-  wherein  it  was  held  that  where  in  ao 

ment  assigned  and  guaranteed  by  the  action    on    a    guaranty    the    asswer 

owner  thereof,  a  plea  of  **  never  was  alleged  an  alteration  of  the  guaranty 

indebted  as  alleged  '*  puts  in  issue  the  and  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to 

consideration    for  the  assignment  as  the  alteration,   the   issue  thus  raised 

well  as  the  promise  to  pay  it.     Little  v,  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

Edwards,  69  Md.  499.  AUlgtnos    in   Paziuiag     FxiiicipaL-- 

1.  Aldridge  v.  Turner,  i  Gill  &  J.  Whether  a  delay  of  nine  years  before 
(Md.)  427.  attempting  to  enforce  the  debt  against 

2.  Furst,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Black,  11 1  the  principal  obligor  was  unreasonable 
Ind.  308,  wherein  it  was  said:  "The  and  whether  the  guarantors  were  preju- 
failure  to  give  notice  and  the  result-  diced  thereby  are  questions  for  the 
ing  damage  were,  however,  matters  jury.  Kramph  v.  Hatz,  52  Pa.  St.  525. 
of  defense.  There  was  *  *  *  no  See  also  Woods  v,  Sbermaa,  71  Pa.  Sl 
issue    under    which    such    a    defense  100. 

could  properly  have  been  made.  There  Credit  on  Faith  of  Guaranty.  ^-  Where 
was  no  answer  alleging  the  failure  to  a  guaranty  was  given  to  a  bank  for  all 
give  notice,  the  solvency  of  the  princi-  liabilities  to  the  bank  of  certain  par- 
pal  when  the  obligation  df  the  guaran-  ties,  then  existing  or  which  might 
tors  matured,  and  his  subsequent  in-  thereafter  arise,  to  the  extent  of  an 
solvency  and  nonresidence.  Neither  amount  specified,  the  guarantor  hold- 
the  failure  to  give  notice  of  the  princi-  ing  himself  liable  to  that  extent  for  all 
pal's  default  nor  the  fact  that  he  was  paper  of  said  parties,  either  as  drawers 
insolvent  and  a  nonresident  when  the  or  indorsers,  that  might  be  held  by  the 
suit  was  commenced  was  in  itself  suffi-  bank,  and  the  bank  subsequently  dis- 
cient  to  discharge  the  guarantors.  In  counted  paper  of  which  said  parties 
order  that  they  may  be  exonerated,  it  weredrawersor  indorsers,  it  was  within 
must  appear  by  proper  averment  and  the  province  of  the  jury  in  an  action  by 
proof  that  the  failure  to  give  notice  had  the  bank  against  the  iruarantor  to  de- 
resulted  in  injury  10  the  appellees,  termine  whether  the  money  was  parted 
*  *  *  In  order  to  make  it  appear  with  by  the  bank  on  the  faith  of  the 
that  they  have  been  injured,  they  must  guaranty  or  otherwise.  Lazear  v. 
aver  and  prove  that  their  principal  was  National  Union  Bank,  52  Md.  78. 
solvent  at  the  time  of  or  since  the  de-  Findings.-^  In  an  action  on  a  guar- 
fault,  and  that  he  has  since  become  in-  anty  of  the  collection  of  a  note,  a  find- 
solvent  or  a  nonresident,  without  prop-  ing  that  shows  an  apparent  exhaustion 
erty  subject  to  execution  within  the  of  legal  remedies,  but  does  not  de- 
state."  See  also  Ward  v.  Wilson,  100  scribe  or  identify  the  note  or  show  that 
Ind.  52;  Snyder  p.  Click,  112  Ind.  293.  the  plaintiff  is  still  a  holder,  amounts 
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5.  Judgment.  —  In  an  action  on  a  guaranty  a  money  judgment 
only  can  be  rendered.  ^ 

IT.  AcTiOH  BT  SuxxTT  AoAXHST  Pbivcipal  —  1.  JuTudiotion  — 
a.  In  Equity.  —  It  is  well  settled  that  a  surety  on  whom  lia- 
bility has  attached  on  the  default  of  his  principal  may  bring  a  bill 
in  equity  to  compel  the  principal  to  pay  the  debt  and  exonerate 
himself  from  such  liability.' 

to  a  mistrial.    Gray  v.  Pike,  38  Mich.  Ga.    302;  Outlaw  v,  Reddick,  ix  Ga. 

650.  669. 

1.  Robertson  v.  Sully,  2  N.  Y.  App.  Illinois,  —  Constant  v,  Matiison,  28 

Div.  152.    This  was  an  action  against  111.  546;  Moore  v.  Topliff,  107  111.  241. 

a  shareholder  of  an  association  on  a  Indian  Territory,  —  Sparks  v,  Chil- 

guaranty  by  him  of  an  indebtedness  ders,  (Indian  Ter.  1898)  47  S.  W.  Rep. 

due  the  plaintiff  by  the  association  and  316. 

secured  by  the  deposit  in  a  bank  of  l4yiva, — Keokuk  v.  Love,  31  Iowa  119. 

certain  debentures  issued  by  the  asso-  Kentucky,  — January  v,  January,  7  T. 

elation    to  the  defendant    guarantor.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  544;    Huss  v.  Rice,  92 

The  defendant  guarantor  objected  to  Ky.  362;  Partlow  v.   Lane,  3  B.  Mon. 

the  judgment  rendered  against  him,  on  (Ky.)  424;     Hite  v,   Campbell,    zo  B. 

the  ground  that  it  contained  no  provi-  Mon.  (Ky.)  80;  Rice  v.  Downing,  12  B. 

sion  for  the  return  to  him  of  the  de-  Mon.   (Ivy.)  44;    Moore  v.   Young,   i 

bentures.     The  court  said :"  In  respect  Dana  (Ky.)  517;  Thomas  r.  Beckman, 

to  the  objection  as  to  the  form  of  the  z  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  29;  Conley  7/.  Boyle, 

judgment,    it    is    manifest  that,   this  6  T.  B.    Mon.   (Ky.)  640:    Meador  v, 

being  an  action  at  law  to  recover  a  con-  Meador,    88    Ky.     217;     Morrison    v, 

tract  debt,  no  provision  such  as  is  sug-  Poyntz,    7   Dana  (Ky.)  307;    Sims  v. 

gested  could  have  been  inserted  in  the  Wallace,  6  B.  Mon.  (ky.)  410. 

judgment."  Louisiana,  —  Montgomery's   Succes- 

Inolnsion  of   Sam  Hot  Duo. —  In  an  sion,    2    La.    Ann.  469;    Edwards  v, 

action  against  the  guarantors  of   the  Prathier,  22  La.  Ann.  334. 

principal  and  interest  of  bonds  brought  Maryland,  —  Hoffman  v,  Johnson,  I 

before  the  maturity  of  the  principal.  Bland  (Md.)  Z03;  Whitridge  v.  Durkee, 

the  amount  of  the  principal  may  be  in-  2  Md.  Ch.  442;    Sasscer  f.   Young,   6 

eluded  in  the  judgment  if  it  matured  Gill  Hl  J.  (Md.)  243. 

before   the   rendition    thereof.     Union  Missouri,  —  Bauer  v.  Gray,  18   Mo. 

Trust  Co.  V,  Detroit  Motor  Co.,  (Mich.  App.  Z64. 

1898)  76  N.  W.  Rep.  112.  New  Jersey,  ^Irick  r.  Black,  17  N.  J. 

Goioral    Judgmont. —  In     an    action  £q.  189;  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 

against  the  maker  and  guarantors  of  a  Little,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  5Z9;  Delaware,  etc., 

note  a  several  judgment  may  be  en-  R.  Co.  v,  Oxford  Iron  Co.,  38  N.  J.  Eq. 

tered  against  the  maker,  although  he  Z51. 

was  not  served  with  summons  until  New  York.  —  Hannay  v.  Pell,  3  E.  D. 
after  separate  and  several  judgment  Smith  (N.  Y.)  432;  Warner  v.  Beards- 
had  been  entered  against  the  guaran-  ley,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  104;  Gibbs  v, 
tors.  Wabasha  First  Nat.  Bank  v,  Mennard,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.)  258;  Hayes 
Burkhardt,  (Minn.  Z898)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  v.  Ward,  4  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  123; 
858.  Thompson  v.   Taylor,  72    N.    Y.    32; 

Jndgmont  Ovor  Agaixut  Prinoipal.  —  In  King  v,  Baldwin,  2  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 

an    action  against  the   principal   and  554;  Marsh  r.  Pike,  z  Sandf.  Ch.  (N. 

guarantor,  a  judgment  over  in  favor  of  Y.)  2Zo:  Sheppard  v,  Conley,  (Supreme 

the    guarantor  against    the    principal  Ct.)  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  777;  Wnght  v.  Aus- 

may   be   rendered,  even  though  there  tin,  56  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  Z3. 

may  be  no  pleading  on  behalf  of  the  North  Carolina,  —  Green  v,  Crockett, 

guarantor.      Slaughter  v,    Moore,    Z7  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  390;   Wil- 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  233.  liams  v,  Helme,  z  Dev.  Eq.  (N.  Car.) 

8.  Delaware,  —  Miller  r^.  Stout,  5  Del.  Z51;  Thigpen    v.  Price,   Phil.  Eq.  (N. 

Ch.  259.  Car.)  Z46;    Daniel  i^.    Toyner,   3  Ired. 

Florida.  —  West  z/.  Chasten,  z 2  Fla,  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  513;    Allen   r.   Smither- 

3Z5.  man,  6  Ired.  E<k  (N.  Car.)  341;  Taylor 

Georgia,  — Anderson  v,   Walton,   35  v.  Miller,  PhiL  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  365. 
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b.  At  Law.  —  A  surety  who  has  wholly  or  partially  discharged 
the  undertaking  of  his  principal  may  also  maintain  an  action  at 

law  against  the  princip^d  on  the  implied  promise  of  the  principal 
to  indemnify  him  against  loss  on  account  of  the  suretyship.^ 

Ohio,  —  Horst  V.  Dague,  34  Ohio  St.  Massachusetts,  —  Hazelton   v.  Valen- 

371;  Stump  V,  Rogers,  i  Ohio  533;  Mc-  dne,  113  Mass.  472;    Appleton  v.  Bas- 

Connell  v,  Scott,  15  Ohio  401;  Barbour  com,  3  Met.  (Mas^.)  169;    TUlotson  ». 

v.   National  Exch.   Bank,  45  Ohio  St.  Rose,  zi   MeL  (Mass.)  299;   Cornwall 

133;  Hale  V,  Wetmore,  4  Ohio  St.  600;  v,  Gould,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  444;  Gibbs  r. 

Horsey  v.  Heath,  5  Ohio  355.  Bryant,  i  Pick.  (Mass.)  118;  Winslow 

Pennsyltfania,  — Ardesco    Oil  Co.  r.  z/.  Oiis,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  360. 

North  American  Oil,  etc.,  Co.,  66  Pa.  Missouri.  —  Bauer  v.  Gray,  z8  Mo. 

St.  375;  Beaver  v,  Beaver,  23  Pa.  St.  App.   164;    Halliburton  v.    Carter,  55 

167.  Mo.  435;  Blake  v,  Downey.  51  Mo.  437: 

South    Carolina.  —  Pride    i/.    Boyce,  Hearne  v,  Keath,  63  Mo.  84. 

Rice    Eq.   (S.   Car.)    2^5;     Taylor     v.  New  Jersey.  —  Apgar  v.  Hiler.  24  K. 

Heriot,  4  Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  227;  Norton  J.  L.  812. 

f.  Reid,  II  S.  Car.  598;  Tankersley  v.  New   York.  —  HolMes  v.   Weed,   19 

Anderson,  4  Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  44.  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  128;  Wells  v.  Mann,  45 

Tennessee, -^CxK^Ti^     v,     Bivens,    2  N.  Y.  327;  Koniaky  v.   Meyer,  49  N. 

Head  (Ten n.)  339;  Washington  v.  Tait,  Y.  571. 

3    Humph.    (Tenn.)    543;     Gilliam   v.  Pennsylvania.  —  Hill  r.  Voorhies.  22 

Esselman,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  86;  Greene  Pa.  St.  68. 

V,  Starnes,  i  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  582;  How-  Tennessee,  —  Hall  v.  Hall,  10  Humph, 

ell  r.  Cobb,  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  105;  De-  (Tenn.) 352. 

laney  v,  Tipton,  3  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  14;  Texas,  —  Boyd  v.  Beville,  91    Tex. 

Miller  v.  Speed,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  196.  439. 

Vermont.  —  Bishop   v.    Day,    13   Vt.  Vermont,  —  Qay  v.  Severance,  55  Vt. 

81 ;  Viele  v,  Hoag,  24  Vt.  46.  300. 

Virginia. — Stephenson  v,  Tavemers,  England.  —  Batard  v.  Hawes,  2  £1. 

9  Gratt.  (Va.)  398;   Baxter  v.  Moore,  &  Bl.  287,  75   E.  C.  L.  287:  Daviestr. 

5  Leigh  (Va.)  219;  Hatcher  v.  Hatcher,  Humphreys,  6  M.  &  W.  153. 

I   Rand.  (Va.)  53;  Paxton  v.  Rich,  85  Bolt  on  Hoto.  —  In  Texas  it  has  been 

Va.  378.  held  that  the  right  of  a  surety  of  a 

West  Virginia.  —  Mattfngly    v.  Sut-  note,  after  payment  of  it,  is  not  on  the 

ton,  19  W.  Va.  19.  implied  assumpsit  for  the  amount  paid. 

United  States,  —  Humphreys  v.  Leg-  but  he   may  sue  on   the  note  itselL 

gett,  9  How.  (U.  S.)  2^7.  Carpenter  v,  Minter,  72  Tex.  370;  Tult 

England.  —  Woold ridge  v.  Norris,  L.  v.  Thornton,  57  Tex.  36. 

R.  6  Eq.  413;  Ranelaugh  v.  Hayes,   i  DisefaargeofViidirtakiiig.  —  Where  the 

Vern.  189:  Nisbet  v.  Smith,  2  Bro.  C.  surety  in  any  way  extinguishes  or  pays 

C  579;  Antrobus  v.  Davidson,  3  Meriv.  the  debt  of  the  principal,  it  is,  so  far  as 

569.  the  principal  is  concerned,  equivalent 

1.   Arkansas.  —  Hill    v,   Wright,   23  to  paying  money  for  his  benefit  and  at 

Ark.  530.  his  request,  and  the  surety  may  main- 

California.  -^  Chipman    v.    Morrill,  tain  general  assumpsit  for  money  paid 

20  Cal.  135;  Stone  r.  Hammell,  83  Cal.  against  the  principal. 

547.  Arkansas,  —  Neale    v,    Newland,    4 

/Wttfua. -— Gieseke  v,  Johnson,   115  Ark.  506. 

Ind.  308;  Kreider  r.  Isenbice,  123  Ind.  Massachusetts,  —  Doolittlev.  Dwight, 

10;  Goodwin  v,  Davis,  15  Ind.  App.  120.  2  Met.  (Mass.)  561. 

Indian    Territory,  —  Sparks  v.  Chil-  New  Hampshire, — Pearson  v.  Parker,. 

ders,  (Indian  Ter.  1898)  47  S.  W.  Rep.  3  N.  H.  366. 

316.  New   York,  —  Ainslie  v,   Wilson,  7 

Iowa, — Wilson  v.  Crawford,  47  Iowa  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  663;  Bonney  p.  Seely,  3 

469.  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  481:  Elwood  v,  Deifen- 

Louisiana,  —  Pickett  v.  Bates,  3  La.  dorf,  5  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  398;  Witherby  »- 

Ann.  627.  Mann,  11  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  518;  Rodman 

Marvland,  —  Bullock  v,  Campbell,  9  v.  Hedden,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)499;  Howe 

Gill  (Md.)  182.  V.  Buffalo,  etc.,.  R.  Co.   37  N.  Y.  297; 
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2.  Eleotion  of  Kemediei.  —  Remedies  given  by  statute  to  a  surety 
to  enforce  reimbursement  from  his  principal  are  merely  cumula- 
tive of  his  common-law  remedies.  A  surety  may,  therefore, 
resort  to  either  kind  of  remedy  at  his  election.* 

3.  Hotioe  and  Demand.  —  A  surety  who  has  discharged  the 
undertaking  of  his  principal  need  not,  before  bringing  an  action 
against  the  principal  for  reimbursement,  give  notice  to  the  princi- 
pal of  the  discharge  of  the  undertaking,  or  make  demand  for 
reimbursement.* 

4.  Form  of  Action  —  Koney  Paid.  —  A  surety  who  has  discharged 
the  undertaking  of  his  principal  may  maintain  against  the  princi- 
pal an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  money  paid.' 

New  York  State  Bank  v,   Fletcher,   5  Action  on  Writton  or  Implied  Promiie. 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  85.  —  Though  a   surely    take    a    written 

Ohio.  —  Purviance  v,  Sutherland,  2  promise  of  indemnity  from  his  princi- 

Ohio  St.  478.  pal,  he  may,  if  he  is  obliged  to  pay  the 

Vermont,  —  Lapham  v.  Barnes,  2  Vt.  debt,  maintain  an  action  against  the 

213;  Hulett  v.  Soullard,  26  Vt.  295.  principal  upon  the  implied    promise, 

England,  —  Barclay  v.  Gooch,  2  Esp.  unless  it  is  agreed  that  he  should  be 

N.  P.  571.  confined  to  his  remedy  on  the  written 

See  also  Stone  v,  Hammell,  83  Cal.  promise.     Cornwall  v,  Gould,  4  Pick. 

547;Taylorv.Iliggin8, 3Ea8ti6q;Cum-  (Mass.)  444;  Gibbs  v,  Bryant,  z  Pick, 

ming  V,  Hackley,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  202.  (Mass.)  118.    See  also  West  r.  Rutland 

Pajaunt  Bofero  Xiiiirity.  —  A  surety  Bank,  19  Vt.  403;   Wesley  Church  v. 

may,  without  the  request  of  his  princi-  Moore,  10  Pa.  St.  273:    Water* Power 

pal,  pay  the  debt  of  his  principal  before  Co.  v.  Brown,  23  Kan.  676. 

Its  maturity,  and  after  its  maturity  sue  2.  Sikes  v.   Quick,   7  Jones  L.  (N. 

his  principal  for  the  money  thus  paid.  Car.)  iq,  wherein  it  was  said:    **  The 

White  V,  Miller,  47  Ind.  385;  Jackson  general   rule  seems   to  be  that  where 

V.  Adamson,  7Blackf.  (Ind.)597;  Arm-  one  person,  being  under  an  obligation 

strong  V.  Gilchrist,  2  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  to  do  so,  pays  money  which  another 

Y.)  424;  Craig  v.  Craig,  5  Rawle  (Pa.)  was  primarily  liable  to  pay,  an  action 

91.    See  also  Uptmoor   v.  Young,  57  accrues  immediately  for  money  paid. 

Ark.  528.  The  principal  debtor  is  bound  to  keep 

1.  Harker  v,  GHdewell,  23  Ind.  219;  in    mind    his    liabilities,  and    at    the 

Stratton  v,  Heuser,  (Ky.  1897)428.  W.  proper  time  to  interpose  between  his 

Rep.  z 1 33;  Riley  V.  Stallworth,  56  Ala.  surety  and  creditor  for  the  protection 

481;  Alexander  v,  Lewis,  i  Mete.  (Ky.)  of  the  former;  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so, 

407.    See  also  Patterson  v,  Caldwell,  i  and  the  surety  be  required  to  pay,  it  is 

Mete.  (Ky.)  489;    Couch  v,  Terry,  12  not  necessary  to  the  completion  of  his 

Ala.  225.  legal    rights    of    complaint    that    he 

At  Oommon  Law  a  surety  who  paid  a  should  hnnt  up  his  principal  and  make 

judgment    against    himself    and    his  a  demand."    See  also  Ward  v,  Henry, 

principal  had  no  right  to  demand  an  5  Conn.  595;    Collins  v,  Boyd,  14  Ala. 

assignment  of  the  judgment  to  himself,  505;  Williams  v,  Williams,  5  Ohio  444; 

but  was  compelled  to  resort  to  his  action  Odlin  v,  Greenleaf,  3  N.  H.  270;  Clan- 

on  the  promise  implied  bylaw.     Veach  ton  v.  Coward,  67  Cal.  373. 

V,   Wickersham,   11    Bush  (Ky.)  261;  Aetion     Against    Third    Forson.  — A 

Morris  v.  Evans,  2  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  84.  surety  on  a  note,  after  having  paid  the 

In  Alabama  a  surety  who  pays  a  judg-  note,  may  maintain  an  action  against 

ment  rendered    against  him  and  his  a  third  person  who  had  promised  the 

principal  and  takes  an  assignment  of  it  maker  to  pay  it  without  previous  de- 

to  himself  may  assert,  either  at  law  or  mand.     Rodenbarger  v.  Bramblett,  78 

in    equity,  any  Hen  or    right    which  Ind.  213. 

might  have  been  asserted  by  the  cred-  8.  Arkanstu,  —  Snider  v.  Greathouse, 

itor,   and  may,   therefore,   sue  out  a  16  Ark.  72. 

garnishment  on  the  judgment.    Gid-  Connecticut.  •^'^b,t^     v.     Henry,     5 

dens  V.  Williamson,  65  Ala.  439.  Conn.   595;    Buoce  v,    Bunce,    Kirby 
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5.  Partiet — a.  Plaintiffs  —  (i)/»  General. — A  surety  who 
has  dischai^ed  the  undertaking  of  his  principal  should  bring  action 
against  the  principal  for  reimbursement  in  his  own  name,  and  not 
in  the  name  of  the  creditor  in  the  undertaking.^ 


(Coan.)  137;  Babcock  v,  Hubbard,  9 
Conn.  536. 

Illinois.  —  Trotter  v.  Strong,  63  111. 
272;  Junker  v.  Rush,  136  111.  179. 

Indiana,  —  Collins  v.  Parts,  57  Ind. 
151. 


V.  Keith,  I  Maias.  139,  it  was  held  that 
ao  action  for  money  had  and  receired 
would  not  lie  for  a  surety  who  bad 
paid  the  debt  of  his  principail. 

Administrator  of  fliintj.  —  In  Williams 
V.  Moore,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  432,  an  intes- 


lowa,  —  Wilson  v,  Crawford,  47  Iowa  tate  had  been  surety  for  a  debt  and  his 

469.  administratrix   paid    part    of  it;    and 

Kansas,  —  Rizer  v,  Callen,  27  Kan.  being  afterwards  married,  she  and  her 

339.  husband  paid  the  remainder.     It  was 

Kentucky,  —  Stone  v.  Porter,  4  Dana  held  that  they  might  recover  the  whole 


(Ky.)  207. 

Maine,  —  Smith  v.  Say  ward,  5  Me. 
504. 

Maryland,  —  Crisfield  v.  State,  55 
Md.  192;  Carroll  v.  Bowie,  7  Gill  (Md.) 
38. 

Massachusetts,  —  Appleton  v,  Bas- 
com,  3  Met.  (Mass.)  169;  Gibbs  v,  Bry- 
ant, I  Pick.  (Mass.)  118;  Doolittle  v, 
Dwight,  2  Met.  (Mass.)  561. 


from  the  principal  in  assumpsit  oa  a 
count  for  money  paid  by  the  huaband 
and  wife  as  administrators.  See  also 
Mowry  v,  Adams,  14  Mass.  327. 

1.  U.  S.  V,  Preston,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.) 
446. 

Aoslgiimoiit  of  Jadgmoat  aad  Aetiia 
Tkoroon.  —  Statutes  permitting  a  surety 
who  has  paid  a  judgment  rendered 
against  him  on  account  of  his  surety- 


Missouri,  —  Halliburton  v.  Carter,  55  ship  to  take  an  assignment  of  the  judg- 

Mo.  435.  ment  and  sue  thereon  in  the  name  of 

New  Hampshire,  —  Pearson   v.  Par-  the  judgment  creditor  must  be  strictly 

ker,  3  M.  H.  366;  Odlin  v.  Greenleaf,  3  pursued.     Blackman  r.  Joiner,  81  Ala. 


N.  H.  270. 

New  York,  —  Powell  v.  Smith,  8 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  249;  Atnslie  v,  Wilson, 
7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  662;  Sluby  v,  Champlin, 
4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  461;  Elwood  v,  Deifen- 
dorf,  5  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  398;  Hunt  v, 
Amidon,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.)345;  Mauri  v. 
Hefifernan,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  58;  Rod- 
man V.  Hedden,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  499. 

North  Carolina,  —  Gray  v.  Bowls,  i 
Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  437. 


344;  Vanderveer  v.  Ware,  65  Ala.  606. 
See  also  Martindale  v.  Brock,  41  Md. 
571;  Winslow  V,  Bracken,  57  Ala.  368; 
Glddens  v,  Williamson,  65  Ala.  439; 
Watts  V,  Eufaula  Nat.  Bank,  76  AJa. 

474. 
And  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  so 

assigned  the  judgment  creditor  is  not 

a    proper    party    plaintiff.      Eaton   v, 

Lambert,  i  Neb.  339.    See  also  Veacb 

V,    Wickersham,    11    Bush  (Ky.)  261; 


Ohio, — Williams  t'.  Williams,  5  Ohio  Water-Povrer  Co.  v.  Brown,  23  Kan. 

444;    Pur  fiance  v.  Sutherland,  2  Ohio  695. 

St.  478.  Aotioa  in  Hamo  of  Creditor.  —  In  Hard- 

Pennsylvania,  ^  Hassinger  v,  Solms.  ware  Co.  v,  Deere,  53  Ark.  140,  it  was 

5  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  4;    Hill  V,  Voorhies,  22  held  that  a  surety  had  no  implied  ao- 

Pa.  St.  68.  thority  to  sue  his  principal  to  obtain 

South  Carolina,  —  Fraser  v,  Goode,  3  indemnity  against  his  liability  in  the 

Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  199.  name  of  the  creditor. 

Tennessee,  —  Winchester  v,  Beardin,  A  surety  may,  however,   discharge 


10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  247. 

Vermont,  —  Hulett  v,    Soullard,    26 
Vt.  295;  Downer  r.  Baxter,  30  Vt.  467. 

England,  —  Toussaint  v,  Martinnant, 


the  undertaking  of  his  principal  and 
by  agreement  with  the  creditor  reserve 
the  right  to  sue  the  principal  for  reim- 
bursement in  the  name  of  the  creditor. 


2  T.  R.  100;    Davies  v.  Humphreys,  6  Smith  r.  Latimer,  15  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)7$. 

M.  &  W.  153.  See  also  Morris  v.  Evans.  2  B.  Mon. 

Aotion  Ex  Delioto.  —  A  surety  who  has  (Ky.)  84. 

paid  money  for  his   principal   cannot  Personal  BoprMontatiyoB  of  Soroty.— 

sue  him  in  an  action  of  tort.     Ledbet-  Where  judgment  is  rendered  against 

ter  V,  Torney.  11  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  294.  two  joint  executors  on  a  bond  executed 

Koaoy  Had  and  SooolTed. —  In  Ford  by  their  testator  as  surety  for  another, 
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(2)  Joinder  of  Cosureties,  —  The  authorities  are  well  agreed 
that  cosureties  who  have  discharcred  the  undertaking  of  their 
principal  out  of  their  individual  funds  must  severally  sue  the 
principal  for  reimbursement,  and  cannot  join  in  an  action  there- 
for.* There  is,  however,  abundant  authority  for  a  joint  action 
by  cosureties  against  the  principal  where  the  undertaking  of  the 
principal  has  been  discharged  out  of  joint  funds,  or  by  means  of 
the  joint  credit  of  the  sureties.* 

and  one  of  the  execntors  pays  off  this  T.  R.  38a;    Brand  v,  Boulcott,  3  B.  & 

judgment,  an  action  against  the  princi-  P.  235. 

pal  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  so  But  see  Skiff  v.  Cross,  21  Iowa  459, 

paid   can  be  maintained   only  in   the  wherein  it  was  held  that,  under  the 

joint  names  of  the  two  executors,  suing  Iowa  sutute  permitting  '*  all  persons  '* 

in  their  representative  capacity.     Mar-  having  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 

tin    V.    Nail,    22    Ala.  610.     Hut    see  action  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  de- 

llowry     y,    Adams,     14    Mass.    327,  manded  to  be  joined  as  plaintiffs,  the 

wherein  it  was  held  that  an  adminis-  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  sheriff  might 

trator  of  a  surety  paying  the  debt  may  join  in  an  action  to  recover  from  him 

maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  the  amount  of  a  judgment   rendered 

against  the  principal  for  indemnity.  against  them  in  an  acuon  on  his  bond. 

S(iiitable  AsiigiiM.  —  The    equitable  See  also  Litler  v.  Horsey,  2  Ohio  209, 

assignee  of    a  surety    who    has    dis-  wherein   it   was  held  that,  under  the 

charged  the  debt  of  the  principal  may  Ohio  statute,   where   there  is   a  joint 

maintain  a  suit  in  equity  in  his  own  judgment  against  several  sureties  all 

name   against  the  principal.     Hite   v,  must  join    in    an   action   against  the 

Campbell,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  80.  principal  for  reimbursement. 

BUI  in  Equity.  —  In  Ferrer  r.  Barrett,  2.  Alabama,  —  Parker     v.    Leek,     i 

4  Jones  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  45s  it  was  held  Stew.  (Ala.)  523. 

that  in  a  bill  In  equity  by  a  surety  Illinois,  —  Ross  v,  Allen,  67  111.  317; 

against  his  principal  and  counter  sure-  Whitbeck  v.  Ramsay,  74  III.  App.  524. 

ties  to  enforce  exoneration  as  surety,  Kansas,  —  Rizer  f.  Callen,  27  Kan. 

the  creditor  and  cosureties  were  prop-  339. 

erly  made  parties  plaintiff.  Maint,  —  Jewett  v,  Cornforth,  3  Me. 

1.  Alabama,  —  Parker     v.     Leek,     I  107. 

Stew.  (Ala.)  523.  Massachusetts,  —  Clapp    v.    Rice,    15 

Illinois,  —  Ross  v,  Allen,  67  III.  317;  Gray  (Mass.)  557;  Appleton  v,  Bascom, 

Whitbeck  v,  Ramsay,  74  III.  App.  524.  3  Met.  (Mass.)  169;  Doolittle  v.  Dwight, 

Indiana,  —  Wheeler  v.  Hawkins,  zi6  2  Met.  (Mass.)  561. 

Ind.  515.  New  Hampshire,  —  Pearson  v,  Par- 

Maine,  —  Lombard  v,  Cobb,  14  Me.  ker,  3  N.  H.  366. 

222:     Bunker  v.   Tufts,    55    Me.    180;  New  York,  —  Enos  v.  Leach,  18  Hun 

Smith  V,  Sayward,  5  Me.  504;  Goodall  (N.  Y.)  139. 

V,  Wcntworth,  20  Me.  322.  Pennsylvania,  —  Lowry   v,    Lumber- 

Missouri,  —  Sevier  v,  Roddie,  51  Mo.  men's  Bank,  2  W.  &  S.  (Fa.)  210. 

580.  South      Carolina,  —  Stewart     v. 

New  Hampshire,  —  Peabody  v.  Chap-  Vaughan,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  33. 

man,  20  N.H.  418;  Pearson  V.  Parker,  Vermont,  —  Whipple    v,   Briggs,    28 

3  N.  H.  366.  Vt.  65;  Thomas  v.  Carter,  63  Vt.  609. 

'      Ne7§     York,  —  Gould    v,     Gould,     8  England,  —  May  v.  May,  i  C.  &  P. 

Cow.  (N.  Y.)  168;    Doremus  v,  Selden,  44,  zi  £.  C.  L.  308;  Osborne  v.  Harper, 

19  Johns.  (K.  Y.)  213.  5  East  225. 

Pennsylvania,  —  Boggs  v,  Curtin,  10  Partatrdilp  as   Surety.  —  Where  sev- 

S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  211.  eral  persons,  acting  as  partners  and  in 

Tennessee,  —  Graham     v.    Green,     4  their  partnership  name,  became  su re- 
Hay  w.  (Tenn.)  188;  Williams  v.  Alley,  ties  for  another  partnership,  and  after 
I  Cooke  (Tenn.)  257.  the  dissolution   of  both    partnerships 
Vermont,  —  Whipple  v,    Briggs,    28  were  called  upon  to  pa^  and  jointly 
Vt.  65;  Thomas  v.  Carter,  63  Vt.  609.  paid  the  amount  for  which  they  were 

England,  —  Graham  v,  Robertson,  2  liable,  it  was  held  that  a  joint  action 
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b.  Defendants.  —  A  surety  paying  a  debt  for  which  several 
persons  are  liable  in  distinct  proportions  as  principals  cannot 
maintain  a  joint  action  against  the  principals  for  the  amount  thus 
paid.  ^  But  a  surety  paying  a  debt  on  an  undertaking  in  which 
several  principals  are  jointly  and  severally  bound  for  the  whole 

undertaking  may  sue  each  or  all  of  his  principals  at  his  election.* 

6.  Pleading — a.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  In  an  action 

for  the  amount  thus  paid  might  be  Joindarof  CoIUtaralBiirtty.  — Asarety 

maintained.     Day   r.  Svirann,   13   Me.  who  has  discharged    the  undercakiof 

165.  of  his  principal  cannot  join,  in  an  ac- 

Hein  of  Snrwty.  —  Where  a  joint  judg-  tion  for  reimbursement,  the  principal 

ment  is  rendered  against  several  heirs  and  one  who  had  become  an  addiiiona! 

of  a  deceased  surety,  and  the  money  is  surety  after  the  execution  of  the  origi- 

paid   by  them,  they  ma^  maintain  a  nal  undertaking.     Lapham  r.  Barocs, 

joint  action  against  the  principal  debtor  2  Vl   213.     See  also   Elmendorph  v. 

for  the  sum  so  paid.     Snider  v.  Great-  Tappen,  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  176. 

house,  16  Ark.  72.  Bill  bjimtyfar  ExoncratioiL— Toa 

Fraiid  in  TiMlndng  XtUtioii.  —  Sureties  bill  by  a  surety  to  exonerate  himself 

to  an  undertaking  on  appeal  who  were  from  liability,  the  principal  and  cred- 

induced  to  become  such  by  the  fraudu-  itor  should  be  made  parties.    Oneal  r. 

lent  representations  of    the   principal  Smith,  10  Lea  (Tenn.)  340;   Gilliam  r. 

may,   on  jointly  paying  the  amount  Esselman,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  86;  Miles 

thereof,  maintain  a  joint  action  against  v.   Rankin,  6  T.    B.    Mon.  (Ky.)  78; 

the  principal.     Bates  v.  Merrick,  2  Hun  Breckenridge  v.  Bullitt,  3  LitL  (Ky.) 

(N.  Y.)  568.  3;  Lewis  v.  Hayden,  4  LitL  (Ky.)28i: 

1.  Chipman  v,  Morrill,  90  Cal.  130,  Craig  v.  Barbour,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Kj.) 

wherein  it  was  held  that  the  remedy  of  220.    See  also  Saylors  v.  Saylors,  3 

a  surety  in  such  case  was  by  a  several  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  525;  Morse  v.  HoTey,  9 

action  against  each  principal  upon  the  Paige  (N.  Y.)  197 ;  Anthony  v.  Ray,  38 

implied  assumpsit  of  each  to  reimburse  Mo.  109.     But  see  Beggs  r.  Bailer,  i 

what  was  thus  paid  for  him.     See  also  Clarke  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  517;    Miller  9.  Mc- 

Goodall   V,   Wentworth,   20    Me.    322;  Can,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.)  451. 

M'Gee  v.  Prouty,  9  Met.  (Mass.)  547.  2.  Apgar  v.  Hiler,  24  N.  J.  L  Su, 

Bond  Sxamtad  bj  Partatr  for  flm.  —  wherein  it  was  said:  "  If  the  surety  is 

A  surety  on  a  bond  given  by  a  partner  bound  for  several  principals,  he  is  eo- 

for  the  benefit  of  the  firm  cannot,  on  titled  to  proceed  against  each  of  them 

payment  of  the  amount  of  the  bond,  for  the  recovery  of  the  whole  of  what 

sue   the  firm  for  reimbursement,  but  he  has  paid.     Each  of  the  principals  is 

must  sue  the   partner  executing  the  debtor  of  the  whole  of  the  debt  in  farof 

bond.    Tom  v.  Goodrich,  2  Johns.  (N.  of  the  creditor,  and  the  person  beinf 

Y.)  213.  surety  for  each  of  them  has,  by  paying 

Agent  of  PriiudpaL  —  A  surety  on  an  the  debt,  liberated  each  of  them  from 

administrator's  probate  bond  who  has  the  whole  and  consequently  has  a  right 

been  obliged  to  pay  a  judgment  recov-  to  conclude  in  solido  against  each  of 

ered  by  the  heirs  at  law  on  the  bond,  them   for    the  reimbursement  of  the 

and  has  taken  an  assignment  of  their  whole  of  what  he  has  paid."    See  also 

rights  in  the  estate  and  all  their  claims  Westcott  v.  King,  14  Barb.  (N.  Y.)33; 

therefor,   cannot   maintain  a    suit    in  Russel  v.  Rogers,  9  Martin  (La.)  5S8; 

equity  against  an  agent  of  the  admin-  Overton    v,    Woodson,    17    Mo.  453; 

istrator  having  in  his  hands  moneys  Duncan     v,    Keiffer,     3     Binn.   (Pa.) 

belonging  to  the  estate.     Winslow  v.  126;    Babcock    v.    Hubbard,  2  Coon. 

Otis,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  360.  536;   Jones  v.  Fitz,  5  N.  H.  444;  ^^1 

Joiadar  of  Cosiirtty.  —  A  surety  who  cf.  Severance,  55  Vt.  300;    Lapham  r. 

has  discharged  the  undertaking  of  his  Barnes,  2  Vt.  213. 

principal    and    received    contribution  toniviag  PrinalpaL  —  A  surety  in  a 

from  his  cosuretv  need  not  be  made  a  note  for  two  principal  promisors,  one 

party  to  an   action   by  such  cosurety  of  whom  is  deceased,  having  paid  it, 

against  the   principal  for    reimburse-  may  recover  of  the  survivor  the  amonoi 

ment     of     the    amount    contributed,  paid   in    discharge    of   it.     Riddle  v. 

Stone  V,  Hammell,  83  Cal.  547.  Bowman,  37  N.  H.  236. 
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by  a  surety  against  his  principal  for  reimbursement,  the  declara- 
tion or  complaint  should  allege  the  suretyship  and  a  discharge  of 
the  undertaking  by  the  surety.* 

Amcndrntnt.  —  The  declaration  may  be  amended  as  in  other 
cases.* 

b.  Plea  or  Answer.  —  The  plea  or  answer  in  an  action  by  a 

surety  against  his  principal  for  reimbursement  is  governed  by 
ordinary  considerations  and  should,  of  course,  be  definite  and 
certain  in  its  averments.' 

T.  ACTIOK  BT  OvAJUVTOB  AoAXHST  Pbivcipal  —  1.  Parties.  — 
A  guarantor  who  pays  the  debt  under  the  obligation  of  the 

^aranty  has  a  right  of  action  in   his   own  name  against   his 

1.  Edge  V,   Keith,   13  Smed.  &    M.  that  assets  had  come  into  the  heir's 

<Miss.)295;    Waldrip  v.  Black,  74  Cal.  hands  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt  and 

409.  that  he  had  expressly  promised  to  pay 

Allegation  of  flnretjihip.  —  In  an  ac-  it. 
lion  by  a  surety  on  a  note  to  foreclose        BlU  iuB^ty.  —  On  a  bill  by  a  surety 

a  mortgage  given  to  secure  him  from  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  debt  by 

liability  thereon,  a  judgment   for  the  the  principal,   neither    notice    to    the 

plaintiff  will  not  be  reversed  for  want  creditor  of  the  suretyship  nor  an  alle- 

of  a  sufficient  allegation  in  the  com-  gation    of    irreparable    injury    if    the 

plaint    of    the    plaintiff's    suretyship,  surety   be  compelled  to  pay  the  debt 

where  the  language  of  the  mortgage,  constitutes  an  essential  element  of  the 

as  set  out  in  the  complaint,  is  sufficient  surety's  right  to  equitable  relief.     Irick 

to  show,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  to  v.  Black,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  189.     Nor  need 

the  contrary,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  there  be  an  allegation  that  the  creditor 

surety,  and  no  demurrer  was  interposed  has  attempted  or  is  about  to  attempt  lo 

pointing  out  any  special  defects  in  the  subject  the  surety  to  liability  for  the 

complaint.     Waldrip  v.  Black,  74  Cal.  payment  of  the  debt.    Allen  v.  Cooley, 

409.  (S.  Car.  1898)  31  S.  E.  Rep.  634.     See 

Allogatlon  of  Demand.  —  In  an  action  also  Norton  v.  Reid,  11  S.  Car.  593; 

by  a  surety  on  a  note  against  his  prin-  Hellams  v.  Abercrombie,  15  S.  Car.  no. 
cipal  for  reimbursement,  the  surety-        2.  King    v,    McGhee,    99    Ga.    621,. 

ship  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  wherein  it  was  held  that  a  declaration 

note,  a  complaint  which  avers  that  the  filed  by  the  sureties  on  a  note  wherein 

plaintiff  signed  the  note  as  a  surety  they  sued  upon  the  note  as  the  owners 

only  and  for  the  accommodation  of  the  thereof  might  be  amended  by  setting 

defendant  need    not  allege  a  request  forth  the  facts  as  they  existed  and  stau 

from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  to  ing  their  true  relation  to  the  contract 

pay  the  note.     Clanton  v.  Coward,  67  evidenced   by  the   paper  declared  on. 

Cal.  373.  And    see    in   general  article    Amend- 

SzhiUt  of  JndgOMnt.  —  In  an  action  mbnts,  vol.  z,  p.  458. 
by  a  surety  against  his  principal  to  re-        8.  Oppman  v^  Steinbrenner.  17  Mont, 

cover  money  paid  by  him  on  a  judg-  369,  wherein   it   was  held  that  where 

ment  against  him  for  the  debt  of  the  the  complaint,  in  an  action  by  a  surety 

principal,   the    judgment    is    not    the  against  his   principal   to   recover    the 

foundation    of    the    action,   and   it  is  amount  paid  by  the  surety  in  satisfac- 

neither  necessary  nor  proper  to  file  a  tion  of  a  judgment  in  another  state, 

transcript  of  it   with    the    complaint,  alleged  the  judgment  and  a  judgment 

Harker  v.  Glidewell,  23  Ind.  219.  of  revivor,  an  answer  which  averred 

Aetion  Against  HeJx  of  Principal.  —  In  that  when  the  judgment  was  rendered 

Preston  v.  Preston,  i  Har.  &  J.  (Md.)  the  defendant    was  absent   from   the 

366,  it  was  held  that  the  declaration,  state  and    that    his    appearance    was 

in  an  action  by  a  surety  against  the  fraudulently  entered  was  demurrable 

heir  of  his  deceased  principal  to  recover  for     uncertainty     in     not     disclosing 

back  money  paid  in  discharge  of  the  whether  the  judgment  referred  to  was 

debt  of  the  principal,   should    allege  the  original  or  the  revived  judgment. 
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principal  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid.^ 

2.  Pkading.  —  In  an  action  by  a  guarantor  against  his  principal 
for  reimbursement  for  money  paid  under  the  guaranty,  the 
declaration  or  complaint  should  aver  with  certainty  payment  ia 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  guaranty.* 

YI  AoTXOH  BT  SuxxTT  Agaxhst  GoiinuiTT — 1.  JviidiGtilm — 
Wbetkflr  ia  X^vitr  or  at  Law.  —  Originally  the  right  of  a  surety  to 
contribution  from  a  cosurety  was  enforceable  only  in  courts  of 
equity.'  Finally  courts  of  law  took  jurisdiction  of  actions  for 
contribution,  on  the  ground  that  as  equity  and  good  conscience 
demanded  that,  as  among  cosureties,  there  should  be  equality  of 

1.  Browa  v,  Decatur,  4  Cranch  (C.  took  from  the  covenantors  a  mortgage 
C.)  477,  wherein  it  was  held  that  if  the  to  secure  them  for  all  sums  they  might 
obligation  of  (he  guarantor  becomes  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  arising  in  any 
absolute,  and  he  pays  the  debt,  he  can-  manner  from  the  breach  thereof.  In  a 
not  maintain  an  action  in  the  name  of  bill  to  foreclose  this  mortgage  the 
the  original  creditor  against  the  origi-  plaintiffs  alleged  that  they  had  "  paid 
nal  debtor,  although  at  the  time  of  to  the  creditors  of  the  said  firm  *  *  •- 
payment  he  took  an  assignment  of  the  the  sum  of  one  thousand  doHais,  as 
debt  from  the  creditor.  But  if  at  the  thev  were  obliged  to  do  by  the  tenos 
time  of  such  payment  and  assignment  and  legal  effect  *'  of  the  covenant, "  00 
it  was  not  meant  thereby  to  extinguish  account  of  the  default "  of  the  cove- 
the  debt,  but  that  the  debt  should  be  nantor.  It  was  held  that  this  was  a 
assigned  to  the  guarantor,  and  it  was  sufficient  averment  that  they  had  paid 
so  assigned,  in  consideration  of  such  after  their  IiabiHty  accrued,  and  that  it 
payment,  the  guarantor  has  a  right  to  was  not  necessary  to  set  forth  the  par- 
bring  his  action  in  the  name  of  the  ticular  debts  paid, 
original  creditor  against  the  original  S.  Alabama.  —  Broughton  9.  Wim- 
debtor.  See  also  Lowry  v.  Lumber-  berly,  65  Ala.  549. 
men's  Bank,  2  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  2x0.  Cs/f/i^rMt^i.  ^  Chipman  r.  Morrill,  20 

Joinder  of  Oo-gtimntsr.  —  Where    a  Cal.  130. 

mortgage  has  been  given  as  indemnity  Kentucky.  —  Pearson  v.  Duckhara,  3 

to  several  guarantors  on  a  joint  guar-  Litt.  (Ky.)  385;  Lansdale  r.  Cox,  7  T. 

anty,  all  the  guarantors  may  join  in  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  401;   January  tr.  Jans- 

an  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  ary,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  542;    Mitchell 

though  the  obligation  of  the  guaranty  v.  Sproul,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  264; 

was  discharged  by  part  only  of   the  Robertson   v,  Maxcey,  6  Dana  (Ky.) 

guarantors.     Dye  r.   Mann,   10  Mich,  xoi;    Hickman    v,   McCurdy,   7  J.  J. 

291.     See  also,   as  to  joinder  of  co-  Marsh.  (Ky.)  555. 

guarantors,  Todd  v.  Tobey,  29  Me.  219.  Maine,  —  Norton  v,  Soule,  2  Me.  341. 

Jurisdiotioa  of  E^ty. —  Where  A  gave  Maryland.  —  Craig  v.  Ankeney,  4  Gill 

to  B  in  payment  of  a  debt  a  bond  pre-  (Md.)  225. 

viously  given  by  C  to  A.  and  D  at  the  Missouri.  —  Van  Petten  r.  Richard- 

request  of  A  and  on  the  refusal  of  B  to  son,  68  Mo.  379. 

accept  the  bond  without  the  guaranty  North  Carolina.  —  Powell  v.  Matthis» 

of  D  guaranteed  it  without  the  privity  4  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  83;    Carrington  r. 

of  C,  and  D  afterwards  paid  the  bond,  Carson,    Conf.    Rep.    (N.    Car.)   216; 

it  was  held  that  although  D  could  not  Shepherd  v.  Monroe,  2  Law  Repos.  (N. 

recover  of  C  the  amount  of  the  bond  at  Car.)  624;    Adams  v,  Hayes,  120  N. 

law  he  was  entitled  to  relief  against  Car.  383. 

him    in    equity.     Carter    v.  Jones,    5  Oregon.  —  Fischer  p.  Gaither,  32  Ore- 

Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  196.  gon  161 ;    Durbin  v.  Kuney,  19  Oregon 

8.  Dye  v.  Mann,   10  Mich.  291.     In  71;  Van  Winkle  v.  Johnson,  11  Oregon 

this  case  one  member  of  a  firm  cove-  469. 

nanted  with  the  other  to  pay  the  debts  Virginia.  —  Wayland  r.    Tucker,  4 

of  the  firm,  saving  the  other  harmless  Gratt.  (Va.)  267. 

therefrom.     The  plaintiffs  guaranteed  England.  —  Collins  v.  Prosser,  i  B. 

the  performance  of  this  covenant,  and  &  C.  682,  8  E.  C.  L.  287. 
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burdens,  there  was  an  implied  assumpsit  which  would  support  an 
action  at  law.^ 

Conenrrtat  Jwladietion  of  Sqalty  and  Law.  —  The  assumption  by  courts 
of  law  of  jurisdiction  of  actions  to  enforce  contributions  does  not, 

however,  impair  the  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  equity ; '  and  in 
many  cases,  as,  for  instance,  where  the  sureties  are  numerous  and 
some  of  them  are  insolvent  or  dead,  courts  of  equity  are  alone 
adequate  to  afford  complete  relief*' 

1.  Alabama,  —  Couch    v.   Terry,    I  a  California,  —  Chipman  v,  Morrill,  ao 
Ala.  235.  Cal.  130. 

California,  —  Taylor  r.  Reynolds,  53  Florida,  —  Hayden   v.   Thrasher,  28 

Cal.  686.  Fla.  16s. 

Indiana,  —  Bagott  9.  Mullen,  33  Ind.  Illinois, — Conover  v.   Hill,   76    111. 

332;  Michael  v,  Albright,  126  Ind.  172;  342. 

Judah  V.  Mieure,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  171.  Kentucky,  —  Lansdale  v.  Cox,  7  T. 

Kentucky,  —  Lansdale  r.  Cox,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  401;   January  v.  Janu- 

B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  403;  Morrison  ».  Povntz,  ary,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  (Kv.)  542;    Mitchell 

7  Dana  (Ky.)  307;    Robertson  v.  Max-  v,  Sproul,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  264; 

cey,   6  Dana  (Ky.)   loi;    Crowdus   v,  Robertson  v,   Maxcey,  6   Dana  (Ky.) 

Shelby,  6  J.  J.  Xiarsh.  (Ky.)  61.  loi;     Hickman    v,  McCurdy,  7  J.  J. 

Maine,  —  Powers  v,   Nash,   37   Me.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  555. 

322;  Hichborn  v,  Fletcher,  66  Me.  209;  Maryland.  —  Owens  v,  CoUinson,  3 

Norton  v,  Soule,  2  Me.  341.  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  25. 

Massachusetts,  —  Bachelder  v,  Fiske,  Massachusetts,  -—  Wood  v,  Leland,  33 

17  Mass.  464;  Mason  v.  Lord,  20  Pick.  Pick.  (Mass.)  503. 

(Mass.)  447;    Blake  v.  Cole,  22  Pick.  Missouri,  —  Ferguson  t^.  Carson,  86 

(Mass.)    97;    Warner  r.    Morrison,    3  Mo.  673. 

Allen  (Mass.)  566.  New    York,  ^Hoyt    v,    TuthiU.    33 

Missouri,  —  Wilkerson  v,  Sampson,  Hun  (N.  Y.)  1^6. 

56  Mo.  App.  276;  Jeffries  v.  Ferguson,  North  Carolina,  —  Shepherd  v,  Mon- 

87  Mo.  344.  roe,  2  Law  Repos.  (N.  Car.)  624;  Car- 

Ne  w  Ha mp shire,-^  Fletcher    v,  rington  v,  Carson,  Conf .  Rep.  (N.  Car.) 

Grover,    11    N.   H.    369;     Boardman  216;  Adams  v,  Hayes,  lao  N.  Car.  383; 

V.  Paige,   II  N.  H.  431;  Henderson  v,  Allen  v.  Wood,  3  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.) 

McDuffee,  5  N.  H.  38.  386;    Rainey   v,  Yarborough,  2  Ired. 

New  York.  —  Bradley  v,  Burwell,  3  £q.  (N.  Car.)  249. 

Den.  (N.  Y.)  61 ;    Johnson  v,  Harvey,  Tennessee,  —  Stephens    v.    Meek,    6 

84  N.  Y.  363;   Norton  v.  Coons,  3  Den.  Lea  (Tenn.)  226. 

(N.  Y.)  130.  Virginia,  —  Wayland    v.   Tucker,  4 

Ohio,  —  Camp  v,  Bostwick,  ao  Ohio  Gratt.  (Va.)  267. 

St.  337;  Oldham  v.  Broom,  a8  Ohio  St.  Wisconsin,  —  Mason    v,   Pierron,   63 

41 ;  Russell  v,  Failor,  i  Ohio  St.  327.  Wis.  339. 

Oregon,  -^  Van  Winkle  v,   Johnson,  United  States,  —  Moore  v.  Baker,  34 

II  Oregon  469.  Fed.  Rep.  i. 

Vermont,  —  Mills   v,   Hyde,    19    Vt.  England,  —  Wright  v.  Hunter,  5  Ves. 

59;    Liddell  r.   Wiswell,   59    Vt.   365;  Jr.  79a. 

Foster  r.  Johnson,  5  Vt.  60.  8.  Alabama,  —  Couch    v,    Terry,    la 

Wisconsin,  —  Hardell  v,  Carroll,  90  Ala.  235;    Sherrod  v.  Rhodes,  5  Ala. 

Wis.  350.  683. 

England,  — •  Collins  v.   Prosser,  I  B.  Indiatta,  —  Newton  v.  Pence,  10  Ind. 

&  C.  682,  8  E.  C.  L.  287;    Craythorne  App.  672. 

V.  Swinburne,  14  Ves.  Jr.  164;   Cowell  Kentucky.  —  Morrison   v,   Poyntz,   7 

V,  Edwards,  2  B.  &  P.  268;  Da  vies  v,  Dana  (Ky.)  307;    Beasley  v,  Deboe,  9 

Humphreys,  6  M.  &  W.  153;  BaUrd  v.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  437. 

Hawes,  2  El.  &  Bl,  287,  75  E.  C.  L.  387.  Maine.  —  Norton  v,  Soule,  a  Me.  341. 

2.  Alabama.  —  Couch    v,    Terry,    la  Maryland,  —  Young  v,  Lyons,  8  Gill 
Ala.  325;    Handley  v.  Heflin,  84  Ala.  (Md.)  i6a. 

6co;    Werborn  v.   Kahn,  93  Ala.  aoi;  Missouri, '^  Dodd   v.  Winn,  37  Mo. 

Broughton  v.  Wimberly,  65  Ala.  549.  501. 
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2.  Tonue  of  Aetion.  —  In  Texas  it  has  been  held  that  an  action 
by  a  surety  against  his  cosureties  for  contribution  may  be  brought 
in  any  county  in  which  a  cosurety  lives,  ^ 

3.  Form  of  Aetion  —  Xoa^  Paid.  —  A  surety,  on  the  discharge  of 
the  undertaking  of  the  prinqipal,  may  maintain  indebitatus 
assumpsit  for  money  paid  against  a  cosurety  to  the  undertaking.* 

4.  Hotioe  and  BemancL  —  By  the  weight  of  authority,  a  surety 
who  has  paid  the  debt  of  his  principal  need  not  give  notice  to  a 
cosurety  of  such  payment  or  make  demand  on  him  for  contribu- 
tion before  instituting  an  action  therefor.* 

5.  Partiai  —  a.  Plaintiffs  —  la  e«B«ai.  —  The  statutes  and 
rules  of  practice  governing  parties  plaintiff  generally  are  applica- 
ble to  actions  to  enforce  contribution  from  cosureties.^ 

AVar  York,  —  Easter!  v  v.  Barber,  66  Vermont,  —  Foster  v,  Johnson,  5  Vl 

N.  Y.  433;  Hoyt  V,  Tutiill,  33  Hun  (N.  60;  Prindle  r.  Page,  2i  Vl.  94. 

Y.)  196.  England,  —  Co  well  v.  Edwards,  3  E. 

North   CaroKtM,  —  Samuel   v.  Zach-  &  P.  268. 

ery,  4  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  377;  Powell  v.  BsparataAetioiis.  —  A  surety  discharg- 

Matthis,  4  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  83;  Adams  ing  the  undertaking  of  his  principal  by 

V,  Hayes,  120  N.  Car.  383.  several  payments  may  maintain  an  ac- 

Ohio.  —  Russell  v,  Failor,  i  Ohio  St.  tion  against  his  cosurety  for  contribu- 

327.  tion  on  each  payment.     Robinson  v. 

Oregon,  —  Fischer    v,     Gaither,     32  Jennings,  7  Bush  (Ky.)  631. 

Oregon  161.  8.  Taylor  v,  Reynolds,  53  Cal.  686: 

Virginia,  —  Wayland    v.  Tucker,   4  Marcy  v.  Crawford,  16  Conn.  549:  Love 

Gr.itt.  (Va.)  267.  V,  Gibson,  2  Fla.  598;   Wood  v.  Perry. 

Wisconsin.  —  Mason   v,  Pierron,   63  9   Iowa  479;    Morrison   v.    Poynti,  7 

Wis.  239.  Dana  (Ky.)  307;    Hoyt  v,  Tuthill,  33 

United  States,  —  Moore  v.  Baker,  34  Hun  (N.  V.)  196;    Linn  v.  McClelland, 

Fed.  Rep.  i.  4  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  458;    Parham 

England,  —  Brown  v,  Lee,  6  B.  &  C.  v.  Green,  64  N.  Car.  436;  Cage  v.  Fos- 

689,  13  E.  C.  L.  294.  ter,   5   Yerg.   (Tenn.)  261;     Foster  r. 

1.  Rush  V,  Bishop,  60  Tex.  177.  Johnson,  5  Vt.  60;    Mason  v,  Pierron. 

2.  Alabama,  —  Roberts  v.  Adams,  6  69  Wis.  585.     But  see  Sherrod  r.  Wood- 
Port.  (Ala.)  361.  ard,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  360:  Carpenter 

California,  —  Taylor  r.  Reynolds,  53  v,  Kelly,  9  Ohio  106;  Neilson  r.  Fry, 

Cal.  686.  16  Ohio  St.  552;  Winiams  v,  WiUiams. 

Connecticut,  —  Bailey  v.  Bussing,  29  5  Ohio  446. 
Conn.  I.  As  to  the  necessity  of  alleging  notice 

Kentucky,  —  Robertson  v,  Maxcey,  6  and  demand  see  infra^  VI.  6.  b.  Aver* 

Dana  (Ky.)  loi;    Atkinson  r.  Stewart,  ring  Notice  and  Demand, 
2  B.  Mon.  (Kv.)  348.  4.  See  the  statutes  and  rules  of  prac 

Maine,  —  ^forton  v,  Soule,  2  Me.  341.  tice  of  the  several  states,  and  see  gen- 

Maryland,  —  Carroll  v,  Bowie,  7  Gill  erally  article  Parties  to  Actions,  vol. 

(Md.)  34.  15,  p.  456. 

Massachusetts,  —  Bach  elder  v,  Fiske,        Aetion  in  Hama  of  Groditor.  —  In  Mc- 

17   Mass.  464;    Cornwall  v,  Gould,   4  Courtney  r.  Sloan,  15  Mo.  95,  it  was 

Pick.  (Mass.)  444.  held  that  a  surety  might  maintain  an 

Missouri,  —  Jeffries  v,  Ferguson,  87  action  against  a  cosurety  for  contribu- 

Mo.  244;  Van  Petten  r.  Richardson,  68  tion  in  the  name  of  the  creditor.    See 

^^-   379;    Wilkerson   v,   Sampson,  56  also  Stout  v,  V^ause,  r  Rob.  (Va.)  179; 

Mo.  App.  276.  Gee  v,  Nicholson,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  512. 

New  York,  —  Bradley  v,  Burwell,  3        Aotioii  bj  Pofsonal  BoprMontatiTe.  — 

Den.  (N.  Y.)  61.  Where  one  of  two  sureties  dies  and  his 

Tennessee,  —  Cage  v,  Foster,  5  Yerg.  executor  pays  all  the  money  for  which 

(Tenn.)  261.  both   are   liable,   without   having   the 

Texas,  — Jackson  v.  Murray,  77  Tex.  claim  allowed  in  the  probate  court,  he. 

644;  HoUiman  v.  Rogers,  6  Tex.  91.  as  executor,  may  recover  the  demand 
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Joindtr  of  Pltiatift.  —  As  in  an  action  by  a  surety  against  hii 
principal  for  reimbursement,  sureties  who  have  discharged  the 
undertaking  of  their  principal  cannot  join  in  an  action  at  law 
against  a  cosurety  for  contribution  unless  the  discharge  is  made 
out  of  a  joint  fund  or  by  a  joint  credit.* 

b.  Defendants  —  At  Uw. —  In  action  at  law  for  contribution, 
two  or  more  sureties  cannot  be  sued  jointly,  but  each  must  be 
sued  separately.* 

itt  Equity.  —  In  suits  in  equitv  to  enforce  contribution  between 
cosureties,  the  principal  and  all  cosureties  should  be  made 
parties,*  unless  insolvent*  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.* 

6.  Pleading  —  a.  In  General,  —  The  declaration  or  complaint 
in  an  action  by  a  surety  against  a  cosurety  for  contribution 

ior  contribution  from  the  other  surety,  in  an  action  against  his  cosureties  for 

Dussol  V,  Bruguiere,  50  Cal.  456.  contribution. 

1.  Dussol  V.  Bruguiere,  50  Cal.  456;  S,  Chrisman   r.   Jones,  34  Ark.  73; 

Chandler  v.  Brainard,  14  Piclc.  (Mass.)  Hulme  v,  Diffenbacher,   53  Kan.  181;' 

285;    Clapp  V.   Rice,   15  Gray  (Mass.)  Currier  v.  Baiter,  51  N.  H.  613;   East 

557;  Williams  v.  Alley,  i  Coolce  (Tenn.)  erly  v.  Barber.  66  N.  Y.  433;  Clark  v/ 

257;    Fletcher  v.  Jackson.  23  Vt.  581:  Myers,  11   Hun  (N.  Y.)  608;    Butler  v^ 

Presiott  w.  Newell,  39  Vi.  82.  Durham.   3   Ired.   Eq.  (N.  Car.)  589; 

In  Young  v,  Lyons.  8  Gill  (Md.)  162,  Moore  v  Isley,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (N.. 

it  was  held  that  where  several  sureties  Car.)  372;    Rainey  r.   Yarborough;   2 

<lischarged  the  debt  of  their  principal  Ired.    Eq.   (N.   Car.)  249;    Trescot  v. 

by  each  pacing  an  equal  amount,  they  Smyth,   i   McCord  Eq.  (S.   Car.)  301; 

could  join  in  a  bill  in  equity  to  enforce  Bruce   v,   Bickeirton,    18   W.   Va.  342;. 

contribution  from  a  cosurety.     See  also  Haywood  z/.  Ovey,  6  Madd.  113.     See 

Deering  v.  Winchelsea,  2  B.  &  P.  270;  also  Givens  v.  Briscoe.  3  J.  J.  Marsh, 

Wheeler    v.   Hawkins.    116   Ind.   515;  (Ky.)  529. 

Smith  V.  Rumsey.  33  Mich.  183.  joinder  of   Frindpal. —  In  Couch   v. 

Joi&d«r  of  Personal  Bepresentatiye. —  Terry.  12  Ala.  225,  it  wasJield  that  the 

On  the  death  of  one  of  several  sureties  principal  debtor  was  not  a  necessary 

who  have  discharged  the  undertaking  party  to  a  bill  by  a  surety  against  his- 

of  their  principal  out  of  a  joint  fund,  cosurety  to  enforce  contribution, 

the  personal  representative  of  the  de-.  Soretias  in  Connootod  Proeeedini^.  —  In 

cedent  may  be  joined  with  the  surviv-  Hilton  v,  Crist,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  384,  it 

ors  in  an  action  against  a  cosurety  for  was  held   that  sureties  in   a   replevy' 

contribution.     Dussol  v.  Bruguiere.  50  bond  under  a  judgment. in  an  action. 

Cal.  456.  on  an  injunction  bond  are  not  tieces- 

8.  Sloo  V,  Pool.  15  111.  47;   Voss  r.  sary  parties  to  a  suit  by  a  surety  on; 

Lewis,  126  Ind.  155;  Beamanzf.  Blanch-  the  injunction  bond  against  a  cosurety 

ard.  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  432;    Easterly  v,  thereto  for  contribution. 

Barber,  66  N.  Y. 433;  Adams  v,  Hayes,  4«  Couch  v,  Terry,  12  Ala.  225;  Bur- 

120  N.  Car.  383;    Powell  v.  Matthis,  4  roughs  v,  Lott,  19  Cal.  125;  Johnson  r. ' 

Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  83;    Cowell  r.  Ed-  Vaughn,  65  III.  425;  Young  t/.  Lyons, 

waids,  2  B.  &  P.  268.     But  see  Rush  8  GilI(Md.)  162;  Byers  ^.  McClanahan' 

V,   Bishop,  60  Tex.   177;  Whitman  r.  6  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  250;  Gross  v,  Davis. 

Gaddie,  7  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  591.  87  Tenn.  226;    Bruce  v,  Bickerton.  18 

JoiadorofPartnor.— In  Voss  V.  Lewis,  W.  Va.  342;    Holsberry  r.  Poling,  38 

126  ind.  155.  it  was  held  that  where  W.  Va.  186;  Madox  v.  Jackson.  3  Atk. 

one  of  several  sureties  to  a  note,  in  406;   Cockburn  v.  Thompson,  16  Ves. 

signing  it,  wrote  the  name  of  a  part-  Jr.  321 ;  Lawson  v,  Wright,  i  Cox  275. 

oership  of  which  he  was  a  member,  in-  5.  McKenna  v.  George.  2  Rich.  Eq. 

stead  of  his  own  name,  he  need  not  (S.  Car.)  15;  Jones  v.  Blanton.  6  Ired. 

make  his  copartner  a  party  defendant  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  115. 
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should  set  out  the  facts  from  which  the'  right  to  contribution 
arises.^ 

b.  Averring  Notice  and  Demand.  —  The  declaration  need 
not  allege  that  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  payment  to  his 
cosurety  or  made  a  demand  on  him  for  contribution  before 
action.* 

c.  Averring  Insolvency  of  Principal.  —  Though  there  is 

1.  Dodge  V,  Kimple,  I3i  Cal.   580;  law;  bat  they  are  still  only  actions  on 

Bailey  v,  Bnssing,  99  Conn,  i ;  Windle  the  case,  in  which  the  plaintiff,  when- 

r.  Williams,  18  Ind.  App.  158;  BacheU  ever  he  finds  it  necessary  or  useinl, 

der  V,  Fiske,  17  Mass.  464;  FuUerton  may  set  out  his  whole  case;  and  if  that 

V.  Dil worth,  51  Neb.  409;  Van  Demark  shows  a  valid  legal  promise  by  the  de- 

V,  Van  Demark,  .13  How.   Pr.  (N.   V.  fendant,  whether  express  or  implied. 

Supreme  Ct.)  37a;  Bradley  v,  Burweli,  it  is  sufficient.     Now  it  is  obvious  that 

3  Den.  (N.  Y.)  61:  Malin  v.  Bull,  13  S.  the  same  facts  which,  when  proved  on 

&  R.  (Pa.)  441 ;  Harden  v,  Carroll,  90  a  trial,   would   support  the    common 

Wis,  350.  count  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff 

Btttiiig  Oat  Coatraet  of  taretjihip. —  would  have  the  like  effect  when  dis- 
In  Knopf  V,  NCorel,  11 1  Ind.  570,  it  was  closed  in  a  declaration  and  proved  in 
skid:  "  It  is  asserted  that  the  first  and  like  manner.  •  «  «  We  are  there* 
second  paragraphs  of  the  complaint  are  fore  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
bad  because  they  do  not  aver  that  there  cover  in  this  case  on  a  special  cooat, 
was  a  contract  establishing  the  relation  setting  forth  all  the  material  facts,  and 
of  cosureties.  We  think,  however,  that  alleging  the  liability  of  his  cosurety, 
the  facts  alleged  sufficiently  show  this  and  his  promise  accordingly  to  pay  to 
relation,  for  it  is  averred  that  they  were  the  plaintiff  one  moiety  of  what  he 
cosureties  and  that  neither  received-  should  be  compelled  to  pay  for  the 
any  part  of  the  consideration.  «  «  «  principal.**  See  also  Stothoff  7.  Dun- 
The  only  question  is,  was  it  necessary  ham,  19  N.  J.  L.  x8i. 
to  set  forth  any  contract?  We  think  it  Waivar  of  Yarianoe.  —  In  an  action  by 
was  not.  Our  opinion  is  that  it  was  asurety  against  his  cosurety  for  com  ri- 
sufficient  to  allege  that  he  was  a  co-  bution  a  variance  between  the  allega- 
surety  without  stating  the  contract  be-  tions  of  the  plea  and  the  proof  adduced 
tween  the  parties.**  See  also  Githens  to  sustain  it  is  waived  by  failure  to 
t/.  Kimmer,  68  Ind.  362.  object  to  such  proof .   Da vezac  r.  Seller, 

Payment  After  Death  of  Coiorety.  —  In  93  Ky.  418. 
Bachelder  v,  Fiske,  17  Mass.  464,  which  8.  Chaffee  v,  Jones,  19  Pick.  (Mass.> 
was  an  action  by  a  surety  against  the  260,  wherein  it  was  said:  *'  The  plain- 
executor  of  a  deceased  cosurety  for  tiff  and  the  defendant  were  cosureties, 
contribution  for  money  paid  after  the  equally  liable  to  pay  the  note.  The 
death  of  the  cosurety,  the  court  said:  plaintiff  paid  the  whole,  as  he  was 
'*  There  is  a  technical  objection  in  the  bound  to  do,  because  the  principal  and 
present  case  to  the  usual  form  of  de-  the  other  sureties  left  it  unpaid.  The 
daring,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  can-  law  immediately  raised  an  obligation 
not  allege  that  he  paid  the  money  for  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  to 
the  use  of  the  cosurety  after  the  death  pay  an  aliquot  part  of  this  sum,  accord* 
of  the  latter;  and  if  he  alleges  that  he  ing  to  the  number  of  the  sureties.  It 
paid  it  for  the  use  of  the  defendants  as  was  a  present  debt.  It  was  a  payment 
executors,  it  would  be  to  charge  the  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  upon  his 
defendants  in  their  own  right,  which  request  implied  by  law.  No  special 
cannot  be  done.  This  objection  is  an-  demand  and  notice  therefore  were  net- 
swered  by  the  general  principle,  which  essary;  the  sttpius  muisitus  was  snffi- 
is  universally  recognized,  ♦  ♦  •  cient."  See  also  Wood  v.  Perry,  9 
that  when  the  law  confers  a  right,  it  Iowa  479,  and  see  supra,  VI.  4.  Ntftice 
will   also  confer  a    remedy.     *    *    *  and  Demand, 

The  actions  of  assumpsit  in  most  com-        Kotiea  of  Aetioa  Against  Snrtty.  — la 

mon   use  seem   to  have  acquired,  in  an  action  by  a  surety  against  a  cosurety 

some   measure,   the  character  of  the  for  contribution  of  money  recovered 

ancient-formed  actions  of  the  common  against  the   plaintiff,   the  dedamtion 
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a  conflict  of  authority,  the  weight  seems  to  be  that  in  an  action 
at  law  by  a  surety  against  a  cosurety  for  contribution,  the  decla- 
ration need  not  allege  the  insolvency  of  the  principal.^ 

la  Sqvity,  however,  the  rule  appears  to  be  different.  The  bill 
should  allege  the  principars  insolvency.' 

7.  Trial  by  Jury.  —  An  action  at  law  by  a  surety  s^inst  a 
cosurety  for  contribution  is  properly  triable  by  a  jury.' 

8.  Judgment.  —  A  judgment  against  several  sureties  sued  jointly 
for  contribution  should  determine  the  sums  for  which  the  several 
defendants  are  bound  to  contribute.'* 

Vn.  DSTXBXUr ATIOK  OF  SUXXTTBHIP  —  Hatnn  «f  Prooaoding.  —  The 
proceeding  provided  for  by  statute  in  some  states  to  determine 
the  question  of  suretyship,  where  two  or  more  defendants  are 
sued  on  a  contract,  is  a  proceeding  independent  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  plaintiff  in  his  action  on  such  contract.^ 

need  not  aver  notice  to  the  defendant  Acers  v,  Curtis,  68  Tex.  423;  Fletcher 

of  the  former  action.     Malin  v.  Bull,  v.  Jackson,  23  Vt.  581.     See  also  Wyck- 

13  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  441.  off  V.  Vlict,  (N.  T.  1887)9  Atl.  Rep.  680, 

1.  Roberts  v,  Adams,  6  Port.  (Ala.)  Against  Prineipal  and  Oosnrety.  —  In 
361;  Buckner  v.  Stewart,  34  Ala.  529;  an  action  by  two  of  three  sureties 
Sloo  V,  Pool,  15  111.  47;  Croy  v.  Clark,  against  the  principal  and  the  third 
74  Ind.  597;  Judah  t^.  Mieure,  5  Blackf.  surety  for  reimbursement,  such  third 
(Ind.)  171 ;  Rankin  v,  Collins,  50  Ind.  surety  not  asking  any  relief,  judgment 
158;  Smith  V.  Mason,  44  Neb.  610;  may  be  rendered  against  the  principal 
Odlin  z'.  Greenleaf,  3  N.  H.  270;  for  the  entire  amount  and  against  the 
Fischer  v,  Gaither,  32  Oregon  161;  defendant  surety  for  one-third  thereof. 
Cowell  V.  Edwards,  2  B.  &  P.  268.  Jackson  v.  Murray,  77  Tex.  644. 
Contra^  Pearson  v.  Duckham,  3  Litt.  Against  Heirs  of  Cosurety.  —  In  Wood 
(Ky.)  385 ;  Boiling  r.  Donegy,  i  Duv.  r.  Leiand,  i  Met.  (Mass.)  387,  it  was 
(Ky.)  220;  Morrison  r.  Poyntz,  7  Dana  held  that  one  of  two  sureties  who  had 
(Ky.)  307.  See  also  Adams  r.  Hayes,  paid  the  debt  of  the  principal  and  filed 
120  N.  Car.  383;  Swift  v,  Donahue,  a  bill  in  equity  for  contribution  against 
(Ky.  i8q8)  46  S.  W.  Rep.  683.  the  heirs  of  his  cosurety,  and  caused 

2.  Fischer  v.  Gaither,  32  Oregon  161,  all  of  them  who  were  within  the  reach 
wherein  it  was  said:  *'  The  decisions  of  process  to  be  summoned,  was  en- 
are  not  lacking  in  number  or  wanting  titled,  under  the  statute,  to  a  decree 
in  respectability  which  support  the  doc-  against  them  severally  for  such  equal 
trine  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  sums  as  would  amount  in  the  aggre- 
plainttff  in  a  suit  in  equity  to  allege  the  gate  to  a  moiety  of  what  he  had  paid, 
insolvency  of  the  principal  as  a  condi-  though  there  were  other  heirs  who 
tion  precedent  to  the  enforcement  of  were  not  summoned, 
contribution  by  cosureties."  See  also  AiBmiatiye  Belief  to  Defendant. —  In 
Daniel  v,  Ballard,  2  Dana  (Ky.)  296;  Gross  v.  Davis,  87  Tenn.  226,  it  was 
Pearson  v.  Duckham,  3  Litt.  (Ky.)  386;  held  that  a  defendant  surety  who  had 
Stone  V,  Buckner,  12  Smed.  &  M.  overpaid  his  share  could  not  recover 
(Miss.)  73;  Bermes  v.  Frick,  38  N.  J.  the  excess  of  his  cosureties  upon  an- 
Eq.  88;  Allen  ».  Wood,  3  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  swer  merely,  without  cross-bill. 

Car.)  386;    Rainey   v,   Yarborough,   2  Notlee  of  Order.  —  Where  an  order  of 

Ired.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  249;  M'Cormack  v.  a  court  of  equity  is  passed  in  a  suit  for 

Obannon,  3  Munf.  (Va.)484;  Mason  v,  contribution  in  term  time,  allowing  one 

Pierron,  69  Wis.  585;  Dering  v.  Win-  of  the  defendants  to  bring  into  court 

Chelsea,  z  Cox  318.  his  share,  the  plaintiff  is   chargeable 

S.  Michael  7.  AUbright,  126 Ind.  172;  with  notice  of  such  order.     Smith  v, 

Sanders   v.   Weelburg,    107    Ind.   26p.  Anderson,  18  Md.  520. 

But  sec    McCrory  ».  Parks,   18  Ohio  5.  Joyce   v,   Whitney,   57   Ind.    550; 

St.  I.  Harvey  v.  Osbom,  55  Ind.  535;  Brown- 

4.  Armte^ge  v,  Pulver,  37  N.  Y.  494;  ing  v,  Merritt,  6z  Ind.  425;  Williams 
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.  ]Uaa«r  of  BaliiBg  QuNtioa.  —  In  Indiana  the  question  of  suretyship 
between  two  or  more  defendants  sued  on  a  contract  should  be 
raised  by  complaint  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-complaint,^  and 
unless  it  is  so  raised  there  can  be  no  determination  of  the 
question.* 

VotiM.  —  A  surety  filing  a  complaint  to  determine  the  question 
of  his  suretyship  should  give  notice  thereof  to  his  codefendants.* 

Tint  of  Trial  —  In  Indiana  the  statutory  proceeding  between 
codefendants  to  determine  the  question  of  suretyship  may  be 
tried  before,  at,  or  after  the  trial  of  the  main  action,  or  even  at  a 
subsequent  term,*  but  it  cannot  delay  the  trial  of  the  main  action.* 

V.  Fleenor,  77  Ind.  36;  Griffith  ».  Dick-  Vickcry,  no  Ind.  211.     Sc«  also  More- 

erman,  123  Ind.  247;  Knopf  t*.  Morel,  head  Banking  Co.  r.  Dake,  121  N.  Car. 

Ill  Ind.  570.     See  also  Dodge  v.  Dun-  no;     Chaffin    v,   Campbell,  4    Sneed 

ham,  41  Ind.  186,  wherein  it  was  held  (Tenn.)    184;    Grissom    v.    Moore,    i 

that  the  provisions  of  the  Indiana  stat-  Sneed  (Tenn.)  364;  Voss  v,  Lewis,  126 

ute  relating  to  the  determination  of  the  Ind.  155. 

question  of  suretyship  contemplated  a  S.  Joyce  v.  Whitney,  57  lod.  550, 
written  complaint  by  the  surety  in  the  wherein  it  was  held  that  ihe  corn- 
nature  of  a  cross-complaint  against  the  plaint  of  one  defendant  against  another 
principal,  and  pleadings,  issue,  and  that  he  is  surety  for  the  latter  is  not  a 
trial  thereon.  cross-complaint,  but  a  new  proceeding, 

PrwonM  of  Prindpal.  —  A  statute  pro-  and  cannot  be  tried  upon  the  summons 

viding  for  the  trial  of  the  question  of  issued  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  original 

suretyship  where  more  than  one  person  defendants.     The  court  said:  "  If  the 

is  sued  on  a  contract   does  not  apply  other  defendants  are  present  in  court, 

where  the  principal  in  the  contract  sued  in  person  or  by  attorney,  at  the  time  of 

on  is  not  before  the  court.     Kirkland  the  filing  of  the  surety *s  complaint,  and 

Land,  etc  ,  Co.  v.  Jones,  x8  Wash.  407;  have  actual  knowledge  thereof,  then 

Watson  V.  Beabout,  18  Ind.  281.  such  complaint  might  Le'  tried  and  de- 

1,  Harvey  v,  Osborn,  55  Ind.  535,  tcrmined,'  if  the  parties  were  ready, 
wherein  it  was  held  that  where  two  with  the  original  action.  But  it  will 
parties  are  sued  in  the  same  action,  and  not  do  to  say  that  on  a  summons  issued 
one  files  a  separate  answer  to  the  com-  and  served  in  an  action  on  the  con- 
plaint  and  not  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-  tract,  upon  the  filing  of  a  complaint  by 
complaint  against  his  codefendant,  a  one  of  the  defendants  as  surety  in  such 
judgment  on  an  issue  joined  on  such  contract,  the  other  defendants  can  at 
separate  answer  by  the  plaintiff  will  once  be  defaulted  as  to  such  complaint, 
not  conclude  the  relative  rights  of  the  without  any  notice  whatever  thereof." 
defendants  between  themselves.  See  See  also  Harvey  v.  Osborn,  55  Ind. 
also  Voss  r.  Lewis,  126  Ind.  155;  535;  Browning  v.  Merritt,  61  Ind.  425; 
Knopf  V.  Morel.  Ill  Ind.  570;  Dodge  v.  Newton  v.  Pence,  10  Ind.  App.  672; 
Dunham,  41  Ind.  1B6;  Browning  v,  Voss  v,  Lewis,  126  Ind.  155. 
Merritt,  61  Ind.  425.  4.  Dodge  v.  Dunham,  41   Ind.'  186; 

Bailing   QuMtion    by  Answor. —  But  Richardson    v,    Howk,    45    Ind.  45^: 

error  in  presenting  an  issue  by  answer  Scherer  v.  Schutz,  83  Ind.  543;  Harker 

as  to  the  question  of  suretyship,  in-  v.  Glidewell,  23  Ind.  219;  Montgomery 

stead  of  by  cross-complaint,  does  not  v.    Vickery,    no    Ind.   211;    Frank  r. 

make  the  judgment   establishing  the  Traylor,  130  Ind.  143;  Knopf  v.  Morel, 

suretyship    void,    but    only  voidable,  in  Ind.  570;  Duffy  r.  State,  115  lod. 

McCormick  v.  Webster,  89  Ind.  105.  351;  Kreider  w.  Isenbice,  123  Ind.  xo; 

8.  State  t.  Wanee,   4   Ind.   App.    i;  Manford  v.  Firth,  68  Ind.  83;  Boys  9. 

State  V,  Ennis,   74  Ind.  17;    Joyce   v.  Simmons,  72  Ind.  593. 
Whitney,  57  Ind.  550;  Bliss  v,  Douch,        ft.  Pattison  v.  Vaughan,  40  Ind.  253; 

no  Ind.  296;  Douch  v.  Bliss,  80  Ind.  Chrisman     r.     Perrin,    67    Ind.    586; 

316;  Laidla  v.   Loveless,  40  Ind.  21  x;  Rooker  v.  Wise,  14  Ind.  276;  Johnson 

Laval  v.  Rowley,  17  Ind.  36;  Knopf  f.  v.  Meier,  62  Ind.  98.     See  also  Uawson 

Morel,   III   Ind.   570;  Montgomery  v.  v.  Hardy,  33  Tex.  198. 
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Ym   SimXABT  PBOCEEDIire  BT  SlTBETY  AeADTST  PBIHCIPAL  OB 

COSITBETT  —  1.  Nature  of  Remedy.  —  The  summary  remedy  by 
motion  given  by  statute  to  a  surety  who  has  discharged  his 
undertaking,  against  the  principal  or  cosurety  to  the  undertaking, 
is  merely  cumulative  and  does  not  exclude  any  of  such  surety's 
other  remedies.^ 

2.  Jnrifdietion.  —  The  court  in  which  a  motion  by  a  surety  for 
a  summary  judgment  against  his  principal  or  cosurety  may  be 
made  is  usually  designated  by  statute.* 

3.  Parties  to  Hotion  —  MoYing  Partial.  —  Whether  sureties  who 
have  satisfied  a  judgment  rendered  against  them  may  join  in  a 
motion  for  a  summary  judgment  against  their  principal,  depends 
on  the  statute  authorizing  such  summary  judgment.^ 

Partial  Moved  Againit.  —  The  statutes  are  also  decisive  as  to 
whether  a  motion  for  a  summary  judgment  will  lie  against  part 
only  of  the  obligon,  in  the  suretyship  undertaking  or  whether  all 
obligors  liable  therefor  should  be  embraced  in  the  motion.* 

4.  Notice  of  Hotion.  —  Whether  notice  should  be  given  of  a 
motion  by  a  surety  for  a  summary  judgment,  is  a  question  on 
which  the  statutory  requirements  differ.     In  some  states  such 

1.  Handley  v.   Heflin,   84  Ala.  600;  in  the  ordinary  mode,  except  that  the 

Werborn  v.  Kahn,  93  Ala.  201;  Riley  record  must  show  that  the  court  had 

V,  Stall  worth,  56  Ala.  481;  Roberts  v,  jurisdiction.     Rutherford  v.  Smith,  27 

Adams,  6  Port.  (Ala.)  361:   Couch  z/.  Ala.  417.    See  also  Carr  v.  Brownlee, 

Terry,  12  Ala.  225;  Alexander  v.  Lewis,  (Ky.  1897)42  S.  W.  Rep.  1099. 

I  Mete.  (Ky.)  407;  Stephens  v.  Meek,  8.  See  Dubberly  v.  Black.  38  Ala. 
6  Lea  (Tenn.)  226.  See  also  Marker  193;  Gating  r.  Stewart,  6  Blackf.  (I nd.) 
V,  Glidewell,  23  Ind.  219;  Nation  v.  372;  Herndon  tf.  Mason,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
Roberts,  20  Ala.  544.  (Ky.)   575;     Rives    v.    Rives,  4  J.   J. 

In  Missouri  it  has  been  held  that  the  Marsh.  (Ky.)  535;  Schlicker  v,  Gordon, 
summary  statutory  remedy  against  a  74  Mo.  534;  Williams  v.  Greer,  4 
principal  debtor  for  money  paid  by  a  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  235;  Anderson  r.  Bin- 
surety  does  not  embrace  sureties  upon  ford,  2  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  3x0;  Ward  v. 
a  guardian's  bond  or  the  bond  of  a  Thomas,  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  565;  Hall  v. 
trustee  under  a  wilL    State  v.  Darby,  Tompkins,   9    Humph.    (Tenn.)    592; 

II  Mo.  App.  528.  And  it  cannot  be  Vanbibber  v,  Vanbibber,  10  Humph, 
invoked  by  a  surety  against  a  cosurety  (Tenn.)  53;  Dade  r.  Mandeville,  i 
except  in  cases  where  there  has  been  a  Cranch  (C.  C.)  92. 

judgment  rendered  against  such  surety  JvstioM  of  tha  Peaoo. —  In  Tennessee  it 

for  more  than  his  due  proportion  of  the  has  been   held   that  a  justice  of  the 

original  demand.     Wilkerson  v.  Samp-  peace  has  no  jurisdiction  of  motions  in 

son,  56  Mo.  App.  276.  favor  of  sureties  unless    the   fact  of 

In  Virginia  it  has  been  held  that  the  suretyship  appears  on  the  face  of  the 

statute  giving  a  summary  remedy  to  obligation.     Vanbibber  v,   Vanbibber, 

sureties  against  their  principals  does  10    Humph.    (Tenn.)    53;    Cannon   v, 

not  authorize  a  summary  motion  by  a  Wood,  2  Sneed  (Tenn.)  177. 

surety    against    the    devisees    of    the  8.  See   the   statutes  of    the    several 

rincipal.     Bacchus  v.  Gee,  2   Leigh  states.     See  also  Graham  v.  Green,  4 

a.)  68.  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  187. 

Similarity    to    Ordinary     Action.  —  A  4.  See  Voorhie^  v.  Dickson,  i  Sneed 

statutory  proceeding  by  notice  and  mo-  (Tenn.)  348;  Houston  v.  Douffherty,  4 

tion  on  the  part  of  a  surety  against  his  Humph.  (Tenn.)  505;  Rice  v.  Kirkman, 

cosurety,  if  the  defendant  appears  and  3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  415. 

pleads  and  the  issues  are  tried  by  a  In  Kentucky  it  has  been  held  that  the 

jury,  is  like  any  other  case  commenced  notice  and  motion  may  be  joint  against 

965  Volume  XVI. 


W 


Sommary  ProoMdiag  PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY  by  B«MQr. 

notice  is  indispensable.^  In  others  it  has  been  held  that  no 
notice  is  necessary.* 

6.  Time  of  Kotion.  —  The  time  within  which  a  motion  by  a 
surety  for  a  summary  judgment  against  his  principal  or  cosurety 
must  be  made  is  also  regulated  by  statute.' 

6.  SuAoienoy  of  Hotion.  —  A  motion  for  a  summary  judgment 
by  a  surety  who  has  satisfied  a  judgment  rendered  against  him 
on  account  of  his  suretyship  should,  by  the  better  practice, 
accurately  describe  the  judgment  rendered  and  set  out  the  time 
of  its  satisfaction.^ 

7.  Defenses.  —  In  a  summary  proceeding  by  a  surety  against  his 
principal  or  cosurety  such  defenses  should  be  permitted  as  could 
have  been  made  at  common  law.*^ 

8.  Trial  by  Jury.  —  Though  a  jury  should  be  called  whenever 
any  question  of  fact  is  to  be  ascertained  in  a  proceeding  by  a 
surety  for  a  summary  judgment  against  the  principal  or  cosurety,* 
yet  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear  and  make  up  an  issue  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury,  the  court  may  receive  proof  of  the  requisite  facts 
and  render  judgment  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.^ 

all  cosureties,  but  the  judgment  must  summary  judgment  against  B  on  No- 
be  several  as  to  each.  Lampton  v,  vemberso.  The  motion  was  not  made 
Bruner,  2  Litt.  (Ky.)  142.  until  the  day  after,  December  i,  when 

1.  Brown   v,   Wheeler,    3  Ala.    287,  judgment    by    default  was    rendered 

wherein  it  was  held  that  the  principal  against  the  defendant,  the  record  not 

was  entitled  to  reasonable  notice  of  the  showing  that  the  motion  was  submitted 

motion.     See  also  Graves  v,  Webb,  i  at  the  proper  time  and  continued  to 

Call  (Va.)  443;  Bragg  t*.  Cason,  4  Ind.  December  i.      It  was  held   that  the 

632;  Catincc  r.  Stewart,  6Blackf.  (Ind.)  motion  was,  by  operation  of  law,  dxs- 

372;  Davis  V.  Heimbach,  75  Cal.  261;  continued. 

Lampton  v,  Bruner,  2  Litt.  (Ky.)  142,  4.  Pait    v.  Pait,   19  Ala.   713.      See 

and  the  statutes  of  the  several  states.  also    Bragg    v.    Cason,    4    Ind.    632; 

IcryiM  of  KotiM.  —  In  Indiana  it  was  Scherer  v.  Schutz,  83  Ind.  543. 

early  held  that  the  notice  which  is  pre-  Setting  (hit  Gronnds  of  MotUm.  —  In 

paratory  to  the  motion  of  a  surety  for  Graves  v,  Webb,    i   Call  (Va.)  443,  it 

a  summary  judgment  against  his  co-  was  held  that  a  notice  of  a  motion  by  a 

surety  may  be  served   by  the  surety  surety  for  a  summary  judgment  against 

himself  in  any  county   in   the  state,  the  principal  was  sufficient  if  it  ap- 

Cating  V,  Stewart,  6  Blackf.  (Ind  )  372.  prised  the  principal  of  the  grounds  of 

Snilloieney  of  Kotiee.  —  A  notice  cer-  the  motion, 

tain  to  a  common  intent  is  sufficient.  Separate  Motioiis.  —  A  surety  who  has 

Dorsey  v.  Beall,  Hard.  (Ky.)  574.  paid  several  sums  of  money  for  his 

8.  Brown  v,  Oldham,  Walk.  (Miss.)  principal  may  maintain    several   mo- 

493:     Williams    v.    Greer,    4     Hayw.  tions  and  recover   several  judgments 

^Tenn.)  235;    Will  v,   Witt,    5   Hayw.  for  the  debts  and  the  costs  of  each  mo- 

(Tenn.)  276;  M'Nairy  z\  Eastland,   10  tion.     Ayers  v,  Lewellin,  3  Leigh  (Va.) 

Yerg.  (Tenn.)  310;    Voorhies  v.  Dick-  609. 

son,  I  Sneed  (Tenn.)  348;    Cannon  v,  6.  Tennell  v.  Dozier,  Hard.  (Ky.)  51. 

Wood,  2  Sneed(Tenn.)i77;  Newnan  t^.  6.  Smith  v.  Smith,   i   How.  (Miss.) 

Campbell,  Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  63;  Van-  102.     See  also  Curry  v.  Mobile  Bank, 

bibber     v,     Vanbibber,     10     Humph.  8  Port.  (Ala.)  360;  Schlickere?.  Gordon, 

(Tenn.)  53.  74  Mo.  534.     And  see  generally  article 

S.  See    the  statutes  of    the  several  Issues  to  thb  Jury,  vol.  11,  p.  599. 

states.  7.  Irwin  v.   Scruggs,   32    Ala.    516; 

IMsoonthmaiiee  of  Motion.  —  In  Barclay  Broughton  v.  Robinson,  11  Ala.  922; 

V.  Barclay,  42  Ala.  345,  A  gave  notice  Smith    &.   Branch   Bank,   5    Ala.    26; 

that  a  motion  would   be   made  for  a  Curry  cr.  Mobile  Bank.  8  Port.  (Ala.) 
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9.  Judgment  —  The  judgment  rendered  in  a  summary  proceed- 
ing by  a  surety  against  his  principal  or  cosurety  should  recite  all 
the  facts  which  are  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  court 
rendering  it.^ 

360;  Evans  r.  State  Bank,  15  Ala.  81.  In  MitdMippl,  on  a  motion  for  a  judg- 

See  also  Woodward   v.  May,  4  How.  ment  by  a  surety  against  his  principal, 

(Miss.)  389;  Scott  V.  Nichols,  27  Miss,  the  judgment  against  the  surety  and 

94;    Creighton   v.   Johnson,  Litt,  Sel.  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  motion 

Cas.  (Ky.)  240.  is  a  mere  surety  should  appear  on  the 

1.  Alabama.  —  Evans  v.  State  Bank,  record.      Brown    v,    Oldham,    Walk. 

15  Ala.  81;  Smith  v.  Branch  Bank,  5  (Miss.)  493. 

Ala.  26;  Brown  v.  Wheeler,  3  Ala.  287;  Courtof  Satry  of  Judgmant.  —  In  Elliott 

Broughton  v.  Robinson,   11  Ala.  922;  v,  Clements,   5  Ala.  470,   it  was  held 

Irwin  V,  Scruggs,  32  Ala.  516;  Barclay  that  the  record  must  disclose  in  what 

V,  Barclay,  43  Ala.  345.  court  the  judgment  against  the  surety 

Mississippi.  — Woodward  v.   May,  4  was  rendered. 

How.  (Miss.)  395.  Syidanoa  on  Whieh  Court  Aetod.  —  In 

Tennessee. — Tones tr.  Read,  i  Humph.  Reading  v.  Holton,  Hard.  (Ky.)  68,  it 

(Tenn.)  335;  Voorhles  v.   Dickson,  i  was  held  that  the  record  need  not  show 

Sneed  (Teun.)  348;  Wynne  v,  Taylor,  the    evidence    upon   which   the  court 

5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  691 ;    Burt  v.  David-  acted. 

son,  5  Humph.  (Tenn.)  425;  Copass  v,  Insolvonoy  of  Mndpal.  —  If  a  surety 
Wheelock,  i  Lea  (Tenn.)  381;  Allen  v.  proceed  by  notice  and  motion  for  con- 
Wood,  I  Head  (Tenn.)  436;  Cannon  tribution  against  his  cosurety,  the  rec- 
cf.  Wood,  2  Sneed  (Tenn.)  177;  Ferrelt/.  ord  must  show  the  insolvency  of  the 
Finch,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  432.  principal.    Batson  v,  Lasselle,  i  Blackf . 

In  Alabama  it  has  been  held  that  the  (Ind.)  119. 
judgment  entry  should  show  (i)  the  Amount  of  Booovery. —  In  a  summary 
pendency  of  a  suit  by  the  common  proceeding  by  a  surety  against  a  co- 
creditor  against  the  surety  making  the  surety,  a  recovery  for  more  than  the 
motion;  (2)  that  he  notified  his  cosurety  defendant's  aliquot  part  of  the  debt 
in  writing  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit;  cannot  be  had.  Simmons  v,  Vamum, 
(3)  that  judgment  has  been  rendered  36  Ala.  92.  See  also  Young  v.  Clark, 
and  its  sum  in  the  creditor's  suit;  (4)  2  Ala.  264;  Riley  v,  Rhea,  5  Lea 
in  judgment  bv default,  that  proof  was  (Tenn.)  115. 

made  at  the  trial  of  the  creditor's  suit.  Joint     Judgmont.  —  In     Newnan    v. 

that  notice  in  writing  was  given  to  the  Campbell,    Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.)  63,  it 

cosurety,   and   that  the    parties  were  was  held  that  sureties  who  have  not 

sureties;  and  (5)  where  the  judgment  is  satisfied  a  judgment  rendered  against 

for  more  than  an  aliquot  portion  of  the  them  may  have  a  joint  judgment  on 

debt,  that  the  other  cosureties  are  in-  mption   against  their  principal.      See 

solvent  to  the  number  necessary  to  sup-  also  Jones  v.  Read,  i  Humph.  (Tenn.) 

port    the    particular    sum    for    which  335;    M'Nairy  v.  Eastland,    10  Yer^ 

judgment    is    g^ven.       Broughton  v.  (Tenn.)  310. 
Kobinson,  iz  Ala.  92a. 
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PRISON  BREACH. 

See  article  ESCAPE,  PRISON  BREAKING,  RESCUE, 

vol  7,  p.  913. 


PRIVILEGE. 

By  Charles  H..  Street. 
I  VATITBE  Ain>  EXTSVT  OF  PxiYiLxes,  968. 

n.  XBTHODS  of  A88£BTIVe  PBIYILBOS,  969. 

1.  Writ  of  Privilege  or  Protection^  969. 

2.  Motion  to  the  Court,  970. 

a.  In  General,  970.. 

b.  Form  of  the  Motion,  972. 

c.  Where  Made,  973. 

d.  Measure  of  the  Relief  Granted,  975. 

(i)  Discharge  on  Common  Batl^  975. 

(2)  Absolute  Discharge^  977. 

(3)  Dismissal  of  Suit,  978. 

3.  Plea  in  Abatement,  979, 

4.  Habeas  Corpus,  981. 

5.  Contempt  Proceedings,  983. 

6.  Various  Actions  for  Preach  of  Privilege,  983. 

a.  Trespass,  983. 

b.  False  Imprisonment,  984. 

c.  Action  on  the  Case  for  Damages,  985. 
in.   WAIYEB  of  PBIYILBaS,  986. 

1.  In  General,  986.    • 

2.  Giving  Pail,  987. 

3.  Appearing  and  Answering  to  the  Merits,  987. 

4.  Falsing  Question  on  Appeal,  988. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

See  in  general  articles  SERVICE  OF  PROCESS;  SUMMONS 
AND  PROCESS. 

As  to  plea  of  Privilege  in  actions  for  Libel  and  Slander^  see  article 
LIBEL  AND  SLANDER,  vol.  13,  p.  26. 
Privilege  from  Discovery  and  Inspection,  see  article  DISCOV- 
ERY,  PRODUCTION,    AND   INSPECTION,   vol.   6, 
p.  748. 

I.  Natttbe  akb  Extent  of  PBiviLEes.  —  By  the  law  of  most 
jurisdictions,  usually  embodied  in  a  statutory  enactment,  suitors, 
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jurors,  witnesses,  officers  of  court  while  in  attendance  thereon^ 
members  of  legislative  bodies,  ambassadors  and  foreign  ministers, 
are  privileged  from  civil  arrest,  or  even  from  the  service  of  any 
variety  of  civil  process.  This  article  will  treat  merely  of  the 
methods  of  asserting  such  privilege  and  the  waiver  thereof,* 

n.  Xbthobs  of  AssiBTnre  Pbiyilsos  —  1.  Writ  of  Privilege  or 
Protection.  —  Under  the  old  English  practice  persons  exempt 
from  arrest  took  advantage  of  this  immunity  by  procuring  a  writ 
of  privilege  or  protection,  issued  by  the  body  from  which  the 
privilege  was  derived.*  The  same  course  may  be  pursued  at  the 
present  day,  since  power  to  grant  such  a  writ  has  not  been 
abrogated  by  legislation,  and  it  may  still  be  issued  by  courts  pos- 
sessing a  common-law  jurisdiction ; '  and  when  issued  it  affords 

1.  Bight  te  and  Sxtont  of  PrlTilogo.  —  the  arrest;   and  that  though  a  person 

See  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law  (2d  might  be  under  such  pressure  of  im- 

ed.)«  tits.  Consuls;  LegisUiures ;  Min-  prisonment  as  to  be  powerless  to  ob- 

isters  and  Ambassadors ;  Public  Officers ;  tain   the   action   of  a  court   or  judge 

Witnesses^  etc. ;  and  consult  the  general  before  suffering    actual    confinement, 

index  of  that  work.  yet  this  would  not  often  happen,  as  a 

8.  King  V.  Coit,  4  Day  (Conn.)  129;  writ  of  protection  would  ordinarily  pre- 

Parker     v,    Marco,    136    N.    Y.    585;  vent  such  a  dilemma. 

Larned  r.  Griffin,  12  Fed.  Rep.  590.  In  Mtitadinietts  the  "BuIm  of  PraetiM 

'*  The  only  way  by  which  courts  of  at  Common  Law "  provide  that"  No  writ 

justice  could  anciently  take  cognizance  of  protection  shall  issue,  except  by  the 

of  privilege  of  Parliament  was  by  writ  order  of  the  court,  or  a  justice  thereof; 

of  privilege,  in  the  nature  of  a  super-  such  order  to  be  made  upon  the  appli- 

Sedeas,  to  deliver  the  party  out  of  cus-  cation  of  the  person  for  whom  the  writ 

tody    when    arrested   in  a  civil  suit,  of  protection  is  to  be  issued,  or  some 

*    *    *    But  since  the  statute  12  Wm.  person   in   his  behalf;    and   no  order 

III.,  c.  3,  which  enacts  that  no  privi-  shall  be  made  for  granting  such  writ 

leged  person  shall  be  subject  to  arrest  of  protection  until  it  shall  be  made  to 

or  imprisonment,  it  has  been  held  that  appear  to  the  court  or  justice  applied 

such  arrest  is  irregular  ab  initio  and  to,  by  affidavit  or  other  satisfactory 

that  the  party  ma^  be  discharged  upon  evidence,  that  the  application  is  made 

motion."     i  Bl.  Com.  166.  in  good  faith,  and  for  the  purpose  of 

8.  Smith  V.Jones,  76  Me.   138;    Su-  enabling  such  person  to  attend  this 

preme  Ct.  Rule  XV..   104  Mass.  560;  court  as  a  party  or  as  a  witness  in 

Parker  r.  Marco,  136  N.Y.  585;  Bridges  some  case   pending,  such  case   to  be 

V,  Sheldon,  7  Fed.  Rep.  17.  specified;  if  a  party  plaintiff,  that  such 

In  Smith  v.  Jones,  76  Me.  138,  a  wit-  suit  has  not  been  commenced  by  him 
ness  arrested  on  civil  process  while  re-  collusively;  or,  if  a  defendant,  that 
turning  home  from  court,  brought  an  such  suit  has  not  been  commenced 
action  for  damages  against  the  person  against  him  by  his  request  or  procure- 
procuring  the  arrest.  But  it  was  held  ment,  collusively,  and  to  enable  him 
that  such  an  action  could  not  be  main-  to  obtain  a  writ  of  protection;  or,  if  as 
tained,  the  court  saying  that  he  might  a  witness,  that  he  has  not  been  re- 
have  procured  a  writ  of  protection  in  quired  to  attend  as  a  witness  by  his 
advance  of  starting,  if  circumstances  own  request  or  procurement,  or  collu- 
made  it  reasonable  to  ask  the  media-  sively,  to  enable  him  to  obtain  the  writ 
tion  of  the  court  for  that  purpose;  that  of  protection  prayed  for."  Supreme 
the  law  does  not  declare  that  a  witness  Ct.  Rule  XV.,  104  Mass.  560. 
shall  not  be  arrested,  but  gives  to  him  When  Writ  Will  Bo  Softuod.  —  A  writ 
the  right  to  free  himself  from  arrest  if  of  protection  will  not  be  given  to  a 
he  desires  to,  and  points  out  several  suitor  or  witness  to  protect  him  from 
ways  by  which  it  may  be  accom-  arrest  in  any  case  when,  if  arrested,  he 
plished;  that  it  is  a  right  not  so  much  would  not  be  entitled  to  his  discharge 
to  avoid  being  arrested  as  to  terminate  without  it.     Brien  v,  Brien,  i  Hog.  34. 
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adequate  protection  both  from  arrest  and  from  the  service  of 
civil  process,* 

Writ  teldom  TTMd.  —  But  as  various  other  methods  of  asserting 

privilege  are  now  recognized  by  the  courts  the  writ  of  protection 
is  no  longer  absolutely  necessary,  and  is  seldom  issued.* 

2.  HotioxL  to  the  Conrt  —  a.  In  General — iMMhug^  from  ArrMt.  — 
The  authorities  all  agree  that  a  suitor,  witness,  or  other  privileged 
person  who  has  been  arrested  will  be  released  from  custody  on 
motion  to  the  court.' 

1.  A  Writ  of  Protootion  Ad  Toitifleui-  Thompson's  Case,  123  Mass,  428;  Par- 

dnm  Bnsponds  AU  Ciyil  Prooooi  against  ker  v,  Marco,  136  N.  Y.  585 ;    Bridges 

the  party  procuring  it,  while  coming  to  r.    Sheldon,    7   Fed.    Rep.    17;    Ex  p, 

and  attending  upon  the  court,  and  for  Dakins,  i  Jiir.  N.  S.  378. 

a  reasonable  time  for  returning  to  his  Dooi  Kot  Establish  or  EnlaxgvtlwPli?!- 

home.    Ex p.  Hall,  i  Tyler  (Vt.)  274.  logo.  —  Where  a  suitor  about  to  attend 

Bendors  loryiee  of  Smnmoiis  DlogaL  —  court  is  apprehensive  that  he  will  be 

In  Waterman  v»  Merritt,  7  R.   I.  345,  served  with  a  summons  while  in  at- 

the  defendant,  a  nonresident,  had  been  tendance,  he  may  procure  a  writ  of 

in  attendance  as  a  witness  at  a  court  in  protection  ifrom  the  court  in  which  his 

Rhode  Island,  and  was  served  with  a  attendance  is  required.     Such  a  writ  is 

summons  while  returning  to  his  home,  proper,  but  is  not  necessary  except  for 

He  had  previously  obtained  a  writ  of  convenient    and    authentic    notice  to 

protection  from  the  court  in  which  he  those  about  to  do  what   would  be  a 

was  a  witness,  by  which  writ  the  sev-  violation  of  the  privilege.     It  neither 

eral  sheriffs  and  their  deputies  were  establishes  nor  enlarges  the  privilege, 

commanded  that  they  *'  let  the  said  but  merely  sets  it  forth  and  commands 

William  T.  Merritt  of  and  from  all  civil  due  respect  to  it.     Bridges  v,  Sheldon, 

process,  whether  original  or  judicial,  7  Fed.  Rep.  17,  ciHng  Ex  /.  M'Neil.  6 

so  long  as  he  shall  attend  said  court  Mass.  264. 

and  until  he  shall  be  discharged  from  8.  Georgia,  —  Henegar  9.  Spangler, 

the  protection  aforesaid  by  this  court  29  Ga.  217. 

at  the  present  term."     Upon  motion  by  Indiana,  —  Crocker     r.    Duncan,    6 

the  defendant  it  was    held    that  the  Blackf.  (Ind.)  278. 

service  of  the  summons  must  be  set  Massachusetts,  —  M'Neil's     Case,    3 

aside    and    the    suit   dismissed  abso-  Mass.    288;    Thompson's     Case,    12a 

lutely.     The  court  said:   "  The  reports  Mass.  430. 

show  no  case  of  a  witness  or  party  ar-  New  Jersey,  —  Harris  v.  Grantham,  i 

rested,  or  served  with  other  process,  N.  J.  L.  165;    Gratz  v,  Wilson,  6  N.J. 

where  the  court  has  specially  ordered,  L.  419;  Jones  v,  Knauss,  31  N.  J.  Eq. 

as  in  this  case,  that  he  should  be  ex-  2Zi. 

em pt  from  all  legal  process.     It  ought  New    York,  —  Sanford    r.   Chase,  3 

perhaps  to  be  no  matter  of  surprise  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  381;    Norris  v.  Beach,  a 

that  we  meet  with  none.     It  would  be  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  294;   Secor  v.  Bell,  18 

matter  of  surprise,  however,  that  in  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  52;  Seaver  v,  Robinson, 

such  case  there  should  be  any  serious  3  Duer  (N.  Y.)  622;    Randall  v,  Cran- 

question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  service  dall,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.)  342. 

which  the  court  itself,  upon  the  appli-  Ohio,  —  Gill  v.  Miner,   13  Ohio  St 

cation  of  the  party,  had  expressly  or-  182. 

dered  its  officers  not  to  make.'*  Pennsylvania.  —  In    re    Barton,    44 

Bight  of  Offioer  to  Diiohargo.  —  Where  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  216,  18  Phila.  (Pa.)  508; 

an  attorney  is  arrested  during  his  at-  Webb  v.  Carter,  q  Lane  Bar  (Pa.)  65; 

tendance  at  court  he  will  be  discharged  Brass  v,  Vandegrift,  23  W.  N.  C.  fPa.) 

from  arrest  by  the  court,  but  the  officer  270. 

making  the  arrest  has  no  authority  to  Vermont.  —  Fletcher    v,    Baxter,   3 

discharge  him  upon  the  exhibition  of  Aik.  (Vt.)  228. 

a  writ  of  privilege.     Secor  v.  Bell,  18  Wisconsin.  —  State      v,     Polacheck, 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  52,  (Wis.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  708. 

8.  May  v.  Shumway,  16  Gray  (Mass.)  United  States.  —  Lyell  v,  Goodwin,  4 

86;    M'Neil's     Case,     3    Mass.     288;  McLean    (U.    S.)    29;     McFerran    9. 
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Bcrriee  of  Papoowi  Stt  Aiidt.  —  Likewise,  in  jurisdictions  where  the 
privilege  is  extended  so  as  to  embrace  exemption  from  the  service 
of  all  kinds  of  civil  process  a  motion  to  set  aside  service  made 
upon  a  privileged  person  is  proper.^ 

Wherry,  5  Cranch  (C.  C.)  677;  Hurst's  suspended.    The  proofs  of  the  facts 

Case,  4  Dall.  (U.  S.)  387;    Matter  of  upon  which  it  rests  are  easy  of  attain- 

KimbaU,   2  Ben.  (U.  S.)  38;   Juneau  ment,  because  they  are  few,  and  may 

Bank  v.  McSpedan,  5  Biss.  (U.  S.)  64.  be  adduced  as  well  in  the  absence  as 

England,  —  Bartlett  v.  Hebbes,  5  T.  In  the  presence  of  a  party.     Peters  v. 

R.  6&.  League,   13  Md.  58,  citing  Prentis  v, 

AdTsntagss  of  ths  Froosdura  by  MotioiL  Com.,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  697. 
—  A  witness  having  been  arrested  in  Ootts  of  AppUoation.  —  In  a  case  where 
violation  of  privilege  brought  an  action  a  solicitor's  privilege  was  violated  by 
for  damages  against  his  creditor  who  his  arrest  under  an  attachment  while 
had  procured  his  arrest,  but  it  was  held  on  his  way  to  court,  since  it  appeared 
that  the  action  would  not  lie,  the  that  the  officer  who  made  the  arrest 
proper  remedy  being  by  motion  10  dis-  was  distinctly  warned  that  it  was  un- 
charge the  party  from  custody.  The  lawful,  it  was  held  that  all  parties 
court  said:  "  How  can  a  creditor  served  with  notice  of  a  motion  to  dis- 
know  that  his  debtor,  who  is  a  witness,  charge  the  solicitor  from  arrest  were 
will  insist  upon  the  privilege,  until  the  liable  for  the  costs  attending  his  re- 
debtor  asserts  it?  And  how  can  he  lease.  Dodd  r.  Holbrook,  11  Jur.  N. 
know  that  the  court  will  grant  a  dis-  S.  969. 

charge  if  asked  for?    It  is  to  some  ex-  Mvlligs  Aoeraiag  After  Arrest  Hade, 

tent  a  discretionary  matter  with  a  court  —  In  Marshall  v.  Carhart,  20  Ga.  419, 

or  judge,  whether  a  witness  shall  be  it  was  held  that  where  a  person  already 

discharged  upon  arrest.     How  can  this  in  custody  is  subpoenaed  as  a  witness 

discretion  be  anticipated  by  a  creditor?  he  cannot  be  discharged  on  account  of 

And  why  should  the  creditor  be  re-  privilege. 

<iuired  at  his  peril  to  correctly  settle  the  But  on  the  other  hand  it  has  been 

<Iuestion  whether  the  debtor  is  at  court  held  in  England  that  a  part^  elected  to 

in  good  faith  or  not,  or  whctner  he  has  Parliament  is  thereby  enutled  to  be 

overstayed  his  privilege,   or  whether  discharged  from  custody,  although  the 

unnecessarily    loitering  on  the    way;  arrest  was  made  before  he  was  elected, 

judicial  questions  that  can  be  easily  Phillips  v.  Wellesley,  i  Dowl.  P.  C.  9. 

and  summarily  settled  by  a  judge  in  1.  Georgia,  —  Thornton  v,  American 

or  out  of  court,  without  much  expense  Writing  Mach.  Co.,  83  Ga.  388. 

to  parties?    It  is  not  at  all  unreason-  New  Jersey,  —  Mulheam    v.    Press 

able  to  cast  upon  the  court,  and  to  re-  Pub.  Co.,  53  N.  J.  L.  153. 

Hcve  parties  from,  the  responsibility  of  New    York,  —  Grafton  v.  Weeks,  7 

such  questions."    Smith  v,  Jones,  76  Daly  (N.  Y.)  523;  Parker  v,  Marco,  136 

Me.  138.  N.  v.  585;    Person  v.  Grier,  66  N.  Y. 

Ii\iiaiotion  Bsftissd. —  Where  a  judg-  134. 
ment  of  condemnation  has  been  ob-  Ohio,  —  Deuber  Watch  Co.  v,   Dal- 
tained  against  a  party  as  garnishee,  zell,  19  Cine.  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  269. 
equity  will  not  interfere  by  injunction  Pennsylvania,  —  Ruger  v,  Keller,  12 
to  restrain  the  execution  of  such  judg-  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  371;  Bank  v.  Messenger, 
ment  on  the  ground  that  the  p^arnishee  i  North  um.  Leg.  N.  (Pa.)  173;  Miles  v. 
was  privileged  from  the  service  of  an  McCullough,  i  Binn.  (Pa.)  77;  Austin 
attachment  because  he  was  a  member  v.  Brown,  i  T.  &  H.  Pr.  (Pa.)  254. 
of  a  city  council.    Although  thus  privi-  United  States,  —  Parker  v,  Hotchkiss, 
leged  it  does  not  follow  that  the  party  i  Wall.  Tr.  (C.  C.)  269;  Lyell  v.  Good- 
can  obtain  relief  by  injunction.     The  win,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  29;  Plimpton  v, 
judicial  history  of  the  question  does  Winslow,  9  Fed.  Rep.  365. 
not  furnish  any  example  of  the  allow-  Wltnsuss  Served  with  Smmiioiis.  —  In 
ance  of  this  privilege  otherwise  than  New  York  the  protection  extended  to 
by  plea  or  upon  motion,  tendered  or  witnesses  includes  immunity  from  the 
made  at  the  period  proper  for  the  con-  service  of  summons  as  well  as  from 
videration  thereof  by  the  court  whose  arrest;  and  where  a  witness  comes  into 
proceedings  are  sought  to  be  evaded  or  the  state  from  a  foreign  jurisdiction  for 
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b.  Form  of  the  Motion — ex  p^tf  i(vpu«ttoa,  v  bqIs  to  aov 

OovM.  —  The  motion  to  discharge  a  privileged  person  from  arrest 
is  generally  of  an  ex  parte  nature,^  but  a  rule  to  show  cause  is 
sometimes  obtained  for  this  purpose,*  or  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 

the  purpose  of  testifying  in  court,  and  AttonoySeiTed with  BabporaA.  —  Serv- 

is  served  with  a  summons,  the  service  ice  of  a  subpoena  to  testify,  when  made 

will  be  set  aside  even  though  the  wit-  upon  an  attorney  who  has  come  from 

ness  formerly  resided  in  New  York  and  another  state  to  attend  to  business  of 

still  claims  to  be  a  citizen  of  that  state,  his  clients  pending  in  the  court,  will  be 

Hollender  v.  Hall,  19  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  set  aside  on  motion,  especially  when  It 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  292;  Thorp  v,  Adams,  appears  that  the  business  of  his  clients 

25  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  requires    his    immediate    presence  in 

408,    x8   Civ.    Pro.   Rep.   (N.  Y.)  279;  other  states.     Central  Trust  Co.  9.  Ilil- 

Lederer  v.  Adams,  19  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  waukee  St.  R.  Co.,  74  Fed.  Rep.  442. 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  294.  In  Xiohigaa  mandamus   lies   to  set 

And  in  cases  of  this  nature  the  fact  aside   the   service  of  a    summons,  if 

that  the  service  was  made  upon  the  such  service  was  made  while  the  party 

witness  merely  as  director  of  a  foreign  was  within  the  jurisdiction  solely  for 

corporation,  which  is  the  real  defend-  the  purpose  of  appearing  in  another 

ant,  is  immaterial.     Sheehan  v.  Brad-  case  as  a  witness.     Mitchell  v.  Huron 

ford,  etc.,   R.  Co.,  15  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  Circuit  Judge,  53  Mich.  541;  Jacobson 

(N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  429.  v.  Hosmer,  76  Mich.  234. 

Person  Awaitiaf  Izasinatiea  on  Criad-  1.  Matter  of  Lam  pert,  2X    Hun  (N. 

nal   Charge.  —  A    nonresident  who    is  Y.)  154;    Humphrey  v.  Cumming,  s 

within  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  an-  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  90;   Exp.  Byne,  z  Vcs. 

swering  a  criminal  charge  is  exempt  &  B.  316. 

from  the  service  of  process  while  If  a  counsellor  is  arrested  on  ca.  sa. 
awaiting  examination  under  a  bail  while  in  attendance  at  court  he  will 
bond  conditioned  for  his  appearance  at  be  discharged  on  motion.  The  appli- 
any  time  when  called  on,  and  service  cation  is  ex  parte,  and  notice  need  not 
of  summons  made  in  violation  of  such  be  given  to  the  attorney  of  the  party 
privilege  will  be  set  aside  on  motion,  who  sued  out  the  execution.  Ham- 
Murphy  V.  Sweezy,  (Supreme  Ct.)  2  N.  phrey  v,  Cumming,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  90. 
Y.  Supp.  241.  But  see  Grover  v.  Green,  i  Cai.  (N.  Y.) 

Person  Attandlag  Court  m  Snltor  and  116. 
Witness.  —  A  nonresident  of  the  county  AppUoation  at  Bar  Wlthont  PMitioB.  — 
while  in  attendance  on  the  trial  of  an  A  person  attending  commissioners  of 
action  as  a  party  and  witness  was  bankruptcy  as  a  witness  is  privileged 
served  with  a  summons  issued  by  the  from  arrest,  and  if  arrested  he  will  be 
justice  of  the  peace.  At  the  time  when  discharged.  The  proper  manner  to 
the  summons  was  returnable  the  de-  procure  such  discharge  is  by  an  appli- 
fendant  appeared  specially  by  his  at-  cation  at  the  bar  without  a  petition, 
torney  and  moved  the  court  to  set  and  time  to  answer  the  affidavit  in  sop- 
aside  the  service  and  dismiss  the  case,  port  of  the  motion  will  be  refused. 
and  filed  an  affidavit  setting  forth  the  Exp,  Byne,  i  Ves.  &  B.  316. 
facts  which  the  record  showed  were  un-  8.  In  Illinois,  the  arrest  of  a  party  to 
disputed.  The  motion  was  overruled  a  suit  being  regarded  as  a  breach  of 
by  the  trial  court,  but  on  appeal  the  privilege,  the  proper  course  is  to  ap- 
judgment  was  reversed  and  the  motion  pear  in  the  cause  m  which  the  arrest  is 
was  granted.  Letherby  v.  Shaver,  73  made,  and  procure  a  rule  against  the 
Mich.  500.  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  to  show  cause 

Creditor  Attending  Banknptey  Proosod-  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  dis- 

ings.  —  A  nonresident  creditor  is  privi-  charged  out  of  custody  by  reason  of 

leged  from  service  of  summons  while  his    alleged    privilege.     This    rule  to 

attending  bankruptcy  proceedings,  and  show  cause  is  supported  by  affidavit 

service  made  at  that  time  mav  be  set  setting  up  the  fact  of  the  arrest  and  the 

aside  on  motion;    but  the  validity  of  attendant  circumstances.     On  the  hear- 

the  creditor's  claim  against  the  bank-  ing    the    rule,    depending    upon    the 

rupt's  estate  cannot  be  determined  on  proofs,  is  either  made  absolute  or  dis- 

such  a  motion.     Matthews  r.  Tufts,  87  charged.     Greer  v.  Young,  120  111.  184. 

N.  Y.  568.  In  Rngland  a  nonresident  witness  ar- 
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ing  service  of  process  upon  a  privileged  person  set  aside.^ 

ThA  AAdftTltf  in  Support  of  tli*  M«tioa  should  set  forth  with  the  utmost 
clearness  the  time  and  place  of  arrest,  and  also  the  facts  by  virtue 
of  which  privilege  is  claimed.* 

c.  Where  Made.  — The  question  sometimes  arises  whether  an 
application  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  privilege  should  be  made  to 
the  court  which  the  party  is  attending,  or  to  the  court  from  which 
the  writ  issues.  The  latter  court  undoubtedly  has  power  to  grant 
relief,*  and  there  are  some  decisions  to  the  effect  that  the  party 
may  apply  to  either  of  these  courts  at  his  option,*  or  to  any  other 

rested  while  in  attendance  at  court  will  in  favor  of  D.;  wherefore,  he  moved 

be  discharged  on  procuring  a  rule  to  the  court  to  discharge  him  from  the 

show  cause.     Walpole  v.  Alexander,  3  custody  of  the  sheriff.     The  motion 

Doug.  45,  26  £.  C.  L.  3a.    And  the  was  overruled,  and  on  appeal  the  court 

same  is  true  in  the  case  of  an  attorney  said:    "  We  do  not  think  the  affidavit 

who  has  been  arrested  while  attending  discloses  enough  to  bring  C.  within  the 

court    in    his     professional    capacity,  provisions  of  the  statute,  as  respects 

Clutterbuck  r.  Hulls,  10  Jur.  1082;  or  the   first    arrest.     He    states,   indeed, 

a  defendant  arrested  on   his  way   to  that  he  was  arrested  during  the  sitting 

court  to  deliver  himself  up  to  receive  of  the  court,  but  he  does  not  show  at 

judgment  on  a  conviction,  Sharplin  v,  what  place,  or  that  the  arrest  took  place 

Hunter,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  632.  while  he  was  attending,  going  to,  or 

1.  In  Melaney  v.  Atkins,  4  Pa.  Dist.  returning    from     court.    *    *    *    He 

Rsp.  644,  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  service  says  that  two  days  after  he  was  ar- 

of  a  summons  was  granted  where  it  rested  he  wished  to  attend  to  his  busi- 

appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  ness  in  court,  but  that  is  not  enough, 

advantage  of  the  presence  of  the  de-  The  affidavit  may  be  sufficient  to  entitle 

fendant  as  a  witness  before  the  grand  him  to  a  discharge  from  custody  under 

jury  to  serve  the  summons  upon  him.  the  ne  exeats  for  he  shows  he  was  ar- 

And  a  like  course  was  pursued  in  Par-  rested  on  that,  while  attending  to  his 

t ridge  v,  Powell,  4  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  119,  business  in    court.     But    the    motion 

in  which  case  a  plaintiff  had  caused  was  to  discharge  him   entirely    from 

service  of  the  summons  to  be  made  custody.     It  was   properly  overruled, 

upon  a  defendant  who  had  come  within  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 

the  jurisdiction  voluntarily,  to  attend  affidavit  as  to  the  first  arrest." 

the  taking  of  depositions,    under  an  S.  Crocker    v,    Duncan,    6    Blackf. 

agreement  with  said  plaintiff.     But  it  (Ind.)  278;    Parker  v  Marco,  136  N.  Y. 

was  said  in  that  case  that  the  service  585;    Lyell  v.  Goodwin,  4  McLean  (U. 

might  not  have  been  set  aside  if  it  had  S.)  29;    Pitt  v,  Evans,  2  Dowl.  P.  C. 

been  made  at  the  instance  of  a  third  223. 

party.  A  party  arrested  while  attending  as 

8.  Avenamts   Hald    InsnflloittBt.  —  In  plaintiff  before  a  referee,  appointed  by 

Crocker  v,   Duncan.   6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  a  justice,  will   be  discharged   by   the 

278.  C.  made  his  affidavit,  setting  forth  court  out  of  which  the  writ  issues,  and 

that  on  the  16th  day  of  March,  1841,  the  bail  tx>nd  will  be  canceled.    Webb 

"  during  the  sittings  of    the    Circuit  v.  Carter,  9  Lane.  Bar  (Pa.)  65. 

Court,*'  he  was  arrested  by  the  sheriff  Where  a  party  co  a  cause  is  arrested 

upon  a  capias  ad  respondendum  issued  while  attending  court  he  must  apply 

from  that  court  in  favor  of  D.,  and  that  for  relief  to  the  judge  at  nisi  priusor  to 

be  was  then  (on  the  i8th)  held  in  cus-  the  court  out  of    which   the    process 

tody  by  virtue  of  the  arrest;    that  he  issues,  and  not  to  the  court  in  which 

was  defendant  in  a  cause  in  which  one  the  cause  is  pending.     Pitt  v.  Evans,  2 

P.  was  plaintiff,  then  pending  in  court,  Dowl.  P.  C.  223. 

and  he  wished  then  (on  the  i8th)  to  4.  Matter  of  Lampert,  21   Hun  (M. 

attend  to  said  cause.     He  further  de-  Y.)  154;  Fletcher  v.  Baxter,  2  Aik.  (Vt.) 

posed  that  he  had  on  that  day,  while  224;    Atty.-Gen.    v.   Skinners'   Co.,   8 

attending  to  his  cause  with  P.,  been  Sim.  377. 

arrested  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  ne  exeat  The  application  to  discharge  a  privi- 

978  Volume  XVL 


Method!  of                                   PRIVILEGE.  AMttrtlaf  PriiHift. 

court  of  competent  authority ;  *  but  the  better  practice  requires 
that  the  application  be  made  to  the  court  which  the  party  is 
attending.* 

Tbe  Fedond  Ckmrti  have  power  to  protect  their  witnesses  and  suit- 

leged  person  from  arrest  may  be  made  though  the  court  from  which  the  pto- 

either  to  the  court  under  whose  protec-  cess  issues  has  delayed  or  refused  to 

tion  the  party  is,  or  to  the  court  out  of  do  so,  and  as  this  power  is  necessary 

which   the  process  issues.     If  to  the  for  the  protection  of  the  court  it  cannot 

former  they  can  order  his  discharge;  depend  on  another  tribunal  to  grant  or 

if  to  the  latter  they  may  order  his  dis-  withhold  iL 

charge,  if  he  Is  still  in  custody,  or,  if  Boasoiii  for  ths  Bnla.  —  **  The  power 

the  arrest  was  on  mesne  process  and  to  discharge  suitors  and  witnesses  is 

he  has  given  bail,  may  order  an  exom^  necessarily  inherent    in   every  court, 

retur   to  be  entered  as  to  the    bail,  and  though  the  coun  from  which  the 

Fletcher  v,  Baxter,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  224.  process  issues  may  discharge,  it  will 

In  Xnf  land.  —  Where  a  solicitor  was  not  exercise  that  power  except  under 

taken  on  an  attachment  for  nonpay-  special   circumstances,   as    in    a  case 

ment  of  costs  in  a  chancery  suit,  whilst  where  a  suitor  in  another  county  coems 

returning  from  attending  an  appeal  in  Into  this  county  to  attend  the  taking  of 

the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  held  that  he  a  deposition  of  a  witness,  under  a  rule 

was  entitled  to  be  discharged  either  by  of  the  court  where  the  suit  is  pending, 

the  Court  of  Chancery  or  by  the  House  Wetherill  v.  Seiuinger,  i  Miles  (Pa.) 

of  Lords.    Atty.-Gen.  v.  Skinners'  Co.,  237.     But  in  ordinary  cases  the  court 

8  Sim.  377.  on  whom  the  contempt  has  been  com- 

FordgB  Court  Bsqulrsi  Proof  of  Mt1«  mitted  is  the  most  suitable  forum,  and 

logo.  —  Officers  of  the  court  claiming  the  practice  is  generally  to  apply  there 

discharge  from  arrest  on  the  ground  of  for  redress.     U.  S.  v.  Edme,  9  S.  ft  R. 

privilege    may    apply    in    their   own  (Pa.)  149.     This  practice  we  recognize 

court,   or  in  any  other  court  out  of  as  being  the   most  conyenient,  esp^ 

which  the  writ  is  issued;  the  only  dis-  dally  where  the  two  courts  are  in  tbe 

tinction  which  appears  to  exist  being  same  county  or  district,  because  the 

that  the  court  to  which  the  party  be*  court  in  which  the  party  claims  to  haT« 

longs  takes  notice  of  the  facts  upon  been  a  suitor  at  the  time  of  the  service 

which  the  claim  of  privilege  is  founded,  of  the  process  has  the  best  means  of 

but.  a  foreign  court  requires  proof  of  judging  of  the  truth  of  the  matter  00 

them  to  be  made.    Gratz  r.  Wilson,  6  which  he  claims  a  privilege."    Kins- 

N.  J.  L.  419.  man  v.  Reinex,  2  Miles  (Pa.)  200. 

1.  Trndor  tho  Vow  Tork  Oodo.  —  In  New  Apj^Usation  to  Court  iMaiag  PfOBi 

York  under  sections  861  and  862  of  the  Btfiuod.  —  Where  an  insolvent  00  his 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure  an  order  for  return  from  attending    the  Court  of 

the  discharge  of  a  person  who  has  been  Bankruptcy  was  arrested  under  an  at- 

arrested  in  violation  of  section  860  may  tachment  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  his 

be  made  by  the  court  which  the  party  application  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  to 

was  attending,  or  by  a  justice  of  the  be  discharged  was  held  to  be  improper 

Supreme  Court  in  any  part  of  the  state,  and  refused.    The  application  sbonld 

or  by  a  county  judge.     New  York  Code  have  been  made  to  the  court  sitting  ia 

Civ.  Proc,  1898,  Sl  860,  861.  862.  bankruptcy   and  not   to  the  Court  of 

8.  Watson  7.  Judge,  40  Mich.  729;  Chancery  as  such.  Plumer  v.  Mac- 
Kinsman  V.  Reinex,  2  Miles  (Pa.)  200;  donald,  11  Jur.  899,  citing  List's  Case. 
U.  S.  V,  Edme,  9  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  149;  2  Ves.  &  B.  374. 


Com.  V,  Daniel,  4  Clark  (Pa.)  49,  6  Pa.  AppUoatlom  to  tho  Court  in 
L.  J.  330;  List's  Case,  2  Ves.  &  B.  Were  a  witness  on  a  trial  at  nisi  prins 
373;  Plumer  v,  Macdonald,  11  Jur.  was  arrested  under  a  warrant  of  com- 
890.  mitment  for  not  appearing  to  a  sum- 
in  U.  S.  V,  Edme,  9  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  mons  issued  on  a  judgment  recovered 
149,  it  was  said  to  be  doubtful  whether  against  him  in  the  Count|r  Court,  it 
the  application  must  not  be  made  to  was  held  that  the  application  for  his 
that  court  of  which  the  arrest  was  a  discharge  was  properly  made  to  the 
contempt;  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  court  in  banco,  Kimpton  v.  London, 
power    of    that    court    to    discharge,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  23  L.  J.  Exch.  232. 
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ors  by  setting  aside  the  service  of  process  issuing  from  the  state 
courts,  when  service  has  been  made  in  violation  of  privilege;^ 
but  the  application  for  relief  in  such  cases  is  sometimes  made  to 
the  state  court.* 

All  Parliamaatary  Bodiat  have  authority  to  protect  parties  and  wit- 
nesses attending  before  them  or  their  committees,  by  ordering  a 
discharge  from  arrest,  just  as  a  court  of  record  may  discharge  a 
person  arrested  while  under  its  protection.* 

d.  Measure  of  the  Relief  Granted  —  (i)  Discharge  on 

Common  Bail,  —  In  England  the  discharge  of  a  privileged  person 

1.  Atchison  v.  Morris,  ii  Fed.  Rep.  tion  was  brought  in  the  federal  Circuit 

583;    Hale  V.  Wharton,  73  Fed.  Rep.  Court  in  the  state  of  South  Carolina. 

739.  The  defendant  in  that  action  went  to 

PnwtiM  of  ttate  Court  Vot  FoUowod.  —  New  York  at  the  instance  of  the  plain- 

W.,    a  citizen  of   Pennsylvania,   was  tifif,  solely  for  the  purpose  of  attending 

plaintiff  in  a  suit  pending  in  a  federal  an  examination  of  the  plaintiff  before 

court  in  Missouri.     He  went  to  Mis-  a  notary  public.     While  in  New  York 

souri  to  attend  the  trial  of  the  cause,  he  was  served  with  the  summons  in  a 

and   while  in   that  state   was   served  second  action  brought  in  the  New  York 

with    a    summons  in  a  suit  brought  Supreme  Court.     It  was  held  that  the 

against  him  in  a  state  court  by  a  citi-  service  of  the  summons  in  the  second 

zen  of  Illinois.     He  thereupon  removed  action  might  be  set  aside  on  motion  to 

the  latter  cause  into  the  federal  court,  the  state  court.     The  fact  that  the  fed- 

and  moved  to  set  aside  the  service  of  eral  court  in  which  the  first  action  was 

Uie  summons  therein,  on  the  ground  of  pending  was  sitting  in  another  state 

privilege.     His  motion  was    granted,  was  held  to  be  immaterial.    The  court 

and  it  was  held  that  the  service  must  said:    **A  federal  court  exercising  its 

be  set  aside,  although  the  courts  of  jurisdiction  in  another  state  has  the 

Missouri  have  held  service  made  under  same  privileges  and  can  afford  to  its 

similar   circumstances    to    be    valid,  suitors  the  same  immunities  as  a  like 

Hale  V,  Wharton,  73  Fed.  Rep.  739.  court  sitting  in  this  state.     Both  exist 

Froooedings  in  ttate  Court  Kot  Intar*  by  virtue  of  the  federal  constitution 

lend  with.  —  It  is  admitted  that  a  fed-  and  laws,  which  are  supreme  every- 

eral  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  where,  and  when  taking  testimony  out 

proceedings    in    a    state    court.    The  of  court  in  this  state  both  are  proceed- 

statute  regulates  this.    Rev.  Stat.  U.  ing  under  the  same  Act  of  Congress. 

S.,  %  720;   Watson  v,  Jones,  13  Wall.  A  party  who  is  brought  here  in  such  a 

(U.  S.)  679.     But  this  statute  did  not  proceeding  is,  we  think,  entitled  to  the 

prevent    the     United    States    Circuit  same  protection  without  regard  to  the 

Court  from  releasing  a  defendant  from  local  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which 

process  out  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  action    is    pending."      Parker  v. 

Pennsylvania,  violating  its  protection.  Marco,  136  N.  Y.  592. 
Hurst's  Case,  4  Dall.  (U.  S.)  387.     The       EfElMt  of  Bomoval  to  yodoral  Court.  — 

object  in  setting  the  service  aside  is  Where  the  defendant  in  an  action  in  a 

not  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the  state  state  court  petitions  for  a  removal  of 

court,  but  is  to  prevent  abuse  of  the  the  cause  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 

Privileges  afforded  by  the  federal  court.  United  States,    a    motion    previously 

'he  proceeding  of  itself  has  no  relation  made  in  the  state  court  to  quash  the 

to  the  subject  of  litigation  in  the  state  service  of  summons  on  the  ground  of 

court,  but  rests  upon  the  fact  that  a  privilege  is  not  waived  by  such  petition 

litigant  in  the  federal  court  has  been  for  removal.     Kauffman  v,  Kennedy, 

drawn  into  litigation  there  in  violation  35  Fed.  Rep.  785. 
of  the  protection  which  all  courts  fur-        S.  Chase  t^.  Fish,  16  Me.  132;  Thomp- 

nish  to  litigants  before  them,  without  son*s    Case,   122  Mass.  428;    Hurst*s 

regard  to  the  subject  of  the  litigation.  Case,  4  Dall.   (U.  S.)  387;   Meynel  v. 

Bridges  V.  Sheldon,  7  Fed.  Rep.  17.  Cooper,   i  Ch.  Rep.   217;    Walters  v. 

8.  Protaetioii  Kot  Bopondont  oa  Loeal  Rees,  4  Moo.  34,  16  E.  C.  L.  360;  Rish- 

Juiadiotion  of  yodoral  Court  —  An  ac-  ton  v,  Nisbett,  i  M.  &  Rob.  347. 
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from  arrest  was  not  absolute,  but  he  was  required  to  file  common 
bail,  and  the  suit  in  which  the  arrest  was  made  did  not  abate,  nor 
was  the  writ  quashed.^  In  many  of  the  earlier  cases  in  this 
country  the  English  rule  was  followed,  the  party  being  required 
to  file  common  bail  or  to  enter  a  general  appearance.*  The  release 
from  arrest,  however,  did  not  discharge  the  suit,  but  allowed  it 
to  stand  as  though  commenced  by  summons ; '  and  while  a  ca.  sa. 

1.  Spencet'.  Stuart,  3  East  89;  Long's  trial  may  be  affected  by  an  immediate 

Case,  2  Mod.  181 ;  Cameron  v.  Light-  discharge  of  a  party  or  a  witness  from 

foot,  2  W.  BI.  1 190.  arrest;  but  it  can  hardly  be  so  affected 

Anciently  it  would  seem  that  in  all  by  the  subsequent  abatement  of  a  suit 

cases    of    privilege    the     supersedeas  in    which  an   arrest  has   been   made, 

which  was  granted  upon  a  writ  of  priv-  Upon  this  ground  it  was  held  in  Boor- 

ilege  only  operated  to  deliver  the  party  aem  v.  Wheeler,   12  Vt.  31X,  that  the 

out  of  custody,  and  that  he  was  still  arrest  of  a  defendant  was  no  cause  for 

held   upon   common   bail.     Larned  v.  abating  a  writ.     He  has  full  notice  of 

Griffin,    12     Fed.    Rep.    590.       Citing  the  institution  of  the  suit;  it  may  have 

Long's  Case,  2  Mod.  181;  Holiday  z^.  been  commenced  in  good  faith  without 

Pitt,  2  Stra.  987;  I  Bl.  Com.  166.  the  knowledge  of  his  attendance  upon 

8.  Taft  V.  Hoppin,  Anth.  N.  P.  (N.  Y.)  court;  the  relief  by  discharge  is  sum- 

187;  Bours  V,  Tuckerman,  7  Johns.  ^N.  mary,  and  so  the  subsequent  abate- 

Y.)  538;  Sperry  v.  Willard,  i  Wend.  (N.  ment  of  the  suit  seems  to  be  useless. 

Y.)  32;  Treichler  v.  Hauck,  2  Woodw.  The  purpose  of  a  writ  of  summons  is 

(Pa.)  19;  Hunter  v.  Cleveland,  I  Brev.  subserved  by  the  notice  of  the  suit,  and 

(S.  Car.)  167;  Booraem  v.  Wheeler,  12  the  privilege  is  not  from  the  bringing 

Vt.  311:  Read  v.  Chapman,  Pet.  (C.  C.)  of  the  suit,  but  from  the  arrest.     If  it 

404,  20  Fed.  Cas.   No.  11,605;   Blight  be  said  that  there  is  no  valid  service  of 

r.  Fisher,  Pet.  (C.  C.)4i.  process  in  case  of  the  discharge  from 

Compromise  Approved  \ij  the  Court.  —  arrest,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  suit 

Where  a    member  of   Congress,   who  should  abate,  it  is  to  be  considered  that 

had    been    surrendered    by    his    bail,  the  uniform  doctrine  is  that  the  process 

claimed  to  be  discharged  on  the  ground  is  regular,  and  the  arrest  is  not  void 

of  privilege,  he  was  not  discharged  ab-  but  voidable.     A  defendant  may  waive 

solutely,  but  the  counsel  for  the   bail  his  privilege  and  go  on  to  defend  the 

having  proposed  to  remain  responsible  suit  without  asking  for  a  discharge, 

for  surrendering  him  within  four  days  The  jurisdiction  is  complete.     At  com- 

after  the  session  of  Congress,  to  which  mon  law,  as  appears  from  the  history 

the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  agreed,  the  of  the  procedure  in  this  class  of  cases. 

court    approved    the    compromise    as  the  suit  did  not  abate.    *    *    *    After 

affording  a  good  precedent  for  future  the  arrest  is  discharged,  the  suit  is  left, 

cases    of    a    similar    kind.      Coxe    v.  as  at  common  law,  like  a  suit  com- 

M'CIenachan,  3  Dall.  (Pa.)  478.  menced  by  summons,  for  answer  or 

8.  Dumont  y.  Wright,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  default   as   the  defendant    may  elect. 

540;  Hart  V,  Kennedy,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  If  he  makes  answer  the  case  will  pro- 

Y.  Supreme  Cl.)290;  ElHsr.  Degarmo,  ceed  to  trial;  if  not,  judgment  may  be 

17  R.I.  715;  Waterman  r.  Merritt,  7  R.  taken  by  default  under  Pub.  Sut.  R. 

I.  34s;  Sadler  v.  Ray,  5  Rich.   L.  (S.  I.,  c.  212,  §  2;  he  having  had  personal 

Car.)  523;    M'Pherson   r.    Nesmith,  3  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  un- 

Gratt.  (Va.)  227.  der  a  regular  process,  upon  which  he 

Pablie  Poliey  Forbids  Abatomoiit  of  has  simply  been  discharged  from  arrest 
0ait.  —  In  Ellis  v.  Degarmo,  17  R.  I.  upon  grounds  of  public  policy.  The 
715.  it  was  held  that  where  a  party  to  a  consideration  that  a  suitor  may  be  de- 
suit  was  arrested  while  in  attendance  terred  from  coming  to  this  state,  by 
at  court,  the  suit  must  stand,  and  a  the  fear  of  another  action  against  him, 
motion  to  dismiss  must  be  denied,  but  will  lie  with  equal  force  to  the  service 
that  the  bail  might  be  discharged  on  of  a  summons  as  to  the  non-abatement 
motion.  The  court  said:  "  Public  pol-  of  a  suit,  after  a  discharge  from  arrest 
icy  does  not  require  that  the  suit  should  by  reason  of  his  privilege.  It  may  not 
be  abated.     The  course  of  justice  in  a  be  strictly  technical  or  logical  to  hold 
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clause  in  an  attachment  against  a  woman  was  illegal  and  might 
be  quashed  on  motion,  still  the  whole  writ  would  not  be  quashed 
on  the  ground  of  privilege  if  it  was  regfular  in  other  respects.* 

(2)  Absolute  Discharge.  —  But  the  rule  requiring  common  bail 
to  be  filed  was  afterwards  limited  in  its  application  to  suitors  and 
witnesses,  while  persons  privileged  from  arrest  on  other  grounds 
were  discharged  absolutely ;  *  and  in  many  of  the  later  cases  in 
this  country  it  has  been  held  that  suitors  and  witnesses  also  are 
entitled  to  an  absolute  discharge,  and  that  the  principal  suit  must 
abate.' 

that  there  has  been  any  service  of  the  der  a  ca.  sa.,  but  is  simply  notified  by 

writ   when    the  arrest  has  been  dis-  the  officer  to  appear  at  a  certain  time 

charged;  nevertheless  it  is  in  accord-  and   place  to  answer  judgment,    the 

ance  with  ancient  practice,  and  the  rule  writ  will  not  be  quashed  on  the  ground 

laid  down  in  this  state.'*  of  privilege,  but  will  be  held  good  as  a 

Vo  AbaUmmit  or  lUfoontiaiuuMS  of  Ao-  summons,  and  if  she  does  not  appear, 

tioa.  —  Where  a  member  of  the  legis-  thecourtmay  render  judgment  against 

lature  has  been  arrested  on  a  ca.  sa.  her  bv  default.    Oneil    v.   Hogan,   2 

issued  before  the  commencement  of  his  Cranch  (C.  C)  524. 

privilege,  and  an  office  judgment  has  8.  Avery  v.  Wetmore,  Kirby  (Conn.) 

been  entered  up  against  him  at  the  48;  Prentis  v.  Com.,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  697, 

rules,    he    may    at    the    next    term,  16  Am.  Dec.  782;  Lyell  v.  Goodwin.  4 

although  his  privilege  has  then  ceased,  McLean  (U.  S.>  29;  Holiday  v,  Pitt,  2 

have  all  of  the  proceedings  subsequent  Stra.  985. 

to  the  issue  of  the  process  set  aside  on  Juilloos,  Ihtrift,  aad  PwooBi  Szompt 
motion,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  by  Statute.  —  A  judge  arrested  in  viola- 
rules;  but  there  is  no  abatement  or  dis  tion  of  privilege  will  be  released  on 
continuance  of  the  action.  M'Pherson  motion.  The  discharge  in  such  a  case 
V.  Nesmith,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  227.  is  absolute,  and  the  writ  abates.    Lyell 

It  Jm  IrroBOOUS  to  Yaoato  aa  Qrdor  of  v,  Goodwin,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  20;  Mat- 
Amtt  on  the  ground  that  the  defend*  ter  of  Livingston,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  351. 
ant  is  privileged  from  arrest  by  virtue  And  the  same  is  true  where  a  sheriff  Is 
of  his  office  as  superintendent  or  cap-  arrested  on  mesne  process  in  a  civil 
tain  of  the  metropoliun  police  force,  suit,  Avery  r.  Wetmore,  Kirby  (Conn.) 
The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  the  48;  or  where  an  elector  is  arrested  at 
order  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  the  time  of  holding  an  election.  Hub- 
arrest  when  the  privilege  expires,  bard  v.  Sanborn,  2  N.  H.  468;  or  where 
Hart  fr.  Kennedy,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  a  member  of  the  state  militia  is  arrested 
Supreme  Ct.)  290.  while  returning  from  a  muster.  Green- 

laao  Writ  Servod  Aftor  Mvilogo  Eao  ing  v.  Sheffield,  Minor  (Ala.)  276. 

■Caoiod.  —  Where  an  attorney  arrested  Mombor  of  Parllaaiat.  —  In  Holiday 

on  a  ca.  sa.  is  discharged  from  arrest  v.  Pitt,  2  Stra.  985.  a  member  of  Par- 

on  the  ground  of  privilege,  the  rights  liament  who  had   been  arrested  was 

of  the  plaintiff  are  in  no  respect  preju-  discharged   absolutely,   without  filing 

<liced,  for  after  the  privilege  ceases  the  common    bail.    The    court  said  that 

same  writ  may  be  served,  or  a  new  ex-  common  bail  was  not  required,  since 

ecution  issued.      Humphrey  v.  Cum-  that  would  in  some  manner  warrant 

filing.  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  90.  the  arrest. 

OoatiatuuMO  Orantod.  -—Where  a  juror  S.  Harris  v.  Grantham,  i   N.  J.   L. 

in  the  Circuit  Court  is  arrested  on  a  165;  Jones  v.  Knauss.  31  N  J.  Eq.  211: 

civil  warrant  issued  out  of  a  justice's  Murphy  v,  Sweezy,  (Supreme  Ct^  2  N. 

court,  a  continuance  should  be  granted  Y.  Supp.  241;  Steinmetz  v.  Wade,  3  W. 

on  an  affidavit  reciting  the  facts  and  N.  C.  (Pa.)  187;  Moletor  v.  Sinnen,  76 

showing  that  by  reason  of  his  duties  Wis.  308;    Lamed  v.  Griffin,  12  Fed. 

as  juror  he  cannot  go  to  trial.     Brower  Rep.  590. 

V.  Tatro,  (Mich.  1897)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  Ordor  of  Arroit   Ytoatod.  —  A    party 

421.  charged  with  the  crime  of  seduction 

1.  Hatheway  v.  Jones,  20  Ark.  109.  was  brought  into  the  state  of  Wiscon- 

Where  a  woman  is  not  arrested  un-  sin  by  a  requisition  upon  the  governor 

x6  Encvc.  PI.  &  Pr. — 62  977  Volume  XVL 


iteiiodior  PRIVILEGE.  iwirtiH  riiintgi 


The  ir«w  T«k  ftoto.  —  In  New  York  a  distinction  nras  fonneriy 
maintained  between  resident  and  nonresident  suitors  and  wit- 
nesses. The  former  were  required  to  give  common  bail,  while 
nonresidents  were  absolutely  discharged ;  ^  but  this  principle  has 
been  criticised  in  a  recent  case  from  which  it  appears  that  the 
discham^  should  be  absolute  in  both  cases.' 

(3^  Dismissal  of  Suit.  —  Whether  or  not  setting  aside  the 
service  of  a  summons,  on  the  ground  of  privilege,  results  in  a  dis- 
missal of  the  suit,  will  depend  upon  the  view  taken  in  regard  to 

of  Illinois,  but  was  discharged  from  commenced  without  arrest  against  a 

custody    after    arraignment.      Before  nonresident  suitor  or  witness."    Per 

leaving  the  coart  room  he  was  served  Davis,  J.,  in  Merrill  v.  George,  23  How. 

with  a  summoaa  and  order  of  arrest  in  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  331. 

a  civil  suit  for  lyfeach    of    promise.  floitor    Attanding    Cowt   in   Aaatkv 

Upon  motion  to  the  court  for  his  dis-  Oouity.  —  In    Hopicins    v.    Cobum,    i 

charge  it  was  held  that  the  order  of  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  292,  the  defendant  was 

arrest  must  be  vacated.     Moletor  v,  attending  a  justice's  court,  out  of  his 

Sinnen,  76  Wis.  308.  own    county,    as    a   suitor,   and  was 

Isrvios   of  Writ   Void. —  Where    an  served  with  a  capias  containing   an 

officer  arrested  a  party  who  was  attend-  ac  eHam  clause ;  bail  was  not  demanded, 

ing  a  justice's  court  as  a  suitor,  but  but  he  was  required  to  indorse  his  ap- 

recognizing  his    privilege  discharged  pearance  or  be  committed.     The  conn 

him  from  arrest,  it  was  held  that  this  denied  his  motion  to  set  aside  the  arrest 

did  not  constitute  service  of  the  writ,  and  vacate    his  appearance,    on   the 

Wheeler  r.  Barry,  6  Vt.  579.  ground  that  all  the  reUef  he  would  have 

Bat  Whara  a  Snltor  Is  Anfastad  in  Two  been  entitled  to,  had  he  been  arrested, 

Gaaaa  a  motion  to  discharge  him  entirely  would  have  been  to  be  discharged  00 

from  custody  will  be  overruled,  if  it  ap-  filing  common  bail.    "  Tills/'  said  the 

pears  that  he  was  only  privileged  from  court,  "  is  the  uniform  practice  of  this 

arrest  in  one  of  them.    Crocker  9.  Dun-  court,  and  the    onljr  exception  is  in 

can,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  278.  favor  of   foreign  witnesses  attending 

1.  Merrill  v,  George,  23  How.  Pr.  (N.  our  courts,  in  which  cases  the  defend- 

Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  331:  Norris  v.  Beach,  ants  are  discharged  absolutely." 

2  Johns.  (N.  Y.)294;  Sanford  v.  Chase,  8*  Person  v.  Grier,  66  N.  Y.  124. 

3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  381.  TTndar  the  Oedo  of  GivU  Proaatera.— 
"It  is  established  by  the  cases  in  Section  860  of  the  New  York  Code  of 

this  state,  that  where  the  party  who  is  Civil  Procedure  provides  that "  a  per- 

arrested  while  entitled  to  the  privilege  son  duly  and  in  good  faith  subpoenaed 

is  a  resident  of  this  state,  he  will  be  dis-  or  ordered  to  attend,  for  the  purpose  of 

charged  from  arrest  on  filing  common  being  examined,  in  a  case  where  his 

bail  or  indorsing  his  appearance  on  the  attendance  may  lawfully  be  enforced 

writ;  but  where  he  is  a  nonresident  of  by  attachment,  or  by  commitment,  is 

the  state,  he  will  be  discharged  abso-  privileged  from  arrest/'  etc.;  and  sec- 

lutely.    The  reason  for  this  distinction  tion  863  declares  that  an  arrest  made 

is,  that  in  the  former  case  the  party,  in  violation  of  the  preceding  section  is 

being  a  resident,  could  be  immediately  absolutely  void.    In  accordance  with 

prosecuted,  and,  if  the  right  to  do  so  these  provisions  a  witness  arrested  on 

existed,  arrested  again;  and  it  was  not  his  way  home  from  an  examination  in 

at  all  to  his  prejudice,  but  rather  to  his  supplementary  proceedings  is  entitled 

benefit,  to  require  him  to  indorse  his  to  an   unconditional  discharge.^     His 

appearance  as  upon  a  non-bailable  pro-  dischar^  cannot  be  made  conditional 

cess;  while  in  the  latter  case,  the  party  upon  his  entering  into  a  stipulation  to 

being  a  nonresident,  the  court  refused  waive  all   claims  for  damages  on  ac- 

to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  his  person  by  count  of  the  arrest,  and  an  order  dis- 

an  illegal  arrest.    The  effect  of  such  a  charging  him  on  such  a  condition  will 

discharge  in  case  of  a  nonresident  was  be  modified  by  striking  out  the  clause 

necessarily  to  dismiss  the  action,  but  executing  the  stipulaoon.    Soofield  v. 

it  does  not  follow  from  this  fact  that  Kreiser,  61   Hun  (N.  Y.)  368,  2Z  Civ. 

the  court  held  that  no  action  should  be  Pro,  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  294. 
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the  nature  of  the  exemption.  Where  the  immunity  from  service 
of  process  is  regarded  as  absolute,  such  service  is  illegal,  and 
when  it  is  set  aside  the  suit  necessarily  abates.^  However,  it  has 
been  held  that  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  is  not  the  proper 
remedy  where  process  has  been  served  on  an  exempt  nonresident 
witness ;  such  service  is  not  void,  and  the  remedy  is  by  special 
appearance  and  motion  to  set  aside  the  service.' 

S.  Plea  in  Abatement  —  In  jurisdictions  where  the  immunity 
granted  to  suitors,  witnesses,  and  other  privileged  persons  is 
absolute,'  such  a  person  may  plead  in  abatement  of  the  suit 
that  he  was  arrested^  or  served  with  process  in  violation  of 

1.  S«aver  v.  Robinson,  3  Duer  (N.  court  it   would  have  been   dismissed 

Y.)  622;  Norris  V.  Beach,  2  Johns.  (N.  upon  motion;  the  court  would  not  have 

Y.)294;  Sanfordt/.Chase,  3C0W.  (N.  Y.)  taken  jurisdiction   of  a   party   whose 

381;  Holmes  v.  Nelson,  i  Phila.  (Pa.)  rights  were  thus  invaded,  for  to  do  so 

217;  Hayes  v.  Shields,  2  Yeates  (Pa.)  would  be  in  effect  a  withdrawal  of  the 

222;    Martin   v,   Ramsey,    7    Humph,  shield  and  protection   which  the  law 

(Tenn.)  260;  In  re  Healey,  53  Vt.  698;  uniformly  gives   to  witnesses.     Citing 

Larned  v.  Griffin^  12   Fed.  Rep.   590;  Person  v.  Grier,  66  N.  Y.  124. 

Atchison  v.  Morris,  iz  Fed.  Rep.  582;  Servioo  Forbidden  by  Statute  Is  Void. 

Parker  v.  Hotchkiss,  i  Wall.  Jr.  (C.  C.)  — In  jurisdictions  where  there  are  stat- 

369;  Plimpton  V,  Winslow,  9  red.  Rep.  utes  forbidding  the  service  of  process 

365;  Lyell  c/.  Goodwin,  4  McLean  (U.  on  electors  at  the  time  of  holding  an 

S.)  29.  election,  or  on  members  of  the  militia 

In  Hew  Jers^i  while  a  nonresident  at  a  muster,  service  made  in  violation 

witness    is    absolutely    exempt    from  of  the  statute  is   void,   and   the   writ 

service  of  summons,   service   upon  a  abates.     Hunter  v,  Cleveland,  z  Brev. 

resident  witness,  voluntarily  attending  (S.  Car.)  Z67. 

court,  is  not  void  in  the  first  instance.  8.  Cooper  v,  Wyman,   Z22  N.   Car. 

The  court,  however,  may  set  aside  such  784. 

service,  or  change  the  venue,  or  grant  Gontinnance  Granted.  —  If  a  member 
other  appropriate  relief,  and  if  the  of  the  legislature  Is  served  with  a  sum- 
plaintiff  objects  to  a  change  of  venue  it  mons  in  violation  of  privilege  he  may, 
IS  then  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  en-  if  he  has  a  defense  to  the  suit,  prepare 
tirely  set  aside  the  writ.  Massey  c/.  an  answer,  and  also  an  affidavit  stating 
Colville,  45  N.  J.  L.  ZZ9.  that  he  cannot  prepare  for  trial  without 

In  Hew  York,  service  of  summons  on  neglecting  his  legislative  duties,  or  he 

a  nonresident  witness  will  be  set  aside,  may  prepare  an  affidavit  showing  that 

and    the  suit    absolutely  discharged,  he  has  a  defense  but  cannot  prepare  an 

Seaver  v.  Robinson,  3  Duer(N.  Y.)  622.  answer  without  such  neglect  of  duty; 

Citing  Norris  v.  Beach,  2  Johns.  (N.  and  in  either  of  these  cases  a  continu- 

Y.)  294;  Sanford  v.  Chase,  3  Cow.  (N.  ance  will    be    granted.      Johnson    v. 

Y,)  38Z,  Offutt,  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  2Z. 

In PennsylTania,  the  immunity  of  suit^  8«  See  supra^   2.    d.  Measure  of  the 

ors  and   witnesses    is    absolute,   and  Relief  Granted, 

where  a  summons  is  served  in  violation  4.  Sheehan,    etc.,     Transp.    Co.    v. 

of  privilege  the  service  will  be  set  aside  Sims,  36  Mo.  App.  224;  Willington  v, 

and  the  suit  dismissed.     Holmes    v.  Stearns,    i   Pick.  (Mass.)  497;    Grove 

Nelson,  z  Phila.  ^Pa.)  2Z7;    Hayes  v.  t^.  Campbell,  9  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  7;  Larned 

Shields.  2  Yeates  (Pa.)  222.  v.  Griffin,  Z2  Fed.  Rep.  590. 

Vermont. —  In  In  re   Healey,  53  Vt.  Whether  the  arrest  of  a  privileged 

694,  it  was  said  that  service  of  summons  person  furnishes  ground  for  a  plea  in 

on  a  nonresident  witness  or  suitor  was  abatement   to  the   suit  in   which   the 

illegal,  and  that  the  immunity  was  ab-  arrest  was  made,  will  depend  upon  the 

solute  from  service  of  any  process,  un-  view  taken  of  the  extent  and  character 

less   in  exceptional   cases.     And    the  of  the  privilege.     In  accordance  with 

court  further  declared  that  if  the  writ  the  older  and  narrower  view,  that  this 

had    been    made    returnable    to    that  is  wholly  the   privilege  of  the  court 
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privilege.^ 

Baqniiitai  of  Pita.  —  But  pleas  in  abatement  are  not  favored  by 
the  courts  at  the  present  day,  and  when  such  a  plea  is  interposed 

rather  than  of  the  snitor,  and  therefore  arrest  of  the  person  of  the  sheriff, 
a  question  of  judicial  discretion  rather  Avery  v,  Wetmore,  Kirby  (Conn.)  48. 
than  a  personal  right,  and  that  the  Where  an  officer  of  militia  was  arrested 
suitor  or  witness  can  only  ask  to  have  while  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  at  a 
the  arrest  set  aside  upon  common  bail,  muster.  Murphy  v.  McCombs,  11  Ired. 
then  the  suit  does  not  abate,  and  a  plea  L.  (N.  Car.)  274.  And  where  an  elector 
in  abatement  is  bad.  But  in  accord-  was  arrested  on  election  day  in  violation 
ance  with  the  broader  rule,  which  ap-  of  a  statute  forbidding  such  an  arrest, 
pears  to  be  clearly  warranted  by  the  Hubbard  v.  Sanborn,  2  N.  H.  468. 
more  recent  decisions  in  the  federal  1.  In  Greer  v.  Young,  120  III.  184,  a 
and  state  courts,  and  which  seems  to  suitor  who  had  been  served  with  pro- 
be necessary  to  the  due  administration  cess  in  violation  of  privilege  was  dis- 
of  justice,  that  this  immunity  extends  charged  by  the  trial  court  on  motion, 
to  all  kinds  of  civil  process  and  affords  but  on  appeal  it  was  held  that  the  ques- 
absolute  protection,  such  a  plea  is  tion  could  only  be  raised  by  a  plea  in 
proper  and  will  be  sustained.  Lamed  abatement  and  that  the  procedure  by 
V.  Griffin,  12  Fed.  Rep.  590.  motion  was ^  not  proper.     The  Appel- 

In  Vsrmont  it  was  held  in  Fletcher  v.  late  Court  said:  "  Looking  at  the  action 

Baxter,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  224,  and  again  in  of  the  trial  court  from  another  point  of 

Booraem  v.  Wheeler,  12  Vt.  311,  that  view,  we  do  not  think  it  in  harmony 

privilege    from    arrest    could   not  be  with  the  decisions  of  this  court.    The 

pleaded  in  abatement;    but  a  statute  case   was  disposed  of  upon  a  simple 

was  afterwards  passed  (Comp.  Stat.,  c.  motion  to  quash  the  service.     The  writ, 

31*  §  73)   which  provided  that  parties  the  service  and  return,  as  they  appear 

privileged  from  arrest  might  plead  the  of   record,   were  in   strict  conformity 

privilege  in  abatement,  on  certain  con-  with  law.  but  it  was  sought  to  assau 

ditions.     This  statute  was  construed  in  the  validity  of  the  service  on  account 

the  subsequent  case  of  Vergennes  Bank  of  certain    matters    alleged    to    exist 

V,  Barker,  27  Vt.  243,  from  which  de-  dehors  the  record.    •    *    •    The  rule, 

cision  it  appears  that  the  plea  in  abate-  as  recognized  here  in   repeated   dect- 

ment  on  this  ground  is  now  permitted  sions,  and  which  is  in  strict  accord  with 

in  that  state.  the  common-law  practice,  is,  that  any 

Flsa  to  Jvriidietlon  in  Abatsmsnt  of  Ao-  defect  in  the  writ,  its  service  or  return, 

tion*  —  In  New  Jersey^  if  a  person  priv-  which  is  apparent  from  an  inspection 

ileged  from  arrest  as  a  freeholder  is  of  the  record,  may  properly  be  taken 

arrested  by  warrant  out  of  a  court  for  advantage  of  by  motion,  but  where  the 

the  trial  of  small  causes,  he  may  set  up  objection    is    founded  upon   extrinsic 

the    defense    that   when   the    warrant  facts,  the  matter  must  be  pleaded  in 

issued  he  was  a  freeholder  and  resident  abatement,   so  that  an  issue  may  be 

of  the  county.     Such  a  defense  is  in  made   thereon,  and   tried,   if  desired, 

the  nature  of  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  by   a  jury,   like   any  other   issue   of 

in  abatement  of  the  action.     Cole  v.  fact.'* 

Cliver,  43  N.  T.  L.  182.  Witnen  Bored  in  Violatloii  of  Friv- 

Momborsof  Iao  Logislatnro  arrested  on  llogo.  —  A  plea  in  abatement  is  proper 
charges  of  briberv  are  entitled  to  be  where  a  person  attending  court  as  a 
discharged  on  claiming  their  privilege  witness  is  served  with  a  summons  in 
by  plea  of  abatement.  State  v,  Pola-  violation  of  privilege.  Gregg  v.  Sum- 
check,  (Wis.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  708.  ner,  21  III.  App.  no;  Wilson  Sewing 
But  see  M'Pherson  v.  Nesmith,  3  Mach.  Co.  v,  Wilson,  51  Conn.  59s. 
Gratt.  (Va.)  227.  Or  with  a  subpoena  to  answer  a  biU  in 

Jurors,  Shoriib,  Soldiors,  and  Xleeton.  chancery.        Martin     v.     Ramsey,    7 

—  Pleas  in  abatement  on  the  ground  of  Humph.  (Tenn.)  260. 

privilege  have  been  sustained  in  the  A  Mombor of  tho  Ooneral  AjfomMy  who 

following  cases:    Where   a  juror  was  has  been  served  with  a  writ  of  error 

arrested  while  attending  court.    Grove  during  the  session  may  avail  himself 

c/.  Campbell,  9  Verg.  (Tenn.)  7.     Where  of  his  privilege  by  a  plea  in  abatement, 

a  civil  action  was  commenced  by  an  King  v.  Coit,  4  Day  (Conn.)  129. 
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on  the  ground  of  privilege  it  must  be  definite  and  certain  in  every 
particular.  * 

Waived  \if  Plea  in  Bar.  —  Although  privilege  from  arrest  may  be 
pleaded  in  abatement,  it  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar,  since  such  a 
plea  admits  that  for  all  purposes  of  the  action  the  defendant  is 
properly  in  court.* 

4.  Habeas  Corpus.  —  One  who  is  arrested  in  violation  of  privilege 
may,  like  any  other  person  who  is  unlawfully  imprisoned  or 
restrained,  be  discharged  by  the  court  or  a  judge  thereof  on 
habeas  corpus.'     Witnesses  *  and  suitors  who  have  been  arrested 

1.  Pleas  in  abatement  on  the  ground  was  served  the  parties  were  in  attend- 

of  privilege  must  be  in  writing,  and  ance  upon  the  court  in  a  certain  case, 

verified  by  affidavit  or  otherwise,  and  as  witnesses,  is  fatally  defective,  and 

must  be  filed  at  the  proper  time,  be-  this  insufficiency  may  be  taken  advan- 

fore  the  court  will  receive  them.   Grove  tage  of  by  a  general  demurrer.  Though 

V.  Campbell,  9  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  7.  the  defendants,  as  it  sets  forth,  were  in 

Averments  Held  Ixisuillcient.  —  In  attendance  upon  the  court  in  the  suit 
Baker  z/.  Compton,  2  Head  (Tenn.)  471,  named  as  witnesses,  they  may  also 
a  witness  served  with  a  summons  in-  have  been  in  attendance  as  parties  to 
terposed  a  plea  in  abatement  on  the  the  same  suit  directly  and  personally 
ground  that  the  service  was  made  in  interested  in  the  result  of  the  litiga- 
violation  of  privilege,  but  the  aver-  tion.  Such  a  plea  must  anticipate  and 
menis  of  the  plea  were  held  to  be  in-  exclude  all  such  supposable  matter  as 
sufficient.  The  court  said:  '*  We  think  would,  if  alleged,  defeat  the  plea,  or, 
this  plea  is  fatally  defective.  Without  in  other  words,  it  must  negative  the  at- 
noticing  other  objections,  it  does  not  tendance  of  the  defendants  in  any  other 
show  in  what  suit  or  for  which  party  capacity  than  as  witnesses,  or  as  nom- 
he  was  attending  as  a  witness,  nor,  in-  inal  parties  merely,  not  personally  in- 
deed, whether  any  suit  was  then  pend-  terested  in  the  result  of  the  suit.  Gap- 
ing, or  in  what  court  he  was  giving  his  well  v.  Sipe,  17  R.  I.  475. 
attendance.  This  is  certainly  too  8.  Randall  v,  Crandall,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
vague  and  indefinite  for  a  plea  in  abate-  342.  But  see  Wood  v.  Kinsman,  5  Vt. 
ment,  where  no  latitude  of  construction  588. 

is  allowed,  because  its  object  is  to  de-  8.  Chase  v.  Fish,  16  Me.  135:  Flan* 

lay  or  defeat  right  and  justice,  upon  a  ders  v.  Kimball,  3  Am.   L.   Rev.  376; 

strict  legal  privilege  against  or  aside  Richards  v.  Goodson,  2  Va.  Cas.  381; 

from  the  merits.     In  such  a  case,  the  Ex  p.  Hall,   i  Tyler  (Vt.)  274;    Ex  /. 

rule   that  requires  the  greatest  strict-  Dakins,  i  Jur.  N.  S.  378. 

ness  in  making  out  this  defense  is  just  "  In  vacation  the  remedy  in  England 

and  reasonable.     They  should  be  cer-  is  by  application  to  one  of  the  judges 

tain  to  every  intent.     Bouv.  Diet.  17.  for  an  order  of  discharge,    but  here 

In    Martin    v.     Ramsey,    7    Humph,  probably    it    is    by    habeas    corpus." 

(Tenn.)  260,  where  the  plea  was  held  to  Fletcher  v,  Baxter,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  224. 

be  good,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  court  4.  Smith  v.  Jones,  76  Me.  138;  May 

at  which  he  was  attending,  the  parties  v,    Shumway,    16    Gray    (Mass.)    86; 

to  the  suit,  and  the  one  for  whom  he  Thompson's    Case,     122    Mass.    428; 

was  summoned,  are  all  particularly  set  Booraem  v.  Wheeler,  12  Vt.  311. 

forth.    All  this,  we  think,  is  necessary  In  U.  S.  v.  Baird,  85  Fed.  Rep.  633, 

to  mak*  a  good  plea  in  such  a  case.*'  it  was  held  that  a  witness  coming  into 

In   Rhode  Island  a  nonresident  wit-  the  state  of  New  Jersey  in  obedience  to 

ness,  and  perhaps  also  a  nonresident  a  subpoena  from  a  federal  court   was 

suitor  whose  interest  is  merely  nom-  not  subject  to  arrest  on  a  warrant  for 

inal.  are  privileged  from  the  service  of  perjury  issuing  from  a  state  court,  and 

summons,   but    a    nonresident    suitor  if  so  arrested   would   be   released  on 

having  a  real  interest  in  the  cause  is  habeas  corpus,   and  safely  conducted 

not  thus  privileged.     A  plea  in  abate-  from  the  state  by  the  marshal, 

ment,  therefore,  which  merely  alleges  Witaees  before  Oommittee  of  the  Legie- 

that  at  the  time  when  the  summons  latnre. — A  nonresident  witness  arrested 
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while  attending  court  are  frequently  relieved  in  this  manner,^ 
but  the  writ  will  not  issue  unless  it  appears  that  the  person 
arrested  is  suffering  actual  imprisonment.' 

irhile  attendiagan  ezamiDation  before  thereon.     But  a  habeas  corpus  having 

a  committee  of  the  legislature  is  en-  been  granted,  and  the  plaintiff  having 

titled  to  be  discharged  on  habeas  cor-  made  affidavit  that  he  was  employed 

pus.    Thompson's  Case,  132  Mass.  438  about  the  action,  that  he  hoped  the 

luting  Gen.  SUt.,  c.  144,  §S  1-5;  Exp.  facts  would  be  agreed  on  so  as  to  pre- 

Tillotson,  z  Stark.  470,  3  E.  C.  L.  180;  sent  to  the  court  a  question  of  law  for 

Exp,  Dakins,  16  C.  B.  77,  81  E.  C.  L.  a  speedy  decision,  and  that  it  had  not 

77].  been  promulgated  by  the  court  that  no 

I.Crocker    v,    Duncan,    6    Blackf.  jury  trials  would  take  place  during  the 

(Ind.)  278;    Wood  V,   Neale,    5  Gray  law  term,  it  was  held  that  he  was  en- 

(Mass.)  538;  Gill  V.  Miner,  13  Ohio  St.  titled  to  be  discharged  from  arrest. 

182;  Solomon  v.  Underbill,  i  Campb.  Costs  of  the  Proossdlag.  —  If  a  person 

229.  coming  to  attend  the  trial  of  a  cause  to 

An  officer  making  an  arrest  has  no  which  he  is  a  party  is  arrested,  the 
authority  to  release  the  prisoner  on  the  judge  at  nisi  prim  will  grant  a  habeas 
ground  of  privilege.  The  law  points  corpus  to  discharge  him,  and  will  pat 
out  and  provides  Uie  manner  in  which  off  the  trial  until  he  Is  released.  If  any 
and  the  authority  by  which  a  privileged  collusion  is  shown  to  exist  between  the 
party  may  be  discharged  from  arrest;  adverse  party  and  the  creditor  who 
to  wit,  on  habeas  corpus  and  on  mo-  caused  the  arrest,  the  trial  will  be  pat 
tion  to  the  court  issuing  the  process  by  off  without  payment  of  costs,  but  other- 
virtue  of  which  the  arrest  is  made,  wise  where  no  collusion  is  shown. 
The  officer  has  nothing  to  do  except  to  Solomon  v,  Underhill,  i  Campb.  229. 
obey  the  process  until  it  is  superseded  Habeas  Oorpns  XsCassd.  —  In  a  case  in 
by  an  order  of  paramount  authority,  Pennsylvania, -mhertyhtConktaon'Plt^s 
and  to  see  to  it  that  the  prisoner  is  fur-  had  refused  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
nished  with  reasonable  facilities  to  ap-  a  suitor  arrested  on  ca.  sa.  should  not 
ply  for  his  discharge  on  habeas  corpus  be  discharged,  the  Supreme  Court  re- 
or  on  motion.  These  remedies,  one  or  fused  to  interfere  on  habeas  corpos. 
both,  are  always  and  readily  available.  Com.  v.  Hambright,  4  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  149. 
and  if  in  either  the  judge  should  err  to  9.  Prisonor  JMsdiargod  «n  Ball.  —  In 
the  prejudice  of  the  prisoner,  the  Matter  of  Lampert,  21  Hun (N.  Y.)  154, 
ordinary  remedies  for  the  correction  of  the  plaintiff  L.,  while  returning  home 
error  are  available.  Gill  v.  Miner,  13  after  attendance  at  the  Marine  Court 
Ohio  St.  182.  in  a  proceeding  to   which   he   was  a 

A  Creditor  of   a   Doooasod   Insolvent,  party,  was  arrested  upon  an  execution 

arrested  while  attending  a  meeting  of  against    his    person.      He    thereupon 

commissioners  appointed  by  the  judge  gave  bail  for  the  limits  and  was  dis- 

of  probate  to  examine  claims  against  charged.      Subsequently    a     writ    of 

the  estate,  is  privileged  from  arrest  on  habeas  corpus  was  issued  to  the  sheriff 

civil  process,  and  will  be  discharged  on  commanding  him  to  bring  L.  before 

habeas  corpus.     Wood  z^.  Neale,  5  Gray  one  of    the  justices  of  the   Supreme 

(Mass.)  538.  Court  at  chambers.    The  sheriff  made 

Boffioionoy  of  Affidavit.  —  In  Com.  v.  return,  in  substance,  that  he  was  un- 

Huggeford,  9  Pick.  (Mass.)  257,  an  ac-  able  to  obey  the  writ,  for  the  reason 

tion  standing  for  trial  at  a  nisi  prius  that  the   prisoner  was  not  in   actual 

term  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  con-  custody,  being  on  the  limits.     On  the 

tin  ued  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  evi-  hearing  an  order  was  made  directing 

dence,  and  at  the  following  law  term  that  L.  be  released  from  the  execution 

the  plaintiff  in  said  action  was  arrested  and  discharged  from  all  imprisonment. 

on  an  execution,  while  attending  court.  But  on  appeal  this  order  was  reversed 

The  party  procuring  the  arrest  claimed  on  the  ground  that  L.  was  not  suffering 

that  since  the  term   in   question   was  actual  imprisonment  at  the  time  when 

held  for  the  determination  of  questions  the  writ  was  issued,  and  that  his  bond 

of  law,  the  plaintiff  must  have  known  for  the  limits  was  not  a  sufficient  re- 

that  his  case  could  not  be  tried  at  that  straint  to  authorize  a  resort  to  habeas 

term,  and  therefore  he  was  not  priv-  corpus.    That  writ  will  not  be  issued 

ileged  from  arrest  while  in  attendance  to  inquire  into  a  mere  matter  of  tern* 
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6.  Oontempt  Proeeedingi.  —  It  is  generally  held  that  a  person 
who  causes  the  arrest  of  a  privileged  party,*  or  procures  the 
service  of  a  summons  in  violation  of  privilege,  may  be  punished 
for  contempt  of  the  court  whose  guaranty  of  protection  is  thus 
violated.* 

6.  Yarious  Aotions  for  Breaeh  of  Privilege — a.  TRESPASS.  — 
Where  the  person  who  procures  an  arrest  to  be  made  in  violation 
of  privil^e,  acts  without  malice,  and  does  not  know  that  the 
privilege  exists,  he  is  not  liable  in  an  action  of  trespass ; '  nor  can 

porary  privilege,  the  proper  remedy  for  of  the  mastef '•  proceedings  would  have 

a  violation  of  such  privilege  being  an  been  a  contempt  of  the  court;  and  had 

ex  parte  application  to  the  court.  any  one  undertaken  by  force  to  pre- 

1.  For  the  rule  in  New  York  regard-  vent  the  d^fefldant  from  attending  the 

ing  breach  of  privilege  as  a  contempt  examlnatiofi  bf  witnesses,  it  could  not 

of  court,  see   N.   Y.   Code   Civ.    Pro.  have  been  contended  that  it  was  not  a 

(x8g8),  §  863.  contempt.    The  interference  offered  in 

A  person  voluntarily  attending  be-  this  case  was  of  the  same  nature,  and 
fore  commissioners  of  banlcruptcy,  as  a  therefore  the  conduct  of  the  orator  con- 
witness,  is  protected  from  arrest,  and  stituted  a  Contempt  of  the  authority  of 
if  arrested  in  violation  of  privilege  the  the  court  whether  it  was  so  intended  or 
court  will  order  his  immediate  dis-  not.  In  view  of  the  circumstances, 
charge  by  the  party  in  the  first  in-  therefore,  it  was  held  proper  that  the 
stance,  and  if  this  order  is  disobeyed  it  orator  should  make  good  to  the  defend- 
will  be  extended  to  the  officer,  with  ant  all  expenses  incurred  by  him  in 
costs,  as  constituting  a  contempt  of  consequence  of  the  service  of  process, 
court.    Exp,  Byne,  z  Ves.  &  B.  316.  and  that  execution  in  his  f^ivor  in  the 

8.  Massey  v.   Colville,  45   N.  J.  L.  original  case  be  stayed  until  evidence 

120;  Parker  v.  Marco,  136  N.  Y.  585;  of  the  discontinuance  of  the  suit  in  the 

In  re  Healey,   53  Vt.  694;  Bridges  v.  state  court  was  died. 
Sheldon,  7  Fed.  Rep.  44.  8.  Yearsley  v,  Heane,   14  M.  &  W. 

Proteetion  of  Federal  Court  Violated  by  322;  Ewart  v.  Jones,  14  M.  &  W.  774. 
State  Ckrart.  —  In  Bridges  v,  Sheldon,  7  "  Now,  undoubtedly.  It  has  long  been 
Fed.  Rep.  17,  a  party  to  a  suit  pending  established  that  exemptions  from  ar- 
in  a  federal  court  in  Vermont  having  rest  will  not  entitle  parties  to  sue  in 
gone  to  Iowa  to  attend  the  taking  of  trespass,  whei'e  those  exemptions  have 
depositions  under  an  order  of  the  mas-  been  violated.  This  was  clearly  settled 
ter,  the  orator  in  the  original  suit  in  the  case  of  Tarlton  v,  Fisher,  2 
caused  service  of  summons  to  be  made  Doug.  676.  Subsequently  to  that  case, 
upon  said  party  in  a  suit  in  the  state  various  classes  of  persons  have  become 
court,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  entitled  to  exemptions  from  arrest  un- 
In  holding  that  such  action  was  con-  der  particular  statutes,  such  as  the 
tempt  of  court,  it  was  observed  that  the  Lords'  Act,  the  Bankrupt  Act,  etc.; 
power  of  the  federal  courts  to  punish  and  I  think  we  may  take  it  as  estab 
for  contempt  is  limited  to  cases  of  mis-  lished  law  that  £ls  far  back  as  the  5 
behavior  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  Geo.  II.,  c.  39,  the  language  of  which 
or  so  near  as  to  obstruct  the  adminis-  is  not  so  strong  as  that  of  the  act  now 
tration  of  justice,  or  of  officers  of  the  before  us,  it  has  always  been  considered 
court,  and  to  disobedience  or  resistance  that  a  bankrupt  or' insolvent  debtor 
to  any  lawful  writ,  process,  order,  rule,  must  take  the  benefit  of  his  exemption 
decree,  or  command  of  the  courts,  by  an  appeal  to  the  court  or  a  judge, 
Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  §  725.  This,  how-  and  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  bis  action 
ever,  does  not  always  mean  a  written  of  trespass  also.  There  is  also  the  re- 
order, but  only  an  exercise  of  authority  cent  case  of  Yearsley  v.  Heane,  14  M. 
constituting  a  requirement.  In  this  &  W.  322,  which  was  lately  decided  in 
instance  the  master  was  acting  under  this  court,  and  In  which  it  was  dis- 
the  authority  of  the  court  when  he  tinctly  held  that  a  party  who  applied 
made  the  order,  and  the  order  therefore  to  a  commissioner  of  bankrupts,  under 
constituted  such  an  exercise  of  the  the  5  &  6  Vict.,  c.  115,  and  obtained  an 
authority  of  the  court.     A  disturbance  interim     order,   which   protected  him 
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such  an  action  be  maintained  against  the  officer  who  makes  the 
arrest.  *  ' 

▲etion  agftiaft  iMtms  Uat  aa  Iteapo.  —  Although  an  officer  making  an 
arrest  is  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  a  claim  of  privilege,  still,  if 
he  does  take  notice  of  the  claim,  and  refrains  from  making  the 
arrest,  he  may  set  up  such  privilege  as  a  defense  to  an  action 
against  him  for  an  escape.*  If,  however,  he  makes  the  arrest, 
and  subsequently  releases  the  prisoner,  he  cannot  avail  himself  of 
this  defense,'  unless  the  privilege  relied  upon  is  one  conferred  by 
statute,  in  which  case  the  arrest  is  void  ad  initio,  and  the  release 
of  the  prisoner  cannot  in  any  way  prejudice  the  rights  of  the 
party  procuring  the  arrest.* 

d.  False  Imprisonment.  —  In  the  absence  of  statute,  an 
action  for  false  imprisonment  does  not  lie  on  the  ground  of 
breach  of  privilege* 

from  arrest,  could  not  maintain  trespass  habeas  corpus,  such  a  right  must  be 

for  his  arrest  under  a  ca.  sa.  during  the  granted  by  the  legislative  power.   Cail« 

time  the  order  was  in  force,  and  could  v.  Delesdemier,  13  Me.  363. 

only  have  his  remedjr  by  applying  to  a  9.  Llo^d  v,  Harrison,  6  B.  ft  S.  36^ 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  for  his  118  £.  C.  L.  36. 

discharge.    *    •    *        In  the  present  8.  Fletcher  v.   Baxter,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)> 

case  it  has  been  pressed  on  us  in  argu-  324. 

ment  that  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  ca.  In  Ohio  the  fifth  section  of  the  Act  of 

sa.,  under  the  present  circumstances,  June  i,  1831  (3  Cnrwen's  Stat.,  g  8520)» 

is  expressly  and  in  terms  prohibited  by  provides  among  other  things  that  suit* 

the  Irish  statute.    The  question,  how-  ors  shall  be  exempt  from  arrest  while 

ever,  is  not  whether  the  writ  is  abso-  attending  court;    but  this  section  no- 

lutely  void,  but  in  what  way  the  party  where  declares  such  an   arrest  to  be 

grieved   is  to  take  advantage  of  the  void,  nor  does  the  act  impose  any  pen> 

irregularity,  or,  it  may  be,  the  illegal-  alty  upon  an  officer  for  making  such 

ity  of  issuing  it.    *    *    *     It  appears  arrest,  nor  is  it  anywhere   intimated 

to  me  that  the  same  doctrine  holds  in  that  the  officer  is  empowered  to  deter- 

this  case  as  has  been  always  hitherto  mine  the  question  of  exemption  and  to 

recognized   under    the   Insolvent  and  release  the  prisoner  on  the  ground  of 

Bankrupt  Acts,  and  consequently  that  privilege.    Accordingly    it    has    been 

the     plaintiflf    cannot     maintain    this  held  that  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff 

action."     Per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  Ewart  for  an  escape,  the  sheriff  cannot  set  u^ 

V,  Tones,  14  M.  &  W.  774.  as  a  defense  the  fact  that  the  prisoner 

1.  Carle  v,  Delesdemier,  13  Me.  363;  was  privileged  from  arrest  because  he 

Chase  v.  Fish,  16  Me.  132;  Hubbard  v.  was  a  suitor  in  attendance  at  court. 

Sanborn,  2  N.  H.468;  Woods  v.  Davis,  Gill  v.  Miner.  13  Ohio  St.  182. 

34  N.  H.  328;  Cameron  v,  Lightfoot,  2  4.  Hubbard  v.  Sanborn.  2  K.  H.  468r 

W.  Bl.  1190.  Rayv.  Hogeboom,  ii  Johns.  (N.Y.) 433. 

Ho  Sight  of  Aetion  Indopondo&t  of  Stat-  SoUiois  Being  PriTilogod  tnm  Axnst 

ate. — >  Although  there  have  been  nu-  by  Statute,  an  arrest  in  violation  of  the 

merous  cases  where  privileged  persons  statute   is  illegal,   and   therefoie    the 

have  been  discharged  upon  motion  or  prisoner's  privilege  is  a  good  defense 

habeas  corpus,  there  does  not  appear  to  an  action  brought  against  an  officer 

to  be  a  single  instance  where  trespass  for  an  escape,  in  a  case  where  the  offi- 

has  been   brought  against  the  officer  cer  has  suffered  the  prisoner  to  go  at 

and  been  adjudged  to  lie.     If  for  the  large  after  he  has  been  taken.     Ray  v. 

protection  of  persons  entitled  to  privi-  Hogeboom,  11  Johns,  {fi.  Y.)  433. 

lege  from  arrest  in  certain  cases,  or  for  6.  Wood    v.    Kinsman,    5    Vt.   s^^ 

certain  periods,  it  is  necessary  that  they  Fletcher  v.  Baxter.  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  277. 

should  be  allowed  to  maintain  an  ac-  Authoriiod  im  Hew  York  by  itfttiite. — 

tion  of  trespass  against  an  officer,  in  In  New  York  the  remedy  by  an  action 

addition  to   the    remedy  afforded   by  for  damages  exists  by  virtue  of  statu- 
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c.  Action  on  the  Case  for  Damages.  —  And  likewise,  at 
common  law,  a  privileged  person  could  not  maintain  an  action  on 
the  case  for  damages  against  the  officer  making  the  arrest,^  or 
against  the  party  who  caused  it  to  be  made,'  with  the  possible 
exception,  however,  of  a  case  where  the  writ  was  sued  out 
maliciously  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the 
privilege.* 

Aetlon  AuthoriMd  ^xj  Btatuta.  —  But  in  New  York  actions  for  dam-^ 

tory  enactment,  and  accordingly  there  any  action,  disregarding  the  distinctioa 
are  decisions  in  that  state  which  inti-  between  officer  and  party.     Smith   v, 
mate  that  an  action  for  false  imprison-  Jones,  76  Me.  138. 
ment  lies  for  breach  of  privilege.    Thus        Wh«ii  PlaintUf  Is  Ignorant  of  PriTilogo.- 
in  Snelling  v,  Watrous,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  —  If  a  plaintiff  sues  out  a  ca.  sa.,  and 
314,  where  a  person  who  had  been  ar-  delivers  it  to  an  officer  with  direction 
rested   in   violation  of    privilege  was  to  arrest  the  defendant  immediately^ 
released  by  the  court,  a  discharge  was  not  knowing  at  the  time  that  the  de- 
granted  on  condition  that  no  action  for  fendant  is  privileged  from  arrest,  and 
false  imprisonment  should  be  brought,  the  officer  arrests  him  in  violation  of 
And  a  similar  condition  was  imposed  the   privilege,  an  action  on   the  case 
in  Salhinger  v,  Adler,  2  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  against    the     plaintiff    for    breach    of 
704.     And  in  the  later  case  of  Scofield  privilege  does  not  lie.     The  direction 
V.  Kreiser,  61  Hun  (N.  Y.)  368,  21  Civ.  to  the  officer  must  be  understood  as- 
Pro.   Rep.  (N.  Y.)  294,  it  was  further  ordering  him  to  arrest  the  defendant 
held  that  by  virtue  of  section  863  of  the  as  soon  as  he  should  be  subject  to  ar* 
Code  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  an  rest.    Sewell  v.  Lane,  x  Ind.  293. 
absolute  discharge,  and  that  a  stipula-        8.  Tarlton  v,  Fisher,  2  Doug.  676. 
tion  not  to  sue  for  false  imprisonment       Action  on  the  Caso  AUowod.  —  In  Swift 
could  not  be  exacted.  v.  Chamberlain,  3  Conn.  537,  an  elector 
1.  Rideal    v.    Fort,    11    Exch.    847;  arrested     in     violation    of    privilege 
Magnay  v,  Burt,  5  Q.  B.  381,  48  E.  C.  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against 
L.  381.  the  officer  who  made  the  arrest.      It 
9.  Smith  V,  Jones,  76  Me.  138.  was  held   that  trespass  could  not  be 
Weight  of  Anthoritj  Against  8iuth  Ac-  maintained,  but  that  an  action  on  the 
tion.  —  An  action  for  damages  does  not  case  was  proper.     The  court  said:  **  It 
lie  against  a  plaintiff  for  the  arrest  of  a  was  the  duty  of  the  officer,  in  compli- 
defendant  who  was  at  the  time  privi-  ance  with  the  execution,  to  make  the 
leged  from  arrest,  as  a  witness.    The  arrest,  unless  he  had  knowledge  that 
question  whether  such  an  action  can  the  plaintiff  was  under  the  protection 
be   maintained  has  not  received  very  of  his  privilege.     The  arrest,  per  sf^ 
much  attention   from  the  courts,  and  was  not  only  valid,  but  in  every  view 
there  is   an  almost    total   absence  of  proper,  admitting  only  the  above  ex* 
judicial  expression  in  its  favor,  where  ception;   and  in  many  cases,  to  make 
the  privilege  is  at  common  law,  and  inquiry  into  the  various  facts  which, 
not  by  statute.     Some  English  statutes  confer  on  an  individual  the  privilege 
give  a  right  of  action  in  some  cases,  or  of  protection,  and  to  decide  them  at 
establish  other  special  remedies  for  a  his   peril,  would  place  an  officer  in  a 
violation  of  the  privilege  from  arrest,  situation    of    extreme    difficulty.     He 
from  which  an  implication  arises  that  cannot  administer  an  oath,  nor  compel 
no  such  remedy  exists  at  common  law  the  attendance  or  testimony  of    wit- 
in  that  country.     Tidd's  Practice  lays  nesses,  and  is  without  the  means  of 
down  the  various  remedies  belonging  coming    to    a  satisfactory   result.     It 
to  privileged   persons  and    omits    all  ought  always  to  devolve  on  the  person 
mention  of  a  right  of  action  for  dam-  arrested,  with  whom  is  the  knowledge 
ages,  and  text  writers  generally  are  of  the  facts,  to  prove  that  he  was  under 
silent  upon  the  question.     Not  many  protection,  and  that  this  was  known  \o 
decided  cases  touch  on  the  point.    The  the  officer  arresting  him;   and  to  do 
early  actions  were  against  officers,  and  this,  he  must  bring  his  action  on  the 
all  of  them  failed,  but  much  of  the  rea-  case,  which  is  precisely  adapted  to  sucb 
soning  of  the  courts  really  went  against  an  inquiry." 
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ages  on  the  ground  of  breach  of  privil^e  are  in  certain  cases 
authorized  by  statute.^ 

m.  Waitxb  of  PxiTiLieB  —  1.  In  OtaiiaL  —  Exemptions 
from  arrest  and  service  of  process  are  personal  privilq;es  which 
may  be  waived  by  the  party  entitled  thereto,*  and  since  the 

courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  of  themi  they  are  so  waived  unless 
claimed  by  plea  or  motion.' 

LmIim.  —  The  application  for  relief  must  be  made  at  the  first 
opportunity,  and  delay  in  pleading  the  exemption  is  geneially 
held  to  be  fatal.* 

1.  By  section  860  of  the  New  York  his  privilege  is  snbseqoently  amsted  m 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure  persons  sub-  bond  given  to  obtain  his  release  from 

pcenaed  or  ordef^  to  attend  for  the  prison  is  not  void  for  doress.    Chase 

purpose  of  being  examined,  in  a  case  v.  Fish,  16  Me.  132. 

where  their  attendance  may  lawfully  Waivtd  \if  AaknowlsdgmsBt  sf  SinrisiL 

be  enforced  by  attachment  or  by  com-  —  An  adtnowledgment  of  the  service 

mitment,  are  privileged  from  arrest,  of  a  declaration  by  the  ddfendaat's  au 

By  section  865  this  exemption  also  ap-  tomey  is  a  waiver  of  any  defect  in  the 

plies  to  the  case  of  a  person  who  by  the  service  of  the  summons  on  tlie  poand 

terms  of    a    judgment  is  ordered   to  of  privilege.    Anonymons,  9  N.  J. L.  J. 

attend.     By  section  863  the  arrest  in  166. 

such  cases  is  void;  is  a  contempt;  and  8.  Johnson  v.  Offntt,  4  Mete  (Ky.) 

the  party  whose  witnesses  are  those  in-  si;    Brower  v.  Tatro,  (Mich.  1897)  73 

terfered  with  may  recover  damages  of  N.   W.  Rep.  421;   Geyer  9.   Irwin,  4 

the  party  causing  the  arrest  or  of  the  Dall.  (Pa.)  Z07;    Prentis  v.  Com.,  5 

officer  making  it;  and  the  witness  may  Rand.  (Va.)  697,  z6  Am.  Dec.  1%^, 

recover  treble  damages,   unless  (sec-  A   Tolimtary    Sahmisdan    to   Airsrt, 

tion  864)  the  witness,  on  request  of  the  without  objection,  constitutes  a  waiver 

party  or  sheriff,  fails  to  make  affidavit  of  privilege.     Brown  v.   Getchell,  zi 

to    the    facts    showing  his   privilege.  Mass.  iz;  Winder  t^.  Smith,  6  W.  ftS. 

N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.  (Z898).  g§  860-865.  (Pa.)  424;    Bidgood  v,  Oavies,  6  B.  & 

Crimiiial   Aetion.  —  The    New  York  C.  84,  Z3  E.  C.  L.  zo8. 

Penal    Code    (^     27Z)    provides    that  ttlanos    Ho    Wsivsr. —  In    Swift    r. 

"  whoever  maliciously    procures   any  Chamberlain,  3  Conn.  537,  it  was  held 

process  in  a  civil  action  to  be  served  that  the  mere  silence  of  an  elector  ai 

on   Saturday,   upon  any   person   who  the  time  of  his  arrest  was  not  a  waiver 

keeps  Saturday  as  holy  time,    *    *    *  of  his  exemption, 

or  serves  upon   him  any  process  re-  4.  Wilson   v.   Nettleton,   12   £1L  6t; 

turnable  on   that   day,   etc.,    «"    *    *  Pollard  v.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  7  Abb. 

is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."     But  it  Pr.   N.   S.  (N.   Y.  Supreme    Cl)  70; 

has  been  held  that  a  plaintiff  who  pro-  Hentz  v.  Ward,  z  Cine.  Super.  Cl  Rep. 

cures  process  against  such  person  to  387;  Hendrick  v.  Gates,  3  C.  PL  Rep. 

be  returned  on  Saturday  through  inad-  (Pa.)  z6o;  Wood  v.  Kinsman,  5  Vl  $86: 

vertence,  and  without  intent  to  fix  the  State  v.  Polacheck,  (Wis.   Z896)  77  K. 

return  on  a  day  kept  holy  by  the  de-  W.  Rep.  708. 

fendant,.is  not  criminally  liable.     Mar-  In  Matthews  v.  Puffer,  10  Fed.  Rep. 

tin  V,  Goldstein,  20  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  203.  606,  the  defendant  moved  to  set  aside 

9.  Smith  z/.  Jones,  76  Me.  Z38;  Peters  the   service    of    a   subpcena,    on   the 

V,  League,  Z3Md.  58;  Woods  c.  Davis,  ground   that  he   was  privileged  from 

34  N.  H.  328;    Gill  v.  Miner,  Z3  Ohio  service    of    process,   being  a   witxiess 

St.  Z82;  Ellis  V,  Degarmo,  Z7  R.  L  7Z5.  in  attendance  at  court.     His  modes 

A  witness's  privilege  from  arrest  is  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the 
not  waived  by  his  coming  voluntarily  moving  affidavit  did  not  show  that  he 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  to  was  a  nonresident  of  the  state  (Nev 
have  his  deposition  taken  before  a  York)  where  service  was  made.  There- 
competent  officer.  Stone  er.  Sommer*  after  the  motion  was  renewed  without 
ick,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  309.  leave  of  the  court,  on  affidavits  allegiog 

Bond  Hot  Yoid  for  Dmss.  —  If  a  mem-  that  the  defendant  was  a  citixen  of 

ber  of  the  legislature  who  has  waived  Massachusetts;  but  this  second  mocioo 
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8.  Oiving  Bail — According  to  the  weight  of  authority  ^  party 
does  not  waive  his  privilege  from  arrest  by  giving  baiU  since  this 
is  the  ordinary  and  most  expeditious  method  of  obtaining  a 
release  from  custody,  and  must  sometimes  be  resorted  to  before 
other  measures  of  relief  can  be  taken.* 

3.  Appearing  and  Answering  to  the  Heriti.  —  A  voluntary  appear- 

was  also  denied,  the  court  holding  that  defendant  is  not  obliged  to  apply  in 

the  fact  of  nonresldence  should  have  person,   but  the  application    may  be 

been  shown  on  the  first  motion,  and  made  by  his  bail  or  his  attorney.     Nor 

that  the  privilege  was  waived  by  not  must  he  continue  in  custody  or  give 

being  claimed.  up  his  lawful  pursuits  and  remain  sta- 

FlMded    in    Limine.  —  In    Louisiana  tionary  until  the  sitting  of  the  courL 

privilege  from  arrest  as  a  member  of  U.  S.  v,  Edme,  9  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  147. 

the  legislature  is  a  dilatory  plea,  and  Hew  Terk. —  In  Stewart  v,  Howard, 

mast  be  pleaded  in  limine,  or  it  will  be  15  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  26,  it  was  held  that  the 

waived.     Landry    v,    Dickson,   7    La.  givinp^  of  bail  by  a  privileged   party 

Ann.  239.  constituted  a  waiver  of  the  exemption 

Lapse  of  Time  Held  Fatal.  —  The  mo-  from  arrest.    And  in  Petrie  v,  Fitzger* 

tion  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process  aid,  1  Daly  (N.  Y.)  401,  it  was  likewise 

comes  too  late  after  the  lapse  of  four  held  that  the  perfecting  of  bail  by  jus-* 

months  and  one-half   from  the  time  tificatton  of  the  sureties  thereon  was 

of    service.      Bank    v.    Messenger,    i  a  waiver  of  the  privilege.     In  Farmer 

Northum.  •  Leg.  N.  (Pa.)  173.    And  a  v.  Robbins,  47  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su- 

delay  of  twenty-two  days  in  applying  preme  Ct.)  415  the  point  in  question 

for  a  discharge  from  arrest  has  been  was  not  directly  involved,  but  it  was 

held   fatal   in  New   York,     Farmer  v.  said  incidentally  that  the  case  of  Stew- 

Robbios,  47  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  art  v,  Howard,  15  Barb^  (N.  Y.)  26, 

Ct.)  415.  could  hardly  be  considered  a  good  au- 

enflloiont  if  Claimed  before  Betora  Day.  thority,  having  been  decided  under  a 

~*A  molioQ  to  set  aside  the  summons  provision   of    the    code  -no  longer  in 

on  ground  of  privilege  will  not  be  de-  force;  but  Petrie  v,  Fitzgerald,  i  Daly 

nied  on  the  ground  of  laches,  if  made  (N.  Y.)  401,  was  cited  and  followed, 

before  the  time  to  appear  and  answer  But  in  the  later  case  of  Mackay  v. 

the  summons  has  expired.    Lederer  v.  Lewis,  7  Hun  (N.  Y.)  83  it  was  directly 

Adams,  19  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Su-  held  that  the  privilege  from  arrest  was 

preme  Ct.)  294;  Young  v,  Armstrong,  not  waived  by  the  giving  of  bail. 

13  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  313.  Exoneratur  <m  Bail  Bond.  —  Where  a 

Belay  Hot  Always  FataL -—In  Webb  privileged  part^  is  arrested,  the  court 

V.  Taylor,  8  Jur.  39.  it  was  held  that  where  the  suit  is  pending  at  its  discre- 

an   attorney  arrested   in   violation  of  tion  may  allow  him  to  plead  his  privi- 

prtvllege  did  not  waive  his  right  to  be  lege,  either  against  the  principal  or  the 

discharged,  by  delaying  his  application  bail,  and  to  enter  an  exoneratur  on  the 

for  twenty-three  days,  where  the  situa-  bail  bond,  or  discharge  the  bail  on  his 

tion  of  the  adverse  party  had  not  been  own  motion.     When  such  an  exoneratur 

changed.  is  entered,  or  the  bail  discharged,  the 

And    in   M'Pherson   v,   Nesmith,   3  proceeding  is  conclusive  upon  the  par- 

Gratt.  (Va.)  227,  it  was  held   that   the  ties,  and  upon  all  interested.     Wash* 

right  of  a  privileged  party  to  claim  re-  burn  v.  Phelps,  24  Vt.  506. 

dress  was  not  limited  to  the  period  of  Motion  to  Beduce  Bail.  —  A  freeholder 

the  existence  of  the  privilege.  does  not  waive  his  privilege  from  ar- 

1.  Mackay  v.  Lewis,  7  Hun  (N.  Y.)  rest    by    moving  to  reduce  the   bail. 

83;  U.  S.  V.  Edme,  9  S.  &  R.  (Pa.)  147;  Dobson  v,  Fitzpatrick,  2  W.  N.  C.(Pa.) 
Washburn     v,    Phelps,    24     Vt.    506;  '  186.     But    see  Green  v.   Bonafifon,   2 

Larned  v.  Griffin,  12  Fed.  Rep.  590.  Miles  (Pa.)  219. 

The  giving  of  a  bail  bond  is  so  far  Wiaoonsin.  —  But  in    State  v,   Pola- 

from  waiving  the  privilege  from  arrest  check,  (Wis.  1898)  77  N.  W.  Rep.  7o8v  it 

that  the  court,  when  the  party  is  dis-  was  held  that  a  member  of  the  legisla- 

charged,   will  order    the  bond  to  be  ture,  arrested  on  a  charge  of  bribery, 

delivered   up    to    be  canceled.     The  waived  his  privilege  from  arrest  by 
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ance  by  the  party  arrested  has  been  held  to  constitute  a  waiver 
of  any  right  to  privilege  which  he  might  otherwise  claim ;  *  but 
on  the  other  hand,  in  jurisdictions  where  the  practice  of  the 
courts  permits  a  defense  to  the  merits  to  be  united  with  a  plea  to 
the  jurisdiction  or  a  plea  in  abatement,  the  filing  of  an  answer  to 
the  merits  in  this  manner  is  not  construed  as  a  waiver  of  the 
exemption.* 

4.  Baising  Qiieftion  on  AppeaL  —  It  is  universally  held  that  the 
question  of  privilege  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.' 

voluntarily  giving  bail  and  pleading  waived  it  by  not  taking  an  exception  to 

guilty    to     the    information,    without  the  order  of  court  sustaining  the  dc^ 

claiming  his  exemption.  murrer  to  his  original  answer  in  which 

1.  Stewart  v.  Howard,  15  Barb.  (N.  he  first  set  it  up.  because  the  petition, 

Y.)  26;  Gracie  v.  Palmer,  8  Wheat.  (U.  the  answer,   the    demurrer,   and    the 

S.)  699.  order  of  court  sustaining  the  demurrer 

WhatCoBftitatM  AppMntBM.  —  Where  were  parts  of  the  record  proper:  and  if 

a  nonresident  witness  in  a  circuit  court  he  had    stopped    there    and    suffered 

of  the  United  States  is  served  with  a  judgment  by  default,  he  might,  if  the 

summons  issuing  from  a  state  court,  demurrer  were  improperly  sustained, 

the  fact  that  he  thereafter  files  a  peti-  have  reversed  the  judgment  upon  writ 

tion  and  bond  fcr  the  removal  of  the  of  error.     It  is  not  necessary  to  except 

cause  to  the  federal  court  does  not  con-  to  a  ruling  upon  demurrer  in  order  to 

stitute  such  an  appearance  as  to  result  have  the  ruling  reviewed  on  appeal  or 

in  a  waiver  of  privilege.     Atchison  v.  error.     We  are  equally  clear  Uiat  he 

Morris,  11  Fed.  Rep.  582.  did  not  waive  his  plea  to  the  jurisdic- 

The  facts  that  a  defendant  moves  to  tion  by  answering  over,  because  in  his 

have  a    summons    dismissed    on  the  amended  answer  he  again  renewed  it, 

ground  of  privilege,  and  for  that  pur-'  and  in  such  frame  of  language  that  the 

pose  makes  and  files  an  affidavit  stat-  plaintiff  saw  fit  to  join  issue  upon  its 

ing  the  facts  relied  on  to  show  irregu-  allegations  by  his  reply.     Nor  did  be 

larity,  and  that  his  attorneys  obtain  waive  his  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  by 

and  serve  an  order  to  show  cause  why  answering  to  the  merits.     Under  onr 

the  summons  should  not  be  dismissed.  Practice  Act  a  defense  to  the  merits 

and    ordering  the   proceedings   to  be  may  be  united  with  a  plea  to  the  juris- 

stayed,  and  extending  the  defendant's  diction,  but  the  court  ought  to  setde 

time  to  answer  for  twenty  days,  do  not  the  <}uestion  of  jurisdiction  before  pro- 

constitute  such  an  appearance  in  the  ceeding  to   try  on  the   merits.'*    Per 

cause  as  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  Thompson,   J.,   in    Christian    v.  Wil- 

privilege.      Brett  v.  Brown,    13  Abb.  Hams,  35  Mo.  App.  297. 

Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  295.    See  8.  Thornton    v.    American    Writing 

generally  as  to  what   constitutes  an  Mach.  Co.,  83  Ga.  288;   Sh^han,  etc, 

appearance,  article  Appearances,  vol.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Sims,  36  Mo.  App.  224; 

2,  p.  588.  Sebring  v.  Stryker,  24  Civ.  Pro.  Rep. 

9.  The  defense  of  privilege  is   not  (N.  Y.  County  Ct.)  126,  xo  Misc.  Rep. 

waived    because    an    answer    to    the  (N.  Y.)  289;    Geyer  v.  Irwin,  4  DaU. 

merits  is  filed   with  a  plea  in  abate-  (Pa.)  Z07. 

ment.     Larned  v.  Griffin,  12  Fe^.  Rep.  In    Sheehan,    etc.,   Transp.   Co.  t». 

590  [citing  Fisher  v,  Fraprie,  125  Mass.  Sims,  36  Mo.  App.  224,  a  nonresident 

472;    O'Loughlin   v.   Bird,   128   Mass.  suitor,  arrested  while  in  attendance  at 

600].  court,  set  up  a  claim  of  privilege.    The 

*'  Being,  then,  of  opinion   that  the  record,    however,    showed    that    said 

defendant    Williams    was    privileged  party  had  appeared  in  the  case;  had 

against  service  of  the  summons  in  this  filed  a    demurrer    to  the   petition  00 

action  while  attending  upon  the  other  grounds  other  than  jurisdictional;  bad 

action,  either  in  his  character  of  party  entered  into  a  stipulation  concemiag 

or  in  his  character  of  witness,  we  shall  ceruin  substantial  steps  in  the  cause; 

next  consider  whether  he  has  waived  had  appealed  from  a  judgment  which 

the  privilege  by  anything  which  he  has  was  rendered  against  him;  had  secured 

done  in  this  case.    Clearly  he  has  not  a  reversal  of  that  judgment;  and  had, 
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after  this  roTeraal  and  before  filing  his  moved  to  set  aside  the  service  of  the 

answer  to  the  amended  petition,  given  summons,  or  filed  a  plea  in  abatement, 

notice    to    take    depositions.     It    was  and  his  motion  to  set  aside  the  judg- 

therefore  held  that  he  had  waived  his  ment     was     refused.     Thornton      v, 

privilege,  and  could  not  set  it  up  by  American  Writing  Mach.  Co.,  83  Ga. 

an  amended  answer,  and  that  the  part  288. 

of  his  answer  which  raised  the  plea  of  Cumot  Bo  Sot   Vp  CoUatsraUy  AfUr 

privilege  might    be    stricken    out  on  Waivor.  —  Where  a  principal,  entitled 

motion.  to  privilege  from  arrest,  has  waived  the 

A  floaunoDS  of  Ghundshnont  was  served  same  by  suffering  judgment  to  pass 

on  a  nonresident  witness,- and  judgment  against  him,  without  protest,  the  privi- 

by    default    was    afterwards    entered  lege  cannot  subsequently  be  set  up  as 

against  him.    A  year  and  a  half  later  a    defense  to   an    action  against  bis 

he  moved  to  set  the  judgment  aside,  bail.    Fletcher  v.  Baxter,  2  Aik.  (Vt.) 

but  it  was  held  that  he  should  have  224. 
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PRIZES. 

See  article  ADMIRALTY^  vol.  i,  p.  949. 


PRIZE  FIGHTING. 

Th«  Iiidietttmt.  —  In  prosecutions  for  prize  fighting  it  will  gen- 
erally be  sufficient  to  use  in  the  indictment  the  language  of  the 
statute  creating  the  offense.^ 

AT«]B«At  of  PubUdty.  —  In  Ohio  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  indict- 
ment aver  that  the  fight  took  place  in  public' 

Fl^tiiig  TofotlMr.  —  There  must,  however,  be  an  averment  that 
the  parties  fought  together  and  against  each  other.' 

1.  People  V.  Taylor,  96  Mich.  576;  made  to  meet  and  engage  in  a  prize 

Com.  V,  Barrett,  lolS  Mass.  30a;  Seville  fight  with  another  person,  to  wit,  with 

V,  State,  49  Ohio  St.  117.  Jake  Kilrain,  did  then  and  there,  and 

IndiotmMti  floAdsnt.  —  Where  it  was  lor  a  large  sum  o£  money,  the  exact 
provided  by  statute  that "  every  person  amount  of  which  is  to  the  grand  jurors 
who  shall,  by  previous  appointment  or  aforesaid  unknown,  did  then  and 
arrangement,  meet  another  person  and  there,  to  wit,  on  the  8tk  day  of  Jaly, 
engage  in  a  fight,"  and  that  "  every  1889,  in  the  second  judicial  district  of 
person  who  shall  be  present  at  such  Marion  county,  Mississippi,  unlawfnilj 
fight,  as  an  aid,  second,  or  surgeon,  or  engage  in  a  prize  fi^ht  with  the  said 
who  shall  advise,  encourage,  or  pro-  Jake ICilrain,  to  wit,  did  then  and  there 
mote  such  fight,  shall  be  punished,*'  an  enter  a  ring,  commonly  called  a  priie 
indictment  which  alleged  that  the  de-  ring,  and  did  then  and  there  in  the  said 
fendant,  "  by  and  in  pursuance  of  a  ring,  beat,  strike,  and  bruise  the  said 
previous  appointment  and  arrange-  Jake  Kilrain;  against  the  peace  and 
ment  made  to  meet  and  engase  in  a  dignity  of  the  state  of  Mississippi" 
fight  with  another  person,  *  *  ^  The  court  held  the  count  fatally  de- 
did  meet  and  engage  in  a  fight,'*  and  fective  as  one  charging  the  oflfense  of 
that  the  defendant  '*  was  present  as  prize  fighting,  which  was  not  defined 
an  aid  and  second,  and  did  advise,  by  the  statute,  nor  did  it  declare  what 
encourage,  and  promote  a  fight,"  was  act  done  should  be  a  violation  of  its 
held  sufficient  within  the  rule  that  a  provisions,  saying:  **  It  is  somettDes 
charge  in  an  indictment  may  be  made  sufficient  to  charge  the  offense  by  usiBf 
in  the  words  of  a  sutute  without  a  only  the  words  of  the  sutute.  Tliis 
particular  statement  of  facts  and  cir-  may  be  done  where  the  language  of 
cumstances,  when,  by  using  those  the  statute  is  so  specific  as  to  give  no- 
words,  the  act  in  which  an  offense  con-  tice  of  the  act  made  unlawful,  and  so 
sists  is  fully,  directly,  and  expressly  exclusive  as  to  prevent  its  applicatioo 
alleged,  without  any  uncertainty  or  to  any  other  acts  than  those  made  us- 
ambiguity.  Com.  v,  Welsh,  7  Gray  lawful.  •  •  •  But  where  the  act 
(Mass.)  324.  prohibited  does  not  clearly  appear  from 

Indietmsnt   Bad.  —  An    act   declared  the    language   employed,    or   where, 

that  "  it  shall   be   unlawful    for  any  under  ceruin  circumstances,  one  may 

person  to  engage  in  prize  fighting  in  lawfully  do  the  thing  forbidden  by  the 

this  state,  afid  any  person  engaged  in  literal  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 

such   prize  fighting  shall  be  deemed  statute,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  indict  by 

guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,'*  etc.    The  the  use  only  of  the  statutory  words." 

indictment  presented  that  the  defend-  Sullivan  v.  State,  67  Miss.  346. 

ant,  '*  by  and  in  pursuance  of  a  previ-  9.  Seville  v.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  117. 

ous   appointment    and    arrangement,  8.  Sullivan  v.  State,  67  Miss.  346. 
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PROBATE  AND  ADMINISTRATION. 

In  preceding  articles  reference  has  occasionally  been  made  to  the  title 
*'  Probate  and  Administration."  Probate  and  Contest  of  Wills  are  discussed 
in  the  following  article;  but  it  has  been  found  that  the  administration  of  decet 
dents'  estates  can  be  more  conveniently  and  satisfactorily  treated  under  a  distinc- 
title,  and  the  subject  has  therefore  been  transferred  to  the  article  SETTLE- 
MENT OF  DECEDENTS'  ESTA  TES,  to  which  the  reader  is  referred. 


PROBATE    AND    CONTEST   OF   WILLS. 

By  Charlbs  C.  Moorb. 

I  Ot  Doxxbtio  Wills  Oskskallt,  993. 

I.    The  Various  Forms  of  Probate  and  Contest^  993. 
a.  Application  for  Probate^  997. 

a.  Who  May  Apply ^  997. 

b.  Form  and  Contents  of  Application^  999. 

3.  Repropounding  a  Will  Once  Probated  or  Rejected^  1000. 

4.  Order  on  Filing  the  Applicationy  1003. 

5.  Notice  of  Proceedings  for  Probate  or  Contest^  1003. 

6.  Hearing  on  Applications  Not  Formally  Contested^  1005. 

7.  Time  for  Contesting  Probated  Willy  1006. 

8.  Form  of  Contest — In  Writings  1007. 

9.  Parties  to  Formal  Contests^  1008. 

a.  The  GenercU  Rule^  1008. 

b.  Plaintiffs  or  Contestants^  1008. 
In  General — joinder  of  Plaintiffs ^  1008. 
Parties  Not  Heard  at  Original  Probate^  1008. 

'3)  Contestants  by  Virtue  of  Interest  or  Relation^ 

shipy  1009. 
4)  Objection  for  Want  of  Interest^  1015. 
J5)  Determination  of  Question  of  Interest,  1016. 
r.  Defendants y  1016. 

d.  Intervention^  1017. 

e.  Effect  of  Omitting  Interested  Parties y  1018. 
i)  Objection  Taken  in  Defendant' s  Pleadings  1018. 
2)  Appeal  or  Error ^  or  Bill  of  Revieiv^  1018. 

(3)  Collateral  Attack  on  judgment,  1018. 
10.   The  Contestant's  Pleading,  loip. 

a.  Plea  of  Another  Application  Pending,  1019. 

b.  Averment  of  Contestant's  Interest,  10 19. 

c.  Ar^erment  of  Grounds  of  Contest,  1020. 
(i)  Necessity  of  Averment^  1020. 
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(2)  Sufficiency  of  Averment^  102 1. 
'tf^  In  General^  1021. 
o\  Fraud  or  Undue  Influence^  1022. 
/)  Want  of  Testamentary  Capacity^  1023. 
(</)  Invalidity  of  Execution^  1023. 
(e)  Revocation  of  WiU^  1024. 
d.  Averment  as  to  Time  of  Bringing  Suit^  1024. 
€,  Miscellaneous  Averments  According    to  Nature  of 

Pleading  or  Proceedingy  1024. 
/.  Prayer^  1025. 
g.    Verification^  1025. 
h.  Amendments y  1025. 
XI.   The  Defendant s  Pleadings  and  Replication  Thereto^  1026. 

12.  Appointment  of  Guardians  Ad  Litem  for  Infants^  1028. 

13.  Abatement  by  Death  or  Transfer  of  Inter  est ^  1028. 

14.  Withdrawal^  or  Voluntary  Nonsuit  or  Dismissal^  1028. 

15.  Removal  of  Proceeding  to  Federal  Courts  1030. 

16.  Right  to  yury  Trial  of  Will  Contests,  1030. 

17.  Awarding  Issues  and  Frame  and  Form  Thereof  1032. 

a.  General  or  Special  Issues,  10^2. 

b.  Demand  for  Issues,  1035. 

c.  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  in  Issues,  1035. 

d.  General  Requisites  of  Special  Issues,  1035. 

e.  Issue  Directed  to  Part  of  a  Will,  1036. 
/.  Successive  Issues^  1037. 

18.  TricU  of  Issues  by  ^ury,  1037. 

a.  In  General,  1037. 

b.  Order  of  Proof,  1038. 

c.  Op^f^  ond  Close,  1038. 

d.  (Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  and  Instructions^  1038^ 
Testamentary  Capacity,  1038. 
Fraud  or  Undue  Influence,  1038. 
Validity  of  Execution,  1038. 
Features  Common  to  All  Instructions^  1039. 

29.  Directing  Verdict,  1040. 

20.  Verdict,  1040. 

a.  Form  and  Validity,  1040. 

b.  Conclusiveness,  1042. 

21.  Trial  by  the  Court,  1043. 

22.  judgment  or  Decree,  1043. 

a.  Rendition,  Form,  and  General  Requisites,  1043. 

b.  Qualified,  Limited,  and  Partial  Probates,  1046, 

c.  Determining  Construction  or  Operation  of  Wtll,  1048. 

d.  On  Two  or  More  Instruments,  1049. 

23.  Costs  and  Expenses,  1049. 

a.  Security  for  Costs,  1049.' 

b.  Allowance  Prior  to  Probate  and  for  Purpose  of  Con- 

test,  1049. 

c.  Inherent  Power  to  Award  Costs ^  io5o- 

d.  By  Statutory  Provision,  1 050. 

e.  Exercise  of  Discretion,  1052. 
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24.  Vacating  judgment  or  Decree^  1054- 

a.  Power  to  Vacate^  and  Grounds  for  Vacating^  1054. 

b.  Who  May  Make  the  Application^  1058. 

c.  Laches  in  Making  Application^  1058. 

d.  The  Petition^  1058. 

e.  Notice  of  Application^  1058. 
/.  Effect  of  Vacating^  1058. 

25.  New  Trials y  1059. 

26.  Bill  of  Peview^  io59- 

27.  Appeal  and  Error y  1060. 

a.  -^iC?r  7V/a/  2?^  Novo^  1060. 
^.  7^f?r  Errors  of  Law^  1060. 

28.  Collateral  Attack  on  judgment  or  Decree y  ro6i. 

29.  ^/7/  /«;  *S>/  Aside  judgment  or  Decree^  1064. 

30.  Statutory  Suits  to  Establish  Rejected  WillSy  1065. 

n.  Of  VuHGirPATiyx  Wills,  1065. 
nL  Of  Lost  ok  Debtsoyed  Wills,  1065. 
lY.  PsoBATZ  OS  Admission  to  Bscobb  of  Fobsigh  Wills,  io6d 

1.  Power  and  Duty  of  the  Courts  1066. 

2.  Who  May  Make  the  Application^  1069. 

3.  Form  and  Contents  of  Application^  1070. 

4.  Notice  of  Hearings  1071. 

5.  Hearing  and  Contest y  107 1. 

a.  Hearing^  107 1. 

b.  Grounds  of  Contest ^  1073. 

c.  Form  of  Contest  and  Trial  Thereof  ^  1074. 

6.  Order  or  ^udgment^  1075. 

7.  Statutory   Contest  of  Order  or  judgment  Admitting  to 

Record^  1076. 

8.  Second  Application  After  Allowance  or  Rejection  of  Former ^ 

1076. 

9.  Appeal  or  Error y  1076. 

10.  Collateral  Attack  on  Order  or  judgment  Admitting  to 
Record,  1077. 

Y.  Bills  ih  Chavcsbt  akd  Statutobt  Suits  to  Istabliss  ob 
Set  Asibe  Wills,  1078. 

L  Of  Domestic  Wills  Oekeeallt  —  1.  The  yarioiis  Forms  of 
Probate  and  Contest.  —  in  th«  EngUih  EeeiaiiMtieal  Conrti,  which  had 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  wills  so  far  as  they  operated  upon  per- 
sonal property,  but  no  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  devises  of  real 
estate,*  there  were  two  modes  of  obtaining  probate,  one  in  com- 
mon form  and  the  other  in  solemn  form  ox  per  testes.  The  pro- 
bate was  said  to  be  in  common  form  when  the  executor  presented 

1.  In  proceedings  affecting  title  or  Kirk  v.  Bowling,  20  Nel>.  260;    Floyd 

possession  of  real  estate  claimed  under  v.   Herring,  64  N.  Car.  409;    Ward  v. 

the  will,  especially  in  actions  of  eject-  Viclcers,  2  Hayw.  (N.  Car.)  164;  Tomp- 

ment,  the  original  will  had  to  be  pro-  kins  v,  Tompkins,  i  Story  (U.  S.)  547. 

duced  and  proved  the  same  as  a  deed  See  also  the  cases  cited  in  the  next  note 

or   any    other    disputed    instrument,  but  one. 
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the  will  for  probate  in  the  absence  of  the  parties,  and,  without 
citing  them,  proceeded  ex  parte  with  his  proof;  *  and  it  was  said 
to  be  in  solemn  form  when  those  in  interest  were  cited  to  be 
present,  and  full  proof  was  made  by  the  examination  of  witnesses. 
When  a  will  was  proved  in  common  form,  the  court  might  at  any 
time  within  thirty  years  after  probate,  of  its  own  motion  or  at  the 
instance  of  the  next  of  kin  or  other  person  interested,  require  the 
executor  to  prove  the  will  in  solemn  form.* 

In  tlM  Vnitad  SUtM  there  is  a  general  similarity  of  practice  in 
administering  the  various  statutory  methods  of  probate  and  con* 
test,  but  a  considerable  diversity  in  their  technical  features.'  In 
some  of  the  states  the  proceeding  in  the  probate  court  upon  the 
original  application  for  probate  is  entirely  ex  parte^  but  some 
proof  of  the  will  other  than  the  oath  of  the  executor,  which  was 
sufficient  for  the  English  probate  in  common  form,  is  always 
required.^     In  others  a  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a  contest 

1.  "  In  England    •    *    •    the   pro-  Johnston,    12   Ircd   L.   (M.   Car.)  355; 

bate  of  the  will  in  the  common  form  Randolph  7^  Hughes,  89  N.  Car.  428; 

consists  of  the  oath  of  the  executor  that  Ralston  v.  Telfair,  i  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N. 

the  paper  propounded  is  the  true  last  Car.)  482. 

will  and  testament  of  the  deceased,"        Oregon.  —  Hubbard    v,   Hubbard,  7 

etc.     Matter  of  Drayton,  4  McCord  L.  Oregon  42. 
(S.  Car.)  46.  South  Carolina.  —  Matter  of  Drayton, 

8.  Matter  cf  Straub,   49   N.  J.   Eq.  4  McCord   L.   (S.   Car.)  46;   Davis  v. 
264;  Wills  V.  Spra^gins,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  Port.  3  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  197. 
543;  Redmond  v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.         Vermont.  —  Domestic,  etc.,  Mission- 
Car.)  438.  ary  Soc.  v.  Eells,  68  Vt.  497;    Ives  v. 

For  other  American  cases  describing  Allyn,  12  Vt.  589. 
the  probate  in  common  and  in  solemn         Virginia.  —  Schultz    v.   Schalu,    10 

form     in    the     Eniplish    ecclesiastical  Gratt.  (Va.)  358;   Wills  v.  Spraggins,  3 

courts  and  the  effect  thereof  see:  Gratt.  (Va.)  529. 

Alabama.  —  Knox  v.  PauU,  95  Ala.         Wisconsin, — 0*Dell   v.    Rogers,   44 

505.  Wis.    136;    Jackman's  WiU,    26  Wis. 

Colorado.  —  Clough     v.    Clough,    10  104. 
Colo.  A  pp.  433.  United  States.  —  Tompkins  v.  Tomp- 

Georgia.  —  Brown    v.   Anderson,    13  kins,  I  Story  (U.  S.)  547. 
Ga.  177.  S.  Thus  the  interest  necessary  to  en- 

Illinois.  —  Luther  v.  Luther,  122  111.  able  a  party  to  contest  a  wiU  or  its  pro- 

558.  bate,  the  sufficiency  of  his  allegations, 

Kentucky.  —  Sneed  v.  Ewing,  5  J.  J.  the  rules  as  to  proper  or  necessary  par- 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  460;  Rogers  v.  Thomas,  i  ties,  framing  issues  for  the  jury,  trial, 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  390;  Wells's  Will,  5  instructions,  verdict,  and  judgment  are 
Litt.  (Ky.)  273;  Bowman  v.  Bartlet,  3  essentially  the  same,  whether  the  con* 
A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  86;  Singleton  v.  test  is  in  the  probate  court  on  written 
Singleton,  8  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  340.  objections  or  a  petition  to  revoke  the 

Massachusetts.  —  Waters  v.  Stickney,  probate,  or  in   an  appellate  court  on 

12  Allen  (Mass.)  i.  reasons  of  appeal,  or  in  another  court 

Mississippi.  —  Martin  v,   Perkins,  56  on  a  code  complaint  or  a  bill  in  chan- 

Miss.  204.  eery;   and  in  framing  the  analysis  of 

Neio  Hampshire.  —  Noyes  v.  Barber,  the  subject  in  the  succeeding  sections 

4  N.  H.  406.  of  this  article  no  distinction  has  been 

A^ew     York.  —  Collier    v.     Idley,    I  made  between  these  several  forms  of 

Bradf.  (M.  Y.)  94.  proceeding. 

North  Carolina.  —  Redmond  v.  Col-        4.  As  to  the  practice  in  the  probate 

Hns,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  430;    Ward  v.  court  on  applications  not  formally  con- 

Vickers,   2   Hayw.  (N.  Car.)  164;    Os-  VtsX.ed,  set  in/ra^l.  t.  Hearing  on  AppH^ 

borne  v.  Leak,  89  N.  Car.  433;  Love  v,  cationt  Not  Formally  Contested. 
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are  given,  formal  or  informal,  in  the  probate  court  If  the  will  is 
allowed  or  rejected  without  a  contest,  or  after  a  contest  not  tried 
by  jury,  an  appeal  may  usually  be  taken  to  an  intermediate  appel- 
late court  having  a  jury,  where  the  case  is  tried  de  novo,^  and  this 
remedy  is  sometimes  exclusive.  In  others,  after  a  decree  of  the 
probate  court  allowing  the  will,  a  retrial  may  be  had  upon  petition 
to  that  court  to  revoke  the  probate,  or  an  action  at  law  or  a  suit 
in  chancery  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  probated  will  may  be 
brought  in  another  court  within  the  county.*  These  methods  of 
contest  by  appeal,   by  petition  to  revoke   the   probate,  or  by 

1,  Sec  infra,  I.  27.  a.  For  Trial  De  same  point  in  Ohio,  Holman  v.  Riddle, 

Novo,  8  Ohio  St.  386. 

S.  Snbftuioeof  Some  of  the  Stotntet  and  Parties  who  appealed  and  contested 
Conitmetioii  Thereof.  —  In  California  a  the  original  probate  where  ihey  were 
petition  to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  thereon  are  de- 
may  be  filed  when  *'  the  original  pro-  barred  from  bringing  the  original 
bate  was  granted  without  a  contest."  action  to  set  aside  the  probate.  Gregg 
Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal.,  g  1330.  Filing  a  v,  Myatt,  78  Iowa  703  [distinguishing 
written  opposition  to  probate  and  with-  Leigh  ton  v,  Orr,  44  Iowa  679;  In  re 
drawing  the  same  after  demurrer  s us-  Middleton,  72  Iowa  424]:  Smith  v. 
tained,  but  before  any  issues  of  fact  James,  74  Iowa  462. 
are  raised,  does  not  create  a  "  contest  '*  In  Kentucky  nonresidents,  under  cer- 
80  as  to  preclude  the  filing  of  a  petition  tain  circumstances,  and  "any  other 
under  the  statute.  Matter  of  Robin-  person  interested  who  was  not  a  party 
son,  106  Cal.  493,  holding  also  that  to  the  proceeding  by  actual  appearance 
where  no  objection  to  the  right  of  the  or  being  personally  served  with  pro- 
con  tescant  to  file  the  petition  is  made  cess  "  may  file  a  petition  in  equity  to 
in  the  trial  court  it  cannot  be  made  on  impeach  the  probate  and  have  the 
appeal.  question    retried.       Stat.    Ky.,    1894, 

*'  A  contest  made  by  an  attorney  ap-  g  4861.    The  action  can   be  brought 

pointed  by  the  court  does  not  bar  a  only  after  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court 

contest  after  probate  by  the  party  so  on    appeal    from   the    County  Court, 

represented,"  if  commenced  within  the  Abbott  v.  Traylor,  11  Bush  (Ky.)  335; 

time  limited  by  the  statute.     Code  Civ.  Hughey  v.  Sidwell,  18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 

Pro.     Cal.,     §    1307:    Cunningham's  260. 

Estate,  54  Cal.  556.  In  Missouri  the  statute  providing  for 

The  statutory  contest  in  the  probate  an  original  action  to  contest  a  prolMited 
court  is  a  civil  action  within  the  mean-  will  does  not  designate  it  as  a  proceed- 
ing of  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal.,  g  1881,  ing  in  chancery,  and  it  is  technically  a 
subdtv.  4,  prohibiting  physicians  and  proceeding  at  law.  Lilly  v,  Tobbein, 
surgeons  from  testifying  to  certain  103  Mo.  477;  Appleby  v.  Brock,  76  Mo. 
matters  in  a  *'  civil  action/*  etc.  314,  holding  that  the  Supreme  Court 

In  Iowa  the  authority  for  bringing  on  appeal  will  not  consider  the  weight 

an  action  to  set  aside  a  probated  will  of  evidence;  Young  v,  Ridenbaugh,  67 

is  given  by  implication  in  Code  189^,  Mo.  574:  Eddie  v.  Parke,  31  Mo.  513; 

g  3296,  which  provides  that  the  original  Swain  v,  Gilbert,  3  Mo.  347,  holding 

probate  shall  be  conclusive  "  until  set  that  the  petition  should  be  presented 

aside  by  an  original  or  appellate  pro-  to  the  law  side  of  the  court.     But  it  has 

ceeding."     Gregg  v,  Myatt,   78  Iowa  many  of  the  features  of  a  suit  in  chan- 

703;    Leighton  v.   Orr.  44  Iowa  679:  eery,  especially  in  respect  of  the  per- 

In  re  Middleton,  72  Iowa  424:  Gilruth  sons    necessary    to  be   made   parties. 

V.  Gilruth,  40  Iowa  346;   Havelick  v.  Lilly  v.  Tobbein,  103  Mo.  477;  Eddie  v. 

Havelick,  18  Iowa  414.     In  an  action  Parke,  31  Mo.  513. 

to  construe  and  enforce  a  will  a  cross-  In  New  York  the  code  contemplates 

bill  by  a  party  interested  directly  attack-  a  contest  of  the  original  application  for 

ing  its  validity  may  be  regarded  as  an  probate  in  the  Surrogate's  Court  at  the 

original   action    contemplated  by  the  option  of  the  parties  cited,   and   such 

code  provision  above  cited.     Kelsey  v.  contest  may  be  continued  de  novo  on 

Kelsey,  57  Iowa  383.    See  also  to  the  appeal    in  the   Supreme    Court.    See 
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original  action,  correspond  in  purpose  and  effect  to  the  probate  in 
solemn  form  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts.* 

WUU  of  Eoftl  Sstote. —  In  a  great  majority  of  the  United  States  the 
probate  court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  admit  to  probate  wills 
containing  devises  of  real  estate,*  and  such  wills  are  probated 
and  contested  in  the  same  manner  as  wills  of  personalty  alone. 

Code  Civ.  Pro.,  g§  2614  et  seq,^  2586,  in,  is  coDcluded  by  a  judgment  esub- 
3588.  Again,  a  party  interested  may,  lishing  the  will,  and  cannot  afterwards 
within  a  year  from  the  recording  of  the  file  a  petition  under  section  264.7  to  re- 
decree,  revive  the  contest  by  petition  to  voice  the  probate.  Matter  of  Rap- 
the  Surrogate's  Court  to  revoke  the  paner,  15  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate 
probate,  and  thus  secure  a  trial  of  the  Ct.)  654. 

matter  denovo.     Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2647;  If  the  Oiiginal  AppUeation  tn  Ttvteto 

Matter  of  Kellum,  50  N.  V.  298,  con-  Is  EqJMtod  the  proponent  may  appeal 

struing  that  provision.     Lastly,  he  may  and  have  a  trial  de  novo.    See  tn/ra,  I. 

within  two  years  bring  an  action   to  27.  a.  For  Trial  De  Novo.    Or  in  some 

determine  the  validity  of  the  probated  states  he  may  bring  an  action  in  an- 

will  in  the  Supreme  Court  and  here  other  court  to  establish   the  rejected 

also  secure  a  trial  de  novo.     Code  Civ.  will.     See  infra^  I.  30.  Statutory  SmiU 

Pro.,   g   2653a,   as  amended  by   Laws  to  Establish  Rejected  Wills, 

1897,  c.  104.  Change  of  Vonne.  —  In  Afaine  the  pro- 

rrior  to  the  amendment  just  men-  ceeding  on   appeal   from   the   probate 

tioned,    section    2653a  authorized    an  court  for  trial  de  novo  is  in  the  nature 

action  only   by  a  '*  person  interested  of  an  action  and  is  within  the  statute 

in"   the  will,  which  was  confined  by  authorizing  a  change  of  venae  for  local 

construction  to   persons  interested  in  prejudice.     Backus  v,  Cheney,  80  Me. 

the  maintenance  of  the  will.     Lewis  v.  17.    See  generally  article  Changs  op 

Cook,  150  N.  Y.  163  [followed  in  Whit-  Venue,  vol.  4.  pp.  373,  403. 

ney  v.  Britton,  16  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  457],  1.  Knox  v.  PauU.  95  Ala.  505;  Kumpe 

^t'^rrM/fME^  in  effect  Thomas  V.  Thomas,  v.   Coons,   63   Ala.  448;    Johnston  v. 

9  M.  Y.   App.   Div.  487,  and  Snow  v.  Glasscock,  2  Ala.  218;  Shaw  v.  Camp, 

Hamilton,  90  Hun  (N.  Y.)  161,  which  61  111.  App.  70;  Luther  v.  Luther,  123 

held  that  the  term  included  heirs  and  III.  558;  Collier  v,  Idley,  i  Bradf.  (N. 

next  of  kin.     By  the  amendment  the  Y.)  94;  Haynes  v.  Haynes,  33  Ohio  .St. 

action  may  be  brought  as  well  by  heirs  598;  Dew  v,  Reid,  52  Ohio  Sl  5^. 

at  law  or  next  of  kin  and  the  probate  As  to  the  nature  of  the  jurisdictxon 

may  be  contested.  exercised  by  a  court  of  chancery  on  a 

Since  the  enactment  of  section  2653a,  bill  filed,  under  statutory  provisions,  to 

just  cited,  it  is  said  that  it  is  hardly  contest  the  validity  of  a  will  admitted 

worth   while   to  appeal  from  a  surro-  to  probate,  see  Schultz  v,  Schnla,  10 

gate's  decree  admitting  a  will  to  pro-  Gratt.  (Va.)  358. 

bate,  unless  the  appeal  is  based  solely  S.  Alabama,  —  Knox    v.   Paull,  95 
upon  questions  of  law.  as  that  section  Ala.  505;  Wood  v,  Mathews,  53  Ala.  i; 
gives    a     remedy    equally     or    more  Herbert  v.  Hanrick,  16  Ala.  581;  Good- 
effectual.     Matter  of    Beck,   6   N.   Y.  man  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410. 
App.  Div.  211.  California,  —  Castro  v,   Richardsoo, 

The  petition  to  revoke  under  section  18  Cal.  478. 

2647,  above  cited,  cannot  be  filed  by  a  Delaware.  —  Cummins  p.  Cummins, 

contestant  who  has  succeeded  in  re-  i  Marv.  (Del.)  423. 

versing  the  original  decree  of  probate  Illinois,  —  Luther  v.  Luther,  122  III. 

on  trial  by  jury   upon  appeal   to  the  558. 

Supreme  Court.    The  will  referred  to  Indiana,  —  Pitts   v,  Melser,  73  Ind. 

in  the  code  is  one  that  has  been  proved  469;   Mauck  v.  Melton,   64   Ind.  414; 

in   the  Surrogate's   Court,  not  in  the  Rogers  v,  Stevens,  8  Ind.  464. 

Supreme  Court.     Matter  of  De  Haas,  lown,  —  Kostelecky  v,  Scherhart,  99 

24  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  420.  Iowa  120. 

One  who  was  a  party  to  an  action  in  AaMjox.— Meyers  v.  Smith,  50  Kao.  i. 
the  Supreme  Court  to  determine  the  JCentucky,  —  Allen  v,  Froman,  96  Ky. 
validity  of  the  will  under  section  2653a,  313 ;  Miller  v.  Swan,  91  Ky.  36:  Ruth- 
above  cited,  and  duly  appeared  there-  erford  v,  Clark,  4  Bush  (Ky.)27;  Jacob 
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2.  Application  for  Probate  —  a.  Who  May  Apply  —  Exeoator  or 
Any  Person  Intereitod.  —  In  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts ,  which  had 
jurisdiction  only  of  wills  of  personalty,  a  will  could  be  propounded 
by  none  but  the  executor  named  in  it,  either  voluntarily  or  upon 
the  citation  of  others  interested  in  the  subject.'  If  the  executor 
refused  or  renounced  it  could  then  be  propounded  by  any  other 
person  interested.*  In  a  few  of  the  United  States  the  primary 
right  to  offer  the  will  for  probate  belongs  to  the  executor,  if  one  is 
named,  and  a  party  interested  may  act  only  where  none  is  named 
or  the  executor   is  dead,   nonresident,  or  refuses  to  act.  etc.* 

V.  Pulliam,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  200;  Rhode      Island,  —  Mathewson       v. 

Paync*s  Will.  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)427;  Sprague.   i   Curt.    (U.    S.)    457,    and 

Wclls*s  Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  276.  Tompkins  v.  Tompkins,  i  Story  (U.  S.) 

Maine.  —  Patten  v.  Tallman,  27  Me.  547.  declaring  the  law  of  Rhode  Island. 

17;  Ex  p.  Fuller,  2  Story  (U.  S.)  327,  a  South   Carolina.  —  Rumph  v.  Hiott, 

case  governed  by  the  law  of  Maine.  35  S.  Car.  444. 

Massachusetts,  —  Tompkins  v.  Tomp-  Tennessee,  —  Wright   v.  Smithson,  7  . 

kins,  I  Story  (U.  S.)  547,  declaring  the  Lea  (Tenn.)  12;  Exp.  Williams,  i  Lea 

law    of   Massachusetts;    Shumway  v.  (Tenn.)  529. 

Holbrook,  i  Pick.  (Mass.)  114:  Parker  Vermont.  —  Ives  v.  Allyn,  13  Vt.  629, 

V.  Parker,  II  Cush.  (Mass.)  519;  Waters  12  Vt.  589;  Domestic,  etc..  Missionary 

V.  Stickney,  12  Allen  (Mass.)  I.  Soc.   v.    Eells,   68  Vt.  497;   Walton  v. 

Michigan.  —  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  70  Hall,  66  Vt.  455. 

Mich.  65;  Lloyd  v.  Chambers,  56  Mich.  riV^Wa.  —  Norvell  v.  Lessueur,  33 

236;  Richards  v.  Pierce,  44  Mich.  444;  Gratt.  (Va.)  222;  Schultz  v.  Schultz,  10 

Pope  V.  Cutler,  34  Mich.  150.  Gratt.  (Va.)  369;  Vaughan  v.  Green,  i 

Minnesota.  —  Greenwood  v.  Murray,  Leigh  (Va.)  287. 

36  Minn.  259;  Babcock  v.  Collins,  60  Wisconsin.— O^X^fXi    v.    Rogers,   44 

Minn.  73.  Wis.  136;  Archer  v.  Meadows,  33  Wis. 

Mississippi.  —  Scott  v.  Calvit,  3  How.  166. 

(Miss.)  148 ;  Martin  v.  Perkins,  56  Miss.  In  the  Diitriet  of  Colombia,  Florida,  and 

204;  Rothschild  v.  Hatch,  54  Miss.  554;  New  York  the  probate  of  a  will  is  only 

Wells  V.  Wells.  35  Miss.  638.  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  validity  in 

Missouri.  —  Jourden  v.  Meier,  31  respect  of  devises  of  real  estate.  Bar- 
Mo.  40.  hour  V.  Moore,  4  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  535 ; 

Nebraska.  —  Loosemore  v.  Smith,  12  Webb  v.  Janney,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 

Neb.    343;   Kirk  v.  Bowling,  20  Neb.  41;    Belton  v.   Summer,  31  Fla.   139; 

a6o.  Snow  v.  Hamilton,  90  Hun  (N.  V.)  157; 

New  Hampshire.  —  Poplin  v.  Hawke,  Bailey  v.  Stewart,  2  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  212; 

8  N.   H.   124;  Barstow  v.  Sprague,  40  Bailey  v.   Hilton,   14    Hun  (N.  Y.)  3; 

N.  H.  27.  Lewis  v.  Cook,  150  N.  Y.  163;  Corley 

North  Carolina.  ^  Osbornt  v.  Leak,  v.  McElmeel.  149  N.  Y.  228;  Matter  of 

89  N.  Car.  433;  London  V.Wilmington,  Merriam,  136  N.  Y.  58. 

etc.,  R.  Co..  88  N.  Car.  584.  In  Karylandthe  admission  to  probate 

Ohio.  —  Woodbridge  v.  Banning,  14  of  a  will  of  realty  is  prima  facie  evi- 
Ohio  St.  328;  Swazey  v.  Blackman,  8  dence  of  its  validity.  Warford  v.  Col- 
Ohio  5;  McClaskey  v.  Barr,  54  Fed.  vin,  14  Md.  532.  But  if  the  will  is 
Rep.  781,  a^rwt>^47  Fed.  Rep.  154.  rejected    the  judgment  is  conclusive 

Oregon.  —  In    re   John,    30    Oregon  against  collateral  attack  in  an  action  of 

494;  Willamette  Falls  Canal,  etc.,  Co.  ejectment.    Johns  v.  Hodges,  62  Md. 

V.   Gordon,  6  Oregon   175;    Jones    v.  525. 

Dove,  6  Oregon  188.  1.  Redmond  v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N. 

Pennsylvania.  ^"^KxtfXA  v.  Fox,  53  Car.)  440;  Wills  v.  Spraggins,  3  Gratt. 

Pa  St.  382;  Wall  r.  Wall,  123  Pa.  St.  (Va.)  542. 

545;  McCay  r.  Clayton,  119  Pa.  St.  133;  2.  Redmond  v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N. 

Broe  f.  Boyle.  108  Pa.  St.  76;  Cochran  Car.)  440. 

V.  Young.   104  Pa.  St.  333;  Wilson  v.  S.  See   Georgia  Code  (1895),  §  3292; 

Gaston,  92  Pa.  St.  207.  Finch  v.  Finch,  14  Ga.   362.   holding 
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But  in  most  of  the  states  the  will  mav  be  propounded  in  the  first 
instance  by  any  person  interested,*  By  express  provision  of 
statute  in  some  of  the  states,  the  will  may  be  exhibited  by  any 
person  and  proof  may  be  immediately  taken  ex  parte;  ^  but 
usually  when  the  will  is  thus  presented  by  a  stranger  the  statutes 
provide  for  notice  to  the  executor  or  others  interested  in  its 
provisions. 

Intantt  of  AspUoant.  —  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  to 
the  contrary,  a  party  propounding  a  will  must  have  an  interest  as 
executor  or  otherwise ; '  but  the  application  may  be  made  by  his 

that  "  until  the  executors  were  cited  to  jud^ce  may,  ex  officic^  or  at  the  instance 

provethe  will,  or  good  cause  shown  why  of  any  one,  cite  the  executor  to  prove 

they  were  not,  such  as  their  death  or  the  will,  because  the  applicant  may  be 

nonresidence,  the  propounder  [legatee]  ignorant  of  the  contents  of  the  will, 

had  no  right  to  offer  the  will  for  pro-  and  may  expect  a  legacy,  and  has  a 

bate  on  his  own  account;"  North  Car-  right  to  be  informed.    3  Bac  Abr.  40, 

olina  Code  (1883),  §§  215 1,  2x52;  Red-  Executors,   etc.,   E,    8;    Godolph.  60. 

mond  V,  Collins,  4  Dev.   L.  (N.  Car.)  Besides,  the  legatees  or  devisees  may 

430,   holding   that  a  legatee  may  pro-  be  absent  or  unknown;  in  which  cases 

pound   the  will    if    the    executor    re-  it  is  proper  for  the  judge  of  probate  to 

nounces;  Enloe  v,  Sherrill,  6  I  red.  L.  proceed  ex  officio^  and  to  prevent  the 

(N.  Car.)  212.     See  also  Ford  r.  Ford,  concealment,    suppression,  or   loss  of 

7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  92.  the    will."     Stebbins    7.    Lathrop,   4 

A  devisee,  in  the  absence  of  such  a  Pick.  (Mass.)  42. 

statute  as  is  mentioned   in   the   text,  8.  See   Martin   v,  Perkins,  56  Miss. 

would   undoubtedly   be  competent  to  207,  quoting  the  Mississippi  statute, 

apply  for  probate  in  the  first  instance  8.  Enloe  cr.  Sherrill,  6  Ired.  L.  (N. 

in  those  states  where  wills  of  realty  Car.)  212;  Finch  cr.  Finch,  14  Ga.  362, 

must   be  probated,   as  the  probate  of  holding  that  an  application  made  by 

sjch  wills  depends  entirely  upon  stat-  one  having  no  right  may  be  dismissed 

ute.     Wells's  Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  276.  upon    the    suggestion    of    an    amicus 

1.  See  Wells  v.  Wells,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  curia.    The  court  also ssdd  that'*  where 

(Ky.)  152;  Lytle's  Succession,  i  Rob.  the  interest  does  not  prima  facie  ap- 

(La.)  263;  Stebbins  v,  Lathrop,  4  Pick,  pear,  as  for  instance  where  a  creditor 

(Mass.)  33;    Eliot   v,   Eliot,    10  Allen  seeks  to  set  up  the  will,  the  propounder 

(Mass.)  357;  Taylor  v.  Bennett,  i  Ohio  may  make  his  interest  appear  by  his 

Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  95,  i  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  57;  own    oath,    or   by    some    other  tesd- 

El  well   V,   Universalist   Gen.  Conven-  mony;"  but  that  where  the  will  shows 

tion,  76  Tex.  514;    Phelps  v,  Ashton,  that  the  propounder  is  a  legatee  a  re- 

30  Tex.   344;    Schultz   v,   Schultz,    10  sort  to  aliunde  evidence  of  interest  is 

Grait.  (Va.)  369;  Wills  v.  Spraggins,  3  unnecessary.      See  further  as  to  suffi- 

Gratt.  (Va.)  542.  ciency  of  interest,  infra,  IV.    2.   Who 

Compalling  Caitodian  of  Will  to  Pro-  May  Make  the  Application^  relating  to 
duee  It.  —  The  statutes  frequently  the  interest  of  an  applicant  for  the  ad- 
authorize  the  court,  upon  application  mission  to  record  of  a  foreign  wilL 
of  a  party  interested,  to  compel  a  per-  Tho  Wifs  of  a  Beviioo  does  not,  by 
son  who  is  alleged  to  have  possession  reason  of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower, 
of  the  will  to  produce  it  for  probate,  have  sufficient  interest  to  propound  the 
For  construction  of  such  statutes  and  will.  Matter  of  RoUwagen,  48  How. 
for  proceedings  under  them  see  Matter  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  103. 
of  Foos,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  600;  Stebbins  Widow  of  Booedent  —  In  Kennard  p. 
V.  Lathrop,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  33;  Loring  Kennard,  63  N.  H.  303,  the  discussion 
V,  Oakey,  98  Mass.  267;  Nichols's  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
Estate,  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  Rep.  484;  widow  is  not '*  interested  "  in  the  will, 
Roberts  v.  Trawick,  13  Ala.  68;  Israel  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  so 
V,  Wolf.  100  Ga.  339;  Duckworth  v.  as  to  entitle  her  to  apply  for  probate 
Matlock,  31  Ind.  380.  thereof. 

ProooodingEzOfieio.— '*  Itissaidthe  A  Creditor  of  tho  Booedont  and  also  of 
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agent  or  attorney,*  and  any  interest,  however  slight,  and  even, 
it  seems,  the  bare  possibility  of  an  interest,  is  sufficient  to  entitle 
a  party  to  propound  a  testamentary  paper.* 

PartiM  InterMtad  lUy  Join  in  propounding  the  will.' 

b.  Form  and  Contents  of  Application  —  Fom.  —  Where 

the  statute  prescribes  no  form  of  application  it  may  be  made 
orally;*  but  the  better  practice  is  to  make  it  in  writing,*  and  the 
probate  court  has  a  discretion  to  require  that  it  be  made  in  that 
form.* 

Content!.  —  It  is  the  better  practice  to  allege  in  the  petition  for 
probate  the  facts  necessary  to  show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
the  validity  of  the  will,  the  interest  of  the  proponent,  and  the 
names,  description,  and  residence  of  those  who  would  be  entitled 
to  the  estate  as  heirs  or  distributees,^  and  this  is  in  substance 

the  executor  and  principal  legatee  was  must  be  extended  to  the  petitioner  by 

held  to  have  sufficient  interest,  in  Steb-  the  judge,  in  the  consideration  of  pre- 

bins  V,   Lathrop,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  33,  liminary  questions,  because  it  cannot 

where  the  court  said  that  "  by  our  law  always  be  foretold  who  may  be  inter* 

whoever  has  a  right  to  ofifer  a  will  in  ested  or  what  the  interpretation  of  the 

evidence,  or  to  make   title  under  it,  will  may  be.*'     Keniston  v,  Adams,  80 

may  insist  on  having  it  proved."    See  Me.  290. 

also  Wells  v,  Walsh,  87  Wis.  67.  8.  Clemens  v,  Patterson,  38  Ala.  721; 

A  Gnardlan  of  an  In&nt  Legatee  may  Deslonde  v,  Darrington,  29  Ala.  92. 

petition  for  probate.     Morford  v,  Dief-  4.  Small  v,  McCalley,  51  Ala.  527; 

fenbacker,  54  Mich.  593,  holding  also  Deslonde  v,   Darrington,   29  Ala.  92, 

that  a  decree  allowing  the  will  cannot  holding  that  where  two  executors  orally 

be  collaterally  attacked  on  the  ground  propounded  the  will  and  the  court  set 

that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  peti-  a  day  for  the  hearing,  the  application 

tioner's    allegation    of     interest     was  was  not  superseded  or  a£fected  by  a 

proved.  subsequent  written  application  by  one 

An  Administrator  of  a  Kortgagoe,  in  a  of  them;    Matter  of  Howard,  22  Cal. 

mortgage  executed  by  a  devisee  under  395;  St.  Leger's  Appeal,  34  Conn.  446, 

a  will,  is  a  '*  person  interested  in  the  where  the  court  said  that  *'  no  process 

estate  "  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  apply  or  formal  propounding  by  the  executor 

for  probate  of  the  will.     Lafferty  v,  was  contemplated  by  the  legislature,  or 

Laflerty,  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  326.  is  necessary   to  give    jurisdiction    or 

A  BUve  to  whom  his  freedom  was  be-  make  an  issue,  and  none  are  known  in 

queathed,  though  he  was  incompetent  our  practice;  *'  In  the  Matter  of  Storey, 

to  sue,  was  allowed  to  petition  by  his  120   111.   244;    Matter  of  Lawrence,  2 

next  friend  for  the  probate  of  the  will.  Wen4>  (N.  Y.)  297. 

Ford  V.  Ford,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  92.  6.  Boyett  v.  Kerr,  7  Ala.  9;  Small  v, 

1.  Evansville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Win-  McCaliey,   51   Ala.   527;    Deslonde  v. 

sor,  148  Ind.  682;  Russell  v,  Hartt,  87  Darrington,   29    Ala.    92;     Wright    v, 

N.  Y,  19.  Fleming,  19  Hun  (N.  Y.)  370.     See  also 

S.  Vestry  v.  Bostwick,  8  App.  Cas.  Whitfield  v.  Hurst,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.) 

(D.  C.)  452.  holding  that  the  vestry  of  174. 

a  church  corporation,  to  which  a  testa-  6.  Small  v.  McCalley,  51  Ala.  527. 

tor  had  attempted  to  make  a  bequest  7.  See  the  following  cases,  decided 

for  a  charitable  home,  has  sufficient  in-  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions, 

terest  to  ask  for  the  probate  of  the  will,  where  the  practice  was  expressly  rec- 

"  The  true  rule  to  be  extracted  from  ommended    or    followed:      Boyett   v. 

the  cases  is  that  any  person  who  be-  Kerr,  7  Ala.   15;    Morford  v.  Dieffen- 

lieves  himself  interested  in  its  provi-  backer,   54    Mich.    593;    Whitfield    v, 

sions,  and  is  not  a  mere  intruder,  if  Hursr,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  170. 

the  executor  declines  to  move  in  the  "  When  a  will  is  offered  for  probate 

matter,  may  ask  that  the  instrument  an  allegation  in  writing  is  exhibited, 

be    probated.      And    much    liberality  stating  the  will,  the  circumstances  of. 
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required  by  statute  in  many  of  the  states.^ 

3.  Beproponnding  a  Will  Onoe  Probated  or  Bejected.  —  An  appli- 
cation to  repropound  a  will  once  probated  or  rejected  is  a  col- 
lateral attack  on  the  first  proceeding.*     Hence  — 

Will  AlzMdy  Probated.  —  An  application  to  admit  to  probate  a  will 
which  has  previously  been  admitted  to  probate  in  the  same  court 
should  be  dismissed  '  unless  the  first  proceeding  was  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction.* 

WiU  Onoe  B«jeoted.  —  And  when  a  will  has  been  fairly  propounded 
by  a  party  interested,  and  fairly  rejected  on  the  merits,  it  cannot 
be  again  propounded  by  him,  or  by  others  who  may  be  interested, 
so  long  as  the  order  of  rejection  remains  unreversed.*     But  if  the 

the  party  deceased,  the  factum  of  the  cation  to  revoke  the  probate.     Matter 

will,  the  intentioQ  that  it  should  be  tes-  of  Watson,  131  K.  Y.  587,  42  N.  Y.  Sl 

tamentary,  its  attestation,  and  all  the  Rep.  877. 

proofs  the   persons    propounding   the  A  Creditor  need  not  allege  more  than 

allegation   can  and  expect    to   make,  the  bare  fact  that  he  is  a  creditor,  un- 

There  are   no  parties   made,  that  is,  less  the  allegation  is  denied,  in  which 

none  stated  in  the  allegation  itself,  on  case  the  court  will  require  a  definite 

whom  process  is  to  be  served,  to  con-  statement  of  the  nature  of  his  claim  by 

stitute  an  adversary  contest."      Red-  setting  forth  the  facts  upon  which  it  is 

mond  V,  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  founded.     Gove  v.  Harris,  4  Dem.  (N. 

437.    where   the  court    was    evidently  Y.)  293. 

speaking  of  an  application  for  probate  Verification  may  be  made  before  a 

in "  common  form."  commissioner    of    deeds.      Bolton    r. 

iMtaoMiitarj  Gapadty  of  the  Deooaiod  Jacks,  6  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  166. 

need   not   be  alleged  in  the   petition.  Sufficiency  of  the  Description  of  the 

In  re  Hathaway,  46  Mich.  326;    See-  Will,  —  See  Crossman  v,  Crossman,  95 

brock  V,  Fedawa,  30  Neb.  424.     Compare  N.  Y.  145,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  69. 

Beaubien  v,  Cicotte,  8  Mich.  9.  The  Existence  of  an  Adopted  Child  of 

The  Prodnotion  of  tho  Origijud  Will  is  the  testator  should  be  alleged  if  the 

not  absolutely  essential  to  the  jurisdic-  fact  is  known.     Matter  of  Gregory,  13 

tion  of  the  court;  a  copy  may  be  suffi-  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  363. 

cient.     Miller  V.  Swan,  91  Ky.  36,  hold-  8.  Matter  of  Warfield,   22    Cal.   51. 

ing  that  the  probate  of  a  copy  cannot  See  also  infra,  I.  28.  Collateral  Attack 

be     collaterally     attacked.       Happy's  on  Judgment  or  Decree, 

Will,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  553;  Matter  of  Dela-  8.  Matter  of    Warfield,   22  Cal.   51, 

plaine,  45  Hun  (N.  Y.)  225.  holding  that  the  remedy  is  by  appeal 

1.  See  for  instance  Code  Civ.  Pro.  or  other  direct  proceeding  to  reverse 

California^  §  1 300.  the    first    judgment,    and    that    mere 

In  Matter  of  Learned,  70  Cal.  140,  it  irregularity   in    the    first  probate  not 

was  held  that  the   petition   need   not  amounting  to  a  want  of  jurisdiction 

state   the   fact  that   the   will   is   holo-  does  not  avoid  its  effect  as  a  bar. 

graphic  in  order  to  validate  its  admis-  4.  First    Prooaoding    Void. —  Gay    v. 

sion  to  probate  as  such.  Minot,  3  Cush.  (Mass.)   352,   holding 

In  New  York,  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  i^  2614,  that  the  allowance  of  a  will  by  a  judge 
provides  for  "  a  written  petition,  duly  who  was  a  debtor  to  the  estate  was  ab- 
verified.  describing  the  will,  setting  solutely  void  and  no  bar  to  a  proceed- 
forth  the  facts  upon  which  the  jurisdic-  ing  for  re-probate, 
tion  of  the  court  to  grant  probate  b,  Wells's  Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  273; 
thereof  depends,  and  praying  that  the  Matter  of  Mousseau,  30  Minn.  902, 
will  may  be  proved  and  that  the  per-  holding  that  a  judgment  admitting  to 
sons  specified  "  as  entitled  to  citation  probate  a  will  which  has  already  been 
*'  may  be  cited  to  attend  the  probate  regularly  admitted  to  probate  by  the 
thereof."  same  court  is  absolutely  void  if  the  fact 

Failure  to  Describe  the  Will  in  the  pe-  of  the  former  judgment  appears  upon 

tition  for  probate  is  immaterial  to  a  de-  the   face  of  the  last  proceeding;   St. 

cision  on  a  subsequent  statutory  appli-  John's   Lodge   No.   i   v.  Callender,  4 
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first  judgment  was  not  rendered  upon  the  merits/  or  was  fraudu- 

Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  343;   Ward  v,  Vick-  Sxeeptioii  to  tha  Bnle.  —  *'  If  a  will 

ers,  2  Hay w.  (N.  Car.)  164,  where  the  has  been   produced  and  admitted   to 

second  proponent  was  a  devisee,  and  it  probate  in  the  proper  court,  and  subse- 

was  held  that  he  was  bound  by  the  for-  quently  another  testamentary  paper  be 

mer  proceeding,  though   not  a  party  found  purporting  to  be  a  codicil  to  the 

thereto,  and  that  his  remedy  was  by  former,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 

appeal;  Redmond  v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  probate    court     could     also     receive 

(N.  Car.)  430,  containing  an  elaborate  and  admit  it  to  probate  at  a  subse- 

diFcussion    of    the    question,    where,  quent    period.      Reed's    Will,    2    B. 

however,  the  court  pointed  out  that  it  Mon.  (Ky.)  80.     Nor  can  it  be  material 

was  not  alleged  in  the  second  applica-  that  a  testamentary  paper  found  after 

tion   that    it   was   based  on   evidence  a  will  had  been  admitted  to  probate 

which  was  not  given  in  the  former  pro-  should  purport  to  be  a  codicil  to  the 

ceeding;    Davis   v.    Port.  3   Brev.  (S.  latter,   or  that  it    should    necessarily 

Car.)  197,  holding  that  the  remedy  was  refer  to  it  in  express  terms.     If  its  pro- 

by  appeal;  Schultz  v.  Schultz,  loGratt.  visions  are  but  supplemental  to  those 

(Va.)  358;  Wills  V.  Spraggins,  3  Gratl.  of  the  will  admitted  to  probate,  or  if 

(Va.)    529;     Norvell    v,    Lessueur,   33  they  do  not  necessarily  conflict  with 

Gratt.(Va.)  222,  a  well-considered  case,  them,  or  if,  though  to  some  extent  the 

See  also  Barney  v.  Hayes,  11  Mont.  99.  two  are  conflicting,  yet  if  there  are  pro- 

In  the   EngUih   Ecdetiiuitical    Conrti  visions  in  the  will  of  prior  date  not  in 

'*  there  can  be  norepropoundingof  the  conflict  nor  inconsistent  with  those  of 

insirument,  after  a  sentence  against  it  the  other,  both  are,  I  apprehend,  to  be 

on  the  merits,  whether  the  former  pro-  regarded  as  parts  and  parcels  of  the 

pounding  has  been  in  solemn  form  or  last  will  of  the  testator,  constituting 

in    common  form.'*    Wills  v,   Sprag-  but  one  whole,  and  that  of  later  date 

gins,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  548.  (assuming  that  it  contains  no  clause  of 

"  By  the  English  rule  a  legatee  can-  express    revocation    of    former    wills) 

not  set  up  a  will  after  it  has  been  liti-  only  serving  to  revoke  the  former  so 

gated  between  the  executor  and  next  far  as  the  provisions  of  the  two  are 

of  kin,  and  pronounced  against,  unless  conflicting  and  incompatible.     *    *    * 

he  can  show  an  agreement  to  set  aside  And  so,  as  it  seems  to  me.  If  the  later 

the  will  by  fraud  or  collusion."     Walsh  will  contains  an  express  clause  of  revo- 

V.  Ryan,  i  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  433.  cation   of  former  wills,  or  contains  a 

PartiM  Kot  Cited  or  under  Disahilitj. —  disposition  of  the  estate  incompatible 
It  was  clearly  held  in  Redmond  v.  Col-  with  the  provisions  of  the  former,  or 
lins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  444,  that  where  from  its  general  character  may  be  in- 
the  executor  propounds  a  testament  ferred  to  be  an  entire  new  instrument 
and  it  is  rejected  after  verdict  upon  an  intended  to  supersede  the  former,  the 
issue,  a  legatee  not  cited,  as  well  as  court  of  probate  should  receive  and  ad- 
one  who  is  an  itil^nl^  feme  covert^  non-  mit  it  to  probate,  leaving  it  to  have 
resident,  or  even  not  in  esse,  is  con-  such  effect  as  the  law  would  necessa- 
cluded  and  cannot  repropound  the  rily  attach  to  it.  And  I  can  scarcely 
instrument.  See  also  Harvey  t^.  Smith,  think  that  it  is  necessary,  in  such  a 
I  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  186.  case,  first  to  tile  a  bill  under  the  statute 

But  in  New  York^  by  force  of  Code  to  set  aside  the  former  will,  if  indeed 

Civ.  Pro.,  §  2627,  a  decree  refusing  to  such  a  proceeding  could  be  sustained." 

probate  a  will  of  real  property  is  not  Schultz  v.  Schultz,  10  Gratt.  (Va.)  373. 

binding  upon  a  devisee  who  was  not  To  the  same  point  see  Barney  v.  Hayes, 

cited,  and  he  may  repropound  the  will.  11  Mont.  99.     Contra^  as  to  the  last  part 

Jn   re  Dates,  (Supreme  Ct.)  12  N.  V.  of  the  foregoing  quotation.  Hardy  v. 

Supp.  205.  Hardy,  26  Ala.  524.    See  further,  as  to 

TheBnleQnalilied.  —  Where  a  will  has  the  power  of  the  court  to  vacate  its 

been   propounded  and  probated   as  a  decree  admitting  a  will  to  probate  upon 

will  of  personalty  only,  it  may  be  re-  the  production  of  a  later  will  revoking 

propounded  as  a  will  of  real  estate,  if  it,  infra,  I.  24.  «.  Power  to  Vfuate,  and 

the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  both,  and  Grounds  for  Vacating, 

the  statute  makes  a   distinction    be-  1.  Ininffldeney  of  AUe^tioni.  —  If  the 

tween  them.     Morgan  v.  Bass,  3  Ired.  first  application  was  dismissed  or  the 

L.  (N.  Car.)  243.  proponent  nonsuited  because  of  the  in- 
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lently  and  coUusively  obtained,*  or  if  the  second  applicant  had 
no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  prior  proceeding  and  has  no  other 
remedy,*  the  instrument  may  be  repropounded  for  probate.  And 
perhaps  newly  discovered  evidence  would  justify  the  second 
proceeding.' 

sufficiency  of  the  allegations  in  his  pe-  solemn  manner  and  supply  fall  pnxxL 

tition  for  probate,  he  may  repropound  It  appears  that  there  was  no  other  rem- 

the     will     on    sufficient    allegations,  edy,  for  the  court  said:    **  There  is  no 

Whitfield  v.  Hurst,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  express  provision  allowing  a  legatee  or 

176.  devisee  to  have  a  full  and  formal  in- 

If  Want  of  Intorttt  in  the  Applieaat  is  vestigation  of  whether  the  instrument 

the  ground  upon  which  an  application  be  a  valid  will  and  testament,  if  the 

to  probate  a  will  is  denied,  the  judg-  court  or  clerk  has  refused,  on  the  ex 

ment  is  no  impediment  to  a  subsequent  parte  exhibition  of   it,   to    declare   it 

application  by  any  one  having  the  re-  proved.'*     Martin  v.  Perkins,  56  Miss, 

quisite  interest.     Lilly  v,  Tobbein,  103  204.    That  such  a  remedy  does  exist  in 

Mo.  486.  some  of  the  states,  see  infra^  I.  30. 

1.  GoIliisiOB    in    Fonner  Proeeedlng —  Statutory    Suits    to   Establish    Rejected 
**  The  rule    •    •    •    that  the  sentence  Wills. 

of  a  court  of  probate  rejecting  a  pro-  In  Ohio  the  earlier  statates  required 

pounded  will  as  invalid  is  conclusive  no  notice  of  the  application  to  admit 

against  all  persons  claiming  under  it  is  the  will  to  probate  and  made  no  provi- 

subject,  however,  to  an  important  ex-  sioo  for  appeal  or  error  where  the  court 

ceptlon.     If    the    sentence    has    been  refused  to  allow  the  will,  and  it  was 

fraudulently  obtained  by  collusion  be-  held  that  "  if  rejected  another  applica- 

tween  the  propounder  and  the  contest-  tion  may  be  made  and  probate  estab- 

ing  party,  it  is  binding  only  between  lished    on    new    and    better    proof/' 

themselves,  and  cannot  affect  the  rights  Hunter's  Will,  6  Ohio  499.    See  also 

of  others  claiming   under  the  instru-  Matter   of    Chapman,    6    Ohio    148; 

ment.     The  propounder,  when  acting  Swazey  v.  Blackman,  8  Ohio  5.     Now 

fairly,  represents  the  will  and  all  inter-  the  statute  provides  for  notice  and  also 

ests  created  by  it;  but  when  guilty  of  for  an  appeal,  and  a  proponent  whose 

collusion,  he  represents  none  but  him-  application  is  defeated  cannot  repro- 

seif  and  the  adverse  party."     Wills  v,  pound  the  will.     M.  E.  Church  Mis- 

Spraggins,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)   548,  where  sionary  Soc  v.  Ely.  56  Ohio  St.  405. 

the    court    refrained    from    deciding  But  if  a  party  interested  in  sustaining 

"  whether,  though  there  be  a  contest-  the  will  had  no  notice  of  the  applica- 

ani,  if  by  reason  of  some  surprise,  ac-  tion  and  refusal  thereof  until  too  late 

cident,  or  mistake,  the  merits  of  the  to  appeal,  he  is  not  concluded  and  may 

case  be  not  heard,  and  a  like  sentence  repropound     the    will.      Feuchter  v. 

be  pronounced  against  the  propounder,  Keyl,  48  Ohio  St.  357,  where  the  peti- 

from    which    circumstances    preclude  tion  is  set  forth  in  full, 

him  from  appealing,  he  can  afterwards  8.  If     newly     discovered    evidence 

be  allowed  to  repropound  the  instru-  would  be  sufficient  to  sustain  an  appli- 

ment."     See  further  as  to  the  effect  of  cation  by  an  executor  to  repropound  a 

fraud  and  collusion,  Vestry  t/.  Bostwick,  will  once  rejected, "  it  would  be  allow- 

8  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  452;  Redmond  v,  able  only  when  applied  for  in  due  sea- 

CoIIins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  435,  where  son  and  under  such  circumstances  as 

the  point  was  left  undecided,  as  also  In  would  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  order 

Colvin  V,  Fraser,  i  Hagg.  Ecc.  107.  a  verdict  ai  law,  obtained  by  fraud  or 

2.  In  ICiiiiisippi  it  was  held  that  surprise,  (o  be  set  aside  and  the  issue 
where  a  devisee  propounded  a  will  for  retried.  *  *  *  It  seems  agreed  that 
probate  ex  parte ^  in  common  form,  and  upon  facts  novita  perventa^  and  only  in 
his  application  was  denied  because  the  that  case,  an  executor  might  repro- 
subscribing  witness  would  not  swear  pound  a  will  before  pronounced 
to  the  testamentary  capacity  of  the  de-  against.  Wood  v.  Medley,  i  Hagg. 
cedent,  it  was  competent  for  another  Ecc.  645.*'  Redmond  v,  Collins,  4 
devisee  who  had  no  notice  of  that  pro-  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  440. 

ceeding  and  was  not  present  to  repro-  Where  a   holographic  will   was  re- 
pound  the  will  in  a  formal  and  more  jected  and  the  proponent  nonsuited  for 
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A  P«titioB  to  Probate  %  Will  which  shows  that  the  instrument  has 
once  been  offered  for  probate  and  rejected  should  allege  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  applicant  seeks  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the 
prior  rejection.* 

4.  Order  on  Filing  the  Application.  —  Upon  filing  the  application 
the  court  fixes  a  day  for  the  hearing  and  directs  notice  thereof  to 
be  given,  unless  the  probate  is  to  be  ex  fart e.* 

5.  VotiLoe  of  Proceedings  for  Probate  or  Contest — Vooowity  and  Charaetor 
•of  Votieo.  —  Where  no  notice  of  an  original  application  to  probate 
a  will  is  required  by  statute,  and  none  is  given,  the  judgment 
allowing  the  will  is  unquestionably  valid  if  the  statute  makes 
ample  provision  for  a  contest  by  appeal  or  in  some  other  mode.' 
Personal  notice  to  parties  interested  is  not  a  constitutional  requi- 
site to  the  validity  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  any  proceedings  to 
probate  or  to  contest  a  will,*  nor  is  it  usually  required  by  statute; 
constructive  notice  by  publication  is  the  common  form  of  notice 
provided  by  law.* 

OlilJootioB  for  Want  of  Votioo.  —  Where  notice  is  not  given  as  required 
by  statute,  objection  may  be  taken  in  the  proceedings,*  or  the 
judgment  may  be  reversed  on  appeal,  or  vacated  or  avoided  in 
some  other  form  of  direct  attack.^ 

irant  of  legal  proof,  it  may  be  repro-  Roberts    v.   Flanagan,   21    Neb.    503; 

pounded  on  discovery  and  production  Wetmore  v,  Parker,  52  N.  Y.  450;  Mat- 

of   belter  proof.     Lopez's  Succession,  ter  of   Bradley,  70  Hun  (N.  Y.)  104; 

33  La.  Ann.  368.  Matter  of  Gregory,  13  Misc.   Rep.  (N. 

1.  Harvey  v.  Smith,  i  Dev.  &  B.  L.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  363;  Matter  of  Por- 

<N.  Car.)  186.  ter,  i  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.) 

8.  In  McCrea  v.  Haraszthy,  51  Cal.  489;  Matter  of  Becker,  28  Hun  ^N.  Y.) 

146,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  requiring  207;  Bibby  v.  Myer,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

orders  to    be    entered   at  length   and  220;    Pryer  v.  Clapp,  i  Dem.  (N.  Y.) 

signed  was  merely  directory  and  did  387;    Matter  of    Soule,    6    Dem.    (N. 

not  invalidate  an  unsigned  entry  of  an  Y.)  137;  Merritt's  Will,  5  Dem.  (N.  Y.) 

order  fixing    a  day   for  hearing   and  544;  Lush  v.  Alburtis,  i  Bradf.  (N.  Y.) 

directing  notice.  456;    Keeney  v,  Whitmarsh,  16  Barb. 

5.  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  (N.  Y.)  141;  Bangarth  v.  Miller,  26 
(Mass.)  330;  Frazer  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Ohio  St.  541;  Southwick  v.  Probate 
Judge,  39  Mich.  198.  Ct.,   18  R.   I.  402;    Perez  v.  Perez,  59 

4.  See    Curtis    v.    Underwood.    lox  Tex.  322;    Brundige  v,  Rutherford,  57 

Cal.  661;  Bonnemort  v.  Gill,  167  Mass.  Tex.  22. 

338;    Matter  of  Mousseau,   30  Minn.  *     Kotioe  bj  PnhUoatioB.  —  See  generally 

202;    In  re  Middleton,  72  Iowa  424;  article  Publication. 

Farrell  v,  Leighton,  49  Iowa  174.  6.  San  Francisco  Protestant  Orphan 

6.  See  Bonnemort  v.  Gill,  167  Mass.  Asylum  v,  Superior  Ct.,  116  Cal.  443: 
338;  Burbeck  v.  Little.  50  Vt.  713.  Stewart's  Estate,  100  Cal.  246:  Matter 

Votloe   bj   Citation.  —  See  generally  of  Odell,  i  Misc.  Rep.(N.  Y.  Surrogate 

article  Citations  (in  Probate  Proceed-  Ct.)  390;    Matter  of  Friedell,  20  N.  Y. 

ings),  vol.  4,  p.  537.  App.   Div.   382;    Matter  of   Porter,    i 

As  to  SnAdenoy  of  Hotief  and  proof  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  489; 

thereof  in  respect  of  compliance  with  Lush  v.  Alburtis,  i  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  456. 

various  statutory  provisions,  see  Mat-  Appearanoe  and  Answer  will  constitute 

ter  of  Hamilton,  120  Cal.  421;  Crew  v,  a  waiver  of  objection  for  insufficiency 

Pratt,  119  Cal.  139;    Matter  of  Miller,  of  notice.     Abila  v,   Padilla,   14  Cal. 

39  Cal.  550;  In  re  Middleton,  72  Iowa  103. 

424;  Farrell  v,  Leighton,  49  Iowa  174;  7.  Lees  v.  Brownings,  15  Ala.  495; 

Alexander  v.  Alexander,  26  Neb.  68;  Walker  v.  Jones,  23  Ala.  448 ;  Stapleton 
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GollAtaral  Attaek  for  WtAt  of  Votioe.  —  When  the  statute  requires 
notice  of  the  proceeding  to  probate  or  contest  a  will,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  for  want  of 
notice  if  the  party  not  notified  may  still  contest  the  will  by  appeal 
and  trial  de  novo  or  by  a  statutory  action,  suit,  or  other  proceed- 
ing.* Whether  a  judgment  or  decree  allowing  or  rejecting  a  will 
after  a  contest  in  the  probate  court  or  on  appeal,  or  in  a  statutory 
suit,  can  be  collaterally  attacked  by  an  heir  at  law  or  next  of  kin 
or  beneficiary  in  the  will  who  had  no  notice  and  was  not  a  party, 
and  for  whom  there  is  no  statutory  remedy,  is  a  question  upon 
which  the  authorities  and  dicta  are  in  conflict.' 

V.  Stapleton,  3i  Ala.  587;  Herrin||^  v,  ?febr<uka,  —  Alexander  v.  Alexaoder, 

Rickeus,  loi  Ala.  340;  Reese  v,  Nolan.  26  Neb.  68. 

99  Ala.  203,  holding  that  one  who  has  New  York.  —  In  re  Dates,  (Supreme 

no   notice  of  the   proceedings  in   the  Ct.)  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  205:  Matter  of  Har- 

probate  court  may  intervene  and  ap-  low,  73  Hun  (N.  Y.)  436;    Dworsky  r. 

peal,  but  that  one  of  the  next  of  kin  Arndtstein,  2g  N.  Y.  App.   Div.  274; 

who  was  duly  notified  has  no  ground  of  New  York  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2473. 

complaint  that  another  was  not  noti-  Ohio,  —  M.    E.    Church    Missionary 

fied;     Shields    r.  Alston,  4  Ala.  248;  Soc.  v.  Ely,  56  Ohio  SL405;  Feuchter 

Billings   V,   Billings,  4   Ark.   90;    See  v.    Keyl,   48  Ohio  St.  366;    BoUes  v. 

Matter    of  Twombley,    120  Cal.    350;  Harris,  34  Ohio  St.  41. 

Canficld  t/.  Wooster,  26  Conn.  384.  Oregon.  —  Richardson  v.   Green,  61 

Vaoating  Judgment  or  Decree  for  want  Fed.  Rep.  423,  controlled  by  the  law 

of  notice,  see  infra^  I.  24.  a.  Power  to  of  Oregon. 

Vacate^  and  Grounds  for  Vacating,  Pennsylvania, -^MilltT^s  Estate,   159 

1.  Hall  V,  Hall,  47  Ala.  290;  Herring  Pa.  St.  562. 

V,    Ricketts,   loi  Ala.  340;    Dickey  v,  Wisconsin,  —  Heminway      r.      Rey- 

Vann,  81  Ala.  425;  Wetmore  v,  Parker,  nolds«  98  Wis.  501;   O'Dell  v,  Rogers, 

52  N.  Y.  450.    See  also  Hoyt  v.  Hoyt,  44  Wis.  136. 

112  N.  Y,  493;    Giddings  v.  Smith,  15  Judgment  Not   Wholly  Invalid.  —  In 

Vt.  344;    Knox  V.  Paull,  95  Ala.   505;  Bailey  v,  Stewart,  2  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  227, 

Hilliard  v,  Binford,  10  Ala.  977.  the  court  said:    "  It  is  quite  clear  to 

S.  In   Penonam.  —  In    some    of    the  my  mind  that  where  a  petition  shows 

cases   the  judgment  seems  to  be  re-  a  case  conferring  jurisdiction,  the  sur- 

garded  as  a  judgment  in  personam^  at  rogate  has  authority  to  act  in  the  prem- 

least  so  far  as  to  make  it  open  to  col-  ises,  and  it  is  not  true  to  say  that  the 

lateral  attack  by  one  who  received  no  subsequent  discovery  of  persons  who 

notice,  actual  or  constructive,  and  had  were  entitled    to    an  interest  in    the 

no  opportunity  to  be  heard.    See  the  estate  as  heirs  would  render  the  decree 

following  cases,  which  appear  to  favor  void.     Such  a  state  of  facts  would  only 

that  view,  although  in  most  of  them  .render  the  decree  inoperative  as  to  the 

the  point  was  not  expressly  ruled  in  person   so  discovered  to  be   entitled, 

judgment:  *    »    •    Xhe  most  that  could  be  said 

Arkansas.  —  Billings    v,   Billings,  4  in  such  a  case  would  be  that  the  pro> 

Ark.  90:    Ouachita  Baptist  College  v.  bate  might  be  avoided,  so  far  as  the 

Scott,  64  Ark.  349.  interests  of  the  heir  not  cited  are  con- 

California.  —  Randolph  v.  Bayue,  44  cerned,  and  that  the  probate  for  that 

Cal.   366;    Curtis  v.    Underwood,   loi  purpose  would  be  set  aside,  if  at  all, 

Cal.  661;    Moore  v.  Earl,  91  Cal.  632;  on  appeal  to  the  discretion  of  the  sor- 

Matter  of  Maxwell,  74  Cal.  384;    Mc-  rogate.*'    See  also  O'Dell  c/.  Rogers,  44 

Crea  v.  Haraszthy,  51  Cal.  146.  Wis.  170;   Samson  v,  Samson,  64  Cal. 

Connecticut,  —  Lancaster's  Appeal,  47  329. 

Conn.  248,  one  judge  dissenting^  but  In  Sem.  —  In  others  the  judgment  is 

writing  no  opinion.  regarded  as  in  rem  and  binding  upon 

Montana.  —  In     re     Charlebois,     6  all  persons  whatsoever,  regardless  of 

Mont.  373.  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  proceeding^ 
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6.  Hearing  on  AppUoations  Vot  Formally  Contested  —  in  Oraeral.  — 

Statutory  provisions  regulating  the  practice  in  the  probate  courts 
on  uncontested  applications  for  probate  are  exceedingly  meagre. 
Usually,  and  perhaps  invariably,  proof  by  one  or  more  of  the 
attesting  witnesses,  or  evidence  of  their  handwriting,  is  required, 
thereby  departing  from  the  practice  in  the  English  ecclesiastical 
courts.^  The  proceedings  are  of  a  summary  character  and 
informal,  but  parties  opposed  to  the  will  may  be  allowed  to  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses  for  the  proponent,  though  not,  as  a  general 
rule,  to  introduce  evidence  themselves  in  support  of  their 
contention.* 

The  following  cases  may  be  consulted  it  is  true  that  the  County  Court,  in  the 
in  support  of  that  view,  though  most  probate  of  a  will,  will  hear  such  perti- 
of  them  consist  of  mere  dicta:  Brown  nent  evidence  as  may  be  offered,  hear- 
ts. Anderson,  13  Ga.  171;  Coalson  v.  ing  upon  its  validity,  the  proceeding 
Tooke,  18  Ga.  742;  Singleton  v.  Single-  does  not  take  on,  nor  could  it,  the  form 
ton,  8  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  340;  Wells's  and  semblance  of  a  legal  contest  be- 
Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  280;  Bonnemort  v,  tween  hostile  parties." 
Gill,  167  Mass.  338;  Allison  v.  Smith.  In  GomiMtioiit  contestants  may  ap- 
x6  Mich.  405;  Rice  v,  Hosking,  105  pear,  cross-examine  the  subscribing 
Mich.  303;  Frazer  v,  Wayne  Circuit  witnesses,  and  produce  other  witnesses 
Judge,  39  Mich.  198;  Armstrong  v.  if  they  desire;  but  **  ordinarily  the  in- 
Baker,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  109;  Ether-  quiry  is  confined  to  the  subscribing 
idge  V.  Corprew,  3  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  witnesses  and  is  preliminary  to  a  final 
19;  Redmond  v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  contest  by  appeal  in  the  Superior 
Car.)  440;  Ward  v.  Vlckers,  2  Hayw.  Court."  St.  Leger*s  Appeal,  34  Conn. 
(N.  Car.)  164,  note;  McNorton  v.  Robe-  434. 

son,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  256;  Woodruff  In  IlUnols  "  the  statute  contemplates 
V,  Taylor,  20  Vt.  65.  Compare  Gal-  the  proceeding  for  admission  to  pro- 
breath  V,  Everett,  84  N.  Car.  546.  bate  as  summary,  requires  no  notice  to 

The  Ineonvenienoe  of  Allowing  a  Col-  be  given,  and  declares  it  in  express 
lateral  Attack  is  argued  with  much  force  terms  the  duty  of  the  County  Court  to 
in  Wells's  Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  279  et  seq,\  receive  probate  of  the  will  without  de- 
Ward  V,  Vickers,  2  Hayw.  (N.  Ciar.)  lay."  Yoc  v,  McCord,  74  111.  33.  See 
164,  note.  See  also  the  brief  of  the  also  In  the  Matter  of  Storey,  120  111. 
distinguished  counsel  for  the  defend-  244. 

ant  in  error  in  Lancaster's  Appeal,  47  In   Kamehnsotti  the  probate  court 

Conn.  251.  '*  is  expected  to  give  such  a  hearing 

1.  See  the  various  statutes,  and  Wills  and  make  such  an  investigation  of  the 
V.  Spraggins,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  543;  Hyl-  facts  as  is  reasonably  necessary  to  de- 
ton  V.  Hylton,  i  Gratt.  (Va.)  161;  termine  whether  the  will  should  be 
Graber  v,  Haaz,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  216;  allowed.  ♦  ♦  •  The  probate  court, 
Downey  v.  Downey,  16  Hun  (N.  Y.)  in  considering  a  petition  fortheallow- 
481.  ance  of  a  will,  may. well  hear  any  one 

That  a  will  should  not  be  admitted  who  claims  an  interest,  and  who  seems 

merely  upon  consent  of  those  opposed  to  be  in  a  position  to  throw  light  upon 

to  it  and  without  an v  proof,  see  Hoyt  the  questions  under  consideration.     It 

V,  Jackson,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  456;  In  re  ma^,  in  its  discretion,  hear  a  person  as 

Lissauer,  (Surrogate  Ct.)  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  amtcus  curia    or  seek   information  in 

260;  Hylton  V.  Hylton,  i  Gratt.  (Va.)  any  other  proper  way  at  the  hearing.'* 

i6x;  Mayo  v,  Jones,  78  N.  Car.  402.  Pattee  v.  Stetson.  170  Mass.  93. 

S.  Colorado. —  In  Clough  v.  Clough,  In  Vow  Hampshiro,  a  party  opposed  to 

10  Colo.   App.   433,   speaking   of    the  the  will  may  appear  and  cross-examine 

practice  on  original  applications    for  without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  peti- 

probate  in  Colorado,   the  court  said:  tion    subsequently  for  a    probate    in 

'*  The  mode  of  procedure  and  practice  solemn  form.    Gray  v.  Gray,  60  N. 

on  the  hearing  of  probate  of  wills  is  not  H.  28. 

expressly  provided  by  statute.    While  In   Vorih  Carolina  the    court   said: 
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OofttiBvaaM  or  PoftpoawMAt.  —  The  court  has  inherent  power  to  con- 
tinue or  postpone  the  hearing  of  the  application.^ 

7.  Time  for  Contefting  Probated  WilL  —  The  time  for  contesting 
probated  wills  is  limited  to  various  periods  in  the  several  states,^ 

"When  the  probate  judge  takes  pro-  by  the  clerk  accordingly,  mast  result  in 
bate  of  a  wiU  in  common  form,  when  a  dismissal  of  the  petition.  Matter  of 
there  are  no  parties  present  to  look  Sbarboro,  63  Cal.  5. 
after  their  interests  and  he  has  the  in-  A  person  not  under  disability  who 
terests  of  all  in  his  hands,  it  is  just  and  does  not  file  his  petition  to  contest  a  pro- 
proper  that  he  should  satisfy  himself,  bated  will  within  the  statutory  period 
not  only  of  the  formal  execution  of  the  takes  no  benefit  from  a  decree  annulling 
will,  but  of  the  capacity  of  the  testator,  the  probate,  upon  the  subsequent 
because  the  law  attaches  great  solem-  petition  of  an  infant  filed  after  removal 
nity  to  his  action  and  makes  his  record  of  his  disability.  Samson  r.  Samson, 
of  probate    conclusive  as   to    all   the  64  Cal.  327. 

world  until  it  shall  be   vacated   by  a  If  a  citation  issued  upon  the  filing  of 

competent  tribunal.*'     Mayo  v,  Jones,  a    statutory    petition    for    contest    is 

78  N.  Car.  402.  quashed  for  a  defect  therein  the  contest 

In  Ohio,    although    the    statute    re-  lapses  and  must  be  dismissed    unless 

quires  notice  to  the  parties  interested,  an  amended  or  alias  citation  is  issued 

no  testimony  can  be  given  against  the  within  one  year  from  the  dismissal  of 

will,  but  they  are  permitted  to  cross-  the  defective  citation.     Bacigalupo  9. 

examine  the   witnesses.     Feuchter  v,  Superior  Ct.,  108  Cal.  92. 

Keyl,  48  Ohio  St.  368;  M.  £.  Church  In  niinois,  Kaaiaf,  lOniisippI,  and  OUt 

Missionary  Soc.  v,   Ely,   56  Ohio  St.  the  period  is  two  years.     Starr  &  Curt. 

405.    And  formerly,  when  the  statute  Annot.  StaL  111.,  1896,  c.  148,  par.  7; 

re(f  uired  no  notice,  testimony  in  oppo-  Gen.  Stat.    Kan.,  1897,  c.    no,   §  90; 

sition  to  the  probate  was  not  allowed.  Code  Miss.,   1892,  §  1822;    Rev.  StaL 

Matter  of  Hathaway,  4  Ohio  Sl  383.  Ohio,  1897,  g  5866. 

In  Oregon  no  contest  is  allowed  on  In  Indiana  and  Xdntueky  the  period  is 

the    original    application    to  probate,  three  years.    Burns's  Annot.  Siat.  Ind., 

Richardson  v.  Green,  61  Fed.  Rep.  423.  1894,   ^^  2766,  2770;   Stat.   Ky.,  1894, 

1.  Curtis    V.    Underwood,    loi    Cal.  g  4861. 

661;  Smith  V.  Jones,  6  Rand.  (Va.)  33.  In  Iowa,  XlHOuri,  IHigiala,  aad  W«t 

See    generally  article  Continuances,  Virginia  the  period  is  five  years.    Code 

vol.  4,  pp.  824,  825.  Iowa,  1897,  g  3447.   subdiv.   3;    Rev. 

IMicrotionary.  —  In  People  v,  Kntck-  StaL  Mo.,  i8C^,  g  8888;  Code  Va..  1873, 

erbocker,   114  111.  539,  the  court  held  c.  118,  §34;  Code  W.  Va.,  1891,  p.  664, 

that  the  discretion  of  the  county   or  g  32. 

probate  court  as  to  the  time  it  will  re-  In  Vow  Tork  the  period  is  one  year 

ceive  probate  of  a  will,   or  which   of  where  a  petition  to  revoke  the  probate 

two  papers  purporting  to  be  the  wills  is  filed  under  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2648: 

of  the  scime   person  shall   be  passed  two  years  where   an  action  to  deter- 

upon  firsL  will  not  be  interfered  with  mine  the  validity  of  the  will  is  brought 

by  an  appellate  courL  under    Code    Civ.    Pro.,   g  a653«,   as 

%,  In  Alabama  the  period  is  eighteen  amended  by  Laws  1897,   c.  104.    See 

monihs.    formerly    five    years.      Civ.  Matter  of  Laytin,   15  Misc.   Rep.  (N. 

Code  Ala.,  1896,  f  4298.  Y.    Surrogate    Cl)    660;     Matter    of 

In  California  aad  WasUagtoa  the  time  Gouraud,  95  N.  Y.  256;  Matter  of  Soule, 

limited  is  one   year.     Code  Civ.  Pro.  6  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  137:    Matter  of  Rup- 

Cal.,  g  1327;  Ballinger*s  AnnoL  Codes  paner,  9  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  422,  and  Mat- 

&  StaL  Wash.,  1897,  g  61 10.  ter  of  Bradley.  70  Hun  (N.  Y.)  IG4,  as 

The  petition  must  be  delivered  for  to  commencement  of  proceeding  within 

filing  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  within  the  year. 

one  year.  A  delivery  to  the  judge  out  Adding  Now Partios  AfUr  SqintioB  if 
of  court  within  the  year  and  presenta-  ttatatorj  Poriod.  —  Where  an  action  is 
tion  by  the  judge  to  the  clerk  after  the  seasonably  instituted  against  some  of 
expiration  of  the  year  with  an  order  to  the  necessary  defendants,  other  de- 
mark  it  filed  as  of  the  date  of  its  deliv-  fendants  may  be  brought  in  by  amend- 
ery  10  the  judge,  and  an  indorsement  ment  after  the  statutory  period  has 
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and  in  respect  of  persons  absent  ^  or  under  disability  is  usually 

extended  for  a  definite  period  after  the  absence  or  disability 

ceases.*  The  right  to  attack  the  probate  by  original  action  being 
entirely  statutorj-,  the  time  within  which  it  must  be  brought  is 
not  extended  by  provisions  relating  to  general  limitations.' 

8.  Form  of  Contest  —  la  Writing.  —  Apart  from  statutory  suits 
to  contest  wills,  and  objections  required  by  statute   to   be   in 

writing,  it  is  the  usual  practice  to  require  the  contestant  to  present 
his  objections  in  writing.* 

expired.     Floyd  v.  Floyd,  90  Ind.  130,  for  an  irregularity  he  cannot  have  the 

which  was  conceded  to  be  an  exception  benefit  of  the  statute  concerning  gen- 

to  the  general   rule  stated   in  article  eral  limitations  which  extends  the  time 

Amendments,  vol.    i,   pp.    623,    624.  if  it  shall    have  expired  during  the 

Other  parties  may  also   be  added  as  pendency    of    an   action   wherein   the 

plaintiffs  notwithstanding   their  right  plaintiff    is    nonsuited.       Peacock     v. 

to  institute  the  suit  at  the  date  of  the  Churchill  38  111.  App.  634. 

amendment  would  have  been  barred.  4.  In  Hew  York  a  rule  of  the  Surro- 

Bradford  v.  Andrews,  20  Ohio  Sl  208.  gate's  Court  passed  under  authority  of 

See  also  Miller's  Estate,  166  Pa.  St.  97.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  g  2533,  requires  a  writ- 

1.  Cessation  of  Disability.  —  A  saving  ten  answer  to  a  petition  for  probate, 
to  a  person  **  absent  from  the  state  "  Henry  v.  Henry,  3  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  322. 
ceases  when  he  returns  even  for  a  brief  Ponnsylvania.  —  In     re    McCarter,   8 
period,    although    he    be    an    infant.  Phila.  <Pa.)  595;  Matter  of  Bradford, 
F^owell  V.  Koehler,  52  Ohio  St.  103.  i  Pars.  Eq.  Cas.  (Pa.)  153. 

Gonstrnetioii  of   ttatato.  —  A   statute  Tonnoisoo  and    North   Carolina.  —  In 

••  saving  to  inf Anxs, /em mes  covert^  per-  Miller  v.  Miller,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  723. 

sons  absent  from  the  state  or  non  com-  the  court  said:  '*  The  object  of  the  pro- 

potes  mentis^  the  like  period  after  the  re-  ceeding  is  simply  to  set  aside  the  pro- 

moval  of  their  respective  disabilities,"  bate  and  have  the  will  certified  to  the 

was  construed  not  to  extend   to  one  Circuit  Court  for  contest  on  an  issue 

who  had  never  been  a  resident,   but  devisatnt  vel  non,     A  petition  has  been 

only  to  residents  who  had  departed  for  held  to  be  the  proper  mode  of  doing 

temporary    purposes.        Wheeler     v.  this,  as  laid  down  by  this  court  in  case 

Wheeler,  134  III.  522,  where  contrary  of  Cornwell  v.  Cornwell,  11  Humph, 

authorities  are  cited  and  considered.  (Tenn.)  487,  following  the  North  Caro- 

2.  A  saving  in  favor  of  persons  un-  /f mi  practice,  as  given  in  case  of  Harvey 
dcr  disability  is  strictly  construed,  v.  Smith,  i  Dev.  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.) 
Powell  V,  Koehler,  52  Ohio  St.  103,  188.  Our  statutes,  however,  do  not 
holding,  however,  that  when  the  ac-  prescribe  this  as  the  mode  of  presenting 
tion  is  saved  to  any  plaintiff  it  inures  the  question  before  County  Court,  but 
to  the  benefit  of  all  interested  with  him  we  think  it  a  proper  and  convenient 
in  the  estate.  practice    in    such  cases."       See  also 

Porson  under  Two  or  Koro  DisabiUtlaf.  Keith  v,  Raglan,  i  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  474; 

—  If  a  person  is  under  two  or  more  of  Whitfield  v.  Hurst,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.) 

the  disabilities  mentioned  in  the  stat-  170. 

ute,  his  right  is  not  barred  until  the  South  Carolina.  —  That  formal  writ- 
expiration  of  the  statutory  period  after  ten  allegations  containing  grounds  of 
the  longest  continuing  disability  is  opposition  may  be  required  upon  de- 
removed.  Powell  V,  Koehler,  52  Ohio  mand  of  the  parties  sustaining  the 
St.  X03.  will,  see  Farr  v,  Thompson,  i  Spears 

S.  Thus  in  Bartlett  v.  Manor,  146  L.  (S.  Car.)  93. 
Ind.  621,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  In  Connootiout,  in  contests  in  the  pro- 
providing  that  a  cause  of  action  which  bate  court,  **  doubtless  it  is  competent 
has  been  concealed  may  be  prosecuted  for  the  court  of  probate  to  order  the 
within  the  period  of  limitation  after  contestants  to  file  their  objections  on 
discovery  does  not  apply  to  actions  to  its  own  motion,  or  on  motion  of  the 
contest  wills.  executor,  but  it  is  rarely  if  ever  done." 

^'here  the  plaintiff's  bill  is  dismissed  St.  Leger's  Appeal,  34  Conn.  446. 
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9.  Fartiet  to  Formal  Contests— a.  The  General  Rule. -- 
Although  it  is  said  that  strictly  speaking  there  are  no  parties  to 
the  proceedings,  and  all  participating  therein  are  actors,*  orderly 
procedure  requires  them  to  take  an  attitude  for  or  against  the 
will,*  and  it  is  a  general  rule,  regarded  as  important  by  the  courts, 
that  all  persons  interested  should  be  made  parties  on  one  side  or 
the  other  of  the  controversy.' 

b.  Plaintiffs  OR  Contestants  —  (i)  In  General — Joinder  of 
Plaintiffs.  —  Any  one  of  the  interested  parties  *  may  institute  the 
statutory  suit  to  contest  the  will,  though  others  refuse  to  join;* 
or  a  part  or  all  may  join,*  or  parties  not  joining  may  be  added  by 
amendment.^  The  joinder  of  a  party  estopped  or  not  interested 
will  not  prejudice  his  coplaintiffs.® 

Ooatsit  by  sa  Infuit  should  b^  in  his  name  by  a  next  friend  or 
guardian  ad  litetn.^ 

(2)  Parties  Not  Heard  at  Original  Probate.  —  In  several  states 
the  right  to  contest  a  probated  will  by  original  action  or  suit  is 
denied  to  those  who  contested  the  original  aoplication  for  probate 
or  appeared  as  parties  in  that  proceeding.**    The  cases  cited  in 

1.  Runyan  v.  Price,  15  Ohio  St.  i ;  X03  Mo.  477,  and  generally  article  Pai* 

McArthur  v.  Allen,  3  Fed.  Rep.  313.  ties  to  Actions,  vol.  15,  pp.  643,  727, 

8.  See  infra^  I.  17.  r.  Plaintiffs  and  PlortiM  Vot  Joiiitiig  OoBelodid. — Those 

Defendants  in  Issues,  who  do  not  join  in  the  petition  to  coa- 

5.  Shaw  V,  Camp,  61  111.  App.  68,  test  a  probated  will  are  concluded  by 
affirmed  163  111.  144;  Freeman  v.  Easly,  the  decree  setting  aside  the  will,  whidt 
117  111.  317;  Floyd  V,  Floyd,  90  Ind.  must  be  in  toto^  Clements  v.  McGina. 
133:  Singleton  v.  Singleton,  8  B.  Mon.  (Cal.  1893)  33  Pac.  Rep.  920;  Matter  of 
(Ky.)  340;  Tibbatts  v.  Berry,  10  B.  Freud,  73  Cal.  555;  unless  those  not 
Mon.  (Ky.)  473;  Eddie  v,  Parke,  31  Mo.  joining  are  within  the  saving  clause  of 
513;  Hutson  V,  Sawyer,  104  N.  Car.  i,  the  statute,  such  as  infants,  Samsoo  v, 
holding  that  the  court  may  require  all  Samson,  64  Cal.  327. 

persons   interested  to  be  brought  be-  6.  Kinnaman  r.  Kinnaman,  71  Ind. 

fore   it;   Miller's   Estate,    159   Pa.   St.  417;  Morse  v.  Morse,  42  Ind.  365. 

575 ;  Wills  V.  Spraggins,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  7.  Bradford  v.  Andrews,  20  Ohio  St. 

529.     See  also  Dower  v.  Church,  21  W.  208. 

Va.  49;  Miller *8  Estate,  x66  Pa.  St.  97,  8.  Floyd  v,  Floyd,  90  Ind.  130,  hold- 
holding  that  if  necessary  parties  are  ing  that  the  interests  of  the  parties  aze 
omitted  the  verdict  will  be  set  aside  at  not  joint  but  several.  See  also  for  the 
their  request.  same  principle  Freeman  cr.  Jennings,  7 

i.  As  to  SnAdsBej  of  Intoroit  as  a  con-  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  381. 

tesiant,  see  infra^  p.  1009.  9.  Middleditch  v.  Williams,  47  N.  J. 

6.  Floyd  V,  rioyd,  90  Ind.  130:  Morse  Eq.  585,  holding  that  where  the  next 
V,  Morse,  42  Ind.  365;  Odom  v.  Thomp-  friend  files  a  caveat  in  his  own  name 
son,  I  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  58.  and  appeals  from  the  adverse  decree 

If  anv  of  the  heirs  refuse  to  join  as  the  record  should  be  remitted  in  limime 

plaintiffs  they  should  be  made  defend-  to  the  court  below  for  a  proper  ameod- 

ants.     Dower  v.  Church,  2Z  W.  Va.  49.  ment,  as  the  cause  could  not  be  heard 

Vumorons  Partios  —  Oao  for  AIL — In  at  the  insunce  of  one  having  no  in- 

Randolph  v,  Lampkin,  90  Ky.  551,  pro-  terest.      See    generally   article    Next 

ceedings  for  original  probate,  it  was  Friend,  vol.  14,  p.  1003  et  seq, 

held  that  one  or  more  of  a  great  num-  10.  In  Alabama  the  sutnte  provides 

ber  of  heirs  may  by  order  of  court  be  that  any  person  interested  **  who  has 

permitted  to  contest  the  will  for  all  not  contested  *'  the  will  in  the  probau 

where  it  is  impracticable  to  bring  all  court,  etc.,  may  file  a  bill  in  chancery 

before    the  court.      Citing  Civ.   Code  to  contest  a  probated  will.    Civ.  Code 

Ky.,  §  25.    See  also  Lilly  v.  Tobbein,  Ala.,  1896,  §4298. 

1008  Volume  XVL 


BomMtie     PROBATE  AND  CONTEST  OF  WILLS.  Willi. 

the  notes  show  that  the  statutes  are  not  construed  strictly  against 
contestants.^ 

(3)  Contestants  by  Virtue  of  Interest  or  Relationship  —  isxnmt 
as  a  Gentral  BaqvUte.  — "Any  person  interested"  is  usually  the 
language  of  the  statute  prescribing  who  may  contest  wills.*  But 
interest  is  essential  even  when  the  statute  is  silent  on  the  point.* 

Persons  who  were  not  nominal  par-  8.  Alabama. —Civ.  Code  1896. 8S4287, 

ties  to  the  contest  in  the  probate  court  4298. 

may  file  the  biH.  although  they  were  Caii/ornia,  ^  CoAt  Civ.  Pro..  §  1307. 

duly  cited  in  the  original  proceedings,  Illinois,  —  Starr  &  Curt.  Annot.  Stat. 

were  examined  as  witnesses  therein,  1896.  c.  148.  g  7. 

and  employed  counsel  to  protect  their  Kansas.  — Code  1897.  c.  no,  §  20. 

interests,  and  purpoaely  abstained  from  Kentucky.  —  Stat.  1894,  g  4861. 

making  themselves  parties  to  the  conn  Mississippi.  —  Code  1893,  §  1822. 

lest,  so  that  they  might  be  in  a  position  Missouri.  —  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  8888. 

to  file  the  bill.     Knox  v.  Paull,  95  Ala.  Ohio.  —  Rev.  Stat.,  §  5858. 

505.     See  also  Leslie  v,  Sims,  39  Ala.  Pennsylvania.  —  Shepard's    Estate, 

161;    Allen    V.   Prater,   35    Ala.    169;  170  Pa.  St.  323. 

Blakey  v.  Blakey,  33  Ala.  611.  Washington.  —  Ballingei's     Annot. 

In  Colorado  '*  any  heir  at  law  or  other  Codes  &  Stat.  1897.  g  6zio. 
person  interested   to  contest  the  said  Virginia.  —  Code  1872.  c.  118, 
will  who  was  not  summoned  by  actual  West    Virginia.  —  Code   189Z, 
■service  of  process  and  who  did  not  ap-  p.  664. 
pear  at  the  probate  of  such  will  may  at  A  bill  to  contest  a  probated  codicil 
any  time  within  two   years  after  the  cannot  be   maintained  where  the  bill 
admitting  of  such  will  to  probate  ap-  admits  the  validity  of  a  will  probated 
pear  and  by  his  or  her  bill  in  equity  at  the  same  time  by  which  the  entire 
*    *    *    contest  the  validity  of  such  estate  is  bequeathed  to  persons  other 
will."    Gen.  Stat.  Colo.,   1883,  g  3508  than  the  plaintiff.     Wilcoxon   v,   Wil- 
<Mills*s     Annot.     Stat.     Colo.,     1891,  coxon,  165  111.  454. 
g  4679),  quoted  in  Clough  v.  Clough,  zo  Timoof  Interest.  —  In  Illinois  the  priv- 
Colo.  App.  433.  ilege  of  contesting  a  probated  will  by 
In  miaoli  the  right  of  the  parties  in-  bill  in  chancery  can  be  exercised  only 
terested  to  file  a  bill  to  contest  a  pro-  by  "  persons  interested,"  which  Is  held 
bated  will  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  to  mean  persons  who  were  directly  in- 
that  some  or  all  of  them  appeared  and  terested  at  the  time  of  the  probate,  or 
contested  in  the  original   proceedings  at  most  those  who  became  interested 
or  on  appeal.     Shaw  v.  Moderwell,  104  within  the  period  limited  by  statute  for 
111.  64;  Critz  V.  Pierce,  zo6  111.  167.  bringing  the  bill.     Storrs  v.  St.  Luke's 
In  Indiana,  by  construction  of  the  Hospital,  75  111.  App.  152.    "  The  in- 
■statute,  now  Burns's  Annot.  Stat.  Ind.,  terest  must  be  a  direct  pecuniary  in- 
1894,  gg  2765,  2766,  a  party  who  unsuc-  terest  affected  by  the  probate  of  the 
•cessfully  contested  the  original  probate  will,     *     •     •     and   not   an   interest 
cannot  institute  an   action   to  contest  which  may  be  subsequently  acquired." 
the  probate.     Duckworth  v.  Hibbs,  38  McDonald  v.  White,  130  111.  493,  hold- 
Ind.  78.  ing  that  the  grantee  of  a  person  inter- 
In  Tirginia  it  was  held  that  one  who  esied  at  the  time  of  the  probate  could 
entered  himself  as  a  contestant  in  the  not  maintain  a  bill  to  set  it  aside, 
■original  probate  proceedings,  but  pres-  In  New  York  one  who,  at  the  time 
«ntly  withdrew,  was  not  a  '*  party  to  he  files  his  petition  under  Code  Civ. 
the  proceeding  "  under  a  statute  debar-  Pro.,  g  2647,  to  revoke  the  probate  of  a 
ring  such  a  person  from  filing  a  bill  to  will,  has  disabled  himself  by  assign- 
contest  the   probate.     The  court  held  ment  or  otherwise  from  sharing  in  the 
that   the  words   quoted   intended  one  estate  should  the  will  be  revoked  can- 
who  continued  to  be  a  party  up  to  and  not  maintain  the  proceeding.     Matter 
including  the  order  probating  or  reject-  of  Peaslee,  73  Hun  (N.  Y.)  116. 
ing  the  will.     Dillard  v.  Dillard,  78  Va.  8.  Burns's    Annot.     Stat.    Indiana^ 
S08.  1894,  g  2766,  allowing  *'  any  person  " 
1.  See  the  preceding  note.  to  institute  an  action  to  contest  a  pro- 
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In  character  it  must  be  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  estate,^  though 
it  may  be  very  small  •  and  not  entirely  free  from  contingencies 
or  doubts.' 

Htln  ftBd  Vtxt  of  Xia  of  course  have  sufficient  interest,^  except 

bated  will,  was  confined  by  construe-  464;  Matter  of  Greeley,  15  Abb.  Pr.  K. 

tion  to  interested  persons.     McDonald  S.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  395,  in  which 

V.  McDonald,  142  Ind.  55;  Niederhaus  case  an  alleged  will  of  1872  being  pro* 

V.    Heldt,    27   Ind.    480;    Schmidt    v,  pounded  for  probate,  the  executors  of 

Bomersbach,  64  Ind.  53;  Kinnaman  v,  an  earlier  alleged  will  appeared  and 

Kinnaman,  71  Ind.  •417.     See  also  the  propounded  the  same  and  were  allowed 

opinions  in  Shepard's  Estate,  170  Pa.  to  contest  the  will  of  1872. 

St.  323,  and  Reid  v,  Vanderheyden,  5  S.  Buckingham's  Appeal,  57  Coon« 

Cow.  (N.   Y.)  733;  Taff  f.  Hosmer,  14  544.     In  Dower  v.  Church,  21  W.  Va. 

Mich.    249;    Matter  of    Hamilton,   76  48,  it  was  held  that  where  the  interest 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  200;  Reid  r.  Vanderhey-  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  bill  contesting  a 

den,  5    Cow.  (N.   Y.)  719;    Brown   v.  will  consists  in  his  claim   under  an 

Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9;  Matter  of  Renton,  earlier  will  not  probated,  the  court  will 

10  Wash.  533.  not  try  the  validity  of  the  former  will, 

*'  Interest  in  the  property  is  the  verv  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  contestant  scu 

foundation    of    the   right  to  caveat.  up  a  b<ma  fi<U  claim. 

Brewer  v»  Barrett,  58  Md.  593.  In  Haddoclc  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Ca, 

CaYsat  by  Straagsr.  —  It  seems  that  a  146  Mass.  155,  where  a  will  was  pro- 
mere  stranger  may  enter  a  caveat  bated  sixty-three  years  after  the  tes- 
against  the  proof  of  a  wiU.  But  it  is  no  tator*s  death,  it  was  held  that  the  will 
more  than  a  monitory  act.  and  "  the  could  be  contested  by  one  whose  title 
power  of  the  stranger  is  limited  to  the  to  real  estate  devised  by  it  might  be 
act  of  entering  it.  Reid  v.  Vander-  affected  by  the  establishment  of  rights 
heyden,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  734.  under  it.     And  in  Staclchoose  v.  Berry- 

1.  Norton's    Appeal,  46  Conn.   527;  hill,  47  Minn.  21,  a  purchaser  of  real 

Matter  of  Hickman,  loi  Cal.  609;  Mat-  estate  of  the  decedent  under  prior  ad- 

ter  of  Sanborn,  98  Cal.  103;  /n  r/ Bee-  ministration   proceedings   which  were 

der,  10  Pa.  St.  261;  Shepard's  Estate,  had  on  the  supposition  that  the  dece- 

170  Pa.  St.  323;  State  Bank  v.  Nelson,  dent  died  intestate  filed  objections  to 

3  Head  (Tenn.)  634;  Cornwell  v.  Com-  the  subsequent   allowance  of  a  will, 

well.  II  Humph.  (Tenn.)  485;  Wynne  His  right  to  do  so,  however,  was  not 

V,  Spiers,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  394.  questioned  or  discussed. 

The  widow  of  a  son  of  the  decedent's  In  order  to  sustain  a  caveat  by  an 

husband  by  a  former  wife  has  no  stand-  heir  who  alleges  a  mistake  as  to  his  ex- 

ing    to    contest    the    decedent's    will,  istence,  etc.,  under  Code  Georgia^  1895, 

Stapler  v,  Hoffman,  i  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  63.  §  3261,  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the 

If  est  of  Kin  to  Hoir.  —  A  person  can-  heir  to  prove  that  he  would  have  been 

not  contest  a  will  merely  because  he  is  favorably  mentioned  in  the  will  but  for 

next  of  kin  to  a  living  heir  of  the  tes-  such  mistake;  he  may  stand  upon  the 

tator.     Taff  v.  Hosmer,  14  Mich.  255:  presumption    that    such    would    have 

Boe  V,  Filleul,  26  La.  Ann.  126.  been  the  case.     Mallery  v.  Young,  98 

A  Wife's  Inchoate  Bight  of  Bowor  is  Ga.  728. 

not  sufficient  to  give  her  a  standing  to  Proof  of  Maniago.  —  In  Pattee  v.  Sict- 

contest    the    will    of    her    husband's  son,  170  Mass.  93,  the  court  ruled  that 

father.     Matter  of  Rollwagen,  48  How.  in  order  to  uphold  an  appeal  by  tbe 

Pr.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  103.  widow   from   a    decree  probating  the 

A  Koureiident  Alien  disabled  by  stat-  will  *'  it  should  appear  with  at  least  a 

ute  from  inheriting  an  interest  in  real  reasonable  degree  of  certainty  **  that 

estate  cannot  maintain  a  bill  to  contest  her   marriage    with   the    testator    was 

the  probate  of  a   will  of  real  estate,  valid. 

Jele  r.  Lemberger,  163  111.  338.  4.  Alden  v.  Johnson,  63  Iowa   124; 

9.  Any  interest,  however  slight,  and  Merrill  v.  Rolston,  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  220; 

even,  it  seems,  the  bare  possibility  of  Franke  v.  Shipley,  22  Oregon  104;  Mc* 

an   interest,   is  sufficient  to  entitle  a  Avoy's    Estate,    8    Pbila.    (Pa.)   595; 

party  to  oppose  a  testamentary  paper.  Cochran  v.  Young,  104  Pa.  St.  333. 

Vestry  v.  Bostwlck,  8  App.  Cas.  (U.  C.)  "  The  only  persons  competent  to  con- 
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those  who  take  a  greater  share  of  the  estate  under  the  will  than 
they  would  acquire  as  heirs  or  next  of  kin ;  ^  but  if  either  of  them 
is  a  beneficiary  in  the  will  his  right  of  contest  may  become  barred 
by  reception  of  his  legacy.* 

test  this  win  are  the  heirs  of  the  realty  Ringo,  (Ky.  1889)  11  S.  W.  Rep.  605; 

or  distributees  entitled  to  the  person-  Fiske  v.  Pratt,  157  Mass.  83. 

aky."     Meyerv.  Fogs:,  7Fia- 292.    See  1.  In  Biles  v.  Dean,  (Miss.  1893)14 

also     Wynne    v.    Spiers,    7    Humph.  So.  Rep.  536,  it  was  held  that  a  person 

(TenQ.)394.  who  received  one-fourth  of  the  estate 

A  husband  serving  a  sentence  for  a  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  and  would  be 

term  of  years  in  the  state  prison  for  entitled  only  to  one-fifth  in  the  absence 

manslaughter  was  held  in  Kenyon  v.  of  a  will,  was  not  a  '*  person  inter- 

Saunders,  18  R.  I.  590,  to  have  suffi-  ested  **  so  as  to  enable  him  to  contest 

cient  interest  in  the  estate  of  his  wife  the  will. 

if  she  died  intestate  to  enable  him  to  In  Matter  of  Peaslee,  73  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

contest  her  will,  although  he  could  not  113,  the  court  said  that  '*  the  aim  of 

administer  her  estate.  the  statute  is  not  to  encourage  vexa* 

WUl  of  Personalty*  —  In  New  York  an  tious  contests,  but  to  secure  to  a  party 

heir  at  law  is  not  as  such  **  a  person  who,  but  for  the  will,  would  receive  a 

interested  in  the  estate  '*  under  a  will  larger  share  of  the   estate    than   be- 

relating    to  personal    property    only,  queathed  to  him  by  it  "  an  opportunity 

Matter  of  Bradley,  70  Hun  (N.  Y.)  104.  to  contest  it. 

Tho  Koxt  of  Kin  of  One  of  tho  TMtator*s  9.  Sstoppol  by  Boeoption  of  Logaey.— 
Host  of  Kin  who  has  died  intestate  sub-  One  who  has  elected  to  take  under  the 
sequent  to  the  death  of  the  testator  may  provisions  of  a  will  is  estopped  to  con- 
contest  the  will.  Brewer  v,  Barrett,  58  test  the  will.  Katz  v,  Schnaier,  87 
Md.  587.  Hun  (N.  Y.)  343. 

ThoBurdonof  Proring  Heirship  is  u^n  Such  election,   to  be  binding,  must 

those  claiming  to  be  heirs.     Solan  v,  be    evidenced     by    unequivocal    acts, 

_Barras,  45  La.  Ann.  1128:  Boe  v,  Fil-  clearly  proved,  must  be  made  with  a 

leul,  26  La.  Ann.  126;  Franke  v.  Ship-  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  the 

ley,  22  Oregon  104.  burden  of  showing  this  is  upon  him 

Intorost  foporsoded.  —  In  Reid  v.  Van-  who  alleges  that  an  election  has  been 

derheyden,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  719,  it  was  made.     Cox  v.  Rogers,  77  Pa.  St.  160. 

held  that  a  brother  of  a  testator  dying  '*  An  election  in  pais  to  take  under  a 

without  issue  ceased  to  have  any  in-  will  should  be  intelligently  made  and 

terest  which  would  enable  him  to  con-  should  be  unambiguous  and  positive  in 

test    the    will    after    the    birth    of    a  its  character  to  amount  to  an  estoppel." 

posthumous  child  of  the  testator.  Miller's  Estate,  159  Pa.  St.  ^i^/foUow- 

In  Kow  York  a  child  born  of  a  mar-  ing  Dickinson  v.  Dickinson,  61  Pa.  St. 

riage  contracted  before  the  execution  401. 

of  his  father's  will  cannot  contest  the  In  consonance  with  the  foregoing 
will  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not  there-  principles  it  was  held  in  Holt  v.  Rice, 
in  or  otherwise  provided  for.  The  54  N.  H.  398,  that  the  receipt  of  his 
statute  gives  him  another  remedy  to  legacy  does  not  alone  bar  the  legatee 
recover  his  share.  Matter  of  Gall,  5  from  contesting  the  will,  but  that  he 
Dem.  (N.  Y.)  374.  Where  a  child  is  may  be  allowed  to  proceed  upon  pay- 
born  after  the  execution  of  his  mother's  ing  into  court  the  amount  received,  and 
will,  he  cannot  contest  if  he  is  **  un-  that  the  only  question  is  whether  at  the 
provided  for  by  any  settlement,"  and  time  the  legacy  was  paid  it  was  vir- 
the  surrogate  has  jurisdiction  to  deter-  tually  understood  that  no  contest  would 
mine  whether  such  is  the  fact.  Matter  be  made.  In  support  of  this  conclu- 
of  Huiell,  6  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  352.  sion  the  court  cited  Hamblett  v.  Ham- 

WiU  in  Favor  of  Adopted  Children.—  blett,  6  N.  H.  333;  Bell  v.  Armstrong, 

Where  a  testator  wills  all  of  his  prop-  i  Add.  Ecc.  365,  and  Braham  v.  Burch- 

erty  to  adopted  children,  his  collateral  ell,   3  Add.    Ecc.   243.     To  the  same 

kindred  cannot  contest  the  will  so  long  effect  see  Ralston  v,  Telfair,  i  Dev.  & 

as  the  judgment  of  adoption  remains  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  482. 

in  force,  where  the  law  makes  adopted  The  acceptance  of  a  bequest  without 

children    heirs    at    law.       Tinker   v,  knowledge  Uiat  the  will  was  obtained 
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The  Widow  of  tho  Dooodoat  may,  according  to  high  authority,  con- 
test his  will.* 


by  fraud  and  undue  influence,  those  the  benefits  conferred  by  the  will 

facts  being  fraudulently  concealed  from  Wise  v,  Rhodes,  84  Pa.  St.  402. 

the  legatee,  does  not  estop  him  from  Where  a  legatee  receives  his  legacy 

contesting  the  will,  and  he  need  not  re-  and  retains  it  until  after  he  has  caused 

turn  the  bequest  as  a  condition  prec-  costs  and  expenses  to  the  estate,  it  is 

edent    to    maintaining    the    contest,  too  late  for  him  to  avoid  an  estoppel  by 

unless  ihe  court,  as  it  may,   requires  tendering  the  amount  into  court.     Mat- 

him  to  do  so.     White  v,  Mayhali,  (Ky.  ter  of  Soule,  22  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y. 

1894)  25  S.  W.  Rep.  881.  Surrogate  Ct.)  236,  i  Connoly  (N.  Y.)  18. 

In  Kostelecky  r.  Scherhart,  99  Iowa  Flea  of  Estoj^ptL  —  As  to  the  form  and 

120,  it  was  held  that  a  legatee  was  not  sufiBciency  of  a  plea  of  estoppel  on  the 

estopped  from  contesting  a  will  by  re-  ground  of  reception  of  a   legacy  see 

ceiving  his  legacy  from  the  executor,  Biles  v.  Dean,  (Miss.  1893)  14  So.  Rep. 

where  the  same  legacy  was  bequeathed  536.     And  see  generally  article  Estop- 

to  him   by  a    former    will   which   he  pel,  vol.  8,  p.  5. 

claimed  was  unrevoked,  and  where  he  1.  Pattee  v.  Stetson,  170  Mass.  93: 
offered  to  return  the  legacy  to  the  ex-  Dexter  v,  Codman,  148  Mass.  421, 
ecutor.  For  other  circumstances  which  where  Knowlton,  J.,  said:  "  Under  our 
were  held  to  deprive  the  acceptance  of  law  a  widow  has  a  direct  pecuniary 
a  legacy  of  the  character  of  an  estoppel,  interest  in  the  estate  of  her  deceased 
see  Marionneaux  v,  Dupuy,  47  La.  husband,  and  a  decree  allowing  his 
Ann.  943.  last  will  and  testament  affects  that  in- 
One  named  as  executor  in  two  wills  terest.  Unless  she  takes  action  it  di- 
who  is  also  residuary  legatee  and  devi-  vests  her  of  the  share  of  his  property 
see  in  both  and  procures  ttie  probate  which  the  law  gives  her,  and  it  leaves 
of  the  first  is  not  precluded  from  ofifer-  her  with  only  such  provision  for  her 
ing  the  second  for  probate  and  asking  wants  as  the  will  makes  for  her.  She 
for  revocation  of  probaie  of  the  first  by  can  take  measures  to  prevent  that  re- 
reason  of  having  received  part  of  the  suit  by  filing  in  the  Probate  Court, 
estate  under  the  first  will.  The  other  within  six  months,  her  waiver  in  writ- 
parties  interested  should  not  be  thus  ing  of  the  provisions  made  for  her  in 
prejudiced  by  his  estoppel.  Paxton  v.  the  will.  Pub.  Stat.,  c.  127,  §  18.  But 
Patterson,  ^  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  the  decree  puts  upon  her  the  burden  of 
Supreme  Ct.)  389.  doing  this.  And  even  then  she  does 
One  who  has  received  a  legacy  un-  not  get  the  same  interest  in  the  estate 
der  a  will  cannot  contest  the  validity  of  which  she  would  have  had  if  the  will 
the  will  without  restoring  the  legacy  had  been  disallowed,  for  she  only  takes 
or  offering  to  do  so,  or  bringing  the  the  income  during  her  life  of  any  sum 
money  into  court.  Lee  v.  Templeton,  exceeding  $10,000  of  personal  property 
73  Ind.  324;  Matter  of  Richardson,  81  to  which  she  would  be  entitled  if  her 
Hun  (K.  Y.)  425.  See  also  Matter  of  husband  had  died  intestate,  and  she 
Peaslee,  73  Hun  (M.  Y.)  113;  Hainer  v.  only  gets  that  by  doing  a  public  act  in 
Iowa  Legion  of  Honor,  78  Iowa  246;  apparent  opposition  to  the  deliberately 
Floyd  V.  Floyd,  90  Ind.  134.  expressed  will  of  her  husband,  when 
On  the  other  hand,  a  legatee  who  has  perhaps  she  knows  that  the  so-called 
received  but  returned  his  legacy  may  will  is  a  forgery,  or  is,  for  other  rea- 
as  a  general  rule  contest  the  will,  sons,  at  variance  with  her  husband's 
Miller*s  Estate,  166  Pa.  St.  97,  159  Pa.  wishes."  Miller  v.  Miller,  5  Heisk. 
St.  562.  (Tenn.)  723,  holds  that  the  widow  may 
In  Cox  V.  Rogers,  77  Pa.  St.  160,  a  contest  the  will  and  that  she  is  not 
legatee  had  received  the  benefit  pro-  estopped  by  expressing  preferences  as 
vided  for  her  by  the  will  and  had  died  to  the  choice  of  a  personal  representa- 
without  any  effort  to  contest  its  valid-  tive.  See  also  Conely  v,  McDonald,  40 
ity.  Her  heirs  at  law  sought  to  con-  Mich.  150;  Lovett  v.  Chisolm,  30 
test  it.     It  was  held  that  her  acceptance  Ala.  88. 

and  retention  of  the  legacy  estopped  Contra.  —  Armstrong  p.  Baker.  9  Ired. 

her  and  those  claiming  under  her  from  L.    (N.    Car.)    109,   holding    that  the 

denying  the  validity  of  the  will.     For  widow  cannot  have  a  will  probated  in 

another  case  of  estoppel  by  enjoying  common  form   re-probated  in  solemn 
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A  Legatee^  undtr  a  Pri«r  Will*  may  contest  a  later  will'  even 

form;  Com.  r.   Bunn,  71  Pa.  St.  405;  under  a  later  will  revoking  the  former. 

McMasters  v.  Blair,  29   Pa.   St.   298,  McCutchen  v.  Loggins,  109  Ala.  457, 

distinguished  in  Dexter  v,  Codman,  148  holding,  however,  that  the  contestant's 

Mass.  421,  above  cited   in   this  note,  allegations  of  fraud  or  undue  influence 

See  also  Matter  of  Keep,  i  Connoly  (N.  in  procuring  the  probated  will  would 

Y.)  104,  which  held  that  where  hus-  be  devoid  of  equity  except  in  connec- 

band  and  wife  executed  mutual  wills  tion  with  averments  relying  upon  the 

in  pursuance  of  an  antenuptial  agree-  later  will. 

ment,  and  he  revoked  his  by  a  subse-  In  New  York  it  was  held  that  parties 

quent  will,  she  could  not  contest  the  whose  sole  interest  is  that  of  legatees 

latter,   and   that  her  remedy   was  in  and  devisees  under  a  will  the  probate 

equity  to  enforce  the  compact  as  an  of  which   has    been    properly    denied 

equitable  lien.  have  no  standing  to  resist  the  admis- 

DiToroed  Wife.  —  In  New  York  a  wife  sion  to  probate  of  a  prior  will.  Matter 
divorced  either  for  her  own  or  her  hus-  of  Gaines,  84  Hun  (N.  Y.)  520. 
band's  misconduct  is  not  entitled  to  In  Massackusetts  a  will  must  first  be 
administration  if  he  dies  intestate,  nor  admitted  to  probate  before  it  can  be 
to  a  distributive  share  of  his  estate,  made  the  basis  of  an  objection  to  the 
and  therefore  cannot  contest  his  will,  probate  of  a  prior  will  which  it  re- 
She  is  not  a  widow.  Matter  of  Ensign,  vokes.  Sewall  v.  Robbins,  139  Mass. 
103  N.  Y.  284.  164. 

SstoppeL —  In  Curtis  v.  Underwood,  8.  Morey  v.  Sohier,  63  N.  H.  507,  and 

loi  Cal.  661,  where  the  probated  will  Buckingham's  Appeal,  57  Conn.  544, 

declared  all  the  property  of  the  testator  holding  that  a  legatee   under  a  prior 

to  be  his  separate  property,  and  be-  will   is  aggrieved    by  the    allowance 

queathed  to  the  widow  a  certain  sum  of  the  later  will  and  may  appeal,  and 

as  well  as  an  allowance  pending  the  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  shall 

closing  of  the  estate,  and  the  propertv  have    proved    the    prior  will;    Dower 

was  distributed  by  a  decree  to  which  v.  Church,  21  W.  Va.  48;    Kostelecky 

the  widow  was  a  party,  it  was  held  v,  Scherhart,  99  Iowa  120,  an   action 

that  by  receiving  all  the  benefits  pro-  to    contest    the    later    probated    will. 

vided    for    her    in    the   will   she  was  See  also  Merrill   v.    Rolston,  5  Redf. 

estopped  from  contesting  its  validity.  (N.  Y.)  220.      But   to    the  point  that 

In  Maurer  v,  Naill,  5  Md.  324,  ap-  it  is  necessary  to  have  the  prior  will 

proved  in  Edelen  v.  Edelen  6  Md.  288,  probated    before    an    interest    can   be 

it  was  held  that  a  widow  who,  by  an  claimed   under    it,   consult  Sewall    v. 

antenuptial     agreement      had     relin-  Robbins,  139  Mass.  164. 

quished  her  rights  in  her  husband's  Devisees  and  Legatees  under  a  Lost  Will 

estate,  in  virtue  of  the  marriage,  had  were  held  entitled    to  contest  a  later 

no  right  to  object  to  the  probate  of  his  will  in    McDonald  v.  McDonald,   142 

will.  Ind.  55. 

1.  In  this  section  we  use  the  term  In  Chittenden's  Will,  Tuck.  (N.  Y.) 
"legatee"  for  convenience  and  also  be-  135,  the  court  refused  to  allow  a  leg- 
cause  in  nearly  all  of  the  cases  the  atee  under  an  alleged  prior  lost  or 
panies  were  legatees;  but  undoubtedly  destroyed  will  to  be  admitted  as  a  con- 
a  devisee  would  stand  on  the  same  testant  until  he  produced  evidence  that 
footing  as  a  legatee.  See  Jele  v.  Lem-  he  had  commenced  an  action  in  the 
berger,  163  111.  345;  Wolf  z'.  Bollinger,  Supreme  Court  to  establish  the  de- 
62  III.  368,  the  latter  case  holding  that  stroyed  will. 

a  devisee  in  a  will  as  it  was  originally  In  Vew  York  the  statute  gives  no  ex- 
drawn  could  contest  the  validity  of  a  press  right  to  contest  the  probate  of  a 
devise  to  one  whose  name  was  substi-  will  to  others  than  the  heirs  and  next 
tuted  for  his  by  cancellation  and  in-  of  kin  and  widow,  if  one  survives; 
terlineation.  legatees  under  an  earlier  or  later  will 

S.  Benefieiarj  under  Later  Will.  —  It  may  contest,  because  the  statute  pro- 
seems  that  in  Alabama  a  probated  will  vides  that  any  executor,  devisee,  or 
may  be  contested  bv  one  who  took  legatee  named  in  a  will,  or  any  person 
nothing  under  the  will  and  would  have  interested  in  the  estate,  may  have  such 
taken  nothing  had  the  deceased  died  will  proved,  and  the  inquiry  is  which 
intestate,  but  who  was  a  beneficiary  of  the  two  instruments  is  the  last  will. 
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though  he  is  neither  heir  at  law  nor  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  < 
and  even  though  he  is  also  a  legatee  under  the  contested  will, 
provided  the  latter  contains  the  smaller  bequest  • 

A  BMidnary  LegatM  may  contest  the  probate  of  other  clauses  in 
the  same  will.' 

On*  BMidldarj  ContMtliig  WUl  of  Aaothor.  —  One  to  whom  property  is 
bequeathed  in  default  of  the  execution  of  a  testamentary  power 
by  another  beneficiary  may  contest  the  will  of  the  latter  attempt- 
ing to  execute  the  power.* 

A  Onditor  of  the  deceased  *  or  of  an  heir  •  or  devisee  '  is  not 
entitled  to  contest  the  decedent's  will. 

TlM  PnbUe  Adminiftrator  cannot  ordinarily  contest  a  will.^ 

Tilt  8Ut«,  by  its  attorney -general  or  other  proper  officer,  may, 
according  to  one  authority,*  but  according  to  another  cannot,** 

Matter  of  Rollvragen,  48  How.  Pr.  (N.  and  was  allowed  to  appeal  as  one  hav- 

Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  103;  Walsh  v,  Ryan,  ing  an  interest,  since  the  aUowance  of 

I   Bradf.  (N.  V.)  433.     See  also  Booth  the  will  would  defeat  his  lien.     And  in 

V,  Kitchen.  7  Hun  (N.  Y.)  260;  N,  Y.  Matter  of  Langevin,  45  Minn.  429,  a 

Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §2617;  Matter  of  Ham-  creditor    with    a    judgment    lien   was 

mersly,  (Supreme  Ci.)  7  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  allowed  10  contest  the  will.     Sec  far- 

292.  ther  as  to  the  status  of  a  judgment 

GoBt«ft  of  CodidL  —  A  legatee  under  creditor.   State  v.   Moehlenkamp,   133 

a  will  may  contest  a  codicil  which  pur-  Mo.  134. 

ports  to  revoke  his  legacy.     Walsh  v,        7.  State   Bank    v.   Nelson,   3    Head 

Ryan,  i  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  433.  (Tenn.)  634.  though  the  creditor  had 

Attorney  In   Faet  of  Logatoo.  —  One  attached  the  supposed  interest  of  the 

who  appears  as  attorney  in  fact  for  devisee. 

nonresident  legatees  contesting  the  A  Jndgmont  Creditor  of  a  devisee 
will  should  produce  some  evidence  whose  interest  was  taken  away  by  an 
that  his  principals  are  alive  and  au-  alleged  codicil  was  held  entitled  to  op- 
thorize  him  to  appear  for  them.  Pan-  pose  the  probate  of  the  codicil  in  Mat- 
coast  V.  Graham,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  294.  ter  of  Coryell,  4  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  429. 

1.  Turhune   v,   Brookfield,    i    Redf.        8.  Matter  of  Hickman,  loi  Cal.  609; 

(N.  Y.)  220  Estate  of  Healy,  122  Cal.  163;  Matter 

9.  Buckingham's  Appeal,   57  Conn,  of  Sanborn,  98  Cal.  103,  citing  Matter 

544-  of  Parsons.  65  Cal.  240. 

8.  Matter  of  Janes,  87  Hun  (N.  Y.)        G»«i/ra.  —  Gombault    v.   Public  Ad- 

57,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  pro-  ministrators,    4    Bradf.    (N.    Y.)  226. 

cured  by  fraud  and  deceit.  holding  that  the  public  administrator 

4.  Coleman's     Estate,    4    Pa.    Dist.  may  intervene  to  contest  the  probate  of 

Rep.  T05.  a  will  as  to  the  personal  estate  where 

6.  Montgomery  v.    Foster,    qi    Ala.  the  decedent  leaves  no  known  heirs  or 

613,  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  cred-  next  of  kin. 

itor's  application  to  contest;  Staplers'.        9.  Gombault  v.   Public  *  Ad  ministra- 

Hoffman,  i  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  63;  Heilman  tors,   4   Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  226.     See  also 

V.  Tones,  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  398.  Cardwell's  Estate,  28   W.  N.  C.  (Pa.) 

6.  Smith     V.    Bradstreet,    16     Pick.  291.  where  the  state  contested  the  will, 

(Mass.)  264;  Shepard's  Estate,  170  Pa.  claiming  an  escheat;    Davis  v.  Davis, 

St.  323.  2  Add.  Ecc.  223,  where  '*  his  majesty's 

The  Croditort  of  a  Hnshand  were  held  proctor  had  intervened  in  the  cause  on 

not  entitled  to  contest  his  wife's  will  in  behalf  of  the  crown;  as  in  the  event  of 

Matter  of  Brown.  47  Hun  (N.  Y.)  360.  the  codicil  propounded  not  being  pro- 

Oreditor  Having  Attachment  or  Jndg-  nounced  for,  the  deceased  was  dead 
ment  Lien. —  In  Smith  v.  Bradstreet,  16  intestate  as  to  the  residue  of  his  prop- 
Pick.  (Mass.)  264,  a  creditor  of  the  heir  erty,  and  he  was  expressly  alleged  to 
had  attached  his  interest  in  the  land  havedied  without  any  known  relation.'* 
prior  to  the  decree  probating  the  will,        10.  Hopf  v.  State,  72  Tex.   281,  de- 
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contest  the  probate  upon  the  ground  that,  the  will  being  invalid, 
the  property  escheats  to  the  state  for  want  of  heirs  or  next  of 
kin. 

KisMUaneonB  Intaretti.  —  A  sole  executor  in  a  will  may  contest  a 
codicil  which  appoints  a  coexecutor  to  act  with  him.*  One 
appointed  executor  in  a  will  *  or  one  to  whom  letters  of  adminis- 
tration have  been  granted  may  contest  the  validity  of  a  will  sub- 
sequently produced.'  Persons  whose  relationship  to  an  infant 
would  entitle  them  to  be  heard  in  proceedings  to  obtain  guardian- 
siiip  may  contest  the  validity  of  his  parent's  will  appointing  a 
guardian.* 

Bwrriyal  ol  Intarest.  —  In  one  state  it  is  held  that  the  statutory 
right  to  contest  a  probated  will  by  an  original  suit  is  a  personal 
privilege  which  does  not  survive  to  the  heirs  or  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  person  interested.* 

(4)  Objection  for  Want  of  Interest.  —  Ordinarily  want  of  interest 
in  the  contestant  will  appear  upon  the  face  of  his  pleading,  in 
which  case,  according  to  the  common  course  of  pleading,  the 
objection  should  be  taken  by  demurrer;*  otherwise  by  answer.'' 
The  objection  cannot  be  taken  for  the  first  time  in  a  court  of  last 
resort.*     Moreover,  it  is  proper  for  the  court  to  hear  and  con- 

cided  upon  the  ground  that  '*  an  es-  of     any    instrument    not    appointing 

cheat  cannot  be  declared  in  a  proceed-  guardians.** 

ing  to  probate  a  will.'*  6.  Storrs  v,  St.  Luke's  Hospital.  75 

1.  Matter  of  Coursen,  4   N.  J.   Eq.  111.  App.  152. 

408.  6.  Tinker  v.  Ringo,  (Ky.  1889)  11  S. 

8.  Connelly  v.  Sullivan,  50  lU.  App.  W.  Rep.  605;  Miller  v.  Miller,  5  Heisk. 

627,  where  the  will  had  been  duly  pro-  (Tenn.)  723;  Keith  v,  Raglan,  i  Coldw. 

bated,  the  case   holding   thai  he  had  (Tenn.)  474;    Schulu    v.    Schultz.    10 

sufficient  interest  to  appeal  from  the  Gratt.  (Va.)36i.     See  also  Montgomery 

probate  of  the  later   will.      See   also  v.  Foster,  ^i  Ala.  613. 

Schultz    V,    Schultz,    10    Gratt.    (Va.)  7.  See  Little  Sisters  of  Poor  v.  Cush- 

360.  ing.  62  Md.  416;  Rogers's  Estate,  154 

Executors  under  a  will  may  contest  Pa.  St.  217;  Pattee  v.  Stetson,  170 Mass. 

a  later  will,  although  the  parties  bene-  93:  Brown  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9. 

ficially    interested    under    the    earlier  Olgeetion  Sua  Sponte.  —  In  Matter  of 

have   released   their  interest.     Matter  Hamilton,  76  Hun  (N.  Y.)  200,  it  was 

of  Greeley,   15  Abb.  Pr.   N.  S.  (N.  Y.  said  that  absence  of  interest  may  be 

Surrogate  Ct.)  393.  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court  by 

8.  Billings  v.  Billings,  4  Ark.  90;  anv  one,  as  the  proceedings  for  the 
Matter  of  Cornelius,  14  Ark.  675;  Con-  probate  of  a  will  belong  to  the  court, 
nelly  v,  Sullivan,  50  III.  App.  627,  die-  which  is  bound  to  see  that  they  are 
tum  that  he  has  an  appealable  interest  properly  conducted, 
as  a  *'  person  interested  in  such  will,"  8.  In  re  Liddington,  (Supreme  Ct.)  4 
citinj^  Doran  v.  Mullen,  78  III.  343,  and  N.  Y.  Supp.  646;  Farr  v.  Thompson,  i 
Matter  of  Page,  118  111.  576,  as  cases  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)  93.  See  also  Mat- 
where  his  right  to  appeal  was  not  ter  of  Robinson,  106  Cal.  493. 
questioned.  Contra.  —  In  Illinois  it  has  been  held 

4.  Taff    V,    Hosmer,    14   Mich.    249,  that  want  of  interest  apparent  on  the 

where  the  court  said:   "  This  of  course  face  of  a  bill  to  contest   a  will  is  a 

gives  them  no  right  to  oppose  it  on  any  jurisdictional  defect  which  is  ground 

ground   except  that   it  is  not  a  valid  for  objection  for  the  first  time  in  the 

will,  as  a  father's  testamentary  power  Supreme  Court.      Jele  v,  Lemberger, 

cannot  be  reviewed.     Neither  does  it  163   111.   338.    See    also    Wilcoxon    v. 

give  them  rights  to  oppose  the  probate  Wilcoxon,  165  III.  454. 
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sider  all  legitimate  evidence  brought  before  it,  whether  by  a  party 
interested  or  not,* 

(5)  Determination  of  Question  of  Interest.  —  Where  the  con- 
testant's  interest  is  disputed  the  question  of  law  or  of  fact  is 
usually  decided  before  proceeding  to  the  trial  of  issues  on  the 
merits.* 

c.  Defendants  —  e«ntnd  B11I0.  —  All  persons  who  may  be  injuri- 
ously affected  by  the  judgment  or  decree  sought  should  be  made 
defendants.'     Thus  the  beneficiaries  in  the  will  ^  as  well  as  the 

1.  Hopf  V,  State.  72  Tex.  287.  formed   Presb.   Church  v.  Nclsoo,  35 

S.  Reilly  v,  Dougherty,  60  Md.  276;  Ohio  St.  638.    See  also  Janes  v,  WiU 

Brewer  v.  Barrett,  58  Md.  587;  Pattee  Hams,  31  Ark.  175:  Miller  v.  Miller,  s 

V.  Stetson,  170  Mass.  93;   Edwards  v,  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  723,  holding,  however, 

Gauiding,    38    Miss.    118;     Morey    v,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 

Sohier.  63  N.  H.  507;    Holt  v.  Rice,  54  that  the  contest  might  be  had  with  any 

N.  H.  398;  Middleditch  v.  Williams,  47  legatee  under  the  will  as  a  defendant. 
N.  J.  Eq.  585;  Henry  v.  Henry,  4  Dem.        In  Andrews  v.  His  Administrators,  7 

(N.   Y.)  253;    Matter  of  Hamilton,  76  Ohio  St.  143,   the  court  said:     "  The 

Hun  (N.  Y.)  200;  Randolph  v,  Hughes,  statute  does  not  prescribe  who  shall  be 

89  N.  Car.  431;    Rogers's  Estate,  154  made  parties  defendant  to  the  bill  in 

Pa.  St.  217,  where  the  evidence  ojf  in-  chancery,  but,  proceeding  in  analogy 

terest  was  conflicting  and  the  Question  to  ordinary  cases  in  chancery,  we  be- 

was  submitted  to  the  jury.     But  see  lieve  it  has  been  the  general  and  per- 

Brown  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9,  where  the  haps   uniform    practice    to   make   the 

court  said '*  it  would  seem  "  that  issues  executors,    as    well    as  legatees    and 

as  to  interest  should  be  tried  as  are  devisees  and  heirs  at  law  who  are  not 

matters  in  abatement.  complainants,  parties  defendant." 

PraetiM  in  Kew  York  Surrogate  Court.  In  Feuchtei  v,  Keyl,  48  Ohio  St. 
—  In  Norton  v.  Lawrence,  i  Redf.  (N.  357,  a  case  in  point  by  analogy,  it  was 
Y.)  473,  it  was  said  that  the  practice  conceded  that  the  executor  is  in  many 
in  the  New  York  County  Surrogate's  respects  the  representative  of  all  par- 
Court,  when  the  contestant's  allegation  ties  interested  in  the  will,  but  that 
of  interest  is  denied,  is  to  take  evi-  where  he  has  repudiated  the  trust 
dence pari  passu  on  the  questions  of  in-  without  entering  upon  its  execution  he 
terest  and  the  validity  of  the  will.  is  a  stranger  to  the  parties,  and  that 

Intoroft  noithir  Admittod  nor  Doaied.—  the  latter  have  independent  rights  and 

Where  the  contestant  alleges  his  rela-  cannot  be  represented  by  him. 
tibnship  and  the  answer  *'  neither  ad-        In  Indiana  the  statute  requires  that 

mits    nor   denies"    it,    it    cannot    be  *' the  executor  and  all  other  persons 

objected  that  issues  on  the  merits  were  beneficially  interested  therein  shall  be 

sent  to  the  jury  without  first  hearing  made  defendants."      Burns's  AnnoL 

testimony  as  to  the  contestant's  inter-  Stat.  Ind.,   1894,  §  2766.     Purchasers 

est.     Little  Sisters  of  Poor  v,  Cushing,  of  land   from   the  devisee  under  the 

62  Md.  416.  probated  will  are  proper  parties  defend- 

8.  Brown    v.    Riggin,    94    111.    560;  ant.     Roberts  v.  Abbott,  127  Ind.  83. 

Moore  v.  Gubbins,  54  III.  App.  163.  The  testator's  widow,  when  she  is  a 

In  Price  v.  Foreman.  11  Biss.  (U.  S.)  beneficiary  in  the  will,  is  a  necessary 

328,  a  case  arising  in  f/iituns  {affirmed  defendant.     Thomas  r.  Wood,  61  Ind. 

sub  nom,  American  Bible  Soc.  v.  Price,  132.     In  Morse  v.  Morse,  42  Ind.  365. 

no  U.  S.  61],  it  was  held  that  an  ex-  it  was  held  that  the  statutory  phrase 

ecutor  to  whom  money  was  bequeathed  ''persons      beneficially      interested" 

in  trust  was  an  indispensable  party  de-  meant   "  the    devisees    and    legatees 

fendant.     See  also  Campbell  v.  Camp-  named  in  the  will  or  those  claiming 

bell,  130  111.  466;  American  Bible  Soc.  under  them,"  and  that  a  posthumous 

V,  Price,  115  111.  623.  child  not  named  in  the  will  was  not  a 

4.  Eddie  v.  Parke,  31  Mo.  5x3;  Wells  proper  or  necessary    defendant.    See 

V.    Wells,    144     Mo.    198;    Odom    v.  further  McDonald  v.  McDonald,   142 

Thompson,  i  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  58;  Re-  Ind.  55. 
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executor  *  are  usually  deemed  necessary  parties.  But  one  having 
no  interest  whatever  in  the  property  affected  by  the  will  is  not  a 
proper  party,  though  he  aided  by  fraud  in  procuring  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will.* 

Hdn  Uafaring  to  Join  as  Plalntifi  may  be  made  defendants.' 
Adding  Partios  by   Amondmont.  —  New  parties   defendant   may  be 
"brought  in  by  amendment,*  even  though  the  statutory  period  for 
contesting  the  will  has  expired  at  the  date  of  the  amendment.* 

d.  Intervention.  —  It  is  the  universal  rule  that  in  statu- 
tory suits,  or  other  proceedings  to  contest  wills,  interested 
parties  may  be  allowed  to  intervene  and  take  positions  on 
either  side   of  the  controversy  •  upon   proper  and   seasonable 

1.  Matter  of  Whetton,  98  Cal.  203  (by  Tecl,  n  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  49;  Red- 
statute);  Odom  V,  Thompson,  i  Hawks  mond  v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.) 
(N.  Car.)  58;  Andrews  v.  His  Adminis-  437;  Miller  v.  Miller,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
trators,  7  Ohio  St.  143;  Keith  v.  Rag-  734;  Corn  well  v.  Corn  well,  11  Humph. 
Ian,  I  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  474.  See  also  (Tenn.)  485;  Patton  v,  Allison,  7 
Miller  v.  Miller,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  723.  Humph.  (Tenn.)  320:    Wills  v.  Sprag* 

In  a  statutory  suit  to  contest  a  pro-  gins,  3  Gratt.  (Va.)  548;    McArthur  v, 

bated  will  the  executor  should  be  made  Allen,  3  Fed.  Rep.  313.     See  also  Pat^ 

a  party  in  his  representative  capacity  ton   v,  Allison,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  320; 

and  not  in  his  own  right.     Coalter  v.  Phelps  v.  Ashton,  30  Tex.  344. 

Bryan,  i  Gratt.  (Va.)  18.  '*  Every  party  in   intei^est  may  be- 

AppUeation  to  Probate  in  Solemn  Form,  come  a  party  in  the  cause  at  any  time 

—  In  Kinard  z^.  Riddlehoover,  3  Rich,  before  the  decision.'*   Sawyer  v.  Dozier, 

L.  (S.  Car.)  258,  it  was  held  that  the  5  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  97. 

executor  should  be  made  a  defendant  Where  a  will  has  been  propounded 

to  an  application  to  have  a  will  proved  by  an  executor  it  is  competent  for  a. 

in  solemn  form,  but  that  if  he  were  legatee  "  to  intervene  for  the  purpose 

dead  or  refused  to  act,  and  there  was  of  having  the  will  proved  and  his  in* 

no  ^m\nv&XX2Ltor  cum  iestamento  annexe^  terests  protected."     Walsh  t'.  Ryan,  I 

the  legatees  or  their  representatives  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  433. 

were  proper  parties.  By  Statute. — Code  Civ.    Pro.    New 

S.  Kennedy  r.  Kennedy,  66  111.  190.  York,  %  2617;  Matter  of  Hannah,  (Su- 

5.  Dower  v.  Church,  21  W.  Va.  49.  preme  Ct.)  11  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  807;  Mat- 
4.  Freeman  v,  Easly,    117   III.  317.  ter  of  Coryell,  4  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  429; 

See  generally  article  Amendments,  vol.  Bogardus  v,   Clark,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.S 

t,  pp.  466,  542.  623;    Foster  v,  Foster,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.> 

6.  Floyd  V,  Floyd,  90  Ind.  130,  48;  Matter  of  Hamilton,  76  Hun  (N. 
Wherein  it  is  conceded  that  this  is  an  Y.)  206;  Booth  v.  Kitchen,  7  Hun  (N. 
exception  to  the  general  rule  touching  Y.)  260;  Dyer  v.  Erving,  2  Dem. 
amendments  as  declared  in  article  (N.  Y.)  160;  Matter  of  Dunn,  i  Dem. 
Amendments,  vol.  i,  pp.  623,  624.  (N.  Y.)  294;  Hamersley  v,  Lockman,  a. 

6.  Indcrpendently  of  Statutory  Authority  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  524;  Laflerty  v.  Lafferty, 
the  right  to  intervene  is  recognized.  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  326;  Lawrence  v,  Par- 
Dickey  V,  Vann,  81  Ala.  430;  Wells  v,  sons,  27  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 
Wells,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  152,  holding  26. 

thatsach  party  had  a  right  to  choose  On   Appeal.  —  Thus    parties  not  ap 

his  attitude  for  or  against  the  will;  pealing  from  the  order  of  the  probate 

Bonnemort   v.    Gill,    167    Mass.   338;  court  may    nevertheless    appear    and 

Lafferty  v,  Lefferty,  5   Redf.  (N.   Y.)  take  sides  with  the  proponents  or  with 

326;    Foster  v.  Foster,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.)  the  contestants  on  the  trial  dt  novo  in 

48;    Walsh    V.    Ryan,    i    Bradf.    (N.  the  appellate  court,  and  may  introduce 

Y.)433;  Gombault  t^.  Public  Adminis-  any  proper  evidence.    Matter  of  Storey, 

trator,  4  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  226;  In  re  Lid-  120  111.  244;  Eisele's  Estate,  7  Pa.  Dist. 

dington,  (Supreme  Ct)  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  Rep.  T15. 

646;  Matter  of  Hammersly,  (Supreme  In  Jackson  v,  Hosmer,  14  Mich.  88» 

Cl)  7  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  392;  Benjamin  v,  it  was  held  that  one  who  did  not  joia 
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application  by  petition  for  that  purpose.' 
e.  Effect  of  Omitting  Interested  Parties — (i)  Objectim 

Taken  in  Defendant's  Pleading.  —  Objection  for  want  of  neces- 
sary parties  may  be  taken  by  demurrer  where  the  defect  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  plaintiff's  pleading;*  otherwise  by  plea  or 
answer  in  equity  •  or  by  answer  in  code  pleading.* 

(2)  Appeal  or  Error,  or  Bill  of  Review. — Oa  Appeal  or  Xizar  the 
omission  of  a  necessary  defendant  is  ground  for  reversal  *  although 
the  objection  be  taken  for  the  first  time  in  the  reviewing  court.* 

BUI  of  BeTiew.  —  Where  the  will  is  contested  by  a  statutory  suit 
in  chancery  and  necessary  plaintiffs  or  defendants  are  omitted 
they  may  file  a  bill  of  review  or  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review 
and  have  a  new  trial  of  the  issue.'' 

(3)  Collateral  Attack  on  Judgment.  —  The  authorities  are  practi- 
cally unanimous  in  declaring  that  a  judgment  or  decree  allowing 
or  rejecting  a  will  after  a  contest  is  conclusive  as  against  collateral 
attack  in  respect  of  interested  persons  who  are  not,  as  well  as 
those  who  are,  formal  parties  to  the  proceedings.*      And   one 

in  an  appeal  from  the  probate  decree  (Va.)   409;    Hall    v,   Gilbert,    31   Wis. 

allowing  a  will  could  not  contest  it  on  691. 

appeal,  but  his  true  position  was  that  7.  Dower  v.  Church,  21  W.   Va.  49, 

of  an  appellee.  holding  that    if    necessary    plaintiffs, 

1.  Petition  of  IntenrentioiL  —  In   the  such  as  heirs,  are  not  made  pardcs, 

absence  of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  a  they  may  file  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a 

person  cannot  take  part  as  an  inter-  bill  of  review;  Singleton  r.  Singleton, 

vener   without  filing  a  petition  to  be  8   B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  345,  holding  that  a 

made    a    party.     Foster   v,   Foster,   7  legatee  or  devisee  who  was  not  made 

Paige  (N.  Y.)  48;  Lafferty  v,  Lafferty,  a  party  in  the  chancery  suit  could  file  a 

5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  326.     See  generally  ar-  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review; 

tide  Intervention,  vol.  11,  p.  504.  Connolly  v,  Connolly,  32  Gratt.  (Va.) 

After  Hearing  or  Trial  and  Final  Decree  657,  holding  also  that  a  bill  of  review 

the   application   is  too    late.     Eisele's  will  lie  for  newly  discovered  evidence. 

Estate,  7  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  115.  The  first  two  foregoing  cases  speak 

8.  Eddie  v,  Parke,  31  Mo.  513;  of  a  *'  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  re- 
Thomas  V,  Wood,  61  Ind.  132;  Dower  view,"  but  if  the  record  shows  that  the 
V,  Church,  21  W.  Va.  50;  Hall  v.  Gil-  omitted  parties  were  necessary,  and  the 
bert,  31  Wis.  691.  plaintifif's  bill  would  ordinarily  show  at 

3.  See  generally  article  Parties  to  least  who  were  necessary  defendants. 
Actions,  vol.  15,  p.  685.  no  reason  is  perceived  why  a  bill  of 

4.  Thomas  v.  Wood,  61  Ind.  132.  review,  strictly   so  called,  wonld   n3t 
6.  Reformed  Presb.  Church  v.  Nel-    lie.     See  generally    article    Bills   of 

son,  35  Ohio  St.  638;  McMaken  v,  Mc-  Review,  vol.  3,  pp.  575,  576,  note  i. 

Maken,  18  Ala.  576.  8.  The  cases  so  decide  on  the  ground 

6.  Wells  V,  Wells,  144  Mo.  198;  Mc-  that  the  proceeding  \^  in  rem,  Mitch- 
Maken  v,  McMaken,  18  Ala.  576;  Re-  ell  v.  Holder,  8  Bush  (Ky.)  362;  Tib- 
formed  Presb.  Church  v.  Nelson,  35  batts  r.  Berr>,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  473; 
Ohio  St.  638.  See  also  Vancleave  r.  McDaniel  v,  McDaniel,  86  Md.  623; 
Beam,  2  Dana  (Ky.)  155;  Roger  v,  Bonnemort  v.  Gill,  167  Mass.  338: 
Thomas,  i  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  300;  Holt  Scott  v,  Calvit,  3  How.  (Miss.)  148: 
V,  Lamb,  17  Ohio  St.  375.  Bogardus   v.   Clark.  4  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

Contra.  —  Thomas  v.  Wood,  61  Ind.  623;    Mason  v.  Jones,  2  Bradf.  (N.  Y.) 

132,    Dower  v.  Church,  21  W.  Va.  54,  325.    where    the    will    was    rejected; 

drawing  a  distinction  between  a  chan-  Booth  v.  Kitchen,  7  Hun  (N.  Y.)  a6o; 

eery  cause  to  set  aside  the  probate  of  a  Fry   v,   Taylor,    i   Head  (Tenn.)  594; 

will  and  other  chancery  causes.     See  Patton  v.  Allison,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.) 

also  Kincheloe  v.  Kincheloe,  11  Leigh  320;  Ford  v.  Ford,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
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-whose  interest  was  opposed  to  the  will,  but  who  was  not  a  party, 
may  avail  himself  of  a  judgment  against  the  will.^ 

10.  The  Contestant's  Pleading  — a.  Plea  of  Another  Appli- 
cation Pending.  —  An  original  application  for  probate  cannot 
be  maintained  while  a  prior  proceeding  for  the  identical  purpose 
is  pending ; '  but  the  objection  goes  in  abatement  of  the  second 
proceeding,  and  not  in  bar,  and  cannot  be  taken  for  the  first  time 
on  appeal.' 

b.  Averment  of  Contestant's  Interest  —  veosHityof  Avtr- 

sttMit  —  The  contestant  should  aver  in  his  pleading  the  interest 
that  enables  him  to  maintain  the  suit  or  other  proceeding  to  con- 
test the  will.'* 

Suftoienex  of  Aytnntnt.  —  The  facts  out  of  which  the  contestant's 

92;    Williams  v.  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  Car.)  176.    See  also  article  Anothbb 

<Tenn.)72;  Wills  v.  Spraggins,  3  Gratt.  Suit  Pending,  vol.  i.  pp.  770.  771. 

(Va.)  529;  Schultz  V,  Schulcz,  10  Gratt.  4.  Lyons  v.  Campbell,  88  Ala.  462; 

<Va.)    358;     Norvell    v,    Lessueur,    33  Schmidt  v,  Bomersbach,  64   Ind.   53; 

Gratt.  (Va.)  222,  holding  that  the  rule  McDonald  v,  McDonald,  Z42  Ind.  66, 

applies  though  the  omitted  party  was  where  the  allegations  of  the  plaintififs' 

an   infant;   Connolly  v,  Connolly,   32  interests    as    devisees    and    legatees 

Gratt.  (Va.)  657;    Dower  v.  Church,  21  under  a  last  prior   will,   which  were 

W.  Va.  53;    McArthur  v,  Allen,  3  Fed.  held   sufficient,  are  set  forth  in  full; 

Rep.  319,  holding  that  devisees  in  esse  Miller  v.  Miller,  5  Heisk.  ^Tenn.)  723; 

who  therefore  could  not  be  parties  are  Keith  v,  Raglan,  i  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  474; 

barred  and  concluded  as  e£Fectually  as  Brown  v,  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9;  Schuliz 

those  who  are  living.     The  court  said:  v,  Schultz,  10  Gratt.  (Va.)  367. 

"  That  those  who  are  formal  parties  In  Arkaasai  the  court  remarked  that 

and  those  who  are  not  are  alike  bound  the  petition  of  appeal  from  a  decree 

by  the  decree  is  conclusively  shown  by  probating    a    will    in    common     form 

tlie  well-considered  cases  of  Singleton  would  show  the  grounds  of  contest  and 

V.    Singleton,  8   B.    Mon.    (Ky.)    340;  also  necessarily  the  relationship  of  the 

Hunt  V.  Acre,  28   Ala.  580;    Scott  v.  petitioners  to  the  deceased.     Ouachita 

Calvit,  3  How.  (Miss.)  148;    Tacob  v.  Baptist  College  v.  Scott,  64  Ark.  349. 

PuUiam.  3  J.  J.    Marsh.    (Ky.)    200;  In  Gonnsotient,  on  an  appeal  from  the 

Hodges  V,  Bauchman,  8  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  probate  of  a  will  for  a  trial  de  n&vo,  the 

186;   Wells's  Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  273."  appellant's  interest  should  be  alleged 

See  also  Ottinger  v.  Ottinger,  17  S.  &  in   his  motion  for  appeal   before  the 

R.  (Pa.)  142;    Linch   v.  Linch,  i   Lea  court  of  probate,  and  not  in  the  assign- 

(Tenn.)  526;   Coalson  v,  Tooke,  18  Ga.  ment  of  reasons  of  appeal  before  the 

744.  Superior  Court.    Rev.  Stat.  1888.  g  644; 

Contra.  —  Holt  v.  Lamb,  17  Ohio  St.  Buckingham's  Appeal,  57  Conn.  544; 
375,  holding  that  omission  of  a  neces-  Norton's  Appeal,  46  Conn.  527.  But  if 
sary  defendant  rendets  the  decree  void  the  interest  of  the  appellant  already 
as  to  him  on  collateral  attack.  See  appears  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings 
also  Richardson  t/.  Green,  61  Fed.  Rep.  in  the  probate  court  it  is  sufficient. 
428.  where  the  court  said:  '*  The  suit  See  the  statute  above  cited,  and  Nor- 
for  contesting  a  will  after  the  probai-  ton's  Appeal,  46  Conn.  527. 
ing  of  the  same  in  Oregon  is  undoubt-  Intnrwt  in  Only  One  of  Bevond  Contest- 
edly  one  between  pirties,  and  binding  anti.  —  If  only  one  of  several  contest- 
only  the  parties  thereto."  And  see  ants  who  join  in  an  action  to  contest  a 
Matter  of  Ruppauer,  9  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  will  shows  an  interest  it  is  sufficient 
424.  for    the    maintenance    of    the  action. 

1.  Mason  v,  Jones,  2  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  Brown  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9. 

325.  OlQaetion  After  Tordiet.  —  If  the  inter- 

9.  See    generally    article    Another  est  of  the  contestant  is  not  alleged  the 

Suit  Pending,  vol.  i.  p.  750.  objection  comes  too  late  after  verdict 

S.  Whitfield  v.  Hurst,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  where  the  evidence  showed  sufficient 
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interest  arises  must  be  alleged,^  or  the  facts  constituting  the 
relationship  between  him  and  the  deceased  which  by  statute  gives 
him  an  interest. • 

IndeiiiitMiMt  in  AycraMiit.  —  In  code  states,  if  the  allegation  of 
interest  is  not  sufficiently  precise  a  motion  will  lie  to  make  it 
more  specific* 

c.  Averment  of  Grounds  of  Contest  —  (i)  Necessity  of 

Averment,  —  In  whatever  form  the  probate  of  a  will  is  contested, 
it  is  the  almost  universal  requirement  that  the  contestant  shall 
allege  the  grounds  of  his  contest,^  and  that  his  evidence  shall  be 

interest.     McEIfresh  v.  Guard,  32  Ind.  language  of  the  statute  that  the  coo- 

408.  testant '*  would  have  been  an  heir  or 

1.  Montgomery   r.    Foster,   91    Ala.  distributee  "  had  the  testator  died  io- 

613:    Hill  V.  Hill,  6  Ala.  168.  holding  testate  was  a  conclusion  of  law  and  de- 

ihat   the  interest  should  appear  in  a  murrable. 

writ  of  error  to  the  decree  probating  8.  Matter  of  Renton,  10  Wash.  533, 
the  will,  or  somewhere  in  the  record,  where  the  contestants  alleged  that  they 
and  that  the  interest  did  not  sufficiently  were  the  only  children  of  the  tesutor, 
appear  by  a  mere  description  of  the  and  upon  motion  the  court  required 
plaintiffs  in  error  as  brothers  and  sis-  them  to  state  whether  they  were  nat- 
ters of  the  deceased,  on  which  precise  ural  or  adopted  children,  etc.  See 
point  see  also  Norton's  Appeal,  46  generally  article  Dbfinitenkss  and 
Conn.  537,  where  the  court  said:  "  It  is  Certainty  in  Pleadings,  70I.  6,  p.  274 
by  no  means  to  be  inferred  that  be-  et  seg, 

cause  he  was  a  brother  he  had  any  inter-  4.  Hairston  v.  Hairston,  30  Miss. 
est  in  the  estate.  The  testator  might  376;  Henry  v.  Henry,  3  Dem.  (N.  Y.) 
have  had  children  that  would  have  323(by  a  rule  of  the  Surrogate's  Coon); 
inherited  the  estate,  notwithstanding  Cozzens's  Will,  61  Pa.  St.  196;  Keith 
there  were  brothers  or  other  near  rela-  v.  Raglan,  i  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  474. 
tives;**  Meyer  v,  Fogg,  7  Fla.  392;  Corn-  In  flahsiwa  the  contestant  in  the  pro- 
well  V.  Cornwell,  11  Humph.  (Tenn.)  bate  court  must  file  *'  allegations  in 
485,  holding  that  an  averment  that  the  writing  that  the  will  was  not  duly  eze- 
deceased  was  grandfather  to  the  con-  cuted,  or  of  the  unsoundness  of  mind 
testant  is  not  sufficient,  for  the  father  of  the  testator,  or  of  any  other  valid 
of  the  latter  may  be  living.  objections  thereto.**    Civ.  Code  Ala., 

Legatee  under  Prior  WilL  —  Where  the  i8g6,  %  4387. 
contestant's  interest  arises  solely  out  Whether  the  will  is  contested  in  tlie 
of  the  fact  that  he  is  a  legatee  under  a  probate  court  or  by  bill  in  chancery 
prior  will  not  probated  he  should  show  after  probate,  the  contestant  in  die  one 
by  proper  allegations  that  the  prior  case  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  other  most 
will  is  valid.  ICostelecky  v,  Scherhart,  allege  his  grounds  of  objection  to  the 
99  Iowa  120.  will.  Barksdale  v,  Davis,  114  Ala. 
Ckmtestant  "Vearerof  Kin,*'  ete.  — An  623;  Lyons  r.  Campbell,  88  Ala.  463, 
allegation  that  the  contestant  was  reversing  on  this  point  Johnston  v. 
nearer  of  kin  to  the  deceased  than  any  Glasscock,  2  Ala.  218,  and  Johnston  9. 
other  person  residing  in  the  United  Hainesworth,  6  Ala.  443,  which  were 
States  was  held  Insufficient  in  Public  decided  under  a  different  statute. 
Administrator  v.  Watts,  i  Paige  (N.  Y.)  In  Oonneetieat  it  was  said  in  St. 
347-  Leger's  Appeal,  34  Conn.  446,  speak- 
In  If ew  York  one  who  proposes  to  tng  of  the  practice  in  the  probate  con rt: 
contest  a  will  of  only  personal  prop-  "  Doubtless  it  is  competent  for  the 
erty  should  state  his  relationship  or  court  of  probate  to  order  the  contest- 
whether  he  is  next  of  kin,  so  as  to  have  ants  to  file  their  objections,  on  its  own 
it  appear  that  he  is  one  who  is  inter-  motion,  or  on  the  motion  of  the  execo- 
ested  in  the  personal  estate.  Matter  tor,  but  it  is  rarely  if  ever  done.'* 
of  Bradley,  70  Hun  (N.  Y.)  104.  But  on  appeal  from  a  probate  decree 
S.  Montgomery  v.  Foster,  91  Ala.  allowing  a  will  the  appellant  must  file 
613.  holding  that  an  allegation  in  the  reasons  of  appeal  in  the  superior  court. 
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confined  to  the  grounds  so  alleged.^  The  contestant  may  direct 
and  limit  his  contest  to  a  part  of  the  will,  leaving  other  parts  to 
stand  as  valid.* 

(2)    Sufficiency   of  Averment  —  (a)    In   QtMraL  —  Substantive 
facts,   and   not  mere    conclusions  of  law*  or  matters  of   evi- 

In  these  he  alleges  his  grounds  of  con-  tained  where  the  bill  alleged  only  that 

test.     Livingston's  Appeal,  63   Conn,  the  witnesses  did  not  sign  in  the  pres- 

68;    Rules  of  Practice,  58  Conn.  588,  ence  of  each  other.     Flinn  v.  Owen,  58 

XXI.,  §  4.    Under  the  earlier  practice  111.  izi. 

it  was  customary  to  file  reasons  of  ap-  In  Ohio  the  issue  to  be  tried  by  the 
peal;  but  was  not  absolutely  necessary  jury  is  prescribed  by  statute,  and  evi- 
In  order  to  make  issues.  St.  Leger's  dence  pertinent  to  that  issue  is  admis> 
Appeal,  34  Conn.  434.  It  is  now  man-  sibie,  though  the  specific  ground  of 
datory  by  the  rule  of  practice  above  contest  to  which  such  evidence  relates 
cited.  is  not  alleged  in  the  contestant's  plead- 
In  Xaina,  Xassaehnitttf,  Kiehlgan,  and  ing.  Dew  v.  Reid,  52  Ohio  St.  519. 
Termont  the  contestant's  grounds  of  wherein  the  petition  to  contest  is  set 
contest  are  stated  in  his  reasons  of  ap-  forth    in    full.    See    also    Runyan   v. 

Ssal.     Barnes  r.  Barnes,  66  Me.  286;  Price,  15  Ohio  St.  i. 

oheny  v.  O'Callaghan,  157  Mass.  90;  S.  Lyons  v,  Campbell,  88  Ala.  462; 

Hoban    v,    Campau,    52    Mich.    346;  Wolf  v.  Bollinger,  62  111.  368. 

Howe  V,  Pratt,   11  Vt.  255;    BaJcer  v,  S.  See  generally  article  Legal  Con- 

Goodrich,  i  Aik.  (Vt.)  395.  clusions,  vol.   Z2,  p.  1020;    Herbert  v, 

ionth  Carolina.  —  In  Southerlin  v.  Berrier.Bi  Ind.  i,  holding  that  an  aver- 
McKinney,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  35,  the  ment  in  a  complaint  that*' the  will  has 
court  said  that  on  appeal  from  the  de-  been  admitted  to  probate  unlawfully 
cision  of  the  Court  of  Ordinary  estab-  and  without  sufiBcient  proof  "  was  too 
lishtng  a  will  the  correct  practice  is  for  vague  and  uncertain, 
the  appellants  to  file  a  suggestion  set-  Mere  allegation  or  assertion  that  the 
ting  forth  the  proceedings  in  the  ordi-  paper  offered  is  not  the  last  will  of  the 
nary's  court,  and  then  to  assign  deceased  is  not  sufficient;  some  fact 
specifically  the  supposed  errors  in  the  must  be  stated  as  the  ground  of  such 
judgment  of  the  court,  which  are  in  allegation.  Matter  of  Bradford,  i 
fact  nothing  more  than  grounds  of  con-  Pars.  £q.  Cas.  (Pa.)  153. 
test.  See  the  grounds  of  contest  set  *'  When  the  grounds  of  contest  eni- 
forth  in  that  manner  in  Freeman  v,  brace  duress,  menace,  fraud,  undue  in- 
Jennings,  7  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  381.  fluence,  due  execution  and  attestation. 
The  appellant  may  assign  grounds  of  subsequent  will,  or  the  like,  such  mat- 
contest  not  taken  in  the  probate  court,  ters,  not  being  ultimate  facts,  but  con- 
Peeples  v.  Smith,  8  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  clusions  of  law  to  be  drawn  from  facts. 
90.  must  be  pleaded,  not  in  the  language 

L  Matter  of  Kile,  72  Cal.  131 ;  Liv-  of  the  statute,  but  the  facts  (not  evi- 
ingston's  Appeal,  63  Conn.  68;  Purdy  dence  of  the  facts)  relied  on  must  be 
V.  Hall,  134  111.  298:  Carmichael  v,  stated,  and  issues  relating  thereto  sub- 
Reed,  45  111.  108;  Flinn  v,  Owen,  58  111.  milted  to  the  jury,  to  the  end  that  the 
III;  Barnes  v.  Barnes,  66  Me.  286;  court,  either  upon  demurrer  to  the 
Hairston  v.  Hairston,  30  Miss.  276.  statement  of  the  grounds  of  contest  or 
See  also  Vickery  v.  Hobbs,  21  Tex.  570.  upon     the     verdict,    may     determine 

InlUinoli  the  cases  go  a  long  way  in  whether,  as  matter  of  law.  such  facts 

this  direction,  perhaps  farther  than  in  so  pleaded  or  found  constitute  a  valid 

roost    states.     Thus    where    the    bill  reason  why  the  proposed  paper  should 

alleged  mental  incapacity  and  undue  not  be  admitted  to  probate."     Matter 

influence  it  was  held  erroneous  to  de-  of  Gharky,  57  Cal.  279. 

cree  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  In  Georgia  **  a  will  executed  under  a 

of  fraudulent  substitution  of  a  different  mistake  of  fact  as  to  the  existence  or 

will  for    attestation.      Carmichael    v,  conduct  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  tes- 

Reed,  45  111.  108.  tator  is  inoperative  so  far  as  such  heir 

And  a  decree  based  upon  proof  that  at  law  is  concerned."    CodeGa.,  1895. 

the  witnesses  did  not  sign  in  the  pres-  §  3262.     For  a  construction  of  this  pro- 

ence  of  the  testator  could  not  be  sus-  vision  and  the  sufficiency  of  averments 
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dence,^  should  be  alleged. 

In  Coda  PtmUm  allegations  irrelevant  to  any  issue  affecting  the 
validity  of  the  will,*  or  averments  of  mere  matters  of  evidence,* 
may  be  struck  out  on  motion. 

(b)  tarad  «r  VndiM  InfliitaM  —  In  Ctotnl.  —  The  general  principle  of 
pleading  that  where  fraud  is  relied  upon  the  particular  facts  con- 
stituting the  fraud  must  be  stated  *  makes  it  necessary,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  to  set  forth  the  facts  constituting  fraud  or  undue 
influence  in  a  suit  or  other  proceeding  to  contest  a  will  upon 
those  grounds.* 

in  a  caveat  filed  under  it  see  Jones  v.  Copeland,  125  Ind.  466;  WiUett  v.  Por- 

Grogan,  98  Ga.  552;  Mallery  v.  Young,  ter,  42  Ind,  250. 

98  Ga.  728.  S.  Henry  r.  Henry,  3  Dem.  (N.  V.) 

InoonsUtmiey,  Bopvgnaaey,  and  Ihiplle*  322. 
ity.  —  In  Indiana^  in  a  statutory  action  i.  See  article  Fraud,  vol.  9,  p.  686. 
to  contest  a  will  under  Bums's  Annot.  6.  Barksdale  v.  Davis,  114  Ala.  623, 
Stat.  Ind.,  Z897,  S  2766,  different  where  the  biU  alleged  that  the  will  was 
grounds  of  contest,  regardless  of  their  procured  by  the 'fraud  and  undue  infla- 
inconslstency,  repugnancy,  or  duplic-  ence  of  a  named  devisee,  but  did  not 
ity,  may  be  and  usually  are  joined  in  state  how  they  were  exerted,  and  was 
a  single  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  therefore  held  insufficient.  The  case 
and  the  court  is  not  authorized  to  com-  was  decided  partly  upon  the  ground 
pel  the  plaintiff  to  elect  as  to  which  he  that  the  burden  of  proof  of  the  fraud 
will  seelc  to  sustain.  McDonald  v,  and  undue  influence  is  upon  the  con- 
McDonald,  Z42  Ind.  55.  testant.     The  authority  of    the  older 

In  Indiana  the  grounds  of  contest,  cases  of  Johnston  v,  Glasscock,  2  Ala. 

such   as    fraud,   undue    influence,    or  218,   and  Johnston   v.   Hainsworth,  6 

mental  incompetency,  or  that  the  will  Ala.  443,  was  overturned  by  reason  of 

was    **  unduly    executed,"    are    sufll-  a  change  in  the  statutes  since  those 

ciently  specific  when  made  in  the  Ian-  cases  were  decided. 

Suage  of  the  statute.     McDonald    v.        In  Brown  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9,  an 

[cDonald,   142  Ind.   55;    Wenning  v,  allegation  in  general  terms  that  the  de- 

Teeple,  144  Ind.  189;  Bowman  v,  Phil-  fendant  and  another  exercised  undne 

lips,  47  Ind.  341:    Willett  v.  Porter,  42  influence  was  held  insufficient. 
Ind.  250.     And  an  averment  of  undue        In  Farr  v.  Thompson,  Cheves  L.  fS. 

execution    covers    fraud   and    duress.  Car.)  37,  it  was  held  that  if  undue  in- 

Reed   v,   Watson,   27   Ind.  443;    Ken-  fluence  is  the  ground  of  contest "  the 

worthy  v,  Williams,  5  Ind.  375.  particular  sort  of  influence  should  be 

I&  Virginia,  where  the  statute  pre-  set  down  in  the  pleadings."  But  see 
scribes  the  issue  for  trial  on  a  bill  in  the  precedent  in  Freeman  v,  Jennings, 
chancery  to  contest  a  probated  will,  it  7  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  382. 
appears  that  the  bill  need  not  set  out  In  Wright's  Estate,  27  W.  K.  C.  (Pa.) 
as  fully  the  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff  372,  the  court  said  that  it  was  **  insuffi* 
claims  that  the  paper  which  has  been  cient  merely  to  allege  undue  influence 
probated  as  the  will  is  not  the  will  of  and  threats,  without  any  statement  of 
the  decedent,  as  it  would  have  to  do  facts  or  time  or  place  when  and  where 
under  the  general  rules  governing  the  alleged  undue  influence  was  ex- 
equity  pleadings,  but  that  it  will  erted  or  threats  made  to  the  testator  in- 
suffice  in  such  a  bill  to  aver  in  general  ducing  and  compelling  the  executiun 
terms  that  the  writing  is  not  the  will  of  of  the  testamentary  paper,  and  the 
the  decedent.  Dower  v.  Church,  21  name  of  the  person  or  persons  by 
W.  Va.  45.  whom  such  undue  influence  was  used 

1.  Henry  v>  Henry,  3  Dem.  (N,  Y.)  and  threats  employed." 
322.  In  Matter  of  Wilson,  117  Cat    262, 

9.  Roberts  v,  Abbott,   127   Ind.   83,  the  petition  to  contest  stated  the  par- 

where   the  allegations  struck  out  re-  ticulars  of  the  alleged  fraud  and  undue 

lated  to  an  alleged  agreement  by  the  influence. 

testator  with  his  brother  to  make  a  will        Approved  Prsosdenti.  —  For  averments 

in  favor  of  the  plaintifif.     Summers  v,  of  fraud  and  imposition  held  snfficieai 
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8wp«  of  ATtnntnt  of  Vndiio  Infliionet.  —  Under  the  allegation  of  undue 
influence,  weakness  of  intellect  and  feebleness  of  will  may  be 
shown,*  but  it  is  questionable  whether  testamentary  capacity 
may  be  disputed  under  that  averment* 

Goaooftlad  Fraud.  —  Where  concealment  of  the  fraud  is  an  essential 
circumstance  in  order  to  avoid  the  objection  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  the  facts  relating  to  the  concealment,  diligence  to  dis- 
cover the  fraud,  and  the  date  of  its  discovery  must  be  alleged.' 

(o)  Want  of  TMtunontary  Capaoity.  —  Unsoundness  of  mind  is  suffi- 
ciently stated  by  alleging  that  the  deceased  was  not  of  sound  and 
disposing  memory  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument.* 

(i)  Inyalidity  of  Ezooation.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  validity  of 
the  execution  of  the  will  is  sufficiently  controverted  by  a  general 

see  Matthews  v.  Sontheimer,  39  Miss,  stance  of    averments    of    fraud    and 

174.    And  In   Purdy   v.  Hall,  134  111.  undue  influence  held  sufficient  on  de- 

299,  the  substance  of  the  charg^e  is  set  murrer  and  of  others  held  insufficient, 

forth.  Objoction  on  Appoal.  —  An  objection 

For  an  approved  precedent  of  a  com-  that  allegations  of  fraud  are  not  suffi- 

platnt  to  set  aside  a  probated  will  on  ciently  specific  cannot  be  raised  for  the 

the  ground  that  the  will  was  forged  first  time  on  appeal.    Smith  r.  Hen- 

and  its  probate  procured  by  perjury,  line,  Z74  111.  184. 

see  Fowler  v.  Young,  19  Kan.  150.  1.  *'  Because  these  are  commonly  the 

Undno  Inflnanoo  by  If amod  Ponoiis. —  conditions  of  undue  influence."  Hoban 

If  the  allegation  of  undue  influence  is  v,  Campau,  52  Mich.  354. 

limited  to  persons  named,  without  im-  S.  Hoban  v.  Campau,  52  Mich.  346, 

puting  misconduct  to  any  others,  no  where  the  court  declined  to  express  an 

evidence  of  undue  influence  except  by  opinion.     See  also  Brown  v.   Bell,  58 

the     persons     named     is   admissible.  Mich.  58. 

Jackson  v,  Hardin,  83  Mo.  186,  where  S.  Matthews  v,  Sontheimer,  39  Miss, 

the  court  evidently  regarded  it  as  un-  174,  where  the  averments  on  this  point 

necessary  to    make  the  allegation  so  were  held  sufficient.      See  generally 

restrictive,  but  held  that  the  plaintiff  article  Limitations,  vol.  13,  p.  243  ei 

must  abide  by  the  form  of  pleading  he  seq, 

chose  to  adopt.  i.  Matter  of  Gharky,   57  Cal.   279, 

Connooting  Undue  Inflnanoo  with  Exoeu-  holding  that  unsoundness  of  mind  is 

tion  of  Will.  —  Where  acts  of  undue  in-  an  ultimate  fact,  and  that  intemperate 

fluence  were  described  and  assigned  to  habits  or  other  cause  of  unsoundness 

a  period  of  several  years  immediately  are  mere  evidence;    American    Bible 

preceding  the  execution  of  the  will  it  Soc.  v.  Price,  115  111.  623,  holding  that 

was  held  that  they  were  sufficiently  evidence  of  insane  delusion  as  to  the 

connected   with   the  testamentary  act  contestant  would  be  admissible  under 

by  alleging  that  '*  at  said  date,'*  the  the  averment.     See  also  Burkhart  v, 

dateof  the  will, '* and  while  in  said  con-  Gladish.  123  Ind.  337;  Willett  v.  Por- 

dition  and  unable  to  resist  the  [afore-  ter,  42  Ind.  250. 

said]   importunities,    deceased     made  In  Matter  of  Kohler.  79  Cal.  316,  an 

his    mark    to    said    pretended   will.'*  allegation  that  at  the  date  of  the  will 

Matter  of  McDevitt,  95  Cal.  23.  the  testator*s  "  mind  was  weak,  debili- 

On  Demurrer.  —  "It  may  be  sufficient  tated,  and  deranged  to  such  an  extent 
*  *  *  to  charge  that  the  will  was  as  to  incapacitate  him  from  making  or 
the  product  of  undue  influence  exer-  undertakinga  will  or  codicil,"  was  held 
cised  by  a  named  person,  dispensing  sufficient  to  support  an  issue  to  the 
with  allegations  as  to  the  proofs;  yet  jury  as  to  "  the  competency  of  the  de- 
when  the  bill  avers  special  facts  it  be-  cedent  to  make  a  last  will  and  testa- 
comes  the  duty  of  the  court  to  deter-  ment  '*  as  provided  in  the  California 
mine  whether  from  such  special  facts  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  g  1312. ' 
undue  influence  is  established  or  may  Insane  Belniion  on  the  part  of  the  tes- 
be  inferred.'*  Lyons  v,  Campbell,  88  tator  cannot  be  proved  under  an  alle- 
Ala.  470,  wherein  is  set  forth  the  sub-  gation  that  he  "  was  influenced  by  an 
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averment,^  but  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  ground  of  invalidity 
should  be  more  precisely  alleged.* 

(t)  BtToofttioB  of  Will.  —  Revocation  of  the  will  is  a  good  ground 
of  contest,'  and  an  allegation  that  the  will  was  destroyed  with 
the  intention  of  revoking  it  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  revocation.^ 

d.  Averment  as  to  Time  of  Bringing  Suit.  —  The  statute 

providing  for  an  action  or  bill  to  contest  a  probated  will  within  a 
prescribed  period  is  not  a  statute  of  limitations,  but  a  mere  grant 
of  jurisdiction.^  Hence  it  has  been  held  that  the  plaintiff's 
pleading  must  show  that  his  suit  is  not  barred  by  the  lapse  of 
time,*  and  that  the  defendant's  failure  to  plead  the  statutory  bar 
is  not  a  waiver  of  objection.'' 

e.  Miscellaneous  Averments  According  to  Nature  of 
Pleading  or  Proceeding.  —  In  a  statutory  suit  to  contest  a 
probated  will  the  complaint  or  bill  should  allege  that  the  will  has 
been  admitted  to  probate,  in  what  court,  and  at  what  time.* 

unfounded  and  unreasonable  prejudice  Ind.  682,  fifi'^i  Bartlett  v.  Manor,  L46 

against  his  own  children  and  heirs  at  Ind.  631,  and  Burns  v.  Travis,  117  Ind. 

law."     Barnes  v.  Barnes,  66  Me.  286.  44.      See  also  Alden   v,  Johnson,  63 

1«  Barkdsale  v,  Davis,  114  Ala.  623,  Iowa  124;   Caeman  v.  Van  Harke,  33 

where  an  averment  that"  said  will  was  Kan.  333. 

not  duly  executed  "   was    held    snfB-  4.  Barksdale  v,  Davis,  X14  Ala.  623, 

cient.    Followedxn  Thompson  v.  Rainer,  holding  that  the  averment  was  **  the 

1x7  Ala.   318.     See  also  the  precedent  legal  equivalent  of  an  allegation  thai 

in  Freeman  v,  Jennings,  7  Rich.  L.  (S.  testator    burned,    tore,    canceled,    or 

Car.)  381.  obliterated  the  will  with  such  intent,  as 

8.  In  Matter  of  Burrell,  77  Cal.  479,  specified  in  section  1968  of  the  code." 
the  court  said  that  it  devolves  upon  the  The  same  case  also  held  that  an  alle- 
contestant  to  allege  **  all  of  the  facts  gation  that  the  alleged  testator  '*  made 
necessary  to  sustain  their  claim  that  and  executed,  in  the  presence  of  wit- 
the  will  was  not  properly  signed  and  nesses,  as  reauired  by  law,  another 
witnessed,  and  a  statement  in  the  will  covering  the  same  property,  there- 
language  of  the  statute,  or  of  the  evi-  by  revoking  said  alleged  will,"  saffi- 
dence  of  the  facts,  was  not  sufficient;"  ciently  charged  the  execution  of  such 
but  in  that  case  the  contestant's  allega-  other  will. 

tions  quoted  in  the  report  of  the  case  The    statutory    requirements    of   a 

were  plainly  insufficient  to  support  any  valid  revocation  are  not  precisely  alike 

theory  that  he  attacked  the  will  on  ac-  in   all   the  states,   and   the  averment 

count  of  a  technical  defect  in  its  execu-  should  be  varied  accordingly, 

tion  or  attestation,  and  such  was  the  5.  Sinnet  v.  Bowman,    151  111.  146; 

opinion  of  the  court.     But  the  case  is  Wheeler    v.    Wheeler,    134    III.     522; 

ample  authority  to  the  point  that  alle-  Luther  v.  Luther,  122  111.  558;  Storrs 

gations  must  be  unequivocal  in  order  tr.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  75  111.  App.  152; 

to  raise  an  issue  as  to  the  validity  of  Peacock  v.  Churchill,  38  111.  App.  634; 

the  execution  of  the  will,  and  on  that  Evansville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v,  Winsor,  14S 

point  see  also  Matter  of  Kile,  72  Cal.  Ind.  682;  Bartlett  v.  Manor,  146  Ind. 

131;    Matter  of  Gharky,   57  Cal.  274;  621. 

Cartery*s  Estate,  56  Cal.  470;  Flinn  v,  6.  Wheeler  v,  Wheeler,  134  III.  522; 

Owen,  58  III.  III.  Peacock  v,  Churchill,  38  111.  App.  634. 

8.  *'  It  is  settled  law  in  this  state  that  See  also  Potts  v,  Felton,  70  Ind.  166. 

an  action  to  set  aside  a  will  and  its  pro-  7.  Luther  v.  Luther,  122  111.  558. 

bate,  on  the  ground  that  the  will  has  8.  Matthews  v.  Sontheimer,  39  Miss. 

been  revoked   either  expressly  or  im-  174.     See    the  precedents  in   Dew  r. 

pliedly,  is  an  application  to  contest  the  Reid,  52  Ohio  St.  520,  and  McDonald 

will  within  the  meaning  of  our  stat-  v.  McDonald,  142  Ind.  58. 

utes  providing  for  contesting  wills."  Dtfiset  Cored  bj  Aaswwr.  —  Failure  to 

Evansville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Winsor,  148  allege  that  the  will  was  probated  will 
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Good  pleading  might  require  a  general  statement  of  the  contents 
of  the  probated  will,  and  certainly  the  names  and  character  of  the 
beneficiaries  and  the  executor  should  be  stated,  so  as  to  show  who 
are  to  be  served  with  process.*  Where  an  action  to  contest  a 
probated  will  is  brought  in  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  the  facts 
which  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  need  not 
be  averred  in  the  plaintiff's  pleading.'  If  the  contestant's  plead- 
ing is  a  bill  in  equity  it  is  framed  like  any  other  bill  except  that 
it  is  limited  to  the  relief  prescribed  by  statute.' 

/.  Prayer.  —  The  contestant  should  pray  for  the  specific  relief 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  which  is,  generally  speaking,  either 
an  issue  devisavit  vel  non  or  a  decree  setting  aside  and  annulling 
the  probate.* 

g.  Verification  —  ireeenlty.  —  No  verification  is  necessary 
unless  required  by  statute  *  or  local  usage.* 

SoAoiMiey.  —  Verification  by  one  of  several  plaintiffs  satisfies  a 
statute  requiring  the  plaintiff's  complaint  to  be  "verified  by  his 
affidavit."^ 

WaiT«r  of  Objeotion.  —  An  omission  to  verify  the  complaint,  as 
required  by  statute,  is  not  a  jurisdictional  defect,  and  will  not 
sustain  an  objection  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.^ ' 

h.  Amendments.  —  The  averment  of  interest  •  or  the  state- 
be  cured  by  an  admission  of  that  fact  8.  Luther  v.  Luther,  122  111.  558;  Con- 
in  the  answer.  Richardson  v.  Green,  nolly  v,  Connolly,  32  Gratt.  (Va.)  657. 
61  Fed.  Rep.  423.  4.  See  Luther  v,  Luther,  122  III.  558; 

Copy  of  AUe^od  Will.  —  The  action  is  Connolly  v,  Connolly,  32  Gratt.  (Va.) 
not  founded  upon  a  written  contract  657;  Matter  of  Watson,  131  N.  Y.  587, 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  making  42  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  877. 
it  necessary  to  set  out  a  copy  of  the  in-  If  the  petition  to  contest  a  probated 
strument  in  such  cases.  Summers  v,  will  raises  a  purely  legal  question  to  be 
Copeland,  125  Ind.  466;  Schmidt  v,  determined  by  the  court,  it  need  not 
Bomersbach,  64  Ind.  53.  pi'&y  ^of  &n   issue    devisavit  vel  non. 

1.  See    the    precedents    in   Dew    v.    Sartor  v.  Sartor,  39  Miss.  760. 
Reid,  52  Ohio  St.  520;   McDonald  v,        6.  Matthews  v,  Sontheimer,  39  Miss. 
McDonald,     142    Ind.   58,   where   the    174,   a  statutory  action   for  an   issue 
names  of  the  heirs,  widows,  and  next  of    devisavit  vel  non, 
kin  were  stated.  6.  In    TonneiMO,  though  no    statute 

In  Purdy  v.  Hall,  134  111.  298,  a  stat-  requires  a  verification,  the  contestant's 
utory  bill  in  chancery  to  contest  a  pro-  pleading  must  be  verified,  or  it  will  be 
bated  will,  "  the  names  of  the  heirs  at  dismissed  on  motion;  but  the  objection 
law  that  the  deceased  left  him  surviv-  that  it  is  unverified  cannot  be  made  for 
ing  were  given  in  the  bill,  and  the  will  the  first  time  on  appeal.  Keith  v, 
was  set  out  therein  verbatim."  Raglan,  i  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  474,  where 

8.  Thus  it  need  not  be  alleged  that    the  court  said  that  such  appeared  to 
the  testator  died  in,  or  left  assets  in,  or    be  the  practice  in  Horth  CaTolina» 
that  assets  of  the  estate  have  come  into,        7.  Willett    v.   Porter,  42    Ind.    250, 
the  county  where  the  suit  is  brought,     where  a  majority  of  the  court  held  that 
Lee  V.  Tempieton,  73  Ind.  315;  Kinna-    a  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  as 
man  v,  Kinnaman,  71  Ind.  417,  reconcil-     to  all  the  plaintiffs  who  had  not  sworn 
ing  Thomas  v.   Wood,    61    Ind.    132.     to  it  was  properly  denied. 
Compare  Harris  v.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117;        8.  Sutherland  v,   Hankins,   56  Ind. 
Sutherland  v,   Hankins,   56  Ind.  343.    343.     See    also    Keith    v.    Raglan,   i 
But  it  is  advisable  at  least  to  allege    Coldw.    (Tenn.)    474,    and    generally 
that  the  testator  is  dead.    Schmidt  v.    article  Verification. 
Bomersbach,  64  Ind.  53.  9.  Bemand  with  Lmto  to  ibnend.  ^  In 
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ment  of  the  grounds  of  contest  may  be  amended  in  accordance 
with  the  general  principles  governing  the  allowance  of  amend- 
ments,^ but  not  by  introducing  a  new  and  independent  ground  of 
contest  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period  for  contesting 
the  will.» 

11.  The  Defendant's  Pleading,  and  BepUeation  Thereta  —  The 
statutes  providing  for  suits  or  other  proceedings  to  contest  wills 
are  usually  silent  as  to  pleadings  in  opposition  to  the  contestant's 
allegations,  and  where  the  sole  issue  to  be  tried  is  prescribed  by 
statute  it  is  held  in  a  few  cases  that  no  answer  is  necessary  or  con- 
templated ; '  but  in  most  of  the  states  demurrers,  answers,  pleas, 
and  replications,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  suit  or  proceed- 
ing and  the  matter  to  be  pleaded,  are  used  in  the  same  manner 

Jele  v»  Lemberger,  163  111.  338,  a  decree  the  court  that  it  was  a  mere  amplifica- 
setting  aside  the  probate  of  a  will  on  a  tion  of  the  original  pleading  and  there- 
bill  in  chancery  was  reversed  for  want  fore  properly  allowed.  As  to  what 
of  a  sufficient  averment  of  interest  in  amendments  do  or  do  not  constitute  a 
the  plaintiff,  but  with  leave  to  remedy  new  ground  of  action,  see  artide 
the  defect  by  amendment.  See  gen-  Amendments,  vol.  i,  p.  557^^^^./  and 
erally  anicle  Amendments,  vol.  i,  p.  to  the  point  that  statutes  of  limitations 
488.  run  against  amendments  Introducing  a 

1.  In  Matter  of  Wilson,  117  Cal.  262.  new  ground  of  action,  but  not  against 

the   contestant  was  permitted  to  amend  those    which   do  not,    see    the    same 

his  allegations  of  undue  influence  by  article,  vol.  i,  p.  621. 

adding  a  more  definite  statement  of  the  In  Sinnet  v.  Bowman,  151  III.  146, 

circumstances  and  also  by  adding  the  the  court   was  inclined   to   hold  that 

names    of    other    persons    who    con-  where  the  original  pleading  aUeged  a 

tributed  to  the  exercise  of  the  undue  want    of    testamentary    capacity,    an 

influence  alleged.     A  similar  amend-  amendment  alleging  undue  influence 

ment  was  allowed  in  Sinnet  v.  Bow-  did   not  set  up  a   substantively  new 

man,  151  111.  146.     See  also  American  cause  of  action. 

Bible  Soc.  v.  Price,  115  III.  623;  South-  8.  In  St.   Leger's  Appeal,  34  Conn. 

erlin  v,   M* Kinney,  Rice   L.  (S.  Car.)  437,  the  reasons  of  appeal  were  trav- 

35;  and  generally  article  Amendments,  ersed,  but  the  court  said  that  no  an- 

vol.  I,  pp.  557,  560,  561.  swer  was  necessary. 

Harmlofi  Error  In  ]>enyiagAiii«idm0iit.  In  Deslonde  v,  Darrington,  2q  Ala. 

—  The    disallowance    of    a    proposed  97.  a  contest  in  the  probate  court,  it 

amendment    is   not   prejudicial  error  was  said  that  '*  the  joining  issue  on 

where  the  full  benefit  of  the  amend-  the  objections  filed  against  the  probate 

ment  was  obtained  by  the  admission  of  of  the  will  was,   under   our  practice, 

evidence  as  if   the  amendment    were  unnecessary." 

allowed.     Brooks*s  Estate,  54  Cal.  471.  In  Crenshaw  v.  Johnson,  120  N.  Car. 

8.  See  Sinnet  V.   Bowman,   151   111.  270,  it  was  held  that  no  answer  is  neces- 

146,  a  case  not  entirely  free  from  am-  sary  to  a  caveat  raising  the  issue  of 

biguity  on  this  point.  devisatdt  vel  non. 

In  Matter  of  Wilson,  117  Cal.  262,  In  Reformed  Presb.  Church  9.  Nel- 
the  plaintiff  in  a  statutory  application  son,  35  Ohio  St.  636,  It  was  held  that 
to  revoke  the  probate,  which  would  in  a  statutory  action  to  contest  a  pro- 
have  been  barred  if  filed  after  the  lapse  bated,  will  no  answer  is  required.  See 
of  a  year,  was  allowed  to  amend  by  also  Walker  v.  Walker,  74  Ohio  St.  157; 
adding  certain  allegations  of  undue  Dew  v,  Reid,  52  Ohio  St.  519,  where 
influence.  The  Supreme  Court  held  at  the  court  said:  *'  No  answer  was  neces- 
first  that  the  amendment  was  errone-  sary,  because  it  could  not  raise  ao 
ously  allowed  for  the  reason  stated  in  issue  different  from  that  which  the 
the  text,  but  upon  rehearing  a  closer  statute  required  to  be  made  up  and. 
inspection  of  the  amendment  convinced  tried  by  the  jury." 
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as  in  ordinary  actions.^     The  methods  of  raising  objection  for 

1.  The  following  cases  are  cited  in  of  parties  defendant  should  point  out 

general   confirmation  of  the    practice  the    necessary    defendants;    Floyd   v. 

stated  in  the  text:  Floyd,  90  Ind.  130,  where  estoppel  was 

Alabama,  —  Thompson  v,  Rainer,  117  pleaded  by  answer. 

Ala.  318,  where  there  was  a  demurrer  Iowa,  —  Kostelecky  v,  Scherhart,  99 

to  the  grounds  of  contest  in  the  probate  Iowa  iso,  a  statutory  action  to  contest 

court;    Knox  v,  Paull,  95  Ala.  505,  a  a  probated  will  where  an  estoppel  was 

bill  in  chancery  to  contest  a  probated  set  up  in  the  answer  and  a  replication 

will  where  the  disability  of  the  plaintiff  was  filed  thereto. 

to  maintain  the  suit,  by  reason  of  hav-  Kentucky.  —  White  v.  Mayhall,  (Ky. 

ing  contested  the  original  probate,  was  1894)  25  S.  W.  Rep.  881,  where  an  an- 

set  up  by  plea;  Barker  v.  Bell,  49  Ala.  swer  set  up  an  estoppel  and  a  replica- 

384,  where  the  pleadings  on  the  allega-  tion  was  filed  thereto, 

tions  of  contest  in  the  probate  court  Maryland,  —  Little  Sisters  of  Poor  v, 

proceeded  to  a  replication  and  demur-  Gushing,  63  Md.  416,  holding  that  the 

rer  thereto;    Apperson  v.   Cottrell,   3  answer  to  a  caveat  should  ^  verified. 

Port.  (Ala.)  51,  an  original  application  but  that  an   omission   to  verify  it  is 

for  probate  where  a  replication   was  waived  unless  seasonable  objection  is 

filed  to  the  contestant's  objections.  taken. 

California,  —  Matter   of    Robinson,  Mississippi,  —  Biles  v.  Dean,  (Miss. 

106  Cal.  493;    Matter  of  Garcelon,  104  1893)  14  So.  Rep.  536,  a  bill  to  contest 

Cal.  570.  where  answers  were  filed  to  a  will,  where  the  defendant  filed  a  plea 

the  written  grounds  of  opposition   to  of  estoppel;   Matthews  v,  Sontheimer, 

probate  and  issues  of  fact  were  thus  39  Miss.  174,  holding  that  merely  for- 

raised ;  Matter  of  Burrell,  77  Cal.  479,  mal    objections    to    the    contestant's 

where  there  was  a  general  denial.  pleading  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first 

Idaho,  —  Gwin  v,  Gwin,  (Idaho  1897)  time  on  appeal. 
48  Pac.  Rep.  395,  where  the  proponent  Missouri,  —  West  v.  West,   144  Mo. 
answered  putting  in  issue  all  the  mate-  119,  holding  that  averments  in  the  pe- 
nal allegations  in  the  written  grounds  tition   repeated   in   the  replv  may  be 
of  opposition.  struck  out;    Benoist  v.  Murrin,  58  Mo. 

Illinois.  —  Sinnet    v.    Bowman,    151  307,    where     a     general    denial     was 

111.  146,  where  the  defendants  answered  pleaded. 

the  contestant's  bill  by  denying  its  New  Hampshire. — Oa  appeal  from 
equities  and  also  set  up  an  estoppel  by  a  decree  allowing  a  will,  the  appellant 
acceptance  of  the  provisions  of  the  will ;  pleads  that  the  instrument  is  not  the 
Luther  v,  Luther,  123  111.  558;  Taylor  last  will,  etc.,  tendering  an  issue  to  the 
V.  Cox,  153  111.  330;  American  Bible  country,  upon  which  the  appellee  joins. 
Soc.  V,  Price,  115  111.  623,  where  an-  Smith  (N.  H.)  449. 
swers  and  replications  were  filed;  Tennessee,  —  In  Miller  v.  Miller.  5 
Purdy  z.  Hall,  134  111.  398;  Fielding  v.  Heisk.  (Ten n.)  733,  a  petition  to  con- 
Fitzgerald,  130  111.  437,  holding  that  an  test  a  will,  the  court  declared  the 
amendment  of  the  answer  so  as  to  pre-  proper  practice  to  be  that  "  defenses  to 
sent  a  different  issue  will  not  be  the  petition,  other  than  a  demurrer, 
allowed  without  an  affidavit  of  the  must  be  presented  by  way  of  answer 
truthfulness  of  the  proposed  amend-  to  the  same,  and  not  by  complicated 
ment;  Wheeler  v,  Wheeler,  134  111.  522,  pleadings  "  —  special  pleas  in  that 
where  the  bill  was  demurred  to  for  the  case.  See  also  Cornwell  v.  Cornwell, 
reason  that  it  was  not  filed  in  time;  11  Humph.  (Tenn.)  487. 
Campbell  v.  Campbell,  130  111.  466,  Vermont,  —  Howe  v.  Pratt,  1 1  Vt. 
where  the  defendant  executor  filed  a  355,  where  the  court  stated  that  on 
disclaimer  and  was  dismissed  from  the  appeal  from  the  probate  of  a  will  the 
suit;  Camp  v,  Shaw,  53  111.  App.  341,  contestant  files  his  written  allegations 
where  the  defendant  in  a  statutory  suit  which  present  the  questions  to  be  de- 
in  chancery  to  contest  the  will  filed  a  cided  and  the  other  party  may  plead 
cross-bill  which  was  held  in  the  par-  thereto;  Baker  v.  Goodrich,  i  Aik.  (Vt.) 
ticular  case  to  be  unnecessary  for  the  395,  holding  that  if  the  objections  are 
defendant's  purpose.  not  traversed  the  court  will  treat  them 

Indiana,  — Willett  v.  Porter,  42  Ind.  as  demurred  to. 

350,  holding  that  a  demurrer  for  defect  Virginia,  —  Connolly  v.  Connolly,  3a 
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defect  of  parties  or  for  want  of  interest  in  the  contestant  have 
already  been  considered.^ 

IS.  AppointmeiLt  of  Ouardians  Ad  Litem  for  InSeuitt.  —  If  no 
appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  in  proceedings  to  admit  a  will 
to  probate  is  required  by  statute,  none  is  necessary;'  and  if 
required  by  statute  an  omission  to  make  such  appointment  will 
render  the  judgement  voidable,'  but  not  void.* 

IS.  Abatement  by  Death  or  Transfer  of  Interert.  —  The  death  of  a 
proponent  or  contestant  does  not  abate  the  proceeding.'  It  may 
be  continued  by  the  survivor  or  survivors,*  or  may  be  revived  by 
the  successors  to  the  interest  of  the  deceased  party  or  parties.^ 
In  like  manner  a  release  or  assignment  of  the  interest  of  a  party 
does  not  operate  as  a  discontinuance.^ 

14.  Withdrawal,  or  Volnntary  Nonsuit  or  Dismissal.  —  While  one 
or  all  of  the  proponents  or  contestants  may  withdraw  from  the 

Gratt.  (Va.)  657,  which  indicates  that  338,  holding  that  an  appeal  from  the 

the   pleading  on  a  contest  by  bill  in  probate  coutt  does  not  abate  by  the 

equity  is  the  same  as  in  other  equity  death  of  one  of  the  appellants, 

suits.  e.  Brick  v.  Brick,  66  N.  Y.  144,  hold- 

Demurrer  to  Aaswor.  —  In  Barney  v.  ing    that    where     the    survivors    are 

Hayes,  ir  Mont.  99,  it  was  held  that  allowed  to  proceed  without  objection, 

where  an  answer  raises  issues  of  fact,  it  is  too  late  to  raise  the  point  in  the 

it  is  error  to  sustain  a  demurrer  thereto  appellate  court  that  the  representatives 

and  enter  judgment  thereon,  as  the  of  the  deceased  party  were  not  brought 

statute  requires  the  court  to  try  and  in. 

determine  the  issues  joined.  In     Maryland^     where     issues     are 

1.  See  supra^  pp.  1015,  1018.  granted  on  the  joint  application  of  two 

8.  "A    probate,    in    other    respects  or  more  parties  and  one  of  them  dies 

regular,  is  valid  as  to  all  the   world  before  the  issues  are  tried,  the  proceed- 

without  any  such  appointment.*'     Mat-  ing  does  not  abate,  nor  can  new  parties 

ter  of  Mousseau,  30  Minn.  203.     See  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  de- 

also  article  Infants,  vol.  10,  p.  626.  ceased,  but  the  survivor  or  survivors 

8.  Munro's  Estate,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  may  be  allowed  to  proceed  with  the 

Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  363:  Wells  v.  Wells,  cause.     Diffenderflfer  s^.  Griffith,  57  Md. 

144  Mo.  198,  holding  on  appeal  from  a  81. 

judgment  in  a  statutory  action  to  con-  7.  Matter  of  Covers,  5  Dem.  (N.  Y.) 

test  a  probated  will  that  the  judgment  40;  Brick  v.  Brick,  66  N.  Y.  144.    See 

must  be  treated  as  an  entirety,  and,  also    Bonnemort    v.  Gill,    167    Mass. 

being  erroneous  as  to  an  infant  defend-  340. 

ant,  was  erroneous  as  to  all    defend-  "  If  the  proponent  should    die  the 

ants.     Citing  to  that  precise  point  Rush  proceeding  would  not  abate.     If  he  left 

V.  Rush,  19  Mo.  441,  and  Neenan  v.  successors  to  his  interest,  they  would 

St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  89.    See  also  Her-  have   to  be  brought  in  and  be  made 

ring  V,  Ricketts,  loi  Ala.  340;  Russell  parties  to  the  proceedingaspersons  in- 

t^.  Hartt,  87N.  Y.  19;  Matter  of  Seabra,  terested    in    the    estate."     Matter   of 

38  Hun  (N.  Y.)  218.  Lasak,  131  N.  Y.  627, 43  N.  Y,  St.  Rep. 

4.  Matter  of  Becker,  28  Hun  (N.  Y.)  loi.     See  also  Lafferty  v.  Lafferty,  5 

207.     See  also    Melms    v,   Pfister,   59  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  326. 

Wis.   186;    Coalson  v,  Tooke,   18  Ga.  8.  Freeman  v.  Jennings,  7  Rich.  L. 

745;  Brick's  Estate,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  (S.  Car.)  381,  holding  that  an  appeal 

Surrogate  Ct.)  12;  Benedicts.  Cooper,  from  the  ordinary  for  a  trial  and  con- 

3  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  363;  and  generally  arti-  test  de  novo  was  not  discontinued  by 

de  Infants,  vol.  10,  p.  630.  such  relinquishment  of  the  interest  ojf 

6.  Van  Alen  v.  He  wins,  5   Hun  (N.  one  of  the  appellants,  whose  name  was 

Y.)  44;    Bonnemort  v.  Gill,  167  Mass.  thereupon  stricken  from  the  record. 
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proceedings*  upon  payment  of  costs  properly  taxable,'  yet  in 
whatever  form  a  proceeding  is  had  to  probate  or  contest 
a  will,  or  to  establish  a  rejected  will,  or  contest  a  probated 
will,  neither  the  proponents  in  the  one  case  nor  the  con- 
testants in  the  other  can  be  allowed  to  suffer  a  nonsuit  or 
dismiss  the  proceeding,  after  the  issues  are  made  up,'  unless  all 

1.  Cash  V,  Lust,  142  Mo.  630;  Matter  and  the  caveat  cannot  be  withdrawn 

of  Lasak,  131  N.  Y.  624,43  N.Y.St,  so  as  to  restore  his  jurisdiction  to  admit 

Rep.   loi;    Hutson  v.  Sawyer,   104  N.  the  will  to  probate.     Slocum  v.  Gran- 

Car.  i;   Sawyer  v,  Dozier,  5  Ired.  L.  din,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  485.  affirmed  sub  nam, 

(N.  Car.)  99;    Etcbert's  Estate,  155  Pa.  Grandin  v.  Slocum,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  342. 

St.  59;    Patton  V,  Allison,  7   Humph.  Conilieting    AnthoritiM. —  In     Heer- 

(Tenn.)  320;    Dillard  v.  Dillard.  78  Va.  mans  v.  Hill,  2  Hun  (N.  Y.)  400,  citfd 

208.     SeealsoKinnamant/.  Kinnaman,  in  Matter  of  Hopper,  5  Dem.  (N.  Y.) 

71  Ind.  417;  Matter  of  Bartholick,  141  243,  it  was  held,  without  the  citation  of 

N.  Y.  166.  £»ny  authorities,  that  the  probate  court 

8.  Hutson  V.  Sawyer,  104  N.  Car.  i;  has  power  to  allow  the  proponent  of  a 

Sawyer  v.  Dozier,  5  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  will  to  withdraw  the  will  from  probate 

99.  and  to  discontinue  proceedings,  against 

8,  Benoist  v,  Murrin,  48  Mo.  48,  a  the  objection  of  a  contestant.     But  see 

contest  transferred  from  the  Probate  to  the  New  York  cases  cited  in  the  next 

the  Circuit  Court,  it  being  held  that  the  note. 

same  rule  would  apply  if  the  proceed-  In  Alabama  it  was  held  that  the  pro- 

ing  were  in  the  Circuit  Court  by  ap-  ponent  could  not,  on  the  trial  of  the 

peal  and  the  contestants  were  appel-  issues,  be  suffered  to  take  a   nonsuit 

lants;  McMahon  v.  McMahon,  100  Mo.  with  a  view  to  revision  in  the  Supreme 

99,   and  Cash   v.   Lust,    142   Mo.  630,  Court.     Roberts  v,  Trawick,  13  Ala.  68. 

which  were  statutory  actions  to  contest  Subsequently  it  was  held  that  after  a 

probated   wills;    Matter  of   Hopper,  5  will  had  been  propounded  and  an  issue 

Dem.  (N.  Y.)  242;    Hutson  v.  Sawyer,  made  up  to  try  its  validity,  the  probate 

104  N.  Car.  I;    Syme  v,  Broughton,  85  court  committed  no  error  in  refusing  to 

N.  Car.  367;  St.  John's  Lodge  No.  i  v.  allow  the  proponent  to  withdraw  from 

Callender,  4   Ired.   L.   (N.   Car.)  335,  the  contest  and  become  a  witness  in 

holding  that  the  proponent  could  not  favor  of  the  will,  Gilbert  v.  Gilbert,  22 

be  allowed  to  defeat  the  issue  by  with-  Ala.  529;   and   that  where   there  were 

drawing.     The  court  there  said:    '*  If  two  proponents,  and  the  probate  judge 

the  party  could  be  allowed  to  withdraw  refused  to  permit  one  to  withdraw  and 

and  had  withdrawn  from  the  cause,  he  testify,  the  other  offering  to  deposit  a 

could  not  have  taken  the  instrument  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  cover  the 

with  him.     It  still  remained  in  the  cus-  costs,  the  ruling  was  free  from  error, 

tody  of  the  law,  and  the  court  must  Deslonde  v,    Darrington,   29  Ala.  92. 

have  proceeded  to  sentence."  But  in  Crow  v.  Blakey,  31  Ala.  728. 

A  plaintiff  cannot  dismiss  his  petition  where  the  will  was  propounded  by  an 
to  contest  where  any  defendant  in  his  executor,  it  was  held  that  a  contest  was 
answer  joins  in  the  prayer  that  the  will  a  proceeding  inter  partes  to  such  an  ex- 
be  set  aside.  Bradford  v.  Andrews,  20  tent  that  the  court  committed  no  error 
Ohio  St.  208.  in  allowing  the  proponent  to  dismiss 

In  New  Jersey^  when   a  caveat  has  his  application  on  the  day  appointed 

been  filed  with  the  surrogate  and  the  for  the  contest. 

will  is  subsequently  propounded  to  him  In  Maryland  itie  Co\xtX,  of   Appeals, 

for  probate,  the  proponent  may,  before  speaking  of  the  right  of  the  caveator 

citations  have  issued,  withdraw  his  ap-  to  dismiss  issues  transmitted  from  the 

plication   without  prejudice  to  a  new  Orphans' Court  to  a  court  of  law,  said : 

application    to    the    Orphans'    Court,  '*  The  dismissal  or  abandonment  of  is- 

which   has  concurrent    jurisdiction    of  sues,  of  necessity,  results  in  a  return 

such  proceedings.     Matter  of  Fisher,  of   the  case   to  the    Orphans'    Court, 

49  N.  J.  Eq.  517.     But  if  citations  have  where,  as  a  matter  of  course,  all  per- 

issued    and    the  Orphans'   Court    has  sons  interested  in  the  controversy  could 

fixed  a  day  for  hearing,  the  matter  is  become  parties  to  the  contest,  without 

out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate,  any  restriction  of  the  right  to  have  like 
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parties  in  interest  assent.^ 

15.  Bemoval  of  Proceeding  to  Federal  Conrt.  —  The  removability 
from  state  to  federal  courts  of  proceedings  for  the  probate  or 
contest  of    wills   is   reserved   for  consideration  in    the    article 

Removal  of  Causes.* 

16.  Sight  to  Jury  Trial  of  Will  Contests  —  As  %  Coastitatioiial  QnertiAn. 
—  It  is  generally  agreed  that  there  is  no  constitutional  right  to  a 

or  other  issues  made   up  and   trans-  was  incompetent.     But  so  long  as  any 

mitted,   and   in   that   view  no  person  person  cited  is  before  the  surrogate  in 

whose  rights  were  a£fected  by  the  is-  support  of  the  will,  he  has  no  right, 

sues  sent  in  this  case  could  reasonably  upon  the  motion  of  any  other  party, 

object  to  or  complain  of  their  dismissal,  arbitrarily  to  arrest  or  dismiss  the  pro- 

We  do  not  intend  to  say,  however,  that  ceeding/* 

parties  plainiiff  would  always  have  the  In  Matter  of  Greeley,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
right  to  dismiss  issues  without  trial,  S.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  396,  where  two 
for  we  do  not  deny  the  possibility  of  wills  were  propounded  for  probate,  the 
cases  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  beneficiaries  in  the  earlier  contesting 
facts  and  relations  of  the  contesting  the  validity  of  the  later  one,  it  was 
parties,  it  would  be  expedient  to  frame  held  that  all  parties,  if  they  were 
issues  so  that  the  parties  plaintiff  adults,  might  enter  a  stipulation  upon 
would,  in  some  sense,  be  made  to  rep-  the  minutes  which  would  authorize  the 
resent  the  interests  and  rights  of  court  to  admit  the  first  will  to  probate 
others.  But  under  the  circumstances  and  consider  the  contest  of  the  latter 
shown  here,  and  especially  in  consid-  withdrawn,  but  that  as  an  infant  was 
eration  of  the  fact  that  the  appellee  interested  in  the  contest,  neither  his 
was  the  only  person  that  appeared  in  guardian  ad  Hum  nor  his  counsel  could 
the  Orphans'  Court  to  contest  the  va-  make  a  stipulation  that  would  oper- 
lidity  of  the  paper  propounded  for  pro-  ate  against  his  interests,  and  there- 
bate,  and  of  the  further  facts  that  the  fore  that  the  court  must  proceed  to  a 
issues  sent  were  framed  upon  the  aver-  decree  on  the  merits.  See  further  to 
ments  of  her  caveat  and  petition,  and  the  point  that  the  proceedings  may  be 
proceeded  with  at  her  own  cost,  we  dismissed  with  the  consent  of  all  par- 
must  conclude  that  she  had  an  unques-  ties,  Whitfield  v.  Hurst,  9  Ired.  L.  (N. 
tionable  right  to  withdraw  from  and  Car.)  175;  Matter  of  Hopper,  5  Dem. 
abandon  the  contest,  and  consequently  (N.  Y.)  244. 

that  the  dismissal  of  the  issues  was  a        Compare   Hoyt  r.  Jackson,  a  Dem. 

matter  that  rested  wholly  in  her  dis-  (N.  Y.)  456,  where  the  court,  referring 

cretion.'*     Price  v.  Taylor,  21  Md.  364.  to  **  a  peculiarity  of  probate  procced- 

1.  By  Consent  of  All.  —  Where  an  ex-  ings  which  distinguishes  them   from 

ecutor  propounds  a  will,  and  parties  almost    all    other   judicial    investiga- 

notified  appear  for  and  against  it  and  tions,"  said:     "  When  once  an  instrn- 

enter  upon  a  contest,  the  executor  may  ment  purporting  to  be  a  will  has  been 

withdraw   without  an  order  of  court  produced   before    the    surrogate,   and 

permitting  him  to  do  so,  but  without  parties    in    interest   have  been    sum- 

ihe  consent  of  all  he  cannot  be  allowed  moned  to  attend  its  probate,  it  is  no 

to  dismiss    the    proceeding.     Lasak's  longer  under  the  control  of  the  persons 

Will,  23  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  who    propounded    it.      They    cannot 

Ct.)  54,  affirmed  57  Hun  (N.  Y.)  417,  claim  the  right  to  withdraw  it  from  the 

which  was  affirmed  13T  N.  Y.  624,  43  files,  even  though  all  persons  interested 

N.  Y.  St    Rep.  loi,  where  the  court  consent  to  that  course.     Nor,  on  the 

said:    '*  If  all  the  parties  cited,  being  other  hand,  can  they,  by  obtaining  the 

of  full  age,  should  ask  that  the  pro-  consent  of  all  such  persons,  procure  its 

ceedings  be  dismissed,  no  one  appear-  admission  to  probate." 
ing  in  support  of  the  will,  it  would  be        8.  See  that  part  of  the  article  R£- 

theduty  of  the  surrogate  to  dismiss  the  moval  op  Causes  which  treats  of  what 

proceeding.     The  same  result  could  be  constitutes  a  **  suit  of  a  civil  nature,  at 

produced  if  all  the  parties  cited  should  law  or  in  equity/*  within  the  meaning 

formally  admit  that  the  will  was  not  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 

legally  executed,  or  that  the  testator  1887,  24  Stat,  at  L.,  c.  373.  §  2. 
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trial  by  jury  of  questions  of  fact  in  suits  or  proceedings  to  con- 
test wills  before  or  after  probate.^ 

:tj  SUtetory  PstotIiIob  or  BiteblialMd  Vngt,  a  jury  trial  of  an  issue  pre- 
scribed by  statute  or  framed  under  the  direction  of  the  court  is 
usually  peremptory,  even  where  the  contest  is  by  bill  in  chancery,' 
or  of  right  upon  demand  of  either  party,'  but  sometimes  rests 

1.  Cummins  v,  Cummins,  x  Marv.  trial  in  actions  to  determine  the  validity 

(Del.)  433;   Wright  V.  Fttltz,  138  Ind.  of  probated  wills  under  Code  Civ.  Pro., 

594;   Gilruth  tr.  Gilruth,  40  Iowa  346;  g  2653a,  as  amended  by  Laws  1897,  c. 

Rich  V,  Bowker,  25  Kan.  7;   Wills  v,  104.  The  surrogate  of  New  York  county 

Lochnane,  o  Bush  (Ky.)  550;   In    re  may  transfer  to  the  Supreme  Court  a 

Welch,  69  Vt.  127.     Contra^  Cockrill  v,  proceeding  for  the  probate  of  will,  and 

Cox.  65  Tex.  669:  Linney  v.  Peloquin,  thereupon  the  issues  of  fact  must  be 

35  Tex.  29.  tried    by   a    jury.     Code    Civ.    Pro., 

la  a  Conunon-law  Aetion  where  the  g  2547;  /«  r^  Newcombe,  (Supreme  Ct.) 

validity  of  a  devise  of  real  estate  is  in  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  549.    For  cases  con- 

queslion  there  is  a  right  to  trial  bv  struing  and  applying  the  provisions  of 

jury.    Wallace  v,   Payne,    14    N.    Y.  the  code  first  above  cited,  see  Matter  of 

App.  Div.  597.  Laudy,  148  N.  Y.  403;  Matter  of  Bud- 

3.  Colorado,  —  Clough  v.  Clough,  10  long,  126  N.  Y.  423;  Burger  v.  Burger, 
Colo.  App.  433,  holding  that  trial  by  in  N.  Y.  523:  Matter  of  Hunt,  no  N. 
jury  is  mandatory  both  on  appeal  from  Y.  278  [disHnruisAed  in  Matter  of  W  li- 
the probate  court  and  in  statutory  ac-  cox,  131  N.  Y.  610,  43  N.  Y.  St.  Rep. 
tions  to  contest  a  probated  will.  iQt];    Marvin  v,  Marvin,  4  Keyes  (N. 

Illinois,  —  Rutherford  v.  Morris,  77  Y.)9;  Matter  of  Martin,  98  N.  Y.  193: 

111.  397;   Long  z\  Long,  107  111.  210;  Matter  of  Smith,  96  N.  Y.  661;  Sutton 

Purdy  V.  Hall,  134  111.  298;   Brown  v,  v,  Ray,  72  N.  Y.  482;   Tyler  v.  Gardi- 

Miner,  128  111.  148,  where  the  court  ner,  35  N.  Y.  559:  Valentine  r.  Valen- 

said  that  the  statute  "  seems  "  to  be  tine,  (Supreme   Ct.)  3  N.  Y.  St.  Rep. 

imperative.    See  on  this  point  a  state-  154;  Matter  of  Booth,  (Supreme  Ct.)  13 

ment  of  the  Illinois  practice  in  Clough  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  344;  Matter  of  Brunor, 

9.  Clough,  10  Colo.  App.  433.     Compare  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  259;  Johnson  v. 

Wolf  V,  Bollinger,  62  111.  368,  holding  Hicks,  i  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  150;  Nichols  v, 

that  if  no  issue  is   requested  it  is  a  Romaine,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.) 

waiver  of  a  jury  trial.  122;  Crolius  v.  Stark,  64  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

Indiana,  —  Lamb  v.  Lamb,  105  Ind.  112;    Mead  v.  Mead,  11  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

456.  661,  18  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  578;  Lake  v.  Ran- 

North  Carolina,  —  St.  John's  Lodge  ney,  33   Barb.  (N.  Y.)  49;    Matter  of 

No.  I  V,  Callender,  4  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  Pike,  83  Hun  (N.  Y.)  327;    Matter  of 

335.  Rapplee,  66  Hun  (N.  Y.)  558;  Matter  of 

0>liV.  —  Holt  V,  Lamb,  17  Ohio  St.  Campbell,  48  Hun  (N.  Y.)  417;  Matter 

374;    Walker  v.  Walker,    14  Ohio  St.  of  Van  Houten,  n  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

I57«  where  the  court  held  it  erroneous  208;  In  re  Manton,  (Supreme  Ct.)  52 

to  render  a  decree  setting  aside  the  N.  Y.  Supp.  511;  In  r^  Moss,  (Supreme 

will  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  Ct.)  29  N.  Y.   Supp.  421;    In  re  Ma- 

but  declined  to  decide  whether  the  de-  honey,  (Supreme  Ct.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp. 

cree  would  be  absolutely  void,  instead  335;  Van  Orman  v.  Van  Orman,  (Su- 

of  merely  voidable,  for  that  reason;  preme  Ct.)  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  931;  In  re 

Wagner  v,  Ziegler,  44  Ohio    St.    59,  Lyddy,  (Supreme  Cl.)  5  N.  Y.  Supp. 

holding  also  that  a  will  duly  allowed  636;   Mason  v.  Jones,  2  Bradf.  (N.  Y.) 

in  the  probate  court  cannot  be  set  aside  325. 

by  consent  of  the  parties;  Dew  v,  Reid,  8.  Alabama,  —  Civ.     Code,    1896, 

52  Ohio  St.  519,  quoting  the  statute.  §  42S7,  providing  that  the  issue  on  a 

la  Hew  Tork,  where  on  appeal  to  the  trial  in  the  probate  court  '*  must,  on 
Supreme  Court  the  decree  of  the  surro-  application  of  either  party,  be  tried  by 
gate  is  reversed  or  modified  upon  a  a  jury;  "  Civ.  Code,  1896,  §  4300,  pro- 
question  of  fact  there  must  be  a  jury  viding  that  on  a  contest  in  chancery  the 
trial  of  the  issues.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  court "  may  *  *  »  direct  an  issue 
S  2588.    There  must  likewise  be  a  jury  to  be  tried  by  a  jury;  "  Hill  v.  Barge, 
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entirely  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.* 

17.  Awarding  Iuiim  and  Trame  and  Form  Thereof — a.  General 

OR  Special  Issues.  —  In  some  states  the  sole  issue  whether  the 
paper  offered  for  probate  is  or  is  not  the  will  of  the  decedent  is 

12  Ala.  687,  holding  that  "  nray  "  in  Meusachusetts.  —  Doherty    v.    O'Cal- 

the  statute  authorizing  issues   meant  laghan,    157   Mass.   90,  where  it  was 

"  shall,"  and  that  on  a  contest  either  said  to  be  the  general  practice  of  the 

in  the  probate  court  or  in  chancery  the  court  to  frame  the  customary   issues 

heir  is  absolutely  entitled  to  an  issue  and  that  the  refusal  of  issues  may  be 

of  devisavit  vel  non  if  he  demands  it;  reviewed  on  appeal,  but  only   for  an 

Lanier   v.   Richardson,   72    Ala.    134;  abuse  of  discretion;  Fay  v.  Vanderford, 

Jaques  v,  Horton,  76  Ala.  238,  holding  154  Mass.  498,  holding  that  there  is  no 

that  there  can  be  no  jury  trial  on  a  absolute  right  to  a  jury  trial  and  that 

contest  in  the  probate  court  if  neither  the  framing  of  issues  is  discretionary 

party  demands  it.  with  the  presiding  justice,  and  not  by 

Arkansas.  —  Dowell    v.   Tucker,    46  any  means  a  matter  of  course. 

Ark.  438;    Tobin  v,  Jenkins,  29  Ark.  New  Hampshire,  —  Pub.  Stat,   iSgi^ 

151.  c.  200.  g  II. 

California,  —  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1330;  Newjersey,  —  Brothers  r.  Pickel,  31 

Matter  of  Robinson,  106  Cal.  493.  N.  J.   £)q.  647;    Youmans  v.   Petty,  33 

District    of   Columbia.  —  Dugan     v.  N.  J.  Eq.  532. 

Norihcutt,  7  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  351.  W^«xf<>iiJ»if .— Jackman's  Will,  26  Wis. 

Iowa.  —  Collins  v,  Brazill,  63  Iowa  104;  Jones  v.  Roberts,  96  Wis.  437. 

432.  In  PttiiifylTaiiia,  by  construction  of 

Kentucky.  —  Stat.  1894,  §  4850.  the  statute,  the  Orphans'  Court  is  not 

Maryland.  —  Keene  v.  Corse,  80  Md.  bound  as  a  matter  of  right  to  award  aa 

20:    Barroll  v,  Reading,   5   Har.  &  J.  issue  devisavit  vel  non^  and  will  grant 

(Md.)   175;    Sum  wait  v.  Sum  wait,   52  such   issue  only   when  evidence    has 

Md.  338;  Price  v.  Taylor,  21  Md.  356.  been  taken  from  which  it  appears  that 

Michigan.  —  Matter  of  Stebbins,  94  there  is    a  conflict    of  testimony  and 

Mich.  304.  a   substantial   dispute    upon    material 

Missouri. —  K^v.  Stet.  1889,8  8888;  points.     Harvey's  Estate,  181  Pa,  St. 

Elliott    V.    Welby.    13    Mo.   App.    19;  207;  Harrison's  Appeal,  100  Pa.  St.  458; 

Muller  V.  St.  Louis  Hospital  Assoc,  5  Matter  of  Baxter,  i  Brews.  (Pa.)  451; 

Mo.  A.pp.  390.  Knight's  Estate,  3  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  173; 

West  Virginia.  —  Code  1891,  c.  77,  McCann's    Estate,   2    Pa.    Dist.   Rep. 

i  30,  p.  664;    Dower  v.  Church,  21  W.  181;    Thompson's  Appeal,  103  Pa.  St. 

Va.  43.  603;    Graham's  Appeal,  61  Pa.  St  43; 

\,  Delaware.  —  Cummins     v.    Cum-  Ruoff' s  Appeal,  26Pa.  St.  219;  Wikoff*s 

mins,  I  Marv.  (Del.)  423,  holding  that  Appeal,  15  Pa.  St.  281;  Schwilke's  Ap- 

it  is  discretionary  both  with  the  regis-  peal,  100  Pa.  St.  628;   Cozzens's  Will, 

ter  and  with  the  Superior  Court  on  ap-  61    Pa.    St.    196;    South's    Estate,    11 

peal;    Barker  v.  Spicer,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  Phila.  (Pa.)  107,  32  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  456; 

348,  holding  that  the  ruling  of  the  court  Robinson's  Estate,  iz  Phila.  (Pa.)  37, 

denying  an  issue  is  subject  to  review  32  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  83. 

for  abuse  of  discretion  and  that  in  gen-  *'  There  is  no  doubt  that  an  issue  is 

eral  a  will  ought  not  to  be  established  matter  of    right,   under    the    statute, 

against  the  heir  at  law  without  an  issue  where   there  is  a  substantial  dispute 

when  he  prays  for  one  at  the  proper  upon  a  material  question  of  fact,  and 

time.  that  the   test  of  substantiality  in  the 

Kansas.  —  Rich  v.  Bowker,  25  Kan.  dispute  is  that  a  verdict  could  be  sup- 

7;  Hudson  V.  Hughan,  56  Kan.  152.  ported  by  the  trl^l  judge  upon  a  re- 

Maine.  —  Backus  v.  Cheney,  80  Me.  view  of  all  the  evidence."    Sharpless's 

17;  Withee  v.  Rowe,  45  Me.  585,  where  Estate,  134  Pa.  St.  259. 

the  court  said:     **  In  such  cases  it  is  "  If  the  testimony  is  such  that  after 

usual  for  the  court  to  direct  issues  as  a  a  fair  and  impartial  trial,  resulting  in  a 

matter  of  course.      But   whether  the  verdict  against  the  proponents  of  the 

facts  in  dispute  shall  all  be  settled  by  alleged   will,  the   trial  judge,  after  a 

the  jury  or  not  is  subject  to  the  discre-  careful   review  of  all   the  testimony, 

tion  of  the  court."  would  feel  constrained  to  set  aside  the 
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prescribed  by  statute  and  framed  by  the  court  or  submitted 
directly  to  the  jury  in  that  comprehensive  form,  and  is  not 
enlarged  or  restricted  by  the  pleadings,  the  only  effect  of  the 
latter  being  to  confine  the  evidence  to  subordinate  issues.^     In 

\erdict  as  contrary  to    the    manifest  As  to  Validity  of  Signature,  —  Issue 

weight  of  the  evidence,  it  cannot  be  refused   on  the  evidence.     Douglass's 

said  that  a  dispute  within  the  meaning  Estate,  162  Pa.  St.  567. 

of  the  act  has  arisen."     Knauss's  Ap-  Issue   granted.     Sharpless's  Estate, 

peal,   114  Pa.  St.  10,  quoted  with  ap-  134  Pa.  St.  350. 

proval  in  Herster  v.  Herster,  122  Pa.  1.  The  practice  stated  in  the  text  is 

St.  239  and  116  Pa.  St.  612.  substantially  that  which  prevails  in 

As  to  Testamentary  Ca/aa/y.  —  Issue  Arkansas.  —  See  Tobin   v,   Jenkins, 

refused   on   the  evidence.     Maxwell's  29  Ark.  151. 

Estate,  6  Pa.  DisL  Rep.  75;   Weissin-  CV>«if/rAV«/.  —  St.  Leger's  Appeal.  34 

ger's   Estate,   6   Pa.    Dist.    Rep.   684;  Conn.   434;    Livingston's  Appeal,    63 

McCann's  Estate,  2  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  181;  Conn.  68. 

In  re  Hardy,  12  Phila.  (Pa.)  22,  34  Michigan,  —  American  Baptist  Mis- 
Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  248;  Rowson's  Estate,  sionary  Union  v.  Peck,  9  Mich.  445, 
175  Pa.  St.  150;  Loeser's  Estate,  167  holding  that  no  formal  issue  need  be 
Pa.  St.  498;  Douglass's  Estate,  162  Pa.  made  up;  Eraser  v,  Jennison,  106  U. 
St.  567;  Pennsyl's  Estate,  157  Pa.  St.  S.  191,  where  the  court  said:  "  In 
465;  Fow's  Estate,  147  Pa.  St.  264;  Michigan,  on  an  appeal  from  the  order 
Foster's  Estate,  142  Pa.  St.  62;  Green's  of  a  Probate  Court  admitting  a  will  to 
Estate,  140  Pa.  St.  137;  Lillibridge's  probate,  there  is  but  one  main  issue» 
Estate,  133  Pa.  St.  211;  McDonald's  to  wit, '  whether  the  paper  propounded 
Estate,  130  Pa.  St.  480;  Herster  v.  is  or  is  not  a  will.  There  may  be  more 
Herster,  122  Pa.  St.  239;  Eddey's  Ap-  or  less  minor  issues  included!  but  they 
peal,  109  Pa.  St.  406;  Combs's  Appeal,  all  belong  to  the  same  inquiry,  and 
105  Pa.  St.  155;  Linton's  Appeal,  104  cannot  be  presented  separately.'  " 
Pa.  St.  228;  De  Haven's  Appeal,  75  Citing  Frazer  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge, 
Pa.  St.  337;  Graham's  Appeal,  61  Pa.  39  Mich.  198,  and  In  re  Hathaway,  46 
St.  43:    Cozzens's  Will,  61  Pa.  St.  196;  Mich.  326. 

Harmony  Lodge's  Appeal,  127  Pa.  St.  Mississippi,  —  Pratt    v,    Hargreaves* 

269;    Boyer's  Estate,   166  Pa.  St.  630;  75  Miss.  897;  Sartor  v.  Sartor,  39  Miss. 

Cox's  Estate,  167  Pa.  St.  501 ;  Knight's  760.      Compare  Payne    v.    Banks,    32 

Estate,  167  Pa.  St.  453;  Gatley's  Estate,  Miss.   292;    Hairston  v.  Hairston,  30 

4  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  52;  Rowson's  Estate,  4  Miss.  276. 

Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  91;  Hamilton's  Estate,  Missouri, --Rev,  Stat.  1889,  §  8888; 

4  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  161 ;  McKim's  Estate,  Lilly  v.  Tobbein,  103  Mo.  477;  Cox  v. 

27  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  no.  Cox,  loi  Mo.   168;    Gordon  v,  Burris, 

Issue  granted.     Palmer's  Estate,  24  141  Mo.  602,  holding  that  if  the  statu- 

W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  159.  tory  issue  is  not  made  up,  but  the  jury 

As  to   Undue  Influence,  —  Issue   re-  finds  on  it,  and  no  objection  is  made, 

fused    on    the    evidence.     Harrison's  the    error    in    procedure    will   not   be 

Appeal,   100    Pa.    St.  458;    Maxwell's  ground  for  reversal. 

Estate,  6  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  75;  Pennsyl's  New  York,  —  It  seems  that  general 

Estate,  157  Pa.  St.  465;  Foster's  Estate,  and  special  issues  are  both  used.     The 

142  Pa.  St.  62;  Green's  Estate,  140  Pa.  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  directing  a 

St.  137;  McDonald's  Estate,  130  Pa.  St.  jury  trial  after  reversal  or  modification 

480;    Herster  v,  Herster,  122  Pa.  St,  of  the  decree  of  the  surrogate  must 

239:  Linton's  Appeal,  104  Pa.  St.  228;  state  distinctly  and  plainly  the  ques- 

Wainwright*s  Appeal,  89  Pa.  St.  220;  tions  of  fact  to  be  tried.     Code  Civ. 

De   Haven's  Appeal,  75    Pa.  St.  337;  Pro.,    §    2588.     Several    issues    were 

Johnson's    Estate,    159    Pa.    St.    630;  made  up  and  approved  in  McKinley  v, 

Levis's  Estate,  140  Pa.  St.  179.  Lamb,  64  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  201. 

Issue  granted.     Armor's  Estate,  154  In  an  action  to  determine  the  validity 

Pa.  St.  517.  of  a  will  under  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  %  2653a, 

As  to  Revocation,  —  Issue  refused  on  as  amended  by  Laws  1897,  c.  104,  it  is 

the  evidence.    Stewart's    Estate,    149  provided  that  the  issue  of  the  plead- 

Pa.  St.  III.  ings  "  shall  be  confined  to  the  question 
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others  one  or  more  Special  issues  educed  from  the  pleadings  are 
made  up  under  the  direction  of  the  court  on  the  disputed  ele- 
mental fact  or  facts,  and  are  sent  to  a  jury  of  the  same  or  a 
different  court  to  be  tried  and  determined  by  a  special  verdict/ 
and  the  court,  on  the  return  of  the  special  verdict,  decides  the 

main  issue  in  accordance  with  it.  It  has  already  been  shown  that 

of  whether  the  writing  produced  is  or  67  Cal.  444;  Cartery's  Estate,  56  CaL 

is  not  the  last  will  and  codicil  of  the  470;  Matter  of  Burrell,  77  Cal.  479. 

testator,  or  either."    Cheney  t^.  Price,  Delaware,  —  Davis     v.     Rogers,     x 

90  Hun  (N.  Y.)  238.  Houst.  (Del.)  183. 

No  rtk  Carolina,  —  Cornelius  v.  District  of  Columbia,  —  National  Safe 

Brawley,  109  N.  Car.  542,  where  the  Deposit,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Sweeney,  3  App. 

court  said  that  the  following  is  the  ap-  Cas.  (D.  C.)  401. 

proved  form  of  issue:    '*  Is  the  paper-  Illinois,  —  Ii  seems.     See  Luther  r. 

writing   propounded,     •     *     *     and  Luther,  122  111.  558. 

every  part  thereof,     •    *    *    the  last  Maryland,  —  Seethe  numerous  cases 

will  and  testament  of  '*  the  deceased?  cited  in  the  following  notes  to  this  sec- 

Ohio.  —  Reformed  Presb.  Church  v.  tion. 

Nelson,  35  Ohio  St.  638;  Holt  v.  Lamb,  Massachusetts.  —  While  it  is  custom- 

17  Ohio  St.  374:  Walker  v.  Walker,  14  ary  to  frame  issues  for  the  jury,  the 

Ohio  St.  157;  Dew  V.  Reid,  52  Ohio  St.  matter  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the 
519;  Green  v.  Green,  5  Ohio  270.             ~  court,  the  exercise  of  which  is  reriew- 

Tennessee, — Ford  v.  Ford,  7  Humph,  able  on  appeal.      Doherty    v,    0*Cal- 

(Tenn.)Q2,  where  the  court  said:  '*  No  laghan,    157    Mass.   90;    Melanefy  r. 

particular  form   is   required,   but   the  Morrison,   152  Mass.  473;    Newell  ». 

party  propounding  the  paper  affirms  it  Homer,  120  Mass.  277:  Barker  v,  Com- 

to  be  the  testator's  will,  and  the  con-  ins,  no  Mass.  477. 

testing  party  denies  it.*'  New  York,  —  See  the  preceding  note. 

Virginia  and  West  Virginia,  —  Ford  Pennsylvania,  —  In  Yardley  v,  Cuth- 

V,   Gardner,    i   Hen.   &  M.   (Va.)  72;  bertson,  108  Pa.  St.  446,  Mr.  Justice 

Coalter  v.   Bryan,  i   Gratt.   (Va.)   18;  Green  said:  '*  We  have  never  yet  for- 

Connolly  v,  Connolly,  32  Gratt.  (Va.)  mally  decided  that  an  issue  i^2nv>izvr7  «r/ 

657;    M alone  v.   Hobbs,  i   Rob.  (Va.)  non  is  illegal,  and  in  view  of  the  long- 

410,  holding  an  issue  in  the  words  of  continued  and    unquestioned  practice 

the  statute  sufficient,  where  the  court  regarding  them  we  could   not  do  so 

said:    **  The  issue  is  not  that  made  up  now.     We    are,   however,   of   opinion 

by  the  bill,  answer,  and  other  plead-  that  they  are  altogether  erroneous  and 

ings  in  the  chancery  proceeding,  but  ought  to  be  abrogated.     They  are  in 

is  a  new  and  separate  issue  "  as*  pre-  our  judgment  contrary  to  the  principles 

scribed  by  statute;  Jollowed  in  Dower  of  pleading  and  not  warranted  by  the 

V.   Church,   21   W.   Va.   45.     But    see  law  which  authorizes  them  when  they 

Code  W.  Va.,  c.   131,  g  5,  which  pro-  emanate    from    the   Register's  Court 

videsthat  the  court  may  direct  the  jury  formerly,  or  the  Orphans'  Court  now. 

in  addition  to  rendering  a  general  ver-  That    law.  Act  of  15th  March,  1833, 

diet  to  find   upon  particular  questions  §  41,  Purd.  Dig.  1256,  pi.  23,  permits 

of  fact  submitted  to  it,  and  "  where  any  only  the  granting  of  issues  to  try  dis- 

such  separate  verdict  or  special  finding  puted    questions  of  fact.      We  have 

shall  be  inconsistent  with  the  general  many  times  held  that  issues  for  such 

verdict,  the  former  shall  control   the  purposes  must  designate  specific  facts, 

latter,  and  the  court  shall  give  judg-  and  mere  consistency  requires  that  we 

m en t  accordingly.**     Construed  And.  ap^  should  adhere  to  the  same  rule  when 

plied  in  Kerr  v,  Lunsford,  31  W.  Va.  the  disputed  facts  affect  the  validity  of 

659.  a  will.     ♦    ♦    ♦     The  issue  devisavit 

That  the  Svidtnos  Ii  Baitriottd  by  the  vel  non  is  not  an  issue  to  try  any  fact. 

Pleadings  see  the  cases  cited  supra ^  p.  The  question  is  one  of  mixed  law  and 

1021,  note  I.  fact,  proper  only  to  t)e  determined  by 

1.  The  practice  stated  in  the  text  pre-  a  court  after  the  pure  facts  have  all 

vails  in  been  found."  •  See  also  the  cases  cited 

California.  —  Matter  of    Dalrymple,  in  the  following  notes  to  this  section. 
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in  a  few  of  the  states  the  allowance  of  a  jury  trial  is  entirely  dis- 
cretionary with  the  court.  ^ 

b.  Demand  for  Issues.  —  Requests  for  issues,  when  necessary, 
should  be  made  within  the  time  required,*  and  should  conform 
to  the  practice  of  the  court.' 

c.  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  in  Issues.  —  As  a  general 
rule  the  contestants  should  be  made  plaintiffs  in  the  issue  and  the 
proponents  defendants.^  But  the  court  may  adjust  the  positions 
of  the  parties  so  as  to  protect  itself  and  them  from  imposition.^ 

d.  General  Requisites  of  Special  Issues.  —  The  issues 

should  be  material,*  clear  and  plain,^  not  unnecessarily  multi- 

1.  See  supra,  p.  1031.  has  interests  for  and  against  the  will 
8.  Foster's  Appeal,  87  Pa.  St.  67;  the  court  may  allow  him  to  choose 
Sutton  V,  Morgan,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  629,  which  side  he  will  take, 
holding  that  an  application  to  the  Szseator  Boprosenting  Legatees.  —  In 
Orphans'  Court  for  issues  to  be  certified  Maryland  it  was  held  that  after  a  will 
for  a  jury  trial  should  be  made  before  has  been  admitted  to  probate  and  let- 
the  beginning  of  a  trial  in  the  Orphans'  ters  testamentary  have  been  granted. 
Court.  See  generally  article  Issues  to  the  executor  represents  the  estate  and 
THE  Jury,  v^.  ii,  p.  657  ft  sfq,  it  is  ordinarily  improper  to  make  the 
8.  la  PenasylYuiia  requests  for  issues  legatees  defendants  to  issues  on  a 
should  be  made  formally  in  writing,  caveat.  Little  Sisters  of  Poor  v,  Cush- 
Matter  of  Hoge,  2  Brews.  (Pa.)  450;  In  ing,  62  Md.  416,  pointing  out,  however, 
re  Shaw,  11  Phila.  (Pa.)5i,  32  Leg.  Int.  that  good  reasons  may  exist  in  partic- 
(Pa )  126.  But  a  written  reauest  may  ular  cases  for  pursuing  a  contrary 
be  filed  nunc  pro  tunc,  McCarter's  course.  See  supra,  p.  1016,  note  4. 
Appeal,  78  Pa.  St.  401.  5.  That  the  court  should  have  this 
4.  Matter  of  Dalrymple,  67  Cal.  444  power  in  order  to  prevent  collusive  and 
(by  construction  of  statute);  Emmons  fraudulent  practices  is  forcibly  shown 
V.  Garnett,  18  D.  C.  52;  Edelen  v.  in  Love  {^.Johnston,  12  Ired.  L.  (N. 
Edelen,  6  Md.  268.  Car.)  355:  Enloe  v,  Sberrill,  6  Ired.  L. 
In  Alabama,  by  statute,  the  proponent  (N.  Car.)  212.  cited  in  Hutson  t/.  Saw- 
must  be  the  plaintifif  in  the  issue  where  yer,  104  N.  Car.  i. 
the  contest  is  in  the  probate  court.  6.  Newell  v.  Homer,  120  Mass.  277; 
Barksdale  v,  Davis,  114  Ala.  623,  quot-  Matter  of  Baxter,  i  Brews.  (Pa.)  451. 
tng  the  statute;  Blakey  v.  Blakey,  33  See  also  Farmer  v.  Sprague,  57  Wis. 
Ala.    611;    Crow   v.   Blakey,   31   Ala.  324. 

728.  In  Matter  of  Baxter,  i  Brews.  (Pa.) 
In  Pennsylvania  it  is  discretionary  451,  it  was  held  that  the  court  properly 
with  the  Orphans'  Court  whether  the  refused  an  issue  as  to  whether  the  tes- 
proponents  shall  be  made  plaintiffs  or  tator  was  *'  laboring  under  the  belief  " 
defendants  in  the  issue.  Palmer's  Es-  that  the  appellant  *'  had  lost  his  right 
tate,  132  Pa.  St.  297,  holding  that  the  as  a  legitimate  son  of  "  the  testator, 
exercise  of  that  discretion  is  not  re-  Conitrnetion  of  Statate.  —  In  West 
viewable  by  the  Supreme  Court.  In  Virginia,  by  statute,  the  court  is 
Yardley  v.  Cuthbertson,  108  Pa.  St.  authorized  on  motion  of  an^  party  to 
395,  the  court  said  that  in  Pennsylvania  direct  the  jury  '*  to  find  in  writing  upon 
it  was  the  long-established  practice,  particular  questions  of  fact  to  be  stated 
though  perhaps  it  would  not  otherwise  m  writing."  Code  W.  Va.,  c.  131,  ^  5. 
be  upheld,  to  make  the  proponent  the  '*  The  questions  must  be  of  such  a 
plaintiff  in  the  issue.  See  also  Carter's  character  that  the  answers  thereto,  if 
Estate,  2  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  578:  Ruddach  contrary  to  the  general  verdict,  would 
V.  Reichenbach,  17  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  549,  control  the  same  and  be  conclusive  of 
commenting  on  Yardley  v,  Cuthbertson,  the  issue."  Kerr  v.  Lunsford,  31  W. 
108  Pa^  St.  395,  above  cited.  Va.  685,  decided  upon  an  obvious  con- 
In  Virginia  the  proponent  is  the  struction  of  the  remaining  part  of  the 
plaintiff  m  the  issue  and  the  contestant  section  of  the  code  above  quoted, 
defendant.  Coalter  v,  Bryan,  i  Gratt.  7.  Sumwalt  v,  Sumwalt,  52  Md.  346; 
CVa.)  18,  holding  that  where  a  party  Taylor  v,  Nuttle,  62  Md.  342. 
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plied,^  and  should  embrace  ultimate  facts  instead  of  mere  evi- 
dence *  or  matters  of  law.'  If  the  cause  is  heard  on  proper  issues, 
errors  in  the  manner  of  making  them  up,  not  calculated  to  affect 
the  judgment,  will  not  be  considered  as  grounds  for  reversal.^ . 
Where  the  verdict  is  merely  advisory  to  the  court,  the  precise 
form  of  the  questions  submitted  is  of  less  importance  than  where 
the  verdict  has  the  same  effect  as  in  an  action  at  law.^ 

e.  Issue  Directed  to  Part  of  a  Will.  —  While  issues  may 
be  so  framed  as  to  contest  the  validity  of  certain  parts  of  a  will 
without  assailing  the  entire  will,  the  practice  should  be  carefully 
restricted.* 

1.  Sumwalt  V,  Sumwalt,  53  Md.  346;  of  drunkenness  should  not  be  submit- 

Taylor  V.  Nuttle,  62  Md.  342;  Connelly  ted    as   a  special   issue.      Matter   of 

V,  Beall,  77  Md.  116;  Barker  t^.  Comins,  Oharky,  57  Cal.  274. 

no  Mass.  477.  Aa  Ime  as  to  Uadns  TnilnwiDS  should 

BopstitioiiB,  —  The  same  substantial  not  define  the  nature  or  degree  of  in- 

question  should  not  be  presented   in  fluence  which  will  render  a  wiU  Totd. 

two  separate  and  distinct  issues.    Sum-  Sumwalt    v,   Sumwalt,   52    Md.    347: 

wait  V,  Sumwalt,  52  Md.  346;  Taylor  Brewer  v,  Barrett,  58  Md.  587. 

V.   Nnttle,  62    Md.   342.      But  where  In  National  Safe  Deposit,  etc.,  Co.  9. 

some  of  the  issues  are  repetitions  of  Sweeney,  3  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  401,  an 

others  the  contestant  is  not  prejudiced  issue  as  to  whether  the  wiU  was  cze- 

if  all  of  them  are  found  against  him.  cuted  *'  under  the  undue  influence  of 

Matter  of  Dalrymple,  67  Cal.  444.  the  importunities,  suggestions,  or  per- 

As  to  Testamtntary  Capaeitj.  —  Thus  suasions  of  another  person  or  other 

where    an    issue   was  awarded  as  to  persons  '*  was  held  not  to  be  objectioo- 

whether  the  testator  was  **  of  sound  able  for  its  generality,  and  the  coan 

and  disposing  mind  and  capable  of  ex-  said  that  the  form  was  in  accordance 

ecuting  a  valid  deed  or  contract,"  an-  with  the  general  practice  in  the  Distritt 

other  issue  as  to"  insane  mental  hallu-  of  Columbia  and  in  Maryland^  but  that 

cination,   insane    illusion,    or    insane  '*  sometimes  the  issue  connects  the  nn- 

delusion,  which  rendered  him  incapa-  due  influence  with  some  certain  person 

ble  of  making  a  valid  will  and  testa-  by  name  and  '  others  unknown.*  " 

ment,"     was    objectionable     because  8.  Isbum  as  to  the  BonieQ  of  tl»  Ssotd- 

un necessary.     National  Safe  Deposit,  out  and  the  situs  of  his  property  should 

etc.,  Co.  V.  Sweeney,  3  App.  Cas.  (D.  not  be  granted.    Those  questions  are 

C.)  401,  where  the  court  said:  '*  It  is  jurisdictional  and  should  be  decided  by 

proper  to  add,  however,  that  notwith-  the  court  prior  to  the  granting  of  any 

standing  the  first  and  broad  issue  may  issues.    Stanley  v.  Safe  Deposit,  etc. 

in  all  cases  be  ample  to  cover  the  en-  Co.,  87  Md.  450. 

tire  range  of  probable  incapacity   to  4.  Barker  v.  Bell,  49  Ala.  291. 

make  a  valid  will,  we  think  there  are  6.  Ballantine  v.  Proudfoot,   62  Wis. 

many  instances  in  which  it  would  be  219,  "  because  the  court  must  deter- 

proper  to  submit,  and  might  be  error  to  mine  from  the  whole  evidence  whether 

refuse,  in  addition  and  in  subordina-  the  proposed  will  should  be  admitt^ 

tion   to  the  first,    *    *    •    a  second  to  probate.'* 

issue  based  on  the  alleged  existence  of  6.  Fisher  v.  Boyce,  81  Md.  46,  hold- 
some  special  insane  delusion  of  the  tes-  ing  that  it  was  improper  to  frame  an 
tator  with  respect  to  the  natural  objects  issue  as  to  fraud  or  undue  influence  in 
of  his  bounty  or  some  other  special  respect  to  part  of  the  will  where  such 
matter  which  may  have  controlled  or  part  was  not  distinct  and  severable 
unduly  influenced  in  a  legal  sense  a  from  the  rest. 

mind    in    other   respects    sufilciently  floparate  Issiuo  f or  floparate  Boqvoiti. — 

sound."  Where  the  entire  will  is  attacked  on  a 

8.  Cornelius  v,  Brawley,  109  N.  Car.  single  ground  separate    issues  as  to 

548;  McClary  v.  Stull,  44  Neb.  175.  each   of  the  bequests  should  not  be 

Drunkennofo. — Thus  where  unsound-  awarded.     Erwin's  Estate,  4  Pa.  Dist. 

ness  of  mind  is  relied  on  the  question  Rep.  219. 
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f.  Successive  Issues.  —  Different  issues  may  be  successively 
sent  to  the  same  jury  or  to  different  juries  on  behalf  of  the  same 
or  different  contestants,  as  often  as  the  case  is  capable  of  gen- 
erating issues.^  But  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  combine  the 
issues  as  far  as  possible,  and  to  require  all  the  contestants  to  join 
in  them,'  and  issues  once  tried  and  determined  cannot  be  sent  to 
the  jury  a  second  time  at  the  instance  of  another  contestant.' 

18.  Trial  of  Iwaes  by  Jury — a.  In  General.  — The  mode  of 
proceeding  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  is  substantially  the  same  as 
in  the  trial  of  common-law  actions,^  and  objections  and  excep- 
tions are  generally  taken  and  preserved  in  like  manner.' 

Where    a   will    is    assailed    on    the  ETerj  fact  which  is  required  to  be 

ff round  of  fraud  and  undue  influence,  proved  in  order  to  admit  the  will  to 

if  it  is  proposed  that  the  jury  shall  find  probate  as  valid  may  be  disproved  for 

whether  such  fraud  and  undue  influ-  the  purpose  of  showing  it  to  be  invalid. 

ence  affect  the  whole  will  or  certain  Bolles  v,  Harris,  34  Ohio  St.  38. 

parts    only,    and    what    parts,    there  Oath  tf  Jury.  —  Objection  to  the  form 

should  be  a  separate  issue  framed  di-  of  the  oath   to  the   jurors  should   be 

rectly  presenting  that  question  to  the  taken  when  they  are  sworn.    Thomp- 

jury.     Griffith  v.  Diffenderffer,  50  Md.  son  v,  Blackwell,  17  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  609. 

489.  Coasolidation  of  CoatMtf.  —  The  court 

1.  Dugan  V,  Northcutt,  7  App.  Cas.  may  order  contests  of  the  original  will 

(D.  C.)  351.  and  of  a  codicil  to  be  heard  together. 

Even  after  the  finding  of  a  jury  on  Matter  of  Wilson,  117  Cal.  262. 

issues,  a  party  in  interest  may  require  Bnls teparatlng  Witnanei. — In  Barker 


another  issue  or  issues  in   regard   to  v.  Bell,  49  Ala.  284,  a  contest  in  the 

facts  not  covered  by  those  pronounced  probate  court,  it  was  held  that  the  pro- 

upon  if  final  judgment  on  the  paper  ponent  of  the  will,  as  a  party,  has  a 

purporting  to  be  a  will  has  not  been  constitutional  right  to  be  present  at  the 

rendered.       Pegg  v,  Warford,  4  Md.  trial  and  must  therefore   be  excepted 

394.  from  the  rule  separating  the  witnesses. 

ItIi''Onl7Wh«r«theIiiii6fArsTotaU7  ProduetioB  of  Original  WiU.  — The 
BifBvent  throughout  that  successive  original  will,  when  not  lost  or  de- 
sets  of  them  can  be  allowed.'*  Tabler  stroyed,  and  not  a  copy  from  the 
V,  Tabler,  62  Md.  601,  holding  that  records  of  the  probate  court,  should  be 
where  an  issue  of  testamentary  capacity  produced  to  the  jury.  Haynes  v, 
as  to  the  whole  paper  has  been  tried  Haynes,  33  Ohio  St.  598. 
another  issue  raising  the  same  question  ifrron  or  Irrogularitioi  of  tho  Probate 
as  to  a  part  of  the  same  paper  will  Court  in  admitting  the  will  to  probate 
not  be  granted  without  very  special  cannot  be  inquired  into  upon  the  trial 
reasons.  of  a  statutory  action   to  contest  the 

8.  Pegg    r.    Warford,    4    Md.    394;  probate.    Converse  v,   Starr,  23  Ohio 

Dugan  V.  Northcutt,  7  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  St.  491.    See  also  Matter  of  Gouraud, 

351-  95  N.  Y.  256;  Clark  v.  Ellis,  9  Oregon 

8.  Pegg  V,  Warford,  4  Md.  385;  War-  128. 
ford  V.  Van  Sickle,  4  Md.  397;  Sum-  Arguunt  of  OonasoL  —  Refusal  to 
wait  V,  Sumwalt,  52  Md.  346;  Worth-  allow  counsel  in  his  argument  to  show 
iagton  V.  Gittings,  56  Md.  542;  Dugan  the  will  to  the  jury  is  not  necessarily 
V.  Northcutt,  7  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  351.  reversible  error.  Brownfield  v.  Brown- 
See  also  Davis  v,  Rogers,  i  Houst.  field,  43  111.  147. 
(Del.)  183.  ft.  Matter  of  Doyle,  73  Cal.  564;  Car- 

4.  Lanier  v,  Richardson,  72  Ala.  134;  vill  v.  Carvill,  73  Me.  136;  Holman  v, 

Carvill  v.  Carvill,  73  Me.  136;  Backus  Riddle,  8  Ohio  St.  384;    Montague  v. 

V.    Cheney,   80    Me.    17;     Wagner    v.  Allan,  78  Va.  592,  holding  that  if  par- 

Ziegler,  44  Ohio  St.  59;  Montague  v.  ties  submit  to  rulings  without  excep- 

Allan,  78  Va.  592;  Lamberts  v.  Cooper,  tion  it  is  a  waiver  of  error;  Dower  v. 

39  Gratt.  (Va.)  66,  cited  with  approval  Church,  21  W.  Va.  46. 

ia  Dower  v.  Church,  2X  W.  Va.  46.  Whoro  tho  Yordiet  li  Moroly  Advisory, 
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b.  Order  of  Proof.  —  See  article  Order  of  Proof,  vol.  15. 

pp.  375.  406. 

c.  Open  and  Close.  *—  See  article  Open  and  Close,  vol.  15. 

pp.  181,  197. 

d.  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  and  Instructions  — 

(i)  Testamentary  Cap€u:ity.  —  The  question  of  testamentary 
capacity  is  one  of  fact,^  but  the  standard  of  testamentary  capacity 
is  a  question  of  law,  and  it  is  both  the  province  '  and  the  duty  ' 
of  the  court  to  give  instructions  thereon. 

(2)  Fraud  or  Undue  Influence.  —  The  existence  of  fraud  or 
undue  influence  is  a  question  of  fact,^  but  what  constitutes  fraud 
or  undue  influence  such  as  to  vitiate  a  will  is  a  question  of  law,* 
upon  which  the  jury  should  be  properly  instructed.* 

(3)  Validity  of  Execution.  —  The  question  of  due  execution  of 

as  on  a  feigned  issue  in  chancery,  ex-  issues    by    the    j  ary.      Olmstead    r. 

cepiions  to  evidence  cannot  work  a  re-  Webb,  5  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  3S. 

versal.     Bryant  v.  Pierce,  95  Wis.  331.  PNrampti<m  of  Saai^.  —  An  instroc- 

1.  Backus    V.  Cheney,   80    Me.    17;  tion   should    not  withdraw   from  the 

Tillman  tr.  Hatcher,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  jury  the  legal  presumption   of  sanity 

371.     See  also  the  following  notes.  even  though  the  statute  may  require 

Saaitj  is  a  question  of  fact.     Ware  v,  some  proof  of  sanity  and  the  evidence 

Ware,  8  Me.  42.  renders    it    doubtful.       Hawkins    v. 

8.  Kimberly's  Appeal,  68  Conn.  428,  Grimes,  13  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  257. 

holding  that  where  there  was  evidence  Inoomet  Assoeiatsd  with  Gocrset  Ib> 

of  insane  delusion  it  was  proper  for  the  stnutloiis,  —  Erroneous  instructions  as 

court  to  give  the  jury  a  definition  of  to  the  standard  of  testamentary  capsc- 

the  same.  ity  cannot  be  deemed  cured  by  other 

8.  The  jury  should  be  told  what  con-  correct  instructions  on  that  point  where 

stitutes  testamentary  capacity.    Bramel  the  evidence    is    sharply    conflicting, 

V.   Bramel,  (Ky.   1897)  39  S.  W.  Rep.  since  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  jury 

520.  applied   the  right  or  the   wrong  test. 

Unsoundntss     of    Kind. —  The    jur^  Sinnet  r.  Bowman,  151  111.  146. 

should  be  instructed  as  to  what  consti-  4.  Backus    v,    Cheney,   80  Me.   17: 

tutes  unsoundness  of  mind  within  the  Tillman  v.  Hatcher,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.) 

meaning  of  the  law.    Durham  v.  Smith,  371. 

120  Ind.  463;  Burkhart  v,  Gladish,  123  5.  Yoe  v,  McCord,  74  III.  33,  holding 

Ind.  343.  that  an   instruction  should  not  leave 

An  instruction  as  to  **  unsound  mind  that  question  to  be  decided  by  the  jury, 

or  memory  "  was  properly  refused  be-  6.  Yoe  v.  McCord,  74  111.  33;  Taylor 

cause  it  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  v,  Nuttle,  62  Md.  342;  Farr  v.  Thomp- 

jury  by  making  an  unwarrantable  dis-  son,  i  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)  93,  Cheves  L 

tinction  between  '*  sound  mind  "  and  (S.  Car.)  37;  ChappeU  v.  Trent,  90  Vs. 

*'  sound  memory.'*     Yoe  v.  McCord,  849. 

74  III.  33.  Spedite  AppUeatlon  of  LulraBtisas. — 

Tastamentary  Capaeitj  aad  Vnduo  la-  In  Spalding  v.  Brooks,  58  N.  H.  224, 
flutnos.  —  The  question  of  testamentary  where  the  will  was  contested  on  the 
capacity  or  incapacity  and  that  of  un-  ground  of  undue  influence,  ezceptioo 
due  influence  are  so  intimately  con-  was  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
nected  that  where  there  is  evidence  give  specific  instructions  applicable  to 
relating  to  both  an  instruction  should  particular  parts  of  the  evidence,  in  ad- 
leave  the  jury  free  to  consider  both,  dition  to  general  instructions,  but  the 
Tobin  V,  Jenkins,  29  Ark.  151.  where  court  said:  "  It  was  enough  for  the 
the  court  im proper! v  charged  as  to  court  to  state  the  general  rule  as  to 
capacity  without  noticing  undue  influ-  what  constituted  undue  influence,  and 
ence.  See  also  Yardley  v,  Cuthbert-  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  apply  the  law 
son,  108  Pa.  St.  395.  given  them  by  the  court  to  the  specific 

On  the  other  hand,  care  should  be  facts  proved.    The  court  are  not  bound 

taken  to  prevent  the  confusion  of  those  to  illustrate  and    apply    the   general 
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the  will  is  one  of  law  where  it  is  to  be  decided  upon  the  face  of 
the  instrument,*  or  where  the  facts  are  undisputed.*  But  if  the 
question  is  submitted  to  the  jury,  whose  verdict  accords  with  the 
necessary  conclusion  of  the  court,  there  is  no  prejudicial  error.* 
Whether  the  attesting  witnesses  were  competent  is  a  question  of 
law."* 

(4)  features  Common  to  All  Instructions  —  Duty  to  Instruot.  —  It  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  instructions  if  requested.* 

TJmitffig  instrnetioiii  to  STidenee.  —  They  should  be  based  upon 
evidence  in  the  cause,*  regardless  of  the  asserted  grounds  of 
attack.^ 

B«p«titlon  of  iBitractioiii.  —  Instructions  once  correctly  given  need 
not  be  repeated.**  On  the  other  hand,  frequent  repetition  of  a 
correct  rule  of  law  is  not  error.* 

Vadue  PromiBenoo  should  not  be  given  to  particular  facts  in  evi- 
dence,** nor  to  the  testimony  of  particular  witnesses,**  but  a  viola- 
principles  on  this  subject  by  and  to  13  Mo.  App.  19;  McClary  v.  Stull,  44 
particular  parts  of  the  evidence.  The  Neb.  175;  Gable  v,  Rauch,  50  S.  Car. 
result  of  such  a  course  would  be  to  95;  Kerr  v,  Lunsford,  31  W.  Va.  659; 
give  undue  prominence  to  some  por-  Coffmaa  v.  Hedrick,  33  W.  Va.  119. 
tions  of  the  evidence,  and  thus  lead  the  See  generally  article  Instructions, 
minds  of  the  jury  away  from  the  main  vol.  11,  p.  168  etseq, 
question  at  issue.  It  was  the  duty  of  But  in  order  to  justify  instructions 
counsel,  in  the  argument,  to  call  the  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  im ma- 
attention  of  the  jury  to  the  evidence  terial.  American  Bible  Soc.  v.  Price, 
bearing  upon  the  issue,  and  to  make     115  111.  623. 

such  comments  on  it  as  would  tend  to       Violation  of  tho  Bnlo  is  not  reversible 
sustain  the  position  they  took.'*  error  where  it  is  clear  that  the  com- 

Whsro  Tsftamontary  Capacity  and  tin-    plaining    party    was    not    prejudiced. 
dno  Influonoe  Are  in  Iiino  an  instruction    McClary  v,  Stull,  44  Neb.  1 75. 
upon  the  former  should  not  be  drawn        7.  West  v.  West,  144  Mo.  119. 
so  as  to  withdraw  the  latter  from  the        8.  Brownfield  v,  Brownfield,  43  111. 
jury.     Yardley  V.  Cuthbertson,  108  Pa.     147;  McDonald  r.  McDonald,  142  Ind. 
St.  395.     See  x«/rfl,  p.  1038,  note.  3.  55;     West     v.    West,    144.    Mo.    119; 

1.  Sartor  v.  Sartor,  39  Miss.  760.  Peeples  v.  Smith,  8  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.) 
See  also  Jackson  v.  Tozer,  154  Pa.  90;  Kerr  v,  Lansford.  31  W.  Va.  659. 
St.  233;  Hewitt  V,  Hewitt,  5  Redf.  (N.  See  generally  article  Instructions, 
Y.)  271.  vol.  II,  p.  288  etseq, 

2.  Bramel  v,  Bramel,  ^Ky.  1897)  39  9.  Coffman  v.  Reeves,  62  Ind.  334. 
S.  W.  Rep.  520;  Word  v.  Whipps,  (Ky.  See  also  Seebrock  r.  Fedawa,  30  Neb. 
1894)  28  S.  W.  Rep.  151.  424;    and    generally   article    Instruc- 

5.  The  cases  cited  in  the  preceding    tions,  vol.  11,  p.  299. 

note  affirm  this  point.  10.  Tobin   v.   Jenkins,  29  Ark.    151. 

4.  Fuller  v.  Fuller,  83  Ky.  345,  cited  See    generally    article    Instructions, 

to  that  point   in    Bramel   v.    Bramel,  vol.   11,   p.  185  etseq.     For  an  insiruc- 

(Ky.  1897)  '39  S.  W.  Rep.  520.  tion    held    not    objectionable  on   this 

6.  Wagner  v,  Zie^ler,  44  Ohio  St.  59.  ground  see  Greene  v,  Greene,  145  111. 
See    generally    article    Instructions,  264. 

vol.  II,  p,  21^  etseq.  Thus  it  is  improper  to  single  out 

6.  Tobin    v,  Jenkins,   29  Ark.    151;  from   the   rest  of    the  evidence,    and 

Gwin  V.  Gwin,  (Idaho   1897)  48  Pac.  specially  instruct  upon,  the  fact  that 

Rep.  295;  Brownfield  v,  Brownfield,  43  the  testator  made  grossly  unequal  dis- 

111.  147;  Ellis  V.  Ellis,  (Ky.  1898)  46  S.  positions  of  his  property  among  his 

TV.  Rep,  521;  Brown  v.  Bell,  58  Mich,  children   or  disinherited  them.     Bled- 

58;  Tucker  V.  Whitehead,  59  Miss.  594;  soe  v.   Bledsoe,   (Ky.    1886)   i   S.   W. 

AVest  V,  West,  144  Mo.  119;  Benoist  v.  Rep.  10. 

Murrin,  58  Mo.  307;  Elliott  v,  Welby,  11.  Ormsby  v. Webb,  134 U.S. 47:  Kerr 
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tion  of  this  rule  is  not  reversible  error  unless  injury  be  shown.  ^ 

Ai  to  Weifht  of  XridMiee.  —  In  many  jurisdictions  it  is  erroneous  to 
express  an  opinion  as  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence.*  But  the 
rule  is  not  infringed  by  referring  to  the  instrument  as  "the  will" 
or  to  the  decedent  as  the  "testator/'  •  or  to  the  "alleged"  or 
"supposed"  codicil."* 

ObMure  or  Confuod  InitruetioBi.  —  Instructions  should  be  intelligible 
and  so  clear  as  not  to  confuse  or  mislead  the  jury.' 

"Wlioro  tho  Yordiet  It  lloroly  AdTiMry  to  the  court,  error  in  charging 
the  jury  is  immaterial.* 

The  CommoBplMii  of  Instractioiii  have  been  so  thoroughly  discussed 
in  the  article  INSTRUCTIONS,  vol.  ii,  p.  47,  that  further  space 
need  not  here  be  devoted  to  the  subject. 

19.  Birecting  Terdiot.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  on  the  trial  of 
will  contests  before  a  jury  the  court  has  the  same  power  to  direct 
a  verdict  as  in  other  actions,  subject  likewise  to  the  sune 
limitations.^ 

80.  Terdiot  —  a.  FORM  and  Validity  —  e«&oni  ud  apodii 
Yordiotf.  —  In  many  cases  a  single  issue  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
will  is  prescribed  by  statute.^     Otherwise  special  verdicts  may  be 

V,  Lunsford,  31  W.  Va.  659,  where  the     Mo.   175;  Cash  v.  Last,   143  Mo.  630; 
witness  was  the  family  physician.  Gordon  v.   Barns,   141  Mo.   602;  Mc- 

1.  McCutchen  v,   Loggins,  109  Ala.     Fadin  v.  Catron,  138  Mo.  197. 

457.  New   York,  —  Katz  v.  Schnater,    87 

2.  Jenkins  v,  Tobin,  31  Ark.  306.  Han  (N.  Y.)  343;  Hawke  v.  Hawke,  8s 
See  the  numerous  authorities  on  both  Hun  (N.  Y.)  439;  McKinley  p.  Lamb, 
sides  of  the  question  in    article    In-  64  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  199. 

STRUCTIONS,  vol.  II,  pp.  91,  97.  Ohio,  —  Wagner  v,  Ziegler,  44  Ohio 

8.  Gable  v.  Ranch,  50  S.  Car.  95.  St.  59. 

4.  Smith  V,  Henline,  174  III.  184.  Pennsylvania,  —  Herster  9,  Herster, 

5.  Tucker    v.  Whitehead,    59  Miss.  116  Pa.  St.  612. 

594.      See  generally  article   Instruc-  South  Carolina,  —  Bauskett  v,  Kdtt, 

TIONS,  vol.  II,  pp.  137  et  seq,  32  S.  Car.  187. 

An  InstrnetloB  BefeniBg  to  %  IMsoue  See  generally  article  Dirbctimg  Vee- 

by  its  technical  name,  confused  in  its  DICT,  vol.  6,  p.  667. 

parts,  and  assuming  jfacts  as  proved,  8.  Moseley  v.  Eakin,  15  Rich.  L.  (S. 

IS  properly  refused.     Kerr  v,  Lunsford,  Car.)  324,  holding  that  the  verdict  mosf 

31  W.  Va.  659.  be    for  or  against    the    will    wtthoat 

6.  Tones  v,  Roberts,  96  Wis.  427,  on  specifving  the  grounds. 

which  point  see  also  article  Issues  to  "  Where  a  general  verdict  covers  all 

THE  Jury,  vol.  11,  p.  749.  the  issues  and  supplies  a  foaodatioo 

7.  District  of  Columbia,  —  Matter  of  for  such  a  judgment  as  the  law  pie- 
McLane,  21  D.  C.  554;  Olmstead  r.  scribes,  nothing  more  than  a  general 
Webb,  5  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  38.  verdict  is  required."     Lamb  v.  Lamb, 

Illinois,  —  Purdy    v.    Hall,    134    III.  105  Ind.  456. 

298;    Gallagher   v,   Kilkeary,    29    111.  In  Kaosti  the  parties  are  not  entided 

,App.  415;  Hesterberg  v,  Clark,  166  111.  as  of  right  to  a  general  verdict.    Ricli 

241.  V,  Bowker,  25  Kan.  7. 

Indiana,  —  Staser  v,  Hogan,  120  Ind.  Where  a  will  and  an  alleged  revoca- 

207.  tion  thereof  were  both  propounded  for 

Kentucky,  —  Wills    v.   Tanner,  (Ky.  probate    in    one    prxKeeding.    it    was 

1^97)  39  S.  W.  Rep.  422.  proper  to  find  a  veitlict  establishing  the 

Michigan,  —  Matter    of    Wilcox,   93  will  and    '*  against    the    revocation.'* 

Mich.  438.  Peeples  v.  Smith,  8  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.) 

Missouri,  —  Jackson  v,  Hardin,    83  90. 
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required  and  are  frequently  regulated  by  statute.  •  Where  several 
questions  are  submitted  it  is  the  better  practice  to  answer  them 
separately.* 

Ycrdiet  Tor  ud  Agftiatt  DUDnmit  PrvriiftoBi.  —  Where  the  contest  is  on 
the  ground  of  undue  influence,  it  is  competent  for  the  jury  to 
render  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  will  as  to  some  of  its  pro- 
visions and  against  it  as  to  others.' 

B6ipoBiiT«iMti  ud  OoBiiittnoj.  —  The  verdict  must  be  responsive  to 

the  issue  or  issues'^  that  were  propounded  to  the  jury  by  the 

1*  Hot  ft  Xatttf  of  Bight.  —  A  special  and  was  not  of  sound  and  disposing 

verdict  may  be  tiad,  but  not  as  a  mat-  mind. 

ter  of  right  unless  by  statute.     Farr  v,  2.  Keebler  v.  Shute,  183  Pa.  St.  283, 

Thompson,   i  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)  93.  where  the  court  said:  *'  Thus,  in  an- 

See,  however,  Haynes  v.  Haynes,  33  swer  to  the  question  contained  in  the 

Ohio  St.  598,  holding  that  if  the  will  first  issue  they  could  say:  *  The  jury 

bears  a  material    alteration   upon  its  find  upon  the  first  issue  in  favor  of  the 

face,   and    the    question   whether  the  plaintiff '   (or  defendant,   as   the   case 

alteration  was  made  before  or  after  ex-  may  be).    *  Upon  the  second  issue  the 

ecution  is  in  dispute  on  the  evidence,  jury  find  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff '  (or 

the  jury  should  by  special  verdict  pass  defendant).    *    *    *    In  this  way  the 

upon  the  question.  exact  findings  upon  the  several  issues 

la  Gallfonila  the  jury  must  return  a  can  be  returned  to  the  Orphans'  Court, 

special  verdict.    Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  and  the  ground  upon  which  the  judg- 

§  13 14.     A  general  verdict  will   not  ment  finally  rendered  depends  will  be 

support  a  judgment.  Matter  of  Langan,  definitely  shown  by  the  record." 

74  Cal.  353.  S.  Brooks's    Appeal,  68  Conn.  294; 

A  Spsdal  Ysrdiet  Kust  Fiad  ths  Vaets  Randolph  v,  Lampkin,  90  Ky.  551,  in 

and  not  the  evidence  of  them.    Farr  v.  which  case,   however,   the    reporter's 

Thompson,  i  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)  93.  headnotc  says  that  one  portion  of  the 

fkUiirt  to  Answtr  Interrogatories,  —  It  will  cannot  be  rejected  for  want  of 

is  not  error  to  accept  a  general  verdict  testamentary  capacity  while  another 

without  requiring  the  jury  to  answer  part,  written  at  the  same  time  and  no 

special  interrogatories  submitted  to  it,  more  plainly  expressed,  is  admitted  to 

when  the  answers  to  such  interrogato-  probate,     hfothing  is  said  about  that 

ries,  if  most  favorable  to  the  complain-  in    the    opinion    of    the    court.      See 

ing  party,  would  have  been  consistent  further,  to  the  point  that  the  jury  may 

with  the  general  verdict.     McClary  v.  find  as  to  the  validity  of  the  whole  or 

Stull,  44  Neb.  175.  any  part  of  the  will.  Gash  v.  Johnson, 

8po«ial  Findings  Hot  flhipportad  by  Bvi-  6  I  red.  L.  (N.  Car.)  289. 

donee.  —  If  a    general   verdict  is  sup-  4.  One  of  Two  Wills  Ignored.  —  Thus, 

ported   by  the   evidence    a  new   trial  where  the  issue  was  as  to  the  validity 

should  not  be  granted  because  the  an-  of  two  wills  of  different  dates,  and  the 

swers  to  interrogatories  which  do  not  jury  found  against  the  earlier  without 

conflict  with    the  general   verdict  are  mentioning  the  other,  it  was  set  aside 

not  supported  by  the  evidence.     Burk-  as  irreisponsive.     Forney  r.  Ferrell,  4 

hart  V.  Gladish,  123  Ind.  337.  W.  Va.  729. 

Ineonsistonoy.  —  In    Gwin    v,    Gwln,  General  Yerdiot  Ignoring  Special  Issues. 

(Idaho  1897)  48  Pac.  Rep.  295,  it  was  —  Where  three  issues  were  submitted, 

held  that  where  the  special  finding  is  one  as  to  the  signature  of  the  testator, 

inconsistent  with  the  general  verdict  another  as   to  testamentary  capacity, 

the   former  controls    the  latter;    that  and  a  third  as  to  due  attestation,  it  was 

when   the  special   finding  of  facts  is  held  that  a  general  verdict  that  the  in- 

contradictory   and    inconsistent    on   a  strument  was  not  the  last  will  and  tes- 

material   issue,   no  judgment  can  be  tament  of  the  deceased   must  be   set 

rendered,  and  a  new  trial  should  be  aside  as  irresponsive.    Withee  v,  Rowe, 

granted;    and   that  a  special    finding  45    Me.    571.     But  compare  White   v. 

that  the  decedent  was  competent  to  Bailey,  10  Mich.  155. 

make  a  will  is  inconsistent  with  find-  Yerdiot  Finding  Testamentary  Capacity, 

ings  that  he  had  an  insane  delusion  — A  verdict  that  the  decedent  **  was  of 
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court  and  consistent  in  itself.^ 

Ottrtaintj.  —  The  verdict  need  not  be  rendered  with  formal 
certainty  provided  it  is  plain  to  the  ordinary  mind.' 

Bandition.  —  In  order  to  be  effective  the  venlict  must  be  returned, 
pronounced,  and  constructively  recorded  as  in  trials  at  common 
law.'  It  may  be  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  will  ^  or  of  a  writ- 
ten instruction.' 

b.  Conclusiveness.  —  In  most  of  the  states  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  even  where  the  proceeding  is  by  bill  in  chancery,  has  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  a  verdict  in  an  ordinary  action  at  law.' 

Boand  and  disposing  mind  at  tlie  time  on  which  they  founded  their  agree- 
of  making*' his  will,  and  that  the  same  ment,  it  would  have  been  much  bet- 
was  '*  executed  and  attested  according  ter." 

to  law/*  was  held  to  be  responsive  to  S.  Withee  v.  Rowe,  45  Me.  584.    See 

an  issue  as  to  "  sound  and  disposing  generally  article  Verdicts. 

mind  *'  and  another  as  to  whether  the  4.  Gable  v,  Rauch,  50  S.  Car.  95. 

instrument  was  the  last  will  and  testa-  5.  Bledsoe  v.  Bledsoe,  (Ky.   i^)  i 

ment    of    the  decedent.     Hairstcn   v,  S.  W.  Rep.  id. 

Hairston,  30  Miss.  276.  6.  Alabama,  —  McCntchen    v.  Log- 

Ttitemitntary    Ghaimot«r    of  Paper. —  gins,  109  Ala.  457;  Lanier  v.  Richard- 

Upon  an  issue  as  to  the  testamentary  son,  72  Ala.  134. 

character  of  the  paper  it  was  held  that  California,  —  Matter  of   Dalrymple, 

the  following  verdict  was  responsive:  67  Cu.  444;    Matter  of  McDevitt,  95 

'*  We  agree  that  the  document  written  Cal.  17;  Matter  of  Kohler,  79  CaL  313. 

by  [the  decedent]  was  his  wish  that  Cpnnrcticul.  —  Broolts's    Appeal,   68 

it  should  take  effect  at  the  time  it  was  Conn.  294. 

written,"  and  that  the  court  properly  District    of   ColumHa,  —  Dagan    p. 

amended  it  so  as  to  read  "  Verdict  for  Northcutt,  7  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  351. 

defendant  [contestant]."     Jackson  v,  Illinois.  —  Wilcoxon  c .  Wilcozon,  165 

Tozer,  154  Pa.  St.  223.  111.  454;  Smith  v.  Henline,  174  iU-  184; 

1.  A  verdict  that  the  testator  was  of  Rutherford  v,  Morris,  77  lU.  397;  Sin- 
unsound  mind  and  was  unduly  in-  net  v.  Bowman,  151  111.  146;  Greene  v. 
fluenced  is  not  inconsistent.  Wood-  Greene,  145  111.  264;  Moyer  v,  Swy- 
bury  V.  Obear,  7  Gray  (Mass.)  467.  gart,  125  III.  262;  American  Bible  See 

2,  "  We,  the  jury,  find  this  not  to  be  v.  Price,  115  111.  623;  Camp  v,  Shaw, 
the  will  of  the  testator,"  naming  him,  52  111.  App.  241;  Shevalier  v.  Seager, 
signed  by  the  foreman,  is  sufficiently  121  111.  564;  Brownfield  v,  Brownfield, 
certain  and  responsive  to  the  issue.  43  111.  147;  Meeker  v.  Meeker,  75  IlL 
Bledsoe  v.  Bledsoe,  (Ky.  1886)  i  S.  W.  266;  Carpenter  v,  Calvert,  83  111.  70; 
Rep.  10.  Long  v.  Long,  107  111.  210;  Calvert  9. 

The  form  of  the  Yardiot  li  Immaterial  Carpenter,  96  111.  63;  Kelley  v.  Kelley, 

if  the  main  issue  on  which  the  judg-  168  111.  501;  Harp  v.  Parr,  168  IlL  459; 

ment  must  be  based  is  clearly  deter-  Bevelot  v,  Lestrade,  153  111.  629,  where 

mined.     St.  Leger's  Appeal,  34  Conn,  the  court  said:  "  Where  the  testimony 

448.  is  conflicting  the  finding  of  the  jury 

"  We,  the  jury,  agree  that  the  will  will  be  regarded  as  condusive,  unless 

of  June,  1868,  is  invalid,"  was  held  to  it  is  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evi- 

be  a  good  verdict  in  Denson  v,  Beazley,  dence.    *    *    ♦    It  is  also  well  settled 

34  Tex.    191,   where  the  court   said:  that  where  there  is  an  irreconcilable 

"  We  would  not  set  aside  the  verdict  in  conflict  in  the  testimony  upon  which 

this  case  merely  for  want  of  the  proper  the  validity  of  a  will  depends,  the  judg- 

form,   but  we  nevertheless  regard   it  ment  of  the  trial  court  will  not  be  re- 

with  some  suspicion.     If  the  jury  had  versed  if  the  evidence  of  the  successful 

said,  '  From  the  evidence  we  are  led  to  party,  considered  by  itself,  is  clearly 

agree  that  the  will  of  1868  is  invalid,'  sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdicL" 

it  would  have  been  better;  or  had  they  Iowa.  —  Collins  ».    Braxill,  63  Iowa 

by  any  form  of  words  alluded  to  the  432;  In  re  Norman,  72  Iowa  84;  Smith 

testimony  in  the  case  as  the  predicate  v.  James,  74  Iowa  462;    Primmer  v. 
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In  a  few  of  the  states  the  verdict  is  merely  advisory  to  the  court, 
like  the  verdict  on  an  issue  in  chancery,  and  may  be  accepted  or 
rejected  in  whole  or  in  part.* 

51.  Trial  by  the  Court  —  In  those  jurisdictions  where  the  court 
may  try  the  issues,  if  neither  party  demands  a  jury,  the  findings 
of  the  court  have  the  same  weight  on  appeal  as  the  verdict  of  a 
jury.* 

52.  Judgment  or  Decree  —  a.  Rendition,  Form,  and  General 
Requisites  —  in  o«&«r«L  —  It  is  well  settled  that  the  probate  of 

Primmer,   75    Iowa  415;    Seaward  v,  Pennsylvania,  —  Starrett  v.  Douglass, 

Carman,  78  Iowa  707;  Matter  of  Fen-  2  Yeates  (Pa.)  46;  Heister  v.  Lynch,  z 

ton.  97  Iowa  192;    Matter  of  Allison,  Yeates  (Pa.)  108. 

104  Iowa  130.  South  Carolina, — ^Tillman  v.  Hatcher, 

JCentucky.  —  Sut.  1894.  g  4850;  Single-  Rice  L.  (S.  Car,)  271. 

ton   V,  Singleton.   8   Dana  (Ky.)   315;  Tennessee,  —  Pettitt     v,      Pettilt,    4 

Thompson    v.  Black  well,  17  B.  Mon.  Humph.     (Tenn.)     191;    Crutcher    v. 

(Ky.)  609;   Broaddus  v,  Broaddus,   10  Crutcher,    11    Humph.    (Tenn.)    377; 

Bush.   (JCy.)  299;    Howat    v.    Howat,  Morris  v,   Swaney,   7   Heisk.  (Tenn.) 

(Ky.  1897)  41  S.  W.  Rep.  771.     Compare  591. 

Sechrest  V.  Edwards,  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  163;  Texas,  —  Linney    v,     Peloquin,    35 

Wills  V,  Lochnane,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  547;  Tex.  29. 

Ellis  t/.  Ellis,  (Ky.  1898)  46  S.  W.  Rep.  Virginia.  ^W\\\%    v,    Spraggins,    3 

521;  Bramel  v,  Bramel,  (Ky.  1897)  39  Gratt.   (Va.)  545;    Jesse  v.   Parker,  6 

S.  W.  Rep.  520.  Gratt.  (Va.)  57. 

Maine,  —  See   Carvill   v,  Carvill.  73  IVest  Virginia,  —  Dower  v.  Seeds,  28 

Me.  136;  McKenney  v,  Alvord,  73  Me.  W.  Va.  113;  Dower  v.  Church,  21  W. 

221;  Backus  V,  Cheney,  80  Me.  17.  Va.  45. 

Maryland,  —  Sumwalt    v,  Sumwalt,  \,  Delaware,  —  Cummins     v,    Cum- 

52  Md.  338;    Pegg  V,  Warford,  4  Md.  mins,  i  Marv.  (Del.)  423. 

394:    Browne  v,  Browne,  22  Md.  no;  Kansas,  —  Hudson    v,    Hughan,   56 

Waters  v.  Waters,  28  Md.  24;  Worth-  Kan.  152. 

ington  V,  Ridgely,  52  Md.  355;  Price  Massachusetts,  —  Fay  r.   Vanderford, 

V,  Taylor,  21  Md.  356.  154  Mass.  498;  Newell  v.  Homer,  120 

Michigan,  —  Matter  of  Stebbins,  94  Mass.  277. 
Mich.    304;    Maier  v,   Wayne  Circuit  Wisconsin,  —  Ballantine    v,    Proud- 
Judge,  112  Mich.  491.  foot,  62  Wis.  216;  Bryant  v.  Pierce,  95 

Mississippi,  —  Sartor    v.    Sartor,    39  Wis.   331 ;    Jones  v,   Roberts,  96  Wis. 

Miss.  760.  427;  Jackman's  Will,  26  Wis.  104. 

Missouri,  —  Dickey    v,    Malechi,     6  2.  Jaques  v.    Horton,    76   Ala.   238; 

Mo.  177;  Gordon  v.  Burris,    141   Mo.  Nooe  r.  Garner,  70  Ala.  443;  Merrill  p. 

602;     MuUer    v,    St.    Louis    Hospital  Morrissett,  76  Ala.433;  /» r^  Norman, 

Assoc,    5   Mo.    App.   390;    Young    v,  72  Iowa  84;    In  re  Donnely.  68  Iowa 

Ridenbaugh,  67  Mo.  574.  126;    Sisters  of  Visitation  v.  Glass,  45 

New  Jersey.  —  Gen.    Stat.    1895,    p.  Iowa  154;    Leighton  v.  Orr,  44  Iowa 

3764;  P.  L.  1892,  p.  28.  679.     See  also   Appleby  v.  Brock,  76 

New  York.  —  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  $§  2588,  Mo.  314;    Bearmer's  Appeal,  126   Pa. 

2547,  26syit  as  amended  by  Laws  1897,  St.  77. 

c.  104;  Sutton  r.  Ray,  72  N.  Y.  482;  As  to  H eoesiity  and  Sallleienoy  of  Find- 
Marvin  v.  Marvin,  4  Keyes  (N.  Y.)9;  Ings  under  various  statutes,  see  Sanders 
Snow  V.  Hamilton,  90  Hun  (N.  Y.)  157;  v.  Simcich,  65  Cal.  50;  Matter  of 
Nichols  V.  Romaine,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Learned,  70  Cal.  141;  Smith  v.  Holden, 
Super.  Ct.)  122;  Matter  of  Gannon,  2  58  Kan.  535;  In  re  Peck.  21  Civ.  Pro. 
Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  329;  Matter  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  85:  Matter 
of  Laudy,  14  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  160.  of  Hoyt,  5  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  384;  Tilby  v. 

Ohio.  ^GUncy  v.  Glancy,   17  Ohio  Tilby,  3  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  258;  Dickel  v. 

St.  134;    McArthur  v.   Allen,   3   Fed.  Yates,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  229;  Matter  of 

I^cp.  313,  a  casein  the  United  States  Cottrell,  95  N.  Y.  329;  0'Hagan*s  Will, 

Circuit  Court  for  the  district  of  Ohio.  73  Wis.  78. 
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a  will  is  a  judicial  proceeding,^  but  the  statutes  do  not  prescribe 
any  particular  form  in  which  the  judgment  of  approval  or  probate 

shall  be  expressed ;  *  and  while  it  ought  regularly  to  appear  by 
the  minutes  of  the  court  that  the  will  was  proved  and  allowed  or 
disallowed,'  a  formal  judgment  or  decree  admitting  the  will  to 
probate  is  not  necessary. **  It  is  sufficient  if  a  judicial  approval 
can  be  gathered  from  the  record.^     Compliance  with  a  statute 

1.  Jourden  v,  Meier,  31  Mo.  40;  of  authentication  than  to  prescribe  an 
Creasy  v.  Alverson,  43  Mo.  13;  Holli-  essential  requisite  to  the  validity  of  the 
day  V,  Ward,   19  Pa.  St.  485;    Shoen-  decree. 

berger's  Estate,  139  Pa.  St.  132.  For  a  PrMod«at  of  Jonnial  Eatij  of 

2.  Jourden  v.  Meier,  31  Mo.  40;  judgment  see  Holman  v.  Riddle,  8 
Fotheree  v.  Lawrence,  30  Miss.  419.  Ohio  St.  384. 

S.  Sumner  v.  Roberts,  2  Dev.  L.  (N.  4.  In  Matter  of  Warfield,  22  Cal.  51. 

Car.)  527,  holding  that  a  certificate  of  Unless  the  statute  otherwise  directs, 

probate  indorsed  on  the  will  and  signed  the  recording  of  the   will  and  proof 

by    the    deputy  clerk  was  not  alone  thereof  and  the  issuance  of  letters  testa^ 

sufficient  evidence  that  the  will  was  mentary  are  sufficient  without  any  dis- 

Srobated.    See  also  Smith  v,  Estes,  72  tinct  order,  judgment,  or  decree  estab- 

(0.310;  Matter  of  Capper,  85  Iowa  82.  lishing  the   will.     Wilt  v.  Cutler,  38 

That  merely  recording  a  will  or  re-  Mich.  180.     See  also  Creasy  v.  Alver- 

citing  the  evidence  in  the  record  does  son,  43  Mo.   13;    Marcy  v.   Marcy,  6 

not  constitute  a  probate  thereof,  see  Met.  (Mass.)  360;  Holliday  v.  Ward,  19 

Barnard    v,    Bateman,    76    Mo.    414;  Pa.  St.  490,  where  the  court  said:    *' It 

Tucker  v,  Starks,  Brayt.  (Vt.)  99;  Bar-  is  not  usual  to  enter  a  formal  decree  of 

stow  V.  Sprague,  40  N.  H.  32.  probate  on  the  record,  but  the  want  of 

In  Fotheree  v,   Lawrence,  30  Miss,  it  is  not  fatal.     It  will  be  presumed 

416,   the   record  of  the  probate  court  from  the  issuing  of  letters  testameo- 

showed  that  the  affidavit  of  the  sub-  tary,  or  perhaps  from  any  other  act  of 

scribing  witness  was  taken  before  the  the  register  which  he  would  have  no 

clerk  in  open  court,   but    there    was  legal  right  to  do  in  a  case  where  proof 

nothing  to  show  any  act  done  by  the  of  the  will  had  failed.'* 

court  approving  the  will  or  ordering  it  In   Hansell  v.    Bryan,    19  Ga.   167, 

to  be  recorded,  although  it  was  in  fact  where  the  record  showed  a  probate  and 

recorded.     It  was  held  that  there  was  record  of  the  will,  it  was  held  that  no 

no  valid  probate.  formal  entry  of  judgment  allowing  the 

In  Morris  c.  Morris,  27  Miss.  847,  it  will  was  essential,  and  it  would  be  pre^ 

was  held  that  an  order  that  the  instru-  sumed  that  the  admission  of  the  will  10 

ment"  be  received,  filed,  and  continued  record  was  by  direction  of  the  coun. 

for  further  proof,*'  was  not  a  judgment  A  certificate  signed  by  the  clerk  of 

for  or  against  the  will  from  which  an  the  court,  and  indorsed  on   the  will, 

appeal  could  be  prosecuted.  stating  that  the  will  was  read  in  open 

ttgnatnre    of    Judge.  —  In    Munro's  court  and  allowed,  is  sufficient,  at  least 

Estate,  15  Abb.   Pr.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  on  collateral  attack,  without  showing  a 

Ct.)  363,  a  case  in  the  New  York  Sur-  compliance  with  the  directory   provi- 

rogate's    Court,  it  was  said  that  the  sions  of  the  statute,  where  it  does  not 

original  decree  is  the  paper  signed  by  appear  that  those  provisions  were  not 

the  presiding  officer  of  the  court,  that  followed.     Latham  v.  Latham,  30  Iowa 

a  signature  without  the  designation  of  294. 

the  judge's  office  is   amendable,  and  5.  In  Matter  of  Warfield,  22  Cal.  51. 

that    no    signature    to  the  record  or  In  Marshall  r.  Fisher,  i  Jones  I^  (N. 

minute  of  the  decree  is  necessary.  Car.)  iii,  the  minute  of  the  probate 

In  Hillyer  v,  Schenck,   15  N.  J.  Eq.  court  was  as  follows:    "  The  will  of 

401,  it  was  held  that  a  decree  duly  Roger    Bratcher,    proved     by    Henry 

made  and  filed  admitting  a  will  to  pro-  Sikes.      Executor    Thomas    Bratcher 

bate  was  not  fatally  defective  for  want  qualified;  ordered  that  letters  issue." 

of  the  signature  of  the  presiding  judge  The  court  said:     "  This  entry  is  very 

as  required  by  statute,  the  latter  being  informal,  but  we  think  it  is  sufficient, 

designed  rather  to  regulate  the  mode  by  the  aid  of  the  rule  omnia  pr^sMmut^ 
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requiring  a  certificate  of  the  proof  to  be  attached  to  the  will  or 
recorded,  upon  probate  of  the  will,  is  not  indispensable  to  the 
validity  of  the  judgment.* 

Xnft  Dadde  tlM  Iwm.  —  The  judgment  or  decree  should  simply 
establish  or  reject  the  will.'  It  is  error  to  dismiss  the  proceed- 
ings after  a  trial  on  the  merits.' 

Judgment  on  Yerdiot.  —  Where  the  trial  is  by  jury  the  formal  judg- 
ment of  the  court  is  ordinarily  necessary  to  establish  conclusively 

tur  rite  esse  acta,  to  show  that  the  will  Conilfteaoy  with  Findingf.  —  A  judg- 

was  duly  proven."  ment  disallowing  a  will  is  not  incon- 

In  Fotheree  v,  Lawrence,  30  Miss,  sistent  in  finding  that  the  will  was  duly 

416,  it  was  held  that  the  probate  of  a  signed   and  attested,  but  that  it  was 

will  might  be  sufficiently  shown  *' by  a  executed  under  threats,   flattery,    in-^ 

record  of  the  act  made  upon  the  min-  ducement,  and  coercion,  of  a  named 

utes  of  the  court,  or  by  an  entry  writ-  person.     Denslow    v.    Moore,    2    Day 

tea  upon  some  part  of  the  instrument  (Conn.)  12. 

showing  that  it  was  duly  proved  before  1.  In  Matter  of  Warfield,  32  Cal.  51; 

the  court,  and  approved  or  ordered  to  Reese  v,  Nolan,  99  Ala.  203,  holding 

be  recorded  as  the  will  of  the  testator,  that  the  provision  is  merely  directory; 

or  it  may  be  shown  by  proof  that  let-  HoUidav  r.  Ward,  19  Pa.  St.  485;  Rob- 

ters  testamentary  were  granted  upon  it  erts  v,  Flanagan,  21    Neb.  503.     See 

by  the  Probate  Court  "     Citing  Rex  v,  also  Jourden  v,  Meier,  31  Mo.  40. 

Netherseal,  4  T.  R.  258;  Armstrong  v.  Finding.  — The  statutory  requirement 

Lear,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  169.  that  the  proof  of  a  will  allowed  shall 

In  Denison  v.  Ingram,  Dall.  (Tex.)  be  entered  of  record  docs  not  make  it 
519,  evidence  was  taken  to  establish  necessary  for  the  judgment  or  decree 
the  will,  the  judge  of  probate  signed  to  contain  a  finding  of  the  elements  of 
each  page  of  the  will  at  the  top  and  proof,  such  as  sanity,  age,  place  of 
bottom,  the  will  was  filed  and  re-  death,  etc.,  and  that  the  will  was  pre- 
corded,  and  administrators  with  the  sented  for  probate  by  an  interested 
will  annexed  were  appointed.  It  was  party.  Baker  v.  Cravens,  150  Ind* 
held  a  sufficient  probate.  The  court  199,  where  the  record  entries  which 
said:  '*  Under  the  common  law,  the  were  held  sufficient  to  show  a  probate 
granting  of  letters  testamentary  is  con-  of  the  will  are  quoted.  See  also  Evans- 
elusive  proof  of  the  probate  of  a  will,  ville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Winsor.  148  Ind. 
It  is  true  that  we  find  no  order  direct-  682. 

ing  in  express  terms  the  will  to  be  car-  2.  Harris  v.  Hays,  53  Mo.  90;  Jack- 

ried   into  execution.     But  we  cannot  son  v.  Hardin,  83  Mo.  175. 

regard  such  an  entry  in  so  many  terms  Partial   Annnlmsnt    of    Probate.  —  A 

as  absolutely  essential  to  the  validity  probate    entered    in    pursuance    of    a 

of  a  judgment  establishing  a  will,  as  stipulation  of  parties  whereby  the  pro- 

duly  proven  in  the  court  of  probates."  bate  is  annulled  merely  as  to  the  inter- 

For  the  contenu  of  records  held  suffi-  est  of  the  contestant  is  void.     Matter 

dent  to  show  allowance  of  the  will  see  of  Freud,  73  Cal.  555.     See  also  Cle- 

Sanders  v.  Guille,  (Tenn.  Ch.  1896)  37  ments  v.  McGinn,  (Cal.  1893)  33  Pac. 

S.  W.  Rep.  999:  Wright  v,  Mongle,  10  Rep.  920. 

Lea  (Tenn.)  38;    Feltman  v.  Butts,  8  DecLyring  Legal   Basnlt.  —  A    decree 

Bush  (Ky.)   115;    Kirk  v.  Bowling,  20  set  aside  the  probate  of  a  will,  declared 

Neb.  260;    Barr  v.  Closterman,  2  Ohio  the  will  void,  and  also  declared  null 

Cir.  Ct.  Rep,  387,  i  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  546.  and   void  all  the    proceedings    there- 

Yarianeo   Botween  Baeord   and  Jndg-  under.     It  was  held  that  as  the  latter 

ment.  —  Where  the  recorded  will  and  part  of  the  decree  was  a  necessary  re- 

&T00I  referred  to  the  testatrix  as  suit  of  the  former,  the  deciee  was  not 
[artha  V.  Baker,  it  was  held  that  objectionable  as  being  too  broad.  Sin- 
there  was  no  substantial  error  in  the  net  r.  Bowman,  151  111.  146;  Moyer  r. 
judgment  referring  to  the  will  on  file  Swygart,  125  111.  262. 
and  allowed  as  that  of  Mary  Baker.  S.  Harris  v.  Hays,  53  Mo.  90;  Jack- 
Baker  V.  Cravens,  150  Ind.  199.  son  v,  Hardin,  83  Mo.  175. 
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the  fact  tried,^  and  the  judgment  should  fellow  the  verdict  as  a 
matter  of  course, •  But  where  the  verdict  upon  the  general  issue 
of  devisavit  vel  non  is  made  final  and  conclusive  by  statute,  some 
cases  hold  that  the  record  entry  of  the  verdict  is  sufficient  with- 
out a  judgment* 

TnasUtioii  of  Will  in  Vortifa  Ltagug*.  —  Where  the  will  is  in  a 
foreign  language  it  is  requisite  that  the  probate  should  contain  a 
translation  of  tiie  instrument  into  Engli^.^ 

b.  Qualified,   Limited,   and    Partial   Probates.  —  n* 

Proteto  of  Willi  of  Mttfiod  Womin  or  lafuiti  under  partial  testamentaxy 
disability  may  be  limited  to  the  valid  dispositions,'  but  the 
practice  of  thus  limiting  the  probate  in  such  cases  seems  not 
to  be  universal,  a  general  probate  being  restricted  by  operation 
of  law.* 

Tnvd,  oto.,  M  to  Part  of  IHIL  —  Part  of  a  will  may  be  established, 
and  part  refused  probate,  if  incapacity,  fraud,  undue  influence, 
imposition,  or  mistake  be  shown  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  latter  part.^    Thus,  if  a  particular  clause  has  been  inserted  by 

1.  Gordon  v.  Burris,  141  Mo.  603.  Heath  v.  Withlngton,  6  Cash.  (Mass.) 
See  also  McMasters  v,  Blair,  31  Pa.  Sl  497  \ciHng  Temple  v.  Walker,  3  PhilL 
467.  Ecc.  400],  where  the  form  of  the  decree 

*'  The  finding  of  a  jury  on  issues  can  as  entered  and  approved  is  set  forth  in 

amount  to  nothing  until  acted  upon  by  full.    See  also  Van  Wert  v.  Benedict,  i 

the  court."    Warford  v.  Colvin,  14  Md.  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  1x5;    Holman  v.  Perry, 

555.  4  Met.  (Mass.)  492;   Osgood  v.  Breed, 

2.  Haynes  v.  Haynes,  33  Ohio  St.  I3  Mass.  525. 

598,  where  the  judgment  was  defective  Infiuits.  —  In  Deane  v.  Littlefield,  i 

in   that  respect;    Pegg  v.  Warford,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  339,  where  the  will  of  an 

Md.  385;  Sumwalt  7.  Sumwalt,  53  Md.  infant  was  valid  as  to  the  personal  but 

338;  Lanier  v.  Richardson,  72  Ala.  134.  invalid  as  to  the  real  estate,  there  was 

S.  Gordon   v,   Burris,   141   Mo.  602.  a  special  probate  as  to  the  personalty. 

See  also  Bryan  v,  Moring,  94  K.  Car.  See  also  Banks  v.  Sherrod,  52  Ala.  267. 

687.  which  recommends  the  same  practice. 

4.  2  Redfield  on  Wills  (3d  ed.)  45,  6.  See  Mitchell  v.  Holder,  8  Bush 
quoted  with  approval  in  Caulfield  v,  (Ky.)  363;  Waters  v.  CuUen,  3  Bradf. 
Sullivan,  85  N.  Y.  161,  disapproving  (N.  Y.)  354;  Dickinson  jr.  Hayes,  31 
L'Fit  V,  L*Batt,  i  P.  Wms.  537,  "  so  Conn.  417,  commented  on  in  In  r^  John, 
far  as  that  case  holds  that  a  will  writ-  30  Oregon  494,  and  in  Bent's  Appeal, 
ten  in  a  foreign  language  must  be  ad-  35  Conn.  533,  which  held  that  a  decree 
mitted  to  probate  and  recorded  in  the  allowing  a  will  containing  bequests 
foreign  language  only.  *  *  *  But  void  upon  their  face  is  not  erroneous 
the  authority  of  that  case  would  seem  because  the  approval  is  not  limited  to 
to  authorize  any  court  before  which  the  the  valid  bequests,  since  no  action  of 
question  was  raised  to  determine  the  probate  court  could  make  the  be- 
whether  the  translation  was  correct  or  quests  good. 

not."  7.  Per  Surrogate  Bradford  in  Burger 

5.  Karrled  Womn.  —  Where  a  mar-  v.  Hill,  x  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  373  [fitif^g  BiU- 
ried  woman's  will  disposes  of  property  inghurst  v.  Vickers,  x  Phill.  Ecc.  187; 
of  which  she  is  by  law  incapable  of  Wood  v.  Wood,  i  Phill.  Ecc  357: 
making  a  testamentary  disposition,  but  Trimlestown  r.  D'Alton,  i  Dow.  &  (H. 
at  the  same  time  makes  a  valid  appoint-  85].  To  the  same  point  see  In  re 
ment  in  respect  of  other  property,  the  Welsh,  i  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  338. 
judgment  admitting  the  will  to  probate  tJadns  Inflmmss.  —  See  Brooks's  Ap- 
may  be  limited  in  its  operation  to  the  peal,  68  Conn.  396;  Baker's  Will,  s 
property    embraced     in     the    power.  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  Z79,  and  In  re  Welsh,  i 
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fraud,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  testator,  probate  will  be 
grranted  with  the  reservation  of  that  clause.^  The  same  course 
may  be  adopted  where  it  appears  that  an  alteration  was  made 

after  the  execution  of  the  will.^  But  in  all  such  cases  the  instru- 
ment should  be  wholly  admitted  or  wholly  rejected,  unless  the 
evidence  clearly  enables  the  court  to  discriminate.' 

Redf.  (N.  Y.)  238,  applying  the  rale  as  mitted  part  of  the  will  to  probate  on 

to  undue  influence  in  respect  of  a  separ-  evidence  like  that  in  thia  caa»,  showing 

able  part  of  the  will.  that  the  part  retained  was  according  to 

Xistaks.  —  In  Burger  v.  Hill,  i  Bradf.  her  well-known  intentions  declared  to 

(K.  Y.)  373,  approved  in  HUl  v.  Burger,  her  family,  and  on  proof  that  the  part 

10  How.  Pr.  (n.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  269,  rejected  differed  from  such  intentions 

a  will  was  admitted  to  probate  with  the  and  was,  at  the  instance  of  those  by 

exception  of  a  legacy  which  was  clearly  whom  she  was  surrounded,  put  in  a 

shown  to  hare  been  inserted  by  mis-  -  will  executed  in  extreme  illness  when 

take.  there  was  some  reason  to  doubt  her  ca- 

Tba  Bale  Ooosidarsd  In  Vew  Jarsty.  —  pacity  to  change  her  cherished  in  ten- 

In  Matter  of  Vanderveer,  30  N.  I.  Eq.  tion.    And  although  in  a  subsequent 

469.  Zabriskie,  Ordinary,  said :   '^  I  am  decision   upon  the  same  will  in  this 

not  prepared,  in  a  case  where  there  is  court,  by  P.  Dickerson,  Ordinary,  the 

so  much  doubt  upon  the  evidence,  to  whole  will  was  admitted  to  probate,  it 

introduce  for  the  first  time  in  New  Jer-  was  because  the  court  did  not  reach 

sey  the  rule  which  has  been  adopted  the  same  conclusion  from  the  evidence, 

and  repeatedly  acted  upon  by  the  Pro-  and  not  because  of  a  different  view  of 

bate  Courts  in  England  and  New  York,  the  power  of  the  court."    The  Ordi- 

that  if  part  of  a  will,  from  fraud  in  its  nary  then  admitted  the  will  to  probate 

insertion,  or  any  other  cause,  is  not  to  entire.     On  appeal  sub  nom,  Harris  xr. 

be  taken  as  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  Vanderveer,  ai  N.  J.  Eq.  561,  the  deci- 

residue  may  be  admitted  to  probate,  sion  was  reversed  on  the  merits,  but 

and  the  part  which  is  not  his  will  re-  the  court  refrained  from  deciding  on 

jected,  and  not  recorded  or  copied  in  the  legality  or  propriety  of  admitting  a 

the  transcript  annexed  to  the  probate,  will  to  probate  in  part  and  rejecting  the 

Lord  Chancellor  Cowper,  in  Plume  v.  residue. 

Beale,  i  P.  Wms.  388,  refused  relief  1.  Barton  v.  Robins,  3  Phill.  Ecc. 
against  a  legacy  of  one  hundred  pounds  442,  note  b^  cited  in  Burger  v.  Hill,  i 
interlined  in  the  will  of  the  testatrix  by  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  373,  where  the  court 
Mrs.  Beale,  while  watching  the  corpse  said:  **  In  such  a  case  the  will  is  en- 
in  the  room  where  the  will  was,  and  grossed  without  the  clause,  and  so  an- 
placed  his  refusal  on  the  ground  that  nexed  to  the  probate." 
the  spiritual  or  probate  court  had  2.  Matter  of  Barber,  92  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
power  to  prove  the  will  with  a  reserva-  497,  where  the  court  said:  "  It  is  true 
tion  of  this  legacy.  Sir  George  Hay,  that  where  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
in  Barton  v,  Robins,  3  Phill.  Ecc.  44.2,  alteration  was  made  before  [after]  the 
note  3,  admitted  part  of  a  will  and  re-  execution  of  the  will,  that  portion  of 
jected  the  residue;  his  judgment  was  the  will  that  was  in  existence  at  the 
affirmed  in  the  Court  of  Delegates  in  time  of  the  execution  may  be  admitted 
1769.  Sir  John  Nicholl,  in  Billinghurst  to  probate  and  the  other  rejected;  but 
V.  Vickers,  i  Phill.  Ecc.  187,  pursued  in  doubtful  cases,  where  material  pro- 
the  same  course.  Surrogate  Bradford  visions  have  been  erased  or  altered, 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Burger  v^  and  the  court  cannot  determine  from 
Hill,  I  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  360,  approved  the  proof  whether  the  alterations  were 
and  acted  upon  the  same  doctrine,  and  made  before  or  after  execution,  probate 
sustains  it  by  many  precedents.  One  must  be  refused  and  the  whole  instru- 
of  his  predecessors.  Surrogate  Camp-  ment  rejected."  See  also  Hill  v.  Bur- 
bell,  a  judge  of  reputation  on  testa-  ger,  10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 
mentary  matters,  in  1833,  in  the  case  269. 

of  the  will  of  Catherine  C.  Young,  in  S.  See  the  quotations  in  the  last  note 

an  opinion  which  is  not  preserved  pr  and    in    the    second    note    preceding 

reported,  but  which  I  have  read,  ad-  that. 
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LlMoiu  lUttar  ia  tht  WiXL  should  be  rejected  from  probate  and 
record.* 

c.  Determining  Construction  or  Operation  of  Will.  — 

In  the  absence  of  authority  conferred  by  statute  the  court  has  no 
power  to  construe  the  will  or  adjudicate  upon  the  rights  of  the 
parties  or  the  validity  of  the  dispositions  therein.*     But  in  Nra^ 

York  the  Surrogate's  Court  has  jurisdiction  by  statute  to  make  a 

binding  adjudication  construing  a  will  of  personal  property.' 

1.  Matter  of  T B ,  27  Abb.  16  S.  Car.  40;    Craig  v,  Beatty,  11  S. 

N.  Cas.(M.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  425,  where  Car.  375;    Prather  v.    McClelland.  76 

the  will  contained  an  opprobrious  desig-  Tex.  574;    Hopf  9.  State,  72  Tez.  281, 

pation  of  a  beneficiary.  holding  that  an  escheat  cannot  be  de- 

But  it  is  said  that  the  power  to  ex-  clared  in  proceedings  to  probate  a  wiU. 

elude  scurrilous  matter  will  be  exer-  Jones  v,  Roberts,  84  Wis.  465. 

cised     with     great    moderation.       In  The  rule  does  not  preclude  the  court 

Goods  of  Hony wood,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  from  deciding  as  to  the  validity  or  io- 

251.  validity  of  a  part  of  the  instrument  as 

2.  California,  —  Matter  of  Cobb,  49  a  will.     See  supra^  p.  1046. 

Cal.  599.  In  Farmer  v.  Sprague,  57  Wis.  328,  a 

District   of   Columbia,  —  Emmons  v,  case  of  contest  in  the  probate  court,  the 

Garnett,  18  U.  C.  52,                         ^  court  said:    "  It  seems  very  objecti<»- 

Georgia,  —  Finch  v.   Finch,   14    Ga.  able  to  unite  the  issue  whether  the  will 

362.  should  be  probated  with  the  question 

Iowa,  —  Murphy  v.  Black,  41  Iowa  whether  the  tesutrix  had  entered  into 

488.  a  legal  obligation  to  make  a  particular 

Maine,  —  Doane  v.  Lake,  32  Me.  268.  disposition  of  her  estate  in  her  will;  or 

Maryland,  — -  Ramsey  v,  Welby,   63  rather,  to  blend  these  issues  together 

Md.  584.  and  enforce  the  agreement  in  probat- 

Minnesota,  —  Graham   v,   Burch,  47  ing  the  will.     The  connection  of  the 

Minn.  171;   Greenwood  v.  Murray,  26  will,  and  what  shall  be  done  with  the 

Minn.  259.  estate,  are  matters  for  future  consid- 

Mississippi,  —  Cameron    v,   Watson,  eration."       Distinguisking     Brook    r. 

40  Miss.  191;    Lusk  V,  Lewis,  32  Miss.  Chappell,  34  Wis.  405. 

297.  In  Coalter  v,  Bryan,  i  GratL  (Va.) 

Missouri,  —  Lilly    v,    Tobbein,    103  18,  approved  in  Dower  r.  Church,  21  W. 

Mo.  477;  Cox  V,  Cox,  xox  Mo.  168.  Va.  45,  the  bill  was  filed  not  only  to 

New  York,  —  Waters  v,  CuUen.  2  contest  the  validity  of  a  will  which 
Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  354;  Van  Wert  v.  Bene-  had  been  regularly  admitted  to  pro- 
diet,  I  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  115.  bate,  but  also  to  require  an  account  of 

Ohio,  —  Mean  v,  Mears,  15  Ohio  St.  the  executors  and  others  who  had  pos> 

90.  sessed  themselves  of  the  estate  of  the 

Pennsylvania, — Shaaber's     Appeal,  decedent  under  the  will.     The  Circuit 

(Pa.  1S88)  13  Atl.  Rep.  775.  Court  dismissed  the  bill  as  to  the  ex- 

South  Carolina,  —  Prater  v.  Whittle,  ecutor,  and  refused  to  require  or  per> 

16  S.  Car.  40.  mit    him    or   others    to     render    aoy 

Virginia,  —  Coalter     v,     Bryan,     I  account  in  that  suit  of  the  estate  which 

Gratt.  (Va.)  18.  had  come  into  their  hands.     This  was 

West  Virginia,  —  Couch  v,  Eastham,  affirmed    by    the    Court    of    Appeals, 

27  W.  Va.  796;    Kerr  v,  Lunsford,  31  which  held  that  the  function  of  such  a 

W.  Va.  659.  suit  was  exhausted,  when  the  question 

See  also,  as  bearing  more  or  less  re-  whether  the  will  was  valid  or  invalid 

motely  on  the  point.  Matter  of  Cobb,  was  decided. 

49  Cal.   599;    Fallon  v,  Chidester.  46  8.  In  Hew  Tork  the  surrogate  may, 

Iowa  588;    Lorieux  ».  Keller,  5  Iowa  upon  admitting  a  will  to  probate,  adjn- 

196;    George  v,  George,  47  N.   H.  27;  dlcate  upon  the  validity,  construction. 

In  re  Gloucester,  (Surrogate  Ct.)  11  N.  or  effect  of  any  disposition  of  personal 

Y.  Supp.  899;    Creely  v,  Ostrander,  3  property,  where  a  party  expressly  puts 

Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  107;  Matter  of  Forman,  the  question  in  issue.     Code  Civ.  Pro., 

54  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  274;  Prater  v.  Whittle,  §  2624.     For  construction  and  applica- 
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d.  On  Two  or  More  Instruments.  —  Two  or  more  testa- 
mentary  instruments  executed  at  the  same  time  by  the  same 
testator  must  be  admitted  or  rejected  together.^  But  where  a. 
will  is  executed  in  duplicate,  each  is  an  original,  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  admit  to  probate  and  record  both  duplicates.' 

23.  Costs  and  Expenses  —  a.  Security  for  Costs.  —  In  some 
of  the  states  a  party  opposing  the  probate  of  a  will  or  contesting 
a  probated  will  is  required  by  statute  to  give  security  for  costs.* 
In  the  absence  of  such  statutes  none  is  required.* 

b.  Allowance  Prior  to  Probate  and  for  Purpose  of 

Contest.  —  Until  a  will  has  been  admitted  to  probate,  or  pro- 
bate thereof  denied,  the  court  has  no  power  to  aid  either  the  pro- 

lion  of  this  provision   see  Danser  v,  nothing  in  either  instrument  indicating- 
Jeremiah,  3  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  130,  contain-  that  the  testator  intended  the  codicil 
ing  a  long  discussion ;  Matter  of  Bar-  to  operate  as  an  independent  paper,  it 
tholick,  141  N.  Y.  166; (Matter  of  Mer-  was  erroneous  to  admit  it  to  probate 
riam,  136  N.  Y.  58;  Matter  of  Walker,  apart  from  the  will  at  the  requestor 
136  N.  Y.  ao;    Matter  of  Watson,  131  the  proponent.     In   the  course  of  its. 
N.  Y.  587;    Bevan  v.  Cooper,  72  N.  Y.  opinion  the  court  cited  and  commented 
317;  Matter  of  Hamilton,  76  Hun  (N.  on  In  Goods  of  Howden,  43  L.  J.  P. 
Y.)    200;     Matter  of    Morganstern,   9  26;  In  Goods  of  Harris.  L.  R.  2  P.  &: 
Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  108;  D.  83;  In  Goods  of  Crawford,  15  Prob. 
Matter  of  Robertson,  23  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Div.  212;  In  Goods  of  De  La  Saussaye,. 
Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)45o;  Matter  of  Camp-  L.  R.  3  P.  &  D.  42;  In  Goods  of  Hony- 
bell,  88  Hun  (N.  Y.)  374,  the  two  cases  wood,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  251;    Youse  v. 
last  cited  holding  that  the  adjudication  Forman,  5  Bush  (Ky.)  347;  Pinckney's. 
can  be  made  only  upon  the  motion  of  Will,  Tuck.  (N.  Y.)  436. 
one  having  an  interest  under  the  will;  £if«et  of  Probate.  —  The  probate  of 
Currin  v.  Fanning,  13  Hun  (N.  Y.)  458;  two  separate  instruments  is  conclusive 
Bensen  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.,  14  N.  Y.  as  to  the  execution  of  the  two  instru* 
App.  Div.  442;  In  re  Marcial,  (Surro-  ments,  the  first  as  a  will  and  the  second 

fate  Ct.)  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  89;   Matter  of  as  a  codicil,  and  that  they  both  const!- 

Ills,  I  Connoly  (N.  V.)  206,  holding  tute  the  last  will  and  testament,  so 

that  the  question  cannot  be  litigated  that  it  cannot  be  contended  on  col- 

and  decided  in  a  proceeding  to  revoke  lateral  attack  that  the  second  will  re- 

the    probate;     Marx    v.    McGlynn,    4  voked  the  first.     Dicke  v,  Wagner,  95^ 

Redf.  (N.  Y.)  455;  Danser  V.  Jeremiah,  Wis.  260. 

3  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  130;  Tones  v.  Hamers-  2.  Grossman  v.  Grossman,  2  Dem. 

ley,    4    Dem.   (N.    Y.)  427;    Privfe  v,  (N.  Y.)  72. 

Foucher,  3  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  339:  Tiers  r.  8.  See  Grover's  Succession,  49  La. 

Tiers,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  209;   Canfield  v,  Ann.   1050;    Harrison  v.  Stanton,  146- 

Crandall,  4  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  iii;    Matter  Ind.  366;  Burns  v,  Travis,  117  Ind.  44; 

of  Bethune,  4  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  392.  Kinnaman  v,  Kinnaman,  71  Ind.  417; 

1.  Grossman   r.   Grossman,  2   Dem.  Cofifman  v.  Reeves,  62  Ind.  334,  holding 

(N.  Y.)  69;  Matter  of  Forman,  54  Barb,  that  the  filing  of  a  bond  is  not  a  pre- 

(N.  Y.)  274.  requisite  to  jurisdiction   and  that  the 

Contra,  where  they  were  executed  at  court  may,  instead  of  dismissing  the 

different  times  and  one   revokes  the  action,  stay  proceedings  therein  until 

other.     Schultx  v,   Schultz,    10  Gratt.  the  proper  bond  is  filed,  to  which  point 

(Va.)  374.  see  also  Lange  c.Dammier,ii9  Ind.  567. 

"Can  a  Will  Bo  Probatod  in  Bootioiiil "  4.  Cash  v.  Lust,  142  Mo.  630;  Matter 

is  a  question  put  to  iiself  by  the  court  of  Joseph,  118  Gal.  660,  holding  that  a 

and  discussed  in  Pepper's  Estate,  148  proceeding  to  set  aside  the  probate  of 

Pa.  St.  12.     The  court  came  to  the  con-  a  will  is  not  an  "  action  "  within  the 

elusion  that  where  a  will  and  a  codicil  meaning  of  the  statute    requiring    a 

executed  at  a  subsequent  date  were  nonresident  to  give  an  undertaking  for 

both  offered  for  probate,  and  there  was  costs. 
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ponent  or  contestant  by  awarding  an  allowance' out  of  the  estate, 
unless  expressly  so  authorized  by  statute.^ 

c.  Inherent  Power  to  Award  Costs.  —  tim  Aatk^ity  cf  tt« 
Troteto  Covrt  to  award  costs  in  proceedings  for  the  probate  or  con- 
test of  wills  is  derived  entirely  from  the  statute,  and  does  not 
exist  by  virtue  of  general  probate  jurisdiction.* 

In  Okiaotrj.  —  But  the  general  rule  that  costs  in  chancery  pro* 
ceedings  may  be  adjudged  according  to  the  right  and  equity  of 
the  cause  is  applicable  to  a  contest  of  a  probated  will  by  a  statu- 
tory bill  in  chancery.' 

d.  By  Statutory  Provision  —  irnquiuud  mMrtdoa.  —  In  many 
of  the  states  the  matter  of  awarding  costs  b  simply  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court  by  the  terms  of  the  statute.* 

Limittd  DiMNtioii.  —  In  Others  the  discretion  of  the  court  is 
directed  or  limited  to  some  extent  by  express  provisions.^ 

1.  Henry  v.  Superior  Ct.,  93  Cal.  569,  v.  Canrill,  73  Me.  139,  where  the  costs 
cited  with  approval  in  Matter  of  Olm-  of  both  parties  were  ordered  to  be  paid 
stead,  1 90  da].  447.    See  also  Matter    out  of  the  estate. 

of  Parish,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  627;  Matter  In  lUrykiid  the  awarding  of  costs  is 

of  Aaron,  5  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  362;  Kruse  v.  discretionary  with  the  Orphans'  Cout, 

Fricke,  2  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  264.  and  from  its  decision  thereon  so  appeal 

2.  Henry  v,  Superior  Ct.,  93  Cal.  lies.  Brown  v.  Johns,  62  Md.  353: 
569;    Wallace  v,  Sheldon,  (Neb.   1898)  Johns  v,  Hodges,  60  Md.  215. 

76  N.  W.  Rep.  418.    See  also  Brown  v.  In  Ksmehusitts  and  MlelilgaB  coses 

Corey,  134  Mass.  249.  to  either  party  to  be  paid  by  the  other 

S.  Shaw  V.  Camp,  56  111.  App.  23.  or  to  either  or  both  out  of  the  estate 

4.  In  nUnols  costs  in  chancery  and  are  discretionary.  Brown  r.  Corey. 
on  appeals  from  the  probate  court  are  134  Mass.  249,  quoting  the  statute; 
discretionary*  Starr  &  Curt.  Annot.  Chapin  v.  Miner,  T12  Mass.  369;  Bril- 
Stat.  111.,  1896,  c.  33,  §§  x8,  21.  On  a  liant  v.  Simpson,  Wayne  Circuit  Judge, 
bill  to  contest  a  probated  will,  if  the  no  Mich.  68;  Cheever  v,-  North,  106 
probate  is  set  aside  the  court  has  Mich.  390,  quoting  the  statute.  In  Gib- 
power  to  award  a  reasonable  fee  out  of  son  v.  Van  Syckle,  47  Mich.  439,  where 
the  estate  to  the  guardian  o^ //i^m  of  an  a  decree  probating  a  will  was  affirmed 
infant  defendant.  Wilbur  v,  Wilbur,  on  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  but  re- 
138  111.  446.  And  it  has  power  to  de-  versed  in  the  Supreme  Court,  the  latter 
cree  costs  against  the  executor  in  such  court  charged  the  costs  of  all  the  courts 
a  case.  Mover  v.  Swygart,  125  111.  262,  against  the  proponent,'  **as  there  is  no 
modifying  Pfngree  v,  Jones,  80  111.  177.  estate  in  course  of  probate  to  be  ad< 
See   Freeman  v,   Easly,    117   111.   317.  ministered.*' 

But  it  is  not  inclined  to  do  so  in  the  In  Vebnika  the  court  may  award, 

absence  of  bad  faith.     Shaw  v.  Camp,  tax,  and  apportion  costs  "as  is  its  dis- 

56  111   App.  23.  cretion  it  may  think  right  and  ei^ui- 

InKaosM  the  court  has  a  discretion  table.''    Code  Civ.   Pro.  Neb.,  g  623. 

to    award    or    apportion   costs.     Gen.  Prima  facie  the  unsuccessful  party  is 

Stat.  Kan.,  1897,  c.  95,  §  577.     Unsuc-  not  entitled  to  costs.     Wallace  v,  Shd- 

cessful  contestants    may  be    charged  don,  (Neb.  1898)  76  N.  W.  Rep.  418. 

with  the  costs  caused  by  their  contest,  In  Vorth  Carolina  '*costs  in  all  cases 

but  not  for  costs  that  would  have  been  of  caveated  wills  and  testaments  shall 

incurred  if  no  contest  had  been  made,  be  paid  as  the  court  may  in  its  discre> 

Lawrie  v.  Lawrle,  39  Kan.  484,  where  tion  direct."    Code  1883,  §  2161,  quoted 

the  costs  were  divided.  in  Mayo  v,  Jones,  78  N.  Car.  402,  406, 

In  Kslne  "the  whole  subject  of  costs  where  the  will  was  established  and  all 

rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  courts,  the  costs  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the 

The  power  of  the  court  is  precisely  the  estate. 

same  as  in  equity.'*     Alvord  v.  Stone,  5.  In  Alabama  the  cost  of  a  contest, 

78  Me.  296,  quoting  the  statute;  Carvill  either  in   the  probate  court  or  00  a 
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CouLBcl  TtM  ud  SzptiiMt  are  not  costs  within  the  meaning  of 

statutory  bill  In  chancery,  "  must  be  will  not  be  allowed  afi^ainst  the  estate 

paid  by  the  party  contesting  if  he  fails;  in  favor  of  an  unsuccessful  contestant, 

otherwise  it  must  be  paid  by  the  plain-  Sanderson  v,  Sanderson.  52  N.  J.  Eq. 

tiff  or  out  of  the  estate,  or  in  such  pro-  243.  citing  with  approval  Faulkner  v, 

portion  by  the  plaintiff  or  out  of  the  Hendy,  79  Cal.  265. 
estate  as  the  court  may  direct."     Civil        As  to  the  Reasonableness  of  Counsel 

Code  Ala.,  1896,  g  4294.  Fees^  etc,^  under  the  circumstances,  see 

In  Bradley  v,  Andress,  30  Ala.  80,  it  Campbell  v,  McGuiggan,  (N.  J.  1896) 

was  held  that  the  costs  of  an  ansuc-  34  Atl.  Rep.  383;    HoUinger  v,  Syms, 

cessful  contest    by    an    administrator  37  N.  J.  Eq.  221;    Matter  of  Eddy,  33 

previously    appointed    were    properly  N.  J.  Eq.  574;    Wintermute  v.  Wilson, 

charged  against  him  individually,  but  28  N.  T.  Eq.  437;  Brokaw  v,  Conover, 

that  if  he  acted  in  good  faith  he  was  27  N.  J.  Eq.  462. 
entitled  to  reimbursement  out  of  the        In  ]i«w  Tork  the  award  of  costs  is  in 

esute  upon  settlement  of  his  accounts,  the  discretion  of  the  surrogate,  except 

Employment  of  counsel  to  contest  a  that  "when  the  decree  is  made  upon  a 

will  does  not  constitute  one  a  party  to  contested  application    for    probate  or 

the  proceeding  so  as  to  make  him  re-  revocation  of  probate  of  a  will,  costs 

sponsible  for  costs  where  he  does  not  payable  out  of  the  estate  or  otherwise 

actually    take    part    on    the    contest,  shall  not  be  awarded  to  an  unsuccess- 

Allen  V.  Prater,  35  Ala.  169.  ful  contestant  of  the  will  unless  he  is  a 

In  CaUfinnila**the  fees  and  expenses  special  guardian  for  an  infant,  ap- 
must  be  paid  by  the  party  contesting  pointed  by  the  surrogate,  or  is  named 
the  validity  or  probate  of  the  will  if  the  as  an  executor  in  a  paper  propounded 
will  in  probate  is  confirmed.  If  the  by  him  in  good  faith  as  the  last  will  of 
probate  is  revoked  the  costs  must  be  the  decedent;  but  the  surrogate  may 
paid  by  the  party  who  resisted  the  order  a  copy  of  the  stenographer's 
revocation,  or  out  of  the  propertvof  the  minutes  to  be  furnished  to  the  contest- 
decedent,  as  the  court  directs."  Cal.  ant's  counsel,  and  charge  the  expense 
Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1332;  see  also  sec-  thereof  to  the  estate,  if  he  shall  be 
tion  1720.  Section  1332  has  reference  satisfied  that  the  contest  is  made  in 
to  contests  after  but  not  before  the  will  good  faith."  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2558. 
has  been  admitted  to  probate.  Matter  For  construction  of  a  former  statute 
of  Olmstead,  120  Cal.  447;  Matter  of  which  applied  only  to  New  York  county 
McKinney,  112  Cal.  447.  The  mere  see  Noyes  v.  Children's  Aid  Soc.,  70  N. 
fact  that  no  administrator  has  been  ap-  Y.  481.  The  costs  include  "all  dis- 
pointed  does  not  deprive  the  court  of  bursements  of  the  party  to  whom  they 
power  to  award  costs  against  the  estate  are  awarded  which  might  be  taxed  in 
on  a  successful  contest.  Matter  of  the  Supreme  Court."  Code  Civ.  Pro., 
Olmstead,  120  Cal.  447.  §  2559.    As  to  what  is  a  proper  item 

In  Hew  Jersey  if  probate  is  refused  see  Matter  of  Bender,  86  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
the  court  may  order  the  costs  and  ex-  570.  **  The  appellate  court  may  award 
penses  to  be  paid  by  the  proponents  or  to  the  successful  party  the  cost  of  the 
out  of  the  estate;  if  probate  is  granted  appeal  "  out  of  the  estate  or  personally 
the  contestants  must  pay  the  costs  and  bv  the  unsuccessful  party,  or  may 
expenses  unless  it  appears  to  the  court  direct  that  they  abide  (he  event.  Code 
that  there  was  reasonable  cause  for  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2589.  See  M atter  of  Mar- 
contesting  the  validity  of  the  will  or  tin,  98  N.  Y.  193,  wherein  it  was  held 
the  contestants  offer  no  testimony  that  under  the  circumstances  costs 
other  than  the  subscribing  witnesses,  should  have  been  imposed  upon  the 
in  which  cases  the  costs  and  expenses  unsuccessful  party.  Sutton  v.  Ray,  72 
of  all  parties  may  be  taxed  against  the  N.  Y.  482,  construing  a  former  statute; 
estate.     Gen.  Stat.  N.  J.,  1895,  p.  2397.  Lake  v,  Ranney.  33  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  49. 

If  the  probate  was  resisted  on  other  An  Adult  Unsuccessful  Cofttestant 
grounds  than  the  invalidity  of  the  will.  Cannot  Have  Costs^  Matter  of  Wilson, 
and  without  success,  the  estate  will  not  103  N.  Y.  374 ;  Jn  re  Lamb,  (Surrogate 
be  taxed  with  the  contestant's  costs.  Ct.)  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  565;  even  upon  con- 
Burr  V,  Burr,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  627.  sent  or  stipulation  of  the  proponent, 

Charges  of  an  Expert  produced  with-  Matter  of  Keeler,  23  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N. 

out  previous  authority  from  the  court  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  376. 
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statutes  authorizing  the  imposition  of  costs.  ^ 

Ootta  Awarded  Direetly  to  PartiM.  —  When  costs  are  allowed  they 
must  be  awarded  directly  to  the  parties,  and  not  to  their  counsel* 

e.  Exercise  of  Discretion  —  oood  luth  and  seMonaUA  oun.~ 

In  the  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  court,  good  faith  and  reason- 
able cause  are  material  considerations,'  but  not  controlling  to  the 
extent  that  an  unsuccessful  contestant  shall  be  entitled  to  costs 

An  unsuccessful  contestant  may  be  Allowaaoe  to  Ezoeutor  oa  AoaoaatiBg. 

charged    personally    with     the    costs.  —  Whether  an  executor  may  be  allowed 

Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2557;  Billing's  Es-  in  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  for 

tate,  15  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  esub> 

Ct.)  279,  6  Dem.  (N.  Y.)428;  Matter  of  lishing  a  contested  will,  is  a  question 

Seagrist,  i  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  615.  upon  which  the  authorities  are  condicu 

Costs  to  a  Special  Guardian  for  an  In-  ing.     See  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Lav 

/an/ cannot  be  allowed  on  9in  ex  parti  (2d   ed.)»   tit.   Executors   and  Admitds- 

order.     Matter  of  Budlong,  100  N.  Y.  trators^  vol.  11,  pp.  1236,  1243. 

203.  2.  Henry  v.  Superior  Ct.,  93  Cal.  569; 

As  to  the  measure  of  allowance  see  Matter  of  Aaron,  5  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  362. 

Matter  of  Keeler,  23  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  S.  California.  —  Henry    r.   Supeiior 

Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  376;  Forster  v.  Kane,  Ct.,  93  Cal.  569. 

I  Dem.  (N.  Y.)67;  Matter  of  Ruppaner,  Delaware,  —  Ross  v,  Hearn,  4  Harr. 

7  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  II.  (Del.)  loi. 

An  Unsuccessful  Proponent  is  not  as  Illinois.  —  Wilbur  r.  Wilbur.  158  III. 

of  right  entitled  to  costs.    Colly er  v.  446;  Ping ree  v.  Jones,  80  111.  181;  Keo- 

CoUyer,  4  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  53.  nedy  v.  Kennedy,  66  111.  190. 

Where  the  Contestant  Is  an  Executor  Indiana,  —  Bratney  v,  Curry,  33  Ind. 

propounding  another  will,  and  is  un-  399. 

successful,  the  court  may  allow  him  Maine,  —  Ware  v.  Wane,  8  Ue.  42^ 

costs,  but  is  not  bound  to  do  so.     Mat-  where  a  decree  allowing  a  will  was 

ter  of  Mondorf,  no  N.  Y.  450.     And  if  affirmed  on  appeal,  but  no  costs  wcie 

he  is  a  lawyer  and  acts  as  his  own  given  to  the  appellee,  as  it  appeared 

counsel  he  cannot  have  costs.     Whelp-  Uiat  the  appeal  was  taken  upon  reason- 

ley  V,  Loder,  I  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  368.  able  grounds. 

Costs  may  be  allowed  to  an  executor  Massachusetts,  —  Osgood  r.  Breed,  12 

who  unsuccessfully  opposes  an  appli-  Mass.  525. 

cation   to  revoke  probate  of  the  will  Nebraska,  —  Seebrock  v,  Fedawa,  35 

under  which  he  received  letters  and  to  Neb.  413,   where  the  costs  of  an  an- 

admit  to  probate  a  later  will.     Bertine  successful     justifiable     contest    were 

V,  Hubbell,  i  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  335.  taxed  against  the  estate;    Mathis  r. 

Additional  Allowances  may  be  made  Pitman,  32  Neb.  191. 

in    certain    cases.      Code    Civ.    Pro.,  New  Jersey,  —  Mallett  v.  Bamber,  33 

§2561;  Matter  of  CoUamer,  (Supreme  N.  J.  £q.  253:  Matter  of  Eddy,  33  K. 

Ct.)  5  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  196.  J.  Eq.  574;  Collins  v.  Townley,  ai  N. 

Li  Texas  a  parly  who  sues  to  contest  T.  Eq.  3S3;  Matter  of  Vandenreer,  20 

the  validity  of  a  will  and  fails  must  pay  N.  J.  Eq.  463  [reversed,  but  only  on  the 

all  the  costs  of  his  adversary.  Rev.  Stat,  merits,  sub  nom,  Harris  v,  Vanderreer^ 

1895,  art.  1425,  cited  in  Renn  v.  Samos,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  561] ;  Boylan  v.  Meeker. 

37  Tex.  240.  15  N.  J.  Eq.  310;  Perrine  9.  Applegate, 

1.  Matter  of  Olmstead,  120  Cal.  447;  14  N.  J.  Eq.  531;  Gohle  v.  Grant,  3  K. 

Brown  v,  Corey,  134  Mass.  249;  Bril-  J.   Eq.  629;    Day  v.  Day,  3  N.  J.  Eq- 

liant    V,    Wayne    Circuit   Judge,    no  549;    Whitenack    v,  Stryker,  2  N.  J. 

Mich.  68;   Cheever  v.  North,  106  Mich.  Eq.  8. 

390;    Jackman's    Will,    26    Wis.    143.  New   York. — Matter  of  Lowman,  r 

Compare  Seebrock  v,  Fedawa,  33  Neb.  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct)  43i 

413,  where  a  sum  for  counsel  fees  and  subjecting  the  contestant  to  costs.  ^ 

expenses  was  allowed  out  of  the  estate  North  Carolina,  —  Warren  v.  High, 

to  an  unsuccessful  contestant  under  a  i  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  436,  where  a  decree 

statute    authorizing    the    taxation    of  allowing  a  will  of  real  estate  was  ren- 

costs  as  the  court  should  think  right  dered  at  the  instance  of  the  executor, 

**  and  equitable.''  but  was  so  clearly  erroneous  that  his 
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out  of  the  estate  solely  because  he  proceeded  in  good  faith  and 
on  probable  grounds.^ 

Szaouton  who  propound  the  will  and  fail  in  establishing  it  are 
ordinarily  allowed  their  costs  out  of  the  estate,*  and  after  a  will 
has  been  admitted  to  probate  and  executors  appointed,  since  it 
is  their  duty  to  defend  and  uphold  the  will,  they  should  not  be 
charged  with  costs  if  unsuccessful.'  But  when  a  verdict  is  found 
against  the  will  the  executor's  duty  is  discharged,  and  costs 
incurred  on  his  subsequent  futile  proceedings  may  be  charged 
upon  him.* 

-folly  subjected  him  to  costs  upon  re-  gate  Ct.)  300;  Andrews  v.  His  Admin- 

versal  by  the  appellate  court.  istrators,  7  Ohio  St.  152;  Koppenhaffer 

Wisconsin,  —  Cole's  Will,  49  Wis.  v,  Isaacs,  7  Watts  (Pa.)  170. 
179,  where  an  unsuccessful  contestant  Contast  Betwttn  Eeiri.  —  Where  the 
had  his  costs  out  of  the  estate;  Matter  contest  is  virtually  purely  personal  be- 
ef Downie,  42  Wis.  66,  where  propo-  tween  the  heirs,  one  of  whom  claims 
nents  acting  in  good  faith  were  allowed  under  the  will,  and  the  will  is  set  aside, 
'Costs  out  of  the  estate,  though  a  decree  the  costs  should  generally  be  taxed 
disallowing  the  will  was  affirmed  on  against  the  losing  party  instead  of  the 
:appeal:  Jones  v.  Roberts,  96  Wis.  427,  estate.  Allen  zf.  Seaward,  86  Iowa  718. 
where  the  costs  of  an  unsuccessful  ap-  See  also  Girard  v.  Babineau,  18  La. 
peal  by  a  contestant  were  ordered  to  Ann.  603. 

be   paid   out  of  the    estate;     Smith's  2.  In  re  Carman,  (Iowa  1891)  48  K. 

Will,  52  Wis.  543.  W.  Rep.  985;    Meeker  tr.  Meeker,  74 

What  constitutes  good  faith  in  a  con-  Iowa  352;  Phillips's  Will,  81  Ky.  328; 

testant   was    discussed  in    Matter    of  Day  v.  Day,  3  N.  J.  Eq.  540.     See  also 

Whelan,  6Dem.  (N.  Y.  )  425.     See  also  McKnight  v.  Wright,  12  Rich.  Eq.  (S. 

Simonson's  Estate,  N.  Y.  Daily  Reg.  Car )  229;  Lassiter  v,  Travis,  98  Tenn. 

March  i,  1881.  330;  Roy  v,  Roy,  16  Gratt.  (Va.)  418; 

In  Brigham  v,  Brigham,  15  Vt.  788,  Comstock  v,  Hadlyme  Ecclesiastical 
the  court,  speaking  of  its  statutory  dis-  Soc.,  8  Conn.  254. 
-cretion  in  respect  of  costs  on  an  appeal  In  Woodbury  r.  Obear,  7  Gray 
by  the  executor  from  a  decree  dis-  (Mass.)  467,  an  appeal  from  a  probate 
-allowing  a  will,  said:  *'  We  know  no  decree  allowing  a  will,  where  the  pro- 
better  rule  in  regard  to  costs  than  that  bate  was  set  aside  because  of  the  un- 
the  party  prevailing  should  recover  due  influence  of  the  executor,  who  was 
taxable  costs,  where  he  has  not  been  the  appellee,  the  court  held  that  there 
in  fault."  was  **  no  reason    *    •    *    for  taking 

Vadiie  InfliiM&ee  by  Sxeeutor.  —  Where  the  case  out  of  the  general  rule  which 

the  executor  resisted  a  petition  to  re-  allows  no  costs  in  probate  appeals." 

voke  the  probate  of  a   will,   and   the  S.  Matter  of  McKinney,  112  Cal.  447 

probate  was  revoked  on  the  ground  of  {citing  Matter  of  Whetton,  98  Cal.  203]; 

bis  undue  influence,  it  was  held  to  be  Marker  v,  Elliott,  3   Harr.   (Del.)   51; 

no  abuse  of    discretion   to  refuse   to  Browne  v,  Rogers,  i  Houst.  (Del.)  458; 

charge  his  costs  against    the  estate.  Pingree  v,  Jones,  80  111.   181  [but  see 

Matter  of  McKinney,  112  Cal.  447.  Moyer  v,  Swygart,  125  111.  262J;  Shaw 

1.  Wallace  &.  Sheldon,  (Neb.  1898)  76  v.  Camp,  56  111.  App.  23;  Compton  v. 

N.   W.  Rep.  418,   criticising  Clapp  v.  Barnes,  4  Gill  (Md.)  55;  Woodbury  v, 

Fullerton,  34  N.  Y.  191,  and  pointing  Obear.  7  Gray  (Mass.)  467.     See  also 

out  that  '*  the  doctrine  announced  in  Dennet  v,  Dow,  19  Me.   no,  where  a 

that  case  is  no  longer  the  doctrine  of  decree  allowing  a  will  was  reversed  on 

the  New  York  courts."     Citing  Matter  appeal,  but  without  allowing  costs  to 

of  Wilson,  103  N.  Y.  374,  and  quoting  either  party;    Chapin    v.    Miner,    112 

with  approval  Carter  v.  Carter,  (Ky.  Mass.  269;    Conely  r.   McDonald,   40 

18S9)  12  S.  W.  Rep.  385.     See  also  Mc-  Mich.  150,  where  a  decree  allowing  a 

Clary  z^.  Stull,  44  Neb.  175;  Wintermute  will  was  reversed  on  appeal,  but  with 

V.   Wilson,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  437;  Forster  costs  out  of    the    estate;    Spencer  ». 

V.  Kane,  i  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  70;  Taylor  Will  Moore,  4  Call  (Va.)  423. 

Case,  to  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N,  Y.  Surro-  4.  McKnight  v,  Wright,  12  Rich.  Eq. 
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s«t1«w  OB  AppaftL  —  The  judgment  of  the  court,  as  an  exercise  of 

discretion,  will  not  be  reversed  on  appeal  unless  a  clear  abuse 
of  discretion  appears.^ 

24.  Yacating  Judgment  or  Seoree — a.  Power  to  Vacate  and 
Grounds  for  Vacating. —  Th«  iBgUih  sedMiMti«d  coain  frequently 

exercised  the  power  to  set  aside  for  various  causes  decrees  pro* 
bating  wills.* 

In  th«  Vnitod  ttatM  the  same  general  power  of  probate  courts  to 
vacate  or  annul  their  decree  of  probate  is  fully  recognized.*    Thus 

(S.  Car.)  229.     Contra  where  the  first  Powel,  i  Ves.  284,  a  will  of  personalty 

trial  resulted  in  a  disagreement  of  the  which  had  been  proved  in  the  ecde- 

jury.     Lassiter  v.  Travis,  98  Tenn.  330.  siastical    coiirt    in  solemn    form   was 

1.  Matter  of  McKinney,  112  Cal.  447;  shown  to  have  been  forged,  and  Lord 

Wilbur  V.  A^'ilbur,  138  111.  446;  Mathis  Hardwicke    decreed    that    the    party 

V.  Pitman,  3a  Neb.  191.  should  consent  to  a  revocation  of  the 

8.  For  American    cases   containing  probate  and  letters  testamentary,  so  as 

instructive  discussions  of  the  practice  to  enable    the  ecclesiastical   court  10 

in  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  see  Waters  cause  them  to  be  duly  revoked  accord- 

V.  Stickney,  la  Allen  (Mass.)  i,  a  lead-  ing  to  the  course  of  that  court, 

ing  case,  where  the  court  said:  "The  8.  Hotchkiss  v.   Ladd,   62   Vt.   209; 

English  authorities  recognize  as  suffi-  Brunson  v,  Burnett,  2  Pin.  (Wis.)  185; 

cient  causes  of  revocation,  forgery  of  Matter  of  Fisher,  15  Wis.  511;  Hamble^ 

the  will,  fraud  in    obtaining  probate,  ton  v.  Yocum,  zo8  Pa.  St.  304:  Dicken- 

neglect  or  mismanagement  in  conduct-  son  v.  Stewart,  i  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  99; 

ing  the  suit,  or  the  production  of  a  later  In  re  Charlebois,  6  Mont.  373;  Gamer 

will;"  Ward  v,  Vickers,  a  Hayw.  (N.  v.   Lansford,    la   Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 

Car.)  164.  558.     See  also  the  cases  in  the  follow- 

Fniiid   or    GoUoiion.  —  In    Sneed    v.  ing  notes. 

Ewing.  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  463,  it  was  Contra,  —  Corby  v.  Durfee,  96  Mich, 

said  that  the  ecclesiastical  court  had  iz. 

power  to  vacate  a  probate  in  solemn  During  the  Tsrm  the  court  has  in- 
form if  the  will  was  fraudulently  herent  power  to  vacate  an  order  preri- 
proved  or  had  been  revoked.  ously  made  at  the  same  term,  and  will 

In  Hayle  v.  Hasted,  i  Curt.  Ecc.  a36,  set    aside    an    order  allowing  a  will 

Sir  Herbert  Jenner  stated  the  rule  to  where  it  was  obtained  irregularly  or  by 

be  that  parties  whose  interests  were  misrepresentation.      Barr    v.    Closter- 

affected  by  a  will  previously  proved  in  man,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  371,  4  Ohio 

solemn  form  might  call  in  the  probate  Cir.  Dec.  641.    See  also  Jones  9.  Robin- 

and  require  the  will  to  be  repropounded  son,  17  Ohio  St.    171,   with  the  com- 

upon  showing  **  that  there  has  been  ments  thereon  in  Barr  v.  Clostennan, 

fraud  or  collusion   practiced  to  their  a  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  387,  i  Ohio  Dec 

prejudice,  or  that  there  has  been  neg-  550. 

lect  or  mismanagement  in  the  conduct  In  Coalson  v.  Tooke,  18  Ga.  742.  a 

of  the  suiL"     See  also  Trower  v.  Cox  will  had  been  probated  in  solemn  form, 

I   Add.    Ecc.   ai9.     The  custom   and  and  the  court  refused  to  set  it  aside 

right  of  that  court  to  revoke  any  of  its  for  irregularity  upon  the  application  of 

decrees  obtained  by  fraud  or  surprise  an  infant  who  had  contested  the  win 

were  recognized  in  Harrison  v,  Mitch-  jointly  with  another,  who  was  in  fact 

ell,  Fitzgib.  303,  sub  ncm.  Harrison  v.  her  guardian  ad  litem,  but  did  notap- 

Weldon.  a  Stra.  9x1;  Nicol  v.  Askew,  pear  as  such  in  the  record, 

a  Moo.  P.  C.  92.  Order  Xads  at  a  Prsviovs  Tml  ->  In 

Testator  Alive.  —  A  probate  of  a  will  Kentucky  the  broad  rule  was  laid  down 
upon  the  mistaken  supposition  that  the  that  the  probate  court  (County  Cour^ 
testator  was  dead  could  be  revoked  and  has  no  authority  to  set  aside  a  probate 
canceled  by  the  court  which  granted  of  a  will  made  at  a  previous  term  un- 
it. In  Goods  of  Napier,  i  Phill.  less  the  order  of  probate  was  void. 
Ecc.  83.  McCarty  v.  McCarty,  8  Bush  (Ky.)  504; 

Will     Forged.  — In      Barnesley      v.  Taylor  v,  Tibbatts,  13  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 

1054  Volume  XVL 


DMMtU     PROBA  TE  AND  CONTEST  OF  WILLS.         wuto. 

fraud,  mistake,  or  collusion  has  been  held  sufficient  ground  (or 
vacating  a  probate,^  even  in  solemn  form.*  A  probate  may  be 
annulled  upon  the  production  of  a  later  will,'  at  least  where  there 
is  no  other  remedy.^  A  judgment  admitting  to  probate  a  will 
which  is  void  upon  its  face  may  be  set  aside  upon  motion  at  any 
time.^  In  some  jurisdictions  probate  will  be  vacated  at  the 
instance  of  interested  parties  entitled  by  law  to  notice  of  the 
original  proceedings  who  received  none  and  were  not  present.* 

178.    It  seems  that  it  cannot  be  thus  (Mass.)  i,  where  the  court  said  that  it 

set  aside  even  for  fraud.     Walters  v.  should  be  done  only  upon  the  clearest 

Ratliff,  5  Bush  (Ky.)  577.  evidence,  and  that  the  probate  of  the 

In  Edwards  v,  Edwards,  3  Ired.  L.  later  will  would  not  necessarily  avoid 
(N.  Car.)  82,  it  was  held  that  when  the  payments  made  or  acts  done  under 
sentence  of  the  court  has  been  regu-  the  old  decree  while  it  remained  un- 
larly  pronounced  it  will  not  be  set  aside  revoked;  Matter  of  Hamilton,  2  Con- 
or vacated  except  under  such  circum-  noly  (N.  Y.)268;  Campbell  v.  Logan,  2 
stances  as  would  induce  a  court  of  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Vance  v,  Upson,  64 
equity  to  order  a  judgment  at  law  to  Tex.  266.  See  also  Be  Jacoby,  28 
be  set  aside.  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  (Pa.)  17. 

1.  Hambleton  v,  Yocum,  108  Pa.  St.  Xust  Clsarly  Supsnedt  Earlier  Will.  — 
304.  See  also  Martin  t/.  King,  72  Ala.  Where  the  later  will  contains  on  its 
354:  Matter  of  Evans,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  571,  face  no  revocation  of  the  first  will,  and 
in  which  latter  case  the  point  was  left  there  is  any  room  for  dispute  as  to  con- 
undecided;  Bailey  v.  Stewart,  2  Redf.  struction  in  that  respect,  if  probate  of 
(N.  Y.)  224.  the  second  will  is  allowed  the  former 

In  Texas  the  court  said  that  there  is  probate  should  be  left  to  stand  for  what 

no  doubt  that  a  probate  court  can  cor-  it  is  worth,  and  disputes  concerning 

rect  errors  arising  out  of  fraud  or  mis-  construction  or  effect  should  be  decided 

take  in  its  decrees.    Vance  v,  Upson,  in    another    tribunal.        Besancon    v. 

64  Tex.  266.  Brownson,  39  Mich.  392. 

In  Vermont  it  seems  that  if  probate  of  4.  Waters    v.    Stickney,     12    Allen 

an  infant's  will  is  procured  by  fraudu-  (Mass.)  i. 

lently  withholding  from  the  court  in-  6.  Hooks  t/.  Stamper,  18  Ga.  471. 

formation  of  the  fact  that  the  deceased  In  Matter  of  Warfield,  22  Cal.  51,  it 

was  not  of  testamentary  age,  the  ap-  was  held  that  a  petition  to  the  probate 

propriate  remedy  would  be  a  petition  court  for  an  order  adjudging  its  former 

to  vacate  the  probate.     See  Goodell  v.  probate  of  a  will  to  be  void  for  want  of 

Pike,  40  Vt.  325.  jurisdiction,  and  praying  that  the  will 

In  Wiiooniin  an  order  irregularly  be  again  admitted  to  probate,  is  a  col- 
made  or  procured  by  fraud  may  be  re-  lateral  attack  and  cannot  be  based 
voked.     Matter  of  Fisher,  15  Wis.  511.  upon  irregularities. 

But  in  Archer  v.  Meadows,  33  Wis.  6.  Alabama.  —  "  It  is  settled  that  any 
z66,  the  majority  of  the  court  refrained  distributee  of  the  estate  of  the  testator 
from  deciding  whether  the  probate  entitled  to  notice  of  the  probate  of  the 
court  had  power  to  set  aside  the  pro-  will,  and  not  having  received  such  no- 
bate  of  a  will  on  the  ground  that  it  was  tice  prior  to  the  probate,  may  make  an 
procured  by  fraud;  Chief  Justice  application  to  the  court  in  which  the 
Dixon,  however,  declared  that  it  had  will  was  probated  to  vacate  and  re- 
that  power.  See  also  In  re  Holden,  37  yoke  the  probate,  and  that  the  same 
Wis.  98.  should  be  granted,  if  it  appear  that  the 

8.  In  Maryland  and  the    IMstriot   of  applicant  was  entitled  to  notice  and 

Colunbia  the  order  of    the    Orphans'  none  was  given."     Kirby  v,  Kirby,  40 

Court  admitting  a  will  to  probate  after  Ala.  495,  quoted  as  above  and  followed 

a  contest  may  be  set  aside  upon  clear  in  Herring  v.  Ricketts,   loi  Ala.  340, 

proof  of  fraud,  collusion,  or  mistake,  which  holds  that  such  a  proceeding  is 

Worthington  v.  Gittings,  56  Md.   542;  a  direct  and  not  a  collateral   attack, 

Shultz  V,  Houck,  29  Md.  24;  Dugan  v,  and  cites  as  further  authority  Roy  v, 

Northcutt,  7  App,  Cas.  (D.  C.)  367.  Segrist,   19  Ala.  810;    Bradley  v.  An- 

8.  Waters    v,    Stickney,     Z2     Allen  dress,  27  Ala.  596;  Lovett  v.  Chisolm, 
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Upon  consent  of  all  parties  interested  the  order  of  probate  may 
be  revoked.* 

30  Ala.  88;  Hall  v.  Hall,  47  Ala.  290;  was  originally  proved  in  solemn  form 

and  Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  435;  to  after  notice  to  some  of  the  next  of  kin, 

which  may  be  added  Knox  v,  Paull,  95  but  not  to  all,  those  who  had  00  nodce 

Ala.  507 ;  Sowell  v.  Sowell,  41  Ala.  363,  are  not  entitled  as  of  common  right  to 

40  Ala.  245.  have  the  will  proved  in  solemn  form  a 

Per  contra^  one  who  had  no  statutory  second  time,  and  the  court  will  exercise 

right  to  notice  is  not  entitled  to  apply  a  discretion  in  regard  to  their  applica- 

for  a  vacation  of  the  probate.     Kirby  tion,    and    merits    must    be     shown. 

V,  Kirby,  40  Ala.  492.  Etheridge  v,  Corprew,  3  Jones  L^  (N. 

Where  the  record  of  the  original  pro-  Car.)    18;     McNorton  v.   Robesoo,   9 

ceedingsshowedanorderof  notice,  and  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  256;  Armstrongs. 

the  decree  admitting  the  will  to  probate  Baker,  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  109;  Dicken- 

recited  that  due  notice  was  given,  it  son  v,  Stewart,  i  Murph.  (N.  Car  )  99; 

was  held  that  the  court  properly  re*  Jeffreys  v.  Alston,  2  Law  Repos.  (N. 

fused  to  set  aside  the  probate  in  the  ab-  Car.)  634. 

sence  of  proof  that  due  notice  was  not  Ohio.  —  See  Feuchterr.  Kejl,  48  Ohio 

given.     Sowell  v.  Sowell,  41  Ala.  363.  St.  357,  where  a  majority  of  the  court 

In  Kirby  v,  Kirby,  40  Ala.  492,  the  held  that  where  an  application  to  pro- 
application  to  set  aside  the  probate  for  bate  a  will  in  common  form  was  dts- 
want  of  notice  was  filed  more  than  ten  missed,  a  devisee  who  had  no  notice  of 
vears  after  probate,  but  the  court  found  the  proceeding  was  not  concluded,  and 
it  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  could  repropound  the  will  for  probate, 
application  was  too  late.  and  thereby  in  effect  have  the  former 

California.  —  In  Matter  of  Twombley,  decree  rejecting  the  will  set  aside. 

120  Cal.  350,  a  petition  was  filed  seven-  South  Carolina.  —  In  M*Dowall  v.  Pey- 

teen  years  after  the  probate  of  a  will  to  ton,  2  Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  313,  it  appeared 

revoke  the  probate  on  the  ground  that  that  a  will  had  been  proved  before  the 

the  original  probate  was  void  because  ordinary  without  opposition,  the  next 

no  notice  of  the  proceedings  was  given,  of  kin  interested  to  oppose  it  being 

The    court     regarded    the    attack    as  abroad,  and  knowing  nothing  of  the 

wholly  collateral    and    held   that  the  will  until  after  probate;  and  the  Court 

order  of  probate  must  stand  if  nothing  of  Chancery,  upon  allegations  of  fraud, 

appeared  of  record  to  overcome  the  pre-  it  seems,  decreed  that  the  proponents 

sumption  that  legal  notice  was  given.  of  the  will  consent  to  a  revocation  of 

Iowa.  —  Where  notice  of  the  proceed-  the  probate,  so  that  the  parties  should 

ings  is  ^ven  by  publication  in  compli-  be  at  liberty  to  try  the  case  de  now  be* 

ance   with   the   statute,    the   order  of  fore  the  ordinary.     Palmer  v.  MikelU 

probate   will   not  be  set  aside  on  the  2  Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  342,  was  a  similar 

ground  that  there  was  no  personal  serv-  case. 

ice  of    notice.    In    re    Middleton,   72  Vinnont.  —  In  Hotchkiss  v,  Ladd,  62 

Iowa  424.  Vt.  209,  it  was  held  that  the  probate 

Xoxtana.  —  See  In  re  Charlebois,  6  court  had  power  to  vacate  a  decree 

Mont.  373.  allowing  a  will  where  it  was   shown 

How    Jersoy.  —  See  Matter  of  Law-  that    minor    heirs  had    no    statutory 

rence,  7  N.  J.  Eq.  215.  guardian  and  no  one  appeared  to  rep- 

Horth  Carolina.  —  In  this  state,  where  resent  their  interests, 
a  will  has  been  probated  wholly  ex  Wiioondn.  —  See  Heminway  v.  Rey- 
parte^  without  notice  to  any  of  the  next  nolds,  98  Wis.  501. 
of  kin,  they  are  entitled  to  have  it  re-  In  tho  English  Eedoslaitloal  Gonrti  the 
probated  in  solemn  form,  and  an  issue  practice  seems  to  have  been  identical 
to  try  its  validity,  unless  the  right  has  with  or  very  nearly  like  that  above  de- 
been  lost  by  laches  and  delay.  Ran-  scribed  in  this  note  in  North  Carolina. 
dolph  V.  Hughes,  89  N.  Car.  428;  See  Newell  v.  Weeks,  2  Phill.  Ecc.  224. 
Etheridge  v,  Corprew,  3  Jones  L.  (N.  1.  Hanau's  Estate,  2  Pa.  DisL  Rep. 
Car.)  18;  Gray  v.  Maer,  3  Dev.  &  B.  L.  127,  holding  that  not  only  those  pres- 
(N.  Car.)  47;  Ralston  v.  Telfair,  i  Dev.  ent  but  those  having  an  expecunt 
&  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  482.  See  also  Odom  interest,  such  as  contingent  remaioder- 
V.  Thompson,  i  Hawks  (N.  Car.)  58,  2  men,  must  be  parties  to  such  an  agree- 
Hawks  (N.  Car.)  24.     But  if  the  will  ment;     Louisville,     etc.,    R.    Co.    v. 
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Bj  sutnta  in  some  of  the  states  the  power  to  vacate  decrees  is 
conferred  upon  the  probate  court.*  Thus  in  New  York  the  surro- 
gate may  open,  vacate,  modify,  or  set  aside  a  decree  or  order  of 
his  court  in  a  like  case  and  in  the  same  manner  as  a  court  of 
record  and  of  general  jurisdiction  exercises  the  same  power.* 

Sanders,  (Ky.  1898)  44  S.  W.  Rep.  644,  (N.  Y.)  387.     Compare  Hoyt  v.  Hoyt, 

holding  that    upon  such    consent  an  112  N.  Y.  493. 

order  admitting  a  will  to  probate  at  a  £x«roise  of  ths  Powsr.  —  The  exercise 

former  term  may  be  set  aside,  the  court  of  the  power  is  in  the  surrogate*s  sound 

conceding  that  it  could  not  be  done  if  discretion,  at  least  after  the  expiration 

parties  in  interest  objected.  of  a  vear.     Becker  v.  Bochus,  5  Redf. 

1.  In  MinBMOta  an  order  probating  a  (N.  Y.)488;  Bailey  v,  Stewart,  2  Redf. 

will  may  be  set  aside  if  **  procured  by  (N.  Y.)  212;  Fay's  Will,  Tuck.  (N.  Y.) 

fraud,   misrepresentation,  or   through  405.     Compare  Matter  of  Odell,  i  Misc. 

surprise,  or  excusable  inadvertence  or  Rep.  (N.  V.  Surrogate  Ct.)  390.     And 

neglect."      Matter   of    Mousseau,   30  laches    will    defeat    the    application. 

Minn.  202,  ^'/in^f  the  statute;  In  re  Lar-  Becker  v,  Bochus,  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  488; 

son,  (Minn.  1898)  73  N.  W.  Rep.  966.  Matter  of  Becker,  28  Hun  (N.  Y.)  207. 

8.  Code    Civ.   Pro.   N.    Y.,   g  2481,  The  decree  may,  it  seems,  be  opened 

subdiv.  6.  for  newly  discovered  evidence  if  it  is 

General  Sztent  ef  the  Power.  —  The  such  as  would  probably  have  changed 

power  of  the  surrogate  to  open  decrees  the  result.    Crossman  v,  Crossman,  2 

is  stated  by  an  enumeration  of  various  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  69. 

classes  of  cases  in  Brick's  Estate,  15  If  persons  interested  were  not  cited 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  36,  a  and  did  not  appear  in  the  original  pro- 
valuable  case  on  the  general  powers  of  ceeding,  it  may  be  vacated  at  their  in- 
surrogates  in  this  behalf;  Munro's  stance.  Bailey  v,  Hillton,  14  Hun  (N. 
Estate,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Y.)  3;  Matter  of  Harlow,  73  Hun  (N. 
Ct.)  363.  Y.)  433 ;  Bibby  r.  Myer,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.) 

The  power  is  equal  to  that  of  a  court  220;  Matter  of  Odcll«  i  Misc.  Rep.  (M. 

of  equity  on  a    bill    filed    for    relief  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  390;  Matter  of  Greg- 

against  a  judgment  or  decree  for  fraud  ory,  13  Misc.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate 

or  mistake.     Bailey  v.  SCewart,  2  Redf.  Ct.)  363. 

(N.  Y.)  212.  In  Matter  of  Donlon,  66  Hun  (N.  Y.) 

The  power  extends  to  the  vacation  of  199,   the  decree   was  opened  because 

probate  of  wills  of  real  or  personal  citation  in  the  original  proceedings  was 

estate  or  both.     Bailey  v,  Stewart,  2  served  upon  a  non  compos  mother  in  be- 

Redf.  (N.  Y.)  212.  half  of  her  infant  children,  for  whom 

Although  most  of  the  cases  are  appli-  no  next  friend  was  appointed, 

cations  to  open  a  decree  allowing  the  It  may  be  opened  for  fraud.     Dobke 

will,  if  probate  was  refused  by  mistake  v.   McClaran,  41    Barb.   (N.   Y.)  491: 

or  misapprehension  as  to  a  material  Hoyt  v,  Hoyt,  112  N.  Y.  493.     But  the 

fact    the  decree  of    refusal    may    be  fraud  must  be  clearly  proved.     Matter 

opened.     Bailey  v,   Stewart,   2    Redf.  of  Richardson,  81  Hun  (N.  Y.j  425. 

(N.  Y.)  212;    Dobke  v,   McClaran,  41  A  decree  of  probate  may  be  opened 

Barb.  (N.  Y.)  494.  for  the  purpose  of  taking  proof  of  a 

Who  Kay  Petition  for  Vaeatien. —•  The  later    will.      Campbell    v.    Logan.    2 

application  can  be  made  oniy  by  one  Bradf.  (N.    Y.)  90;    Merchant's  Will, 

who  would  be  a  proper  party  to  pro-  Tuck.  (N.  Y.)  17;  Matter  of  Hamilton, 

ceedings  to  probate  the  will.     Hence  a  2  Connoly  (N.  Y.)  268,  where  the  course 

creditor  of  the  testator  cannot  make  of  procedure  in   such    cases    is    laid 

the  application.     Heilman  v,  Jones,  5  down,  and  it  is  also  declared  that  the 

Redf.  (N.  Y.)  398.  power  exists  without  statutory  author- 

XnltiiSurioiifnest  in  Petition.  —  A  peti-  ity.     In  Matter  of  Zerega,  58  Hun  (N. 

lion    under    Code  Civ.    Pro.    N.    Y.,  Y.)  505,  and  Townsend  v.  Pell,  3  Dem. 

§    2481,    seeking  to  vacate  a  decree  (N.  Y.)  367,  the  decree  was  revoked  be- 

allowing  a  will  and  also  to  revoke  the  cause  it  appeared  that  the  court  had 

probate  under  section  2647  is  multifari-  no  jurisdiction  to  render  it. 

ous.     Hopkins  v.  Lane,  6  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  EfEbot  of  Opening  the  Deoree.  —  Where 

12.    See  also  Pryer  v.  Clapp,  i  Dem.  a  decree  is  opened  to  allow  a  person 
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b.  Who  May  Make  the  Application.  —  The  application 
may,  of  course,  be  made  by  a  party  interested,  but  by  no  one 
else.^  It  may  also  be  made  by  the  executors,  heirs,  or  legatees 
of  one  who,  if  living,  would  have  sufficient  interest  to  make  it.* 

c.  Laches  in  Making  Application.  —  The  application  must 
be  made  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  discovery  of  the  facts 
upon  which  it  is  founded.' 

d.  The  Petition  —  The  AUe^tiou.  —  The  petition  to  set  aside 
the  probate  should  allege  the  facts  upon  which  the  applicant 
bases  his  right  to  relief.*  It  is  the  better  practice,  though  not 
necessary,  to  state  in  the  petition  who  were  all  the  parties  in 
interest.*  The  petition  should  conclude  with  a  prayer  for  an 
order  that  the  decree  be  vacated  and  that  all  persons  interested 
may  be  cited  to  show  cause  why  such  order  should  not  be  made.* 

Verifloation.  —  The  application  to  set  aside  the  probate  should  be 
verified.'' 

e.  Notice  of  Application.  —  All  the  parties  in  interest 
should  be  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court  in  some  way  and  be 
regularly  notified  of  the  application.* 

/.  Effect  of  Vacating.  —  Where  the  probate  is  thus  set 
aside  and  vacated,  the  paper  may  again  be  propounded  for  pro- 
bate, and  probated.* 

not  originally  cited  to  present  his  ob-  6.  Sowell  v.  Sowell,  40  Aia.  246. 

jeccions,  the  will    must  be   reproved.  6.  Matter  of  Hamilton,    2  CoqooIt 

Matter  of  Odell.  i  Misc.   Rep.  (N.  Y.  (N.  Y.)  268. 

Surrogate  Ct.)  390.  7.  Matter  of   Hamilton,   2  Conoolj 

1.  As  to  what  constitutes  sufficient  (N.   Y.)  268;    Moss  v.  Vincent,  2  Law 

interest  see  sufra^  p.  1009.  Repos.  (N.  Car.)  414,  where  the  petition 

8.  Lovett  V,  Chisoln^,  30  Ala.  88,  an  alleged  fraud;  Jeff reys  v.  Alston,  2  Law 

application  by  the  executors,  heirs,  and  Repos.  (N.  Car.)  634. 

legatees  of  the  widow  of  the  testator.  8.  Sowell    v.    SoweU,   40    Ala.   246; 

8.  In  re  Holden,  37  Wis.  98.      See  Waters  v,  Stickney,   X2  Allen  (Mass.) 

also  Gale  v,  Nickerson,  144  Mass.  415;  15;  Matter  of  Hamilton,  2  Connoly  (N. 

Bent  V.  Thompson,  138  U.  S.  114.  Y.)  268. 

In  Georgia  a  proceeding  to  set  aside  On  the  filing  of  the  petition  the  prac- 
any  judgment  or  decree  of  a  court  tice  is  "  to  apply  to  the  judge  of  pro- 
must  be  made  within  three  years  from  bate  for  a  citation  to  the  executors  and 
its  rendition.     Code  Ga.,  1895,  §  3764.  other  parties  in  interest,  to  appear  on 

But  on  a   proceeding  within   three  the  day  set  for  the  hearing  and  show 

years  to  set  aside  a  judgment  of  the  cause   why    the   probate    of    the   will 

ordinary   probating  a  will  in  solemn  should  not  be  vacated  and  the  letters 

form  the  petitioner  must  show  that  by  testamentary  or  of  administration  be 

due  diligence  on  his  part  the  ground  of  repealed,  and  the  record  of  the  pio- 

his  application  could   not  have  been  ceeding  should  show  that  the  parties 

ascertained  and  pleaded  as  a  defense  in  interest  have  been  notified  of  Uie  ap> 

against  the  probate  of  the  will.     High-  plication.*'    Sowell  v.  Sowell,  40  Ala. 

tower  V.  Williams,   104  Ga.  608.     See  243.      See    also    Hill   v.   Hill,  6    Ala. 

also  Speer  v,  Speer,  74  Ga.  179.  166. 

4.  See  the  allegations  in  Sowell  v.  9.  Herring  v,  Ricketts,  zoi  Ala.  340, 
Sowell,  40  Ala.  244,  41  Ala.  360.  where  the  court  said  that  the  proceed- 
Thus  fraud  or  collusion,  with  all  the  ing  for  a  second  probate  "is  de  n^v^ 
particulars,  must  be  distinctly  charged,  and  must  conform,  of  course,  to  statu- 
as  also  the  manner  in  which  the  court  tory  requirements,  in  all  respects  as  if 
was  misled  or  imposed  upon.  Worth-  the  original  irregular  probate  had  not 
ington  V,  Gittings,  56  Md.  542.  been  decreed." 
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26.  Hew  Trials.  —  After  a  verdict  for  or  against  the  validity  of 
a  will,  a  new  trial  n>ay  be  granted  or  refused,  as  a  general  rule, 
upon  the  same  principles  that  govern  in  ordinary  actions.^ 

26.  Bill  of  Beview.  —  It  has  been  held  that  where  a  probated  will 
is  contested  by  a  statutory  bill  in  chancery  ^  a  decree  establishing 
the  will  may  be  set  aside  by  a  bill  of  review  for  error  apparent  * 

1.  In  McElroy  v.  McElroy,  5  Ala.  83,  New  Jersey,  —  Youmans  v.  Petty,  33 

affirming  an  order  of  the  County  Court  N.  J.  Eq.  532. 

{^ranting  a  new  trial  of  an  issue  therein  New    York,  —  Marvin  v.  Marvin,  4 

on  the  validity  of  ar  will,  the  court  said:  Keyes  (N.  V.)  o;   Sutton  v.  Ray,  72  N. 

'*  Having  the  right  to  impanel  a  jury  Y.  482;  In  re  Booth,  (Supreme  Ct.)  6 

to  ascertain  this  fact,  it  would  seem  N.   Y.   Supp.  41;    Mason  v.  Jones,  2 

necessarily  to  follow  that  it  had  all  the  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  325;  Matter  of  Clark,  40 

rights  incident  thereto,  among  which  Hun  (N.  Y.)  233;  Matter  of  Patterson, 

must  be  the  power  of  granting  a  new  63  Hun  (N.  Y.)  529;   Matter  of  Laudy, 

trial  if  the  verdict  ought  not  to  stand,  14  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  160;  Matter  of  Gan- 

either  from  the  admission  of  improper  non,  2  Misc^  Rep.  (N.  Y.  C.  PI.)  329. 

testimony,  a  wrong  exposition  of  the  Ohio,  —  Glancy  v.  Clancy,  17  Ohio 

law,  misbehavior  of  the  jury,  a  finding  St.   134;    My  res  v.  Myres,  6  Ohio  St. 

against  the  evidence,  or  for  any  of  the  221;  Holman  v.  Riddle,  8  Ohio  St.  384. 

various  causes  which  would  render  it  Pennsylvania,  —  Hambleton    v,    Yo- 

proper  to  grant  a  new  trial.     It  is  true  cum,   108   Pa.   St.    304«   holding    that 

that  in  some  of  the    instances    here  where  the   verdict  was    procured    by 

given  the  points  might  be  reserved' on  fraud  and  collusion  a  new  trial  could 

the  record  for  the  revision  of  an  appel-  be  granted  even  after  the  expiration  of 

late  tribunal,  but  in  the  great  majority  the  term;  Starrett  t^.  Douglass,  2  Yeates 

of  cases  where  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  (Pa.)  46:    Heister  v.  Lynch,  i  Yeates 

granted  that  would  be  impossible,  and  (Pa.)  108. 

if  practicable  could   not  be  reviewed  South  Carolina,  —  Watkins    v.  Wat- 

on  error,  according  to  our  practice,  in  kins,  13  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  66;  Tillman 

an  appellate  court.     The  consequence  v.  Hatcher,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  271. 

would  be  that  great  injustice  would  be  Virginia,  —  Connolly  v,  Connolly,  32 

done  frequently,  or  a  court  of  chancery  Gratt.  (Va.)  657. 

would  be  compelled  to  interpose  and  West  Virginia,  —  Dower  v.  Church, 

l^rant  a  new  trial.     We  are  therefore  21  W.  Va.  23,  where  a  new  trial  was 

entirely  satisfied  that  the  county  judge  soujrht  for  misconduct  of  a  juror  and 

may,  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  newly  discovered  evidence, 

grant  a   new   trial   whenever,   in    his  Wisconsin.  — Jackman's      Will,     26 

opinion,  the  verdict  of  the  jury  ought  Wis.  104. 

not  to  be  permitted  to  stand."  The  power  to  srant  a  new  trial  as  in 

See  generally  the  article  New  Trials,  ordinary    actions    is    often    expressly 

vol.  14,  p.  707,  and  the  following  cases:  granted  by  statute. 

California,  —  Matter  of  McDevitt,  95  If  Haoanary  PartiM  Are  Omitted  the 

Cal.  17.  verdict  will  be  set  aside  at  their  re- 

District   of    Columbia. — Dugan     v,  quest.     Miller's  Estate,  166  Pa.  St.  97. 

Northcutt,   7  App.   Cas.   (D.  C.)  351;  2.  See  Jii/rfl,  p.  995. 

Stewart  v.  Elliott,  2  Mackey  (D.  C.)307;  8.  Holman  v.  Riddle,  S  Ohio  St.  390. 

Coughlan  v.  Poulson,  2  MacArthur  (D.  See  generally  article  Bills  of  Review, 

C.)  208.  vol.  3,  p.  575. 

Illinois,  —  Meeker  v.  Meeker,  75  111.  Petition  in  Hatnre  of  Bill  of  Seview.  — 

260.  In  Murray  v.  Murphy,  39  Miss.  214,  it 

Kentucky,  —  Ellis  v,  Ellis,  (Ky.  1898)  was  held  that  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 

46  S.  W.  Rep.  521;  Singleton  v.  Single-  Probates  admitting  a  will  to  probate  in 

ton,  8  Dana  (Ky.)  315.     Compare  Mc-  common  form  was  not  such  a  final  ad- 

Carty  v,  McCarty,  8  Bush  (Ky.)  504.  judication  as  would  sustain  a  petition 

Maine,  —  Carvill  v.  Carvill,  73  Me.  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review  to  re- 

136;  McKenney  v,  Alvord,  73  Me.  221.  verse  and  set  aside  the  decree  for  error 

Mississippi,  —  Hamberlin  v,  Terry,  7  apparent,  since  the  statute  prescribed 

How.  (Miss.)  143.  a  mode  of  contesting  it  on  petition  for 
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or  for  newly  discovered  evidence.* 

27.  Appeal  and  Error  —  a.  For  Trial  De  Novo. — Appeals 
from  probate  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  trial  de  twvo  have 
been  assimilated  in  this  article  to  other  statutory  methods  of  con- 
testing wills,  in  respect  of  the  necessary  interest  of  the  appellant, 
allegations  of  interest  and  grounds  of  contest,  and  the  pleadings 
of  the  appellee,  and  those  features  of  the  subject  require  no 
further  discussion.^  Parties  interested  may  appeal  jointly  or 
separately,'  but  cannot  ordinarily  have  the  issues  separately 
tried.* 

b.  For  Errors  of  Law.  —  Final  judgments  in  proceedings 
for  the  probate  or  contest  of  wills  are  ultimately  reviewable  in  an 
appellate  court  for  errors  of  law.*     The  appellate  procedure  is  of 

an   issue  devisavit  vel  mm.      Compare  appellant,  another  person  who  had  an 

Cowden    v.   Dobyns,   5   Smed.   &    M.  appealable  interest,  but  was  not  noti- 

(Nf  iss.)  82,  which  held  that  no  bill  of  fied  of  the  original  application  in  the 

review  will  lie  in  the  probate  courts.  probate  court,  and  was  not  a  party  to 

1.  Connolly   v.   Connolly,  32  Gratt.  the  first  appeal,  could  appeal  and  have 

(Va.)657.    See  article  Bills  OF  Review,  the  validity  of  the  will  retried.     Lan- 

vol.  3,  p.  580.  caster's  Appeal,  47  Conn.  248. 

S.  Appealable  Intareit,  see  supra,  pp.  5.  Finality  of  Jndgmantt.  —  Ao  order 

998.  1009.  refusing  to  admit  a  will  to  probate  is  a 

The  executor  has  sufficient  interest  final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right 

to  enable  him  to  appeal  from  a  probate  within  the  meaning  of  statutes  provid- 

decree  disallowing  the  will.     Shirley  ing    for    appeal  or  error  as   to  such 

V.  Healds,  34  N.   H.  407;   Cheever  v.  orders.     M.  E.  Church  Missionary  Soc 

Washtenaw  Circuit  Judge,  45  Mich.  6.  v,  Ely,  56  Ohio  St.  405. 

Allegations  of  Intsroit,  see  supra^  p.  An  order  of  the  probate  court  admit- 

1019.  ting  a  will  to  probate  is  a  "  judgment  '* 

Averment  of  Gronnds  of  Contest,  see  and  the  proceeding  for  probate  is  an 

supra,  p.  1020,  note  4.  *'  action  "   within    the   meaning  of  a 

Pleadings  of  Appellee,  see  j«/>r(i,  p.  1026.  statute  authorizing  an  appeal  from  the 

S.  In   the  Matter  of  Storey,  120  111.  judgment  of  a  district  court  in  an  "  ac- 

244.     See  also  Freeman  v,  Jennings,  7  tion  *'  brought  there  on  appeal  from  a 

Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  381.  ''judgment"  rendered  in  another  court. 

But  compare  Miller's  Estate,  2  Pa.  In  re  Penniman,  20  Minn.  245. 

Dist.  Rep.  335,  holding  that  separate  Orders  Granting  or  Denying  Imam, — 

appeals  by  different  parties  in  interest  In  the  District  of  Columhia  an  order  of 

should  not  be  allowed.  the    Orphans'    Court    awarding    and 

4.  In  Frazert/.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge,  framing  issues  for  a  jury  trial  is  not  a 

39  Mich.  Z98,  each  of  several  classes  of  final     appealable    order.      Dugan    v. 

contestants   took  separate   appeals  to  Northcutt,  7  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  351. 

the  Circuit  Court  from  the  judgment  In  Pennsylvania  no  appeal  lies  from 

of  the  probate  court  allowing  the  will,  a  decision  of  the  Orphans'  Court  di- 

and  it  was  held  that  the  Circuit  Court  recting  an  issue.     McCarter's  Appeal, 

properly  ordered  the  appeals  to  be  con*  78  Pa.  St.  401.     But  it  will  lie  from  an 

soHdated,  although   this   was  entirely  order  refusing  an  issue.      Schwilke's 

unnecessary,  since  the  case  is  **  not  ca-  Appeal,  100  Pa.  St.  628. 

pable  of  division,"  and  **  must  always  In  New  York  a  decision  of  the  Su- 

be  single  and  complete  in  one  hear-  preme   Court  reversing   the  decree  of 

ing,"  and  a  decision  binds  all  interests;  the  surrogate  and  awarding  an  issne  is 

to    which   points  see  also   Allison   v.  not  appealable  to  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Smith,  16  Mich.  405;    Fraser  f.  Jenni-  Marvin  v.  Marvin,  4  Keyes  (N.  V.)  9. 

son,  106   U.  S.  191,  a  case  arising  in  Nor  can  a  refusal  of  issues  by  the  sur* 

Michigan.  rogate   be  reviewed   by  the  Supreme 

In  C^nnootient  it  was  held  that  where  Court.     In   re    Newcombe,    (Supreme 

the  judgment  of  the  probate  court  had  Ct.)  z8  N.  Y.  Supp.  549. 

been  affirmed  on  the  appeal  of  one  How  Toriik — As  to  review  by  the  Sn* 
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course  altogether  statutory,  and  is  mainly  governed  by  principles 
fully  discussed  in  the  articles  Appeals,  vol.  2,  p.  i,  and  Error, 
Writ  of,  vol.  7,  p.  817.  Thus  the  appellant  must  have  an 
interest,^  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed  for  errors  not  preju- 
dicial to  the  party  complaining  »  nor  for  errors  not  made  a  ground 
of  exception  in  the  trial  court,'  and  the  decision  of  the  court 
below  is  presumed  to  be  correct.* 

Pirtiei  Intereited  May  Intervene  in  the  probate  court  after  judgment 
for  the  purpose  of  appealing  therefrom  or  suing  out  a  writ  of 
error.* 

28.  Collateral  Attack  on  Judgment  or  Decree  —  Where  the  Oonrt  Had 
Jnrlsdiotion.  — A  judgment  or  decree  admitting  an  instrument  to 
probate  either  in  common  form  or  in  solemn  form  ®  as  a  last  will 
and  testament,  or  rejecting  the  same,  is  conclusive  on  all  the 
world ''  until  it  is  vacated  by  the  court  or  reversed  on  appeal  or 
avoided  in  some  other  mode  prescribed  by  law ;  and  it  cannot  be 
collaterally  impeached  in  the  same  court  ®  or  in  any  other  court 

preme  Court  for  errors  of  law  in  the  6.  The  conclusiveness  of  probate  in 
Surrogate's  Court,  see  Burger  v.  Bur-  common  form  is  clearly  shown  in 
ger.  Ill  N.  Y.  523;  Matter  of  Hunt,  no  Tucker  v.  Whitehead,  58  Miss.  764, 
N.  V.  278;  Matter  of  Stewart,  135  N.  where  the  court  points  out  that  al- 
Y.  413.  though  such  a  probate  may  be  over> 
As  to  review  of  questions  of  fact  by  thrown  on  appeal  and  trial  de  novo,  or 
the  Court  of  Appeals,  see  Hewlett  v.  by  an  action  or  bill  in  chancery  as  pro- 
Elmer,  103  N.  Y.  156;  Matter  of  Ross,  vided  by  statute,  or  by  other  statutory 
87  N.  Y.  514;  Matter  of  Bartholick,  141  proceedings,  these  are  all  direct  and 
N.  V.  z66;  Matter  of  Bull,  in  N.  Y.  not  collateral  attacks.  See  also  Lon- 
624;  Sutton  V,  Ray,  72  N.  Y.  482;  Mat-  don  v.  Wilmington,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  88  N. 
ler  of  Cottrell,  95  N.  Y.  329.  Car.  584. 

1.  Middleditch  v,  Williams,  47  N.  J.  An  application  to  compel  the  execu- 
Eq.  5S5;  Hill  V,  Hill,  6  Ala.  166.  tor  to   prove  in   solemn   form   a  will 

An  Ezooator  has  sufficient  interest  to  which  he  has  proved  in  common  form 

appeal   from  a  decree  setting  aside  a  is  a  direct  and  not  a  collateral  attack  on 

will.     Hesterberg  v.  Clark,  166  III.  241.  the  probate  in  common  form.     Matter 

Parties  Who  Withdrew  from  the  Pro-  of  Straub,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  265. 

oeedings  by  leave  of  court  cannot  ap-  **  In  Great  Britain  the  will  might  be 

peal.     Eichert's  Estate,  155  Pa.  St.  59.  proved  ex  parte^  but  such   proceeding 

2.  Hoban  v.  Campau,  52  Mich.  346;  might  be  again  questioned  before  the 
Matter  of  Gaines,  84  Hun  (N.  Y.)  520;  same  court;  or  the  distributees  and 
Matter  of  Degen,  89  Hun  (N.  Y.)  143;  legatees  might  be  summoned,  and 
Matter  of  Torkington,  79  Hun  (N.  Y.)  then  the  decision  had  still  greater  va- 
128;  Matter  of  Bedlow,  67  Hun  (N.  Y.)  Hdity;  but  in  either  case  we  have 
408;  Snyder  v.  Sherman,  88  N.  Y.  656;  found  no  instance  where  the  probate, 
Peeples  v.  Smith.  8  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  whether  ex  parte  or  not,  could  be  con- 
90;  Wright?'.  Smithson,7Lea(Tenn.)i2.  tested  in  anyway  but  direct  proceed- 

8.  Montague  v,  Allan,  78   Va.  592;  ings  in  the  same  court."     Wells's  Will, 

Hurton  v.  Hurton,  113  Mich.  634.  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  273. 

4.  Cowden  v,  Dobynes,  24  Miss.  486.  7.  All  tiie  World  Concluded.  —  For  an 

6.  Reese  v,  Nolan,  99  Ala.  203;  Cle-  explanation  and  limitation  of  the  rule 

mens  v,  Patterson,  38  Ala.  721,  holding  that  all  the  world  is  concluded  by  the 

that  an  appeal  cannot  be  taken  until  the  judgment,    see     Brigham    v,     Fayer- 

appellant  has  thus  been  made  a  party;  weather.  140  Mass.  411. 

Rov  V.  Segrist,   19  Ala.  810:    Lees  v,  8.  Bepropounding  a  Will  once  probated 

Brownings,    15    Ala.    495.      See    also  or  rejected  is  a  collateral  attack.     See 

Lewis  V.  Jones,  50  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  645;  supra,  p.  1000,  and  cases  cited  in  the 

Foster  v.  Foster,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.)  48.  next  note. 
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of  law  or  of  equity  for  irregularities  which  may  have  intervened 
in  the  proceedings  after  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  attached.' 

1.  Alabama,  —  Knox     v.    Paull,     95        Minnesota,  —  Greenwood  v,  Mumy, 
Ala.  505;    McCutchen  v,  Loggins,  109    26  Minn.  259;  Matter  of  Moussean,  30 
Ala.  457;    Hall  v.  Hall,  47  Ala.  290; 
Leacherwood  v,  Sullivan,  81  Ala.  458; 
Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425;  Hardy  v. 
Hardy,  26  Ala.  524. 

Arkansai,  —  Janes  v,  Williams,  31 
Ark.  175. 

California,  —  Matter  of  Warfield,  22 
Cal.  51;  State  v.  McGlynn,  20  Cal.  233. 

Delaware,  —  MeWin  v.  Halloway,  2 
Hoiist.  (Del.)  527;  Rash  v,  Purnel,  2 
Harr.  (Del.)  448;  Smith  v.  Redden,  5 
Harr.  (Del.)  321;  Pennel  r.  Weyant,  2 
Harr.  (Del.)  501. 

Florida,  —  As  to  personal  estate. 
Belton  V,  Summer,  31  Fla.  139. 

Georgia,  —  High  tower  v,  Williams, 
Z04  Ga.  608;  Maund  v,  Maund,  94  Ga. 

479. 

Illinois,  —  Matter  of  Storey,  120  111. 
244;  Bowen  v,  Allen,  113  III.  53;  Grand 
Tower  Min.,  etc.,  Co.   v.  Gill,  iii  111. 

541. 
Iowa,  —  Barney     v,    Chittenden,     2 

Greene  (Iowa)  165. 

Kansas,  —  Lawrie  v,  Lawrie,  39  Kan. 
480. 

Kentucky, -^WiXx^i^tW    v.    Holder,    8 


Minn.  202. 

Mississippi,  —  Tucker  v.  Whitehead, 
58  Miss.  762,  a  probate  in  common 
form;  Martin  v,  Perkins,  56  Miss.  204; 
Temple  v.  Hammock,  52  Miss.  360. 

Missouri,  —  Banks  v.  Banks,  65  Mo. 
432;  Stowe  V,  Stowe,  140  Mo.  594. 

Nebraska,  —  Alexander  v,  Alexander. 
26  Neb.  68;  Loosemore  v.  Smith,  12 
Neb.  343;  Kirk  v.  Bowling,  20  Keb. 
260. 

New  Jersey,  —  Union  M.  E.  Cfaarch 
V,  Wilkinson,  36  N.  J.  £q.  141 ;  De- 
twiller  V,  Hartman,  37  N.  J.  Eq.  3^7; 
Ryno  V,  Ryno,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  522. 

New  Mexico,  —  Bent  v.  Thompson, 
138  U.  S.  114,  a  case  arising  in  New 
Mexico. 

New  York.  —  As  to  personal  estate. 
Campbell  v,  Logan,  2  Bradf.  (N.  Y.) 
90;  Collier  v,  Idley,  i  Bradf.  (N.  Y.> 
94;  Matter  of  Becker,  28  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
207;  Corley  v,  McElmeel,  149  N.  Y. 
228;  Post  V,  Mason,  91  N.  Y.  539:  Wet^ 
more  v,  Parker,  52  N.  Y.  450;  Bogar- 
dus  V,  Clark,  4  Paige  (N.  Y.)  623; 
Burger  v.  Hill,  i  Bradf.  (N.  Y.)  360; 


Bush  (Ky.)  362;  Stevenson  v.  Huddle-     Hill  v.  Burger,  10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su- 
son,  13  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  299;    Tibbatts  v,     preme  Ct.)  264. 


Berry,  10  B,  Mon.  (Ky.)473;  Wells  v. 
Wells,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  152;  Single- 
ton V.  Singleton,  8  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  340; 
Jacob  V.  PuUiam,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
200;  Henry  v.  Munn,  11  D.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
239;  Wells's  Will,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  273,  the 
last  three  cases  being  judgments  re- 
jecting the  will. 

Maine,  —  Patten  v,  Tallman,  27  Me. 
17;  Ex  p.  Fuller,  2  Story  (U.  S.)  327,  a 
case  arising  in  the  United  States  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  District  of  Maine. 

Maryland,  —  As   to   personal  estate. 


North  Carolina,  —  Floyd  v.  Herring, 
64  N.  Car.  409;  Mayo  v,  Jones,  78  N. 
Car.  402;  Granbery  v,  Mhoon,  i  Dev. 
L.  (N.  Car.)  456;  Hampton  v,  Hardin, 
88  N.  Car.  592;  Elheridge  v,  Corprew, 
3  Jones  L.  (N.  Car.)  14;  Redmond  v, 
Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  436;  Var- 
ner  v,  Johnston,  112  N.  Car.  570;  Os- 
borne V,  Leak,  89  N.  Car.  433.  Com^ 
pare  Galbreath  v,  Everett,  84  N.  Car. 
546. 

Oregon,  —  Moore  v,  Willamette 
Transp.,  etc.,  Co.,  7  Oregon  359:  Hub- 


Stanley  V,  Safe   Deposit,   etc.,   Co.,  87     bard  v.  Hubbard,  7  Oregon  42. 


Md.  450;  Johns  v,  Hodges,  62  Md.  525; 
Worthington  v,  Gittings,  56  Md.  542; 
Shultz  V,  Houck,  29  Md.  24;  Cecil  v, 
Cecil,  19  Md.  72. 

Massachusetts.  —  Pattee    v.    Stetson, 


Pennsylvania,  —  Wilson  v.  Gaston,  92 
Pa.  St.  207;  Hegarty's  Appeal,  75  Pa. 
St.  503. 

South  Carolina.  —  Ward  v.  Glenn.  9 
Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  127;    Kinard  v.  Rid- 


170  Mass.  93;    Bonnemort  v.  Gill,  167  dlehoover,    3    Rich.    L.   (S.  Car.)  258; 

Mass.    338;    Wolcott  V.    Wolcott,    140  Brown  t/.  Gibson,  i  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.) 

Mass.   195;    Dublin  v,  Chadbourn,   16  326;  Lide  t/.  Lide,  2  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  403. 
Mass.    441 ;     Waters    v.    Stickney,    12         Tennessee,  —  Ex  p.  Williams,  i  Lea 

Allen  (Mass.)  i.  (Tenn.)  529;  Byrn  v,  Fleming.  3  Head 

Michigan.  —  Wright    v.   Wright,    79  (Tenn.)  658;  Town  send  ».  Tow  nsend,  4 

Mich.    527:     Johnson    v.   Johnson,   70  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  70;    Fry  v.  Taylor,  i 

Mich.  65:  Morford  v,  Dieffenbacker,  54  Head  (Tenn.)  594;  Burrow  v,  Ragland, 

Mich.  593.  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  481. 
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With  respect  to  the  probate  of  wills  of  personal  estate  this  was 
the  rule  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts,^  and  by  virtue  of 
statutes  conferring  on  the  probate  courts  exclusive  jurisdiction 
to  probate  wills  of  realty  as  well  as  of  personalty  •  it  is  now  the 
general  rule  in  the  United  States  in  respect  of  the  probate  or 
rejection  of  any  will.' 

But  If  tlie  Court  Had  Ho  Juriidiotioii  of  the  proceeding  its  judgment 
admitting  or  rejecting  the  will  is  void  on  collater^  attack.^ 

Texas,  —  Halbert  v,  De  Bode,  (Tex.  Testamentary  Age  of  the  Decedent,  — 

Civ.  App.  1894)28  S.  W.  Rep.  58;  Sal-  Ex  p.   Williams,   i    Lea  (Tenn.)   529. 

mon  t/.  Huff,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  1894)  28  See  also  Goodell  v.  Pike,  40  Vc.  324,  at 

S.   W.   Rep.   1044;    Whitman   v.  Hay-  least  if  the  record  shows  that  the  court 

wood,  77  Tex.  557;  Denison  v,  Ingram,  passed  upon  that  question;  Bent's  Ap- 

Dall.  (Tex.)  519.  peal,  35  Conn.  525,  citing  Dickinson  v, 

Vermont,  —  Vermont    Baptist    State  Hayes,  31  Conn.  417.     See  also  In  re 

Convention  v,  Ladd,  59  Vt.  5;  Clark  v,  John,  30  Oregon  494. 

Clark,  54  Vt.  489.  Competency  of  the  Attesting  Witnesses, 

Vir^nia,  — Norvell  r.  Lessueur,  33  — Clark  v.  Clark,  54  Vt.  489. 

Gratt.  (Va.)  222;  Connolly  v.  Connolly,  1.  Ward    v,  Vickers,   2    Hayw.   (N. 

32  Gratt.  (Va.)  657;  Schultz  v,  Schultz.  Car.)  164. 

10  Gratt.  (Va.)  358;    Nalle  v.  Fen  wick,  2.  See  supra^  p.  996. 

4  Rand.  (Va.)  585;    Page  v.  Page,   2  8.  See  the  cases  cited  supra^  p.  1062, 

Rob.  (Va.)  424.  note  i. 

Wisconsin,  —  Dicke    v.   Wagner.   95  4.  Waggener  v,  Lvles,  29  Ark.  47,  a 

Wis,  260;  In  re  Valentine,  93  Wis.  45;  probate  of  a  lost  will  of  which  by  stat- 

O'Dell  V,  Rogers,  44  Wis.  136;  Archer  ute  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction;  Pat- 

V.  Meadows,  33  Wis.  166.  ten  t/.  Tallman,  27  Me.   17;  Moses  v. 

United  States. — Gaines  v.  New  Or-  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52,  where  the  judge 

leans,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  642;    Tompkins  was    disqualified   from   sitting  in   the 

V.  Tompkins,  i  Story  (U.  S.)  547;  In  re  cause  by  express  statutory  prohibition; 

Aspinwall,  83  Fed.  Rep.  851.  Townsend  v.  Pell,  3  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  367; 

No  one  can  be  permitted  to  '*  blow  London  v,  Wilmington,  etc.,   R.  Co., 

off  the  judgment  'by  a  side    wind."  88  N.  Car.  584;  Wall  v.  Wall,  123  Pa. 

Scott  V,  Shearman,  2  W.  Bl.  981.  St.  545;  Matter  of  Mousseau,  30  Minn. 

Probata  Judge  an  Attesting  Wltneet.  —  202,  holding  that  a  judgment  admitting 

The  fact  that  the  judge  of  probate  who  a  will  to  probate  is  absolutely  void  if  it 

allowed  the  will  was  an  attesting  wit-  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  proceed- 

ness   does   not    render    his  judgment  ings  that  the  court  had  previously  and 

void.     Patten  v,  Tallman,  27  Me.  17.  regularly  admitted  it  to  probate.     See 

VarionB    Xatten    Conelniiyely   Eitab-  also  supra^  p.  1000. 

Uihed  by  the  Probate  —  Sufficiency  of  the  Jndge  of  Proabte  Interested.  —  Where 

Proof  Generally,  —  Jourden  v.  Meier,  31  the  judge  of  probate   is  a  debtor  or 

Mo.  40;    Roberts  v,  Flanagan   21  Neb.  creditor  of  the  estate  it  was  held  in 

503;  and  most  of  the  cases  cited  at  the  Gay  v,  Minot,  3  Cush.  (Mass.)  352,  that 

head  of  this  note.  his  judgment  is  absolutely  void. 

That  the  Will  Was  Not  Revoked  by  a  Absenoe  or  Iniaffleienoy  of  Attestation, 

subsequent  marriage.    Bowen  v.  Allen,  —  If  a  testamentary  instrument  is  not 

113  111.  53;  Broe  V,  Boyle,  108  Pa.  St.  attested  or  is  attested  by  an  insufficient 

76.  number  of  witnesses  its  probate  may 

That  the    Will   Was  Not  Forged.  —  be  collaterally  attacked,  for  it  is  not  a 

Tucker  v.   Whitehead,   58   Miss.  765;  will.     Gay  v.   Sanders,    loi   Ga.   6ot; 

Noel  f.  Wells.  I  Lev.  235,  «V^</ in  Ward  Hooks  v.   Sumper,   18   Ga.  471.     Sec 

V.  Glenn,  9  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  127.  also  Wall   v.   Wall,    123   Pa.   St.    545. 

Testamentary  Character  of  the  Instrti'  Compare  Grand  Tower  Min.,  etc.,  Co. 

ment.  —  Matthews  v.  McDade,  72  Ala.  v.  Gill,  iii  III.  541. 

377.  If  the  Snpposed  Deoedent  It  Alive  at  the 

Testamentary  Capacity  of  the  Dececued.  time  his  will  is  probated,  the  coart  is 

—  Ward  V.  Glenn,  9  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  destitute  of  jurisdiction.     Thompson!^. 

127;  Poplin  V.  Hawke,  8  N.  H.  124.  Samson,  64   Cal.  332;    Melia  v.  Sim- 
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29.  Bill  to  Set  Aside  Judgment  or  Decree. — The  prevailing  doc- 
trine is  that  courts  of  chancery  have  no  inherent  jurisdiction  to 
set  aside  a  judgment  or  decree  of  the  probate  court  allowing  or 
rejecting  a  will/  even  where  the  judgment  or  decree  was  pro- 
cured by  fraud.'     But  in  the  latter  case  the  power  is  conferred 

xnons,  45  Wis.  334;  Carr  v.  Brown,  20    v,  Lemberger,  163  111.  338;  Storrs  r.  St. 
R.   I.  (pc.  i.)  217  [disposing  of  South-    Lake's  Hospiul,  75  111.  App.  152. 
wick    V.   Probale    Ct.,   18  R.   I.  402];        Iowa,  —  Leighton  v.    On,  44  Iowa 
Springer  v,  Shavender,  118  N.  Car.  33;    679. 

Scotl  V.  McNeal,  154  U.  S.  45,  reversing         Kentucky.  —  McCarty  v.  McCarty,  8 
5  Wash.  309.     See  also  Lloyd  v,  Cham-     Bush  (Ky.)  504;    Walters  v.  RatM.  5 
bers,  56  Slich.  236.     Contra^  upon  con- 
struction   of    the    New    York  statute, 
Roderigas  v.  East  River  Sav.  Inst.,  63 
N.  Y.  460  {limited  in  Roderigas  v.  EUist 


Bush  (K>.)  575;  Hughey  v,  Sidwell,  18 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  259;  Abbott  v.  Traylor, 
II  Bush  (Ky.)  335. 
Missouri.  —  Banks  v.  Banks.  65  Mo. 


River  Sav.   Inst.,  76  N.  Y.  316],  cited    432;  Lyne  r.  Guardian,  i  Mo.  410. 


with  approval  in  Plume  v.  Howard 
Sav.  Inst.,  46  N.  J.  L.  230,  but  con- 
demned \n  most  of  the  cases  above  cited ; 
Renner*s  Estate,  6  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  84, 
distinguishing  Scott  v,  McNeal,  1^4  U. 
S.  45,  above  cited. 


Nebraska^  —  Loosemore  r.  Smith,  13 
Neb.  343. 

New  York,  —  Booth  v.  Kitchen,  7 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  255;  Post  v.  Mason,  91  N. 
Y.  539. 

North  Carolina.  —  Blue  v.  Patterson, 


Domioil  or  Baiidoioe   of  Dooedont. —  i  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  457. 

Where  the  will  is  admitted  to  probate  Tennessee. — Burrow   v.   Itagland,  6 

in  a  county  or  district  other  than  that  Humph.  (Tenn.)  481. 

in  which  the  testator  had  his  domicil  it  IVisconsin.  —  Archer  v.  Meadows,  33 

is  held  by  some  authorities  that  the  Wis.  166. 

judgment  is  void  on  collateral  attack.  United  States.  —  Cilley  v.  Patten,  6s 

Miller  v.  Swan,  91   Ky.  36.     See  also  Fed.  Rep.  498;   Oakley  v.  Taylor,  64 

Barnes  v.  Edward,   17  B.   Mon.  (Ky.)  Fed.  Rep.  245. 

632.     Compare  Singleton   v.   Cogar,    7  8.  California,  —  State    r.    McGlynn, 


Dana  (Ky.)  479. 

Others  hold  that  while  the  proceed- 
ings are  irregular  and  voidable  on  di« 
rect  attack,  BoUon  v.  Schriever,  135  N. 
Y.  65;  People  V.  Surrogate  Ct.,  36  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  218  (see  also  Matter  of  Gaines, 
74  Hun  (N.  Y.)  94);  the  judgment  is 
not  void  on  collateral  attack,  Stewart 
V.  Row,  10  La.  530  (see  also  Stanley  v. 
Safe  Deposit,  etc.,  Co.,  87  Md.  450);  at 
least  where  the  jurisdictional  fact  was 


investigated  and  expressly  found  and     594. 


20  Cal.  233. 

Indiana.  —  Winslow  v.  Donnelly,  119 
Ind.  566.  But  see  Burnett  v.  Milncs, 
148  Ind.  230,  where  a  decree  refusing 
10  admit  a  will  to  probate  was  set  aside 
for  fraud. 

Massachusetts,  —  Wolcott  v,  Wolcott, 
140  Mass.  194. 

Mississippi,  —  Hamberlin  v,  Terry,  7 
How.  (Miss.)  143. 

Missouri,  —  Stowe  v,  Stowe,  140  Mo. 


adjudicated  by  the  court  in  favor  of  its 
jurisdiction,  Bolton  v.  Schriever,  135 
N.  Y.  65;  Bumstead  v.  Read,  31  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  66t;  People  v.  Surrogate  Ct., 
36  Hun  (N.  Y.)  218.  See  also  Heil- 
man  v.  Jones,  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  398; 
Bolton  V.  Jacks,  6  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  166; 
Bolton  V.  Schriever,  135  N.  Y.  65. 
Compare  Matter  of  Zerega,  58  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  505. 


Wisconsin,  —  Holden  v.  Meadows,  31 
Wis.  284;  Hall  V.  Gilbert,  31  Wis.  694. 
See  Archer  v.  Meadows,  33  Wis.  166: 
In  re  Holden,  37  Wis.  98. 

United  States.  —  Gould  v.  Gould,  3 
Stor^r  (U.  S.)  516;  Gaines  v.  Chew,  3 
How.  (U.  S.)6i9;  Broderick's  Will,  21 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  503,  by  a  divided  court. 

Compare  Page  v.  Page,  2  Rob.  (Va.) 
424;    Fritts  V,  Denemberger,  12  N.  J. 


Want  of  Hotioo  to  PartieB  Intonstod.  Eq.  129;  M*Dowallv.  Peyton,  2  Desaus. 

See  supra^  p.  1004.  (S.  Car.)   313;  De  Bussierre  v.  Holla- 

1.  California.  —  Matter  of  Maxwell,  day,  4  Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 

74  Cal.  384.  Ct.)  III. 

Illinois,  —  Sinnet    v.    Bowman,   151        Contra.  —  Smith  v.  Harrison,  2  Hdsk. 

111.  146;  Luther  V.  Luther,  122  111.  558;  (Tenn.)  230;  Simmons  v,  Leonard,  89 

Wheeler  v,  Wheeler,  134  111.  522;  Jele  Tenn.  629. 
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by  statute  in  some  of  the  states.* 

30.  Statutory  Suits  to  Establish  Bejeoted  Wills.  —  In  a  few  of  the 
states  the  statutes  providing  for  an  original  suit  to  contest  a  pro- 
bated will  also  provide  for  establishing  in  the  same  manner  a  will 
rejected  by  the  probate  court,*  but  the  remedy  in  this  last  class 
of  cases  must  usually  be  had  by  appeal.  Such  suits  are  the  same 
in  respect  of  parties,  pleading,  trial,  and  judgment  or  decree, 
mutatis  mutandis^  as  statutory  actions  to  contest  probated  wills, 
which  have  already  been  considered  in  this  article. 

n.  Of  Hvhcupatiye  Will&  —  The  statutes  usually  prescribe  a 
short  period  of  limitation  for  presenting  nuncupative  wills  for 
probate,  require  a  statement  of  the  character  of  the  will  in  the 
petition  for  probate  and  in  the  citation  or  notice,  and  fix  the 
minimum  and  character  of  proof  necessary  to  establish  the  will.' 
Otherwise  the  proceedings  for  probate  and  contest  are  the  same 
as  on  applications  for  the  probate  of  written  wills.* 

m  Op  Lost  OB  BESTBOTED  Wills.  —  The  EngUsh  EeoledMtieal 
CoQrti  had  authority  to  admit  to  probate  wills  lost  or  destroyed, 
but  not  revoked,  upon  satisfactory  parol  proof.* 

The  Probate  Conrti  in  the  United  States  have  the  same  jurisdiction  ^ 

In  Goodell  v.  Pike,  40  Vt.  319,  where  proof  in  common  form,  as  made  io  the 

a  probate  decree  allowing  a  will  was  spiritual    courts  of  England,    is    not 

procured  by  fraud  it  was  set  aside  on  allowable  in  this  state  (if  it  ever  were 

a  bill  in  equity.     It  was  a  case,  how-  in  England)    in    the  probate  of  such 

ever,  where  additional  equitable  relief  wills;"  Garner  v.  Lansford,  12  Smed. 

was  sought  and  obtained.  &  M.  (Miss.)  558;  George  v.  Greer,  53 

1.  Walters  v,   Radiff,  5   Bush  (Ky.)  Miss.  495;  Williams  v.   Pope,  Wright 

575:  Renn  r.  Samos,  33  Tex.  760.  (Ohio)  406;  Perez  ».  Perez,  59  Tex.  322; 

Ai  to  the  Beqnititei  of  Boeh  Bills  see  Brunson  v,  Burnett,  2  Pin.  (Wis.)  185, 

generally    article    Bills    to   Impeach  holding  that  all  the  provisions  of  the 

Decrees   and  Judgments,   vol.   3,   p.  law  must  be  strictly  complied  with. 

607.  4.  See,  for  instance,  BoUes  v.  Har- 

8.  Missouri, — Rev.  Stat.,  1889,  §8888;  ris,  34  Ohio  St.  38,  an  action  to  contest 

Lilly  V,  Tobbein,  103  Mo.  477;  Dickey  the  probate. 

V.  Malechi,  6  Mo.  177.  Deoree  Allowing  Will.  —  A  decree  in 

Ai  Ineident  to  a  Conteit.  —  In  Illinois^  these  words:  '*  The  nuncupative  will 
in  a  statutory  suit  in  chancery  to  con-  of  W.  K.,  deceased,  having  been  duly 
test  a  probated  will,  the  court  may,  proved  by  the  oaths  of  J.  B.  C,  A.  P. 
upon  a  cross-bill  by  the  defendant,  re-  B.,  and  J.  W.  W.,  the  subscribing  wit- 
instate  a  part  of  the  will  which  was  re-  nesses  thereto,  the  same  is  adjudged 
jected  by  the  probate  court.  Shaw  v.  and  decreed  to  be  filed  and  recorded,'* 
Camp,  163  111.  144.  was    held  a  sufficient  probate  of  the 

In  Indiana  it  was  held  that  the  statu-  will.     Kirby  v,  Kirby,  40  Ala.  492. 

tory  provision  for  contest  of  a  probated  6.  Trevelyan  v,  Trevelyan,   i  Phill. 

will  authorizes  an  action  to  substitute  Ecc.  149,  and  Foster  v.  Foster,  i  Add. 

for  one  will  and  its  probate  another  Ecc.  462  \cite(i  in  McBeth  v.  McBeth, 

will  and  to  secure  the  probate  thereof,  11   Ala.   599];    Hunt    v,   Hamilton,  9 

since  the  action  is  essentially  a  contest  Dana  (Ky.)  92. 

of    the     probated    will.       Bartlett    v,  ^,  Alabama,  —  McBeth  v.  McBeth,  ix 

Manor,  146  Ind.  621;    Roberts  v.  Ab-  Ala.  599;  Apperson  v.  Cottrell,  3  Port, 

bott,  127  Ind.  83.  (Ala.)  51. 

8.  See  Kirby  v.  Kirby.  40  Ala.  492,  Connecticut.  —  Matter  of  Johnson,  40 

where  the  court  said:  "  The  effect  of  Conn.  587. 

our  statutes  is  to  require  them  to  be  Z^^/aw/irr.  —  Butler  t/.  Butler,  5  Harr» 

proved  in  form  of  law;  and  therefore  (Del.)  178. 
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except  where,  as  in  some  of  the  states,  the  statutes  have  with- 
drawn the  jurisdiction  and  conferred  it  elsewhere.* 

The  Frooednre  is  frequently  regulated  by  statutes  defining  the 
amount  of  proof  requisite  to  establish  the  will,*  but  in  other 
respects  the  proceedings  are  usually  the  same  as  upon  applica- 
tions for  the  probate  of  original  wills,  the  probate  is  contested  in 
the  same  manner,  and  the  judgment  has  the  same  conclusive 
character  as  against  collateral  attack.' 

Form  of  Probate.  —  The  probate  passes  "till  the  original  or  a  more 
authentic  copy  be  brought  in."  * 

lY.   PXOBATE  OB  ABXI88I0K    TO    BECOEB    OF   FOBEIGV    WHXB — 

1.  Power  and  Duty  of  the  Court  —  Original  Probate.  —  In  some  of  the 

states  the  statute  gives  authority  to  the  probate  court  to  admit  to 
original  probate  a  foreign  will  operating  upon  property  within 
the  state,  whether  it  has  been  first  probated  or  not  in  the  foreign 
jurisdiction  where  the  testator  was  domiciled.* 

Admiiiioii  of  Foreign  Probated  WiU  to  Beoord.  -—  The  probate  of  a  will 
in  one  state,  though  conclusive  as  to  the  title  to  personalty  if 
probate  be  made  at  the  domicil  of  the  testator,*  is  of  no  force  in 

Kentucky,  —  Lane's    Will,    2    Dana  St.  242;  Bauskett  v.  Keitt,  32  S.  Car. 

(Ky.)  107:  Happy's  WiU.  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  187;    Tynan  v.   Paschal,  27  Tex.  286; 

553;  Payne's  WiU.  4  T.  B.  Mon.  TKy.)  Dower  ».  Seeds,  28  W.  Va.  113;  Jami- 

427;    Hunt  V,  Hamilton,  9  Dana  (Ky.)  son  v,  Snyder,  79  Wis.  286;  In  re  Val- 

90;  Steele  v.  Price,  5  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  58.  entine,  93  Wis.  45. 

Massachusetts,  —  Davis  v,  Sigourney,  Beqnleltei  of  PetitiOB  in  California.  -^ 

8  Met.  (Mass.)  487;  Clark  v,  Wright,  3  See  Esute  of  Kidder,  57  Cal.  282. 

Pick.  (Mass.)  67;  Newell  v.  Homer,  120  Costs.  —  See  Foster  v,  Foster,  i  Add. 

Mass.  277.  Ecc.  469;  Martin  v,  Laking,  i  Hagg. 

Mississippi,  —  Vining    v.     Hall,    40  Ecc.  244;  and  generally  xw/ra,  p.  1049. 

Miss.  83.  4.  Davis  v.  Davis,  2  Add.  Ecc  223; 

Missouri,  —  Dickey  z^.  Malechi,  6  Mo.  McBeth  v.  Mc Beth,  11  Ala.  596.    See 

177;  Graham  v,  O' Fallon,  3  Mo.  507;  further,  as  to  proper  recitals  in  the  de- 

Varnon  v,  Varnon,  67  Mo.  App.  534.  cree.  Dower  v.  Seeds,  28  W.  Va.  113, 

North      Carolina,  —  McCormick      v,  6.  See  for  illustration.  Code ^/oiojpttf, 

Jernigan,  no  N.  Car.  406.  1896,  §  4273,  cited  in  Jaques  v.  Horton, 

Ohio,  —  Morningstar    v.    Selby,    15  76    Ala.    238;    Code     Georgia^     1895, 

Ohio  345.  S§  3297f  3299  et  seq,;   Starr  &  CnrL 

Vermont.  —  Minkler  v,   Minkler,  14  Annot.  Stat.  Illinois^  1896,  c.  148,  §§  9, 

Vt.  125.  10;     Annot.   Code    Mississippi^    i^, 

1.  As  to  bills  in  chancery  and  statu.  §1829;  Still  v,  Woodville,  38  Miss.  646; 
tory  actions  to  establish  lost  or  sup-  nrown's  Estate,  2  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  730, 
pressed  wills,  see  article  Wills.  holding    that    the    better    and    more 

2.  See  Code  Civ.  Pro.  California^  §  orderly  practice  is  first  to  probate  the 
1339;  Code  Civ.  Pro.  New  York^  §g  1865,  will  in  the  foreign  domicil,  and  then 
2621;  Kidder's  Estate,  66  Cal.  487;  have  it  admitted  to  record  under  the 
Collyer  v.  Collyer,  4  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  53;  statutes  cited  infra^  next  note  but  one; 
Buechle's  Estate,  5  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  127;  Walton  v.  Hall,  66  Vt.  455,  holding 
Todd  V,  Rennick,  13  Colo.  546,  quoting  that  if  the  will  is  not  first  probated  at 
the  Colorado  statute.  the  domicil  of  the  decedent  the  original 

8.  See  Jaques  v,  Horton,  76  Ala.  238;  probate  in  another  state  will  neverthe- 

Skeggs  V,  Horton,  82  Ala.  352;  Newell  less  be  ancillary. 

V,  Homer,  120  Mass.  277;    Dickey  v.  6.  See  the  cases  cited  in  the  next  note. 

Malechi,  6  Mo.  177;  Banning  v.  Ban-  "  When  the  probate  is  to  operate  in 

ning,    12  Ohio  St.   437;    Converse  v.  another  jurisdiction  ancillary  probate 

Starr,  23  Ohio  St.  491 ;  Foster's  Appeal,  may  be  necessary,  but  the  only  inquiry 

87  Pa.  St.  67;  Deaves's  Estate,  140  Pa.  then  made  is  as  to  the  validity  and  due 
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establishing  the  sufBciency  or  validity  of  a  devise  of  land  in 
another  state,  unless  by  virtue  of  a  statute  of  the  state  in  which 
the  lands  are  situate.^  Hence  it  is  provided  in  the  legislation  of 
every  state  that  where  a  will  operating  upon  property  therein  has 
^een  executed  according  to  its  laws  as  to  any  dispositions  of 
realty  that  are  made  in  the  will,*  and  admitted  to  probate  in 
another  state  or  a  foreign  country,  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of 
the  will  and  of  the  probate  thereof  may  be  filed  and  recorded  in 
a.  domestic  probate  court,  and  thereupon  have  the  same  force  and 
•effect  that  is  accorded  to  the  original  domestic  probate  of  wills.' 

:siuthentication  of  the  original  probate.*'  Tennessee,  —  Williams  v,  Saunders,  5 

-Ooodoian  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410.  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  60. 

1.  Alabama.  —  Goodman    v.   Winter,  Texas.  —  Slayton    ».   Singleton,    72 

^  Ala.  428;  Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  Tex.  209. 

^31;  Brock  V.  Frank,  51  Ala.  89.  Vermont.  —  Ives  v.  Allyn,  12  Vt.  589. 

Arkansas. — Apperson  v.  Bolton,  29  West   Virginia. — Thrasher    v.   Bal- 

Ark.  418.  lard,  33  W.  Va.  285. 

Connecticut.  —  Irwin's      Appeal,     33  United  States. —  M'Cormick  tt.  Sulli- 

Oonn.  128.  vant,  10  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  192;  Darby  v. 

Delaware.  —  Pennel    v.   Weyant,    2  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  (U.  S.)465;  Robert- 

Harr.  (Del.)  501.  son  v.  ^Pickrell,   109   U.   S.   608;    Mc- 

Indiana.  —  Lucas  v.  Tucker,  17  Ind.  Claskey   v.    Barr,   47   Fed.    Rep.    154; 

4,1;   Evansville  Ice.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Win-  Kerr  v.  Moon,  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  565. 

9or,  Z48  Ind.  682.  S.  Some  of  the  statutes  cited  in  the 

Iowa.  —  Otto  V.  Doty,  61  Iowa  23.  next  note  require  only   that   the   will 

Kentucky.  —  Williams    v.   Jones,    14  shall  be  executed  according  to  the  law 

Bush  (Ky.)  418;  Sneed  v.  Ewing,  5  J.  of  the  state  where  probate  of  the  orig- 

Marsh.    (Ky.)   460;    Carmichal    v.  inal  will  has  been  made,  but  such  a 


k 


Iroendorf,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  484.  construction  in  respect  of  wills  of  real 

Maryland.  —  Budd  v.  Brooke,  3  Gill  estate  is  not  to  be  presumed  and  will 

<Md.)  19S.  be  avoided  if  possible.     Nelson  v.  Pot- 

Massachusetts.  —  Hutchins    v.    State  ter,    50  N.  J.    L.  324.     See  also  In  re 

Bank,  12  Met.  (Mass.)  421.  Clayson,  24  Oregon  542. 

Minnesota.  —  Pott  v.  Pennington,  z6  8.  Alabama. — ^Civil  Code,  1896,  §4282; 

Minn.  509.  Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425;  Ward  v. 

Mississippi.  —  Wells    v.     Wells,    35  Oates,  43  Ala.  517;  Brock  v.  Frank,  51 

Miss.  638;  Morris  v.  Morris,  27  Miss.  Ala.  85. 

^47.  Arkansas.  —  Sand.  &  H.  Dig.  Stat., 

Missouri.  —  Gaven  v.  Allen,  100  Mo.  1894,  §§  7413,  7429  et  seq.;  Apperson  v. 

294;  Keith  V.  Keith,  97  Mo.  224;  Nat  Bolton,  29  Ark.  418. 

V.  Coons,   10   Mo.   543;    Applegate  r.  California.  —  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1322 

Smith,  31  Mo.  166.  et  seq.^  quoted  in  Goldtree  v.  McAlister, 

New      Hampshire.  —  Barstow       v.  86  Cal.  93. 

Sprague,  40  N.  H.  31,  Colorado.  —  Mills's     Annot.     Colq 

New  Jersey.  —  Nelson  v.  Potter,   50  Stat.,  1891,  §  4678. 

N.  J.  L.  324.  Connecticut.  —  See    Gen.  Stat.,  1888, 

New   York.  —  Moultrie  v.   Hunt,   23  §538;  Irwin*s  Appeal,  33  Conn.  128. 

N.  Y.  394.  Delaware.  —  Laws,  1893,  p.  636,  %tet 

Ohio.  —  Meese  z'.  Keefe,  loOhio  362;  seq.;  Smith  v.  Redden,  5  Harr.  (Del.) 

Carpenter  v.  Denoon,  29  Ohio  St.  379;  321. 

iones  V.   Robinson,   17   Ohio  St.  171;  Florida.  —  Rev.  Stat.,  1802,  ^  1811. 

fanuel   v.   Manuel,    13  Ohio  St.  458;  Georgia.  —  Code,  1895,  g§  3301,  3302. 

Wilson  z'.  Tappan,  6  Ohio  172.  Idaho.  —  Rev.  Stat.,   1887,  g  5315  et 

Oregon.  —  In  re  Clayson,  24  Oregon  seq. 

542.  Illinois.  —  Starr  &  Curt.  Annot.  Stat., 

South  Carolina.  ^  Gause  v.  Gause,  4  1896,  c.  148,  §  9. 

McCord  L.  (S.  Car.)  382;  Abrams  v.  Indiana,  —   Burns's     Annot.    Stat., 

Moseley,  7  S.  Car.  152.  1894,  §  2761  et  seq..    See  Thieband  v. 
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The  statutes  are  construed  to  be  mandatory,  though  the  language 

Sebastian,     lo    Ind.    454:     Bailey    i/.  probate  when    recorded  in  the  snno- 

Rinker,  146  Ind.  129;   Evansville  Ice,  gate's  court    shaU  be    "  presampdve 

etc.,  Co.  V,  Winsor,  148  Ind.  682,  partly  evidence  "  of  the  wiU  and  of  its  doe 

^f^rr«/fM^  Harris:'.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117.  execution.       Bromley     v.     MiUer,    3 

lovHi.  —  Code,  1897,  g  3294,  quoted  in  Thomp.  &  C.  (N.  Y.)  575;  Sullivan  r. 

Matter  of  Capper,  85  Iowa  82.  Fosdick,   10  Hun  (N.  Y.)  173;  Matter 

Kansas. — Gen.   Sui.,    1897,  c.   no,  of  Diez,  56  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  591. 

g  24^/ j^*^.,  ^fM?/^</ in  Gemmell  z^.  Wil-  North    Carolina,  —  See    Code,   18S3, 

son,  40  Kan.  764,  which  the  court  said  gg  2156,  2157. 


was  the  first  case  arising  under  the 
statute. 

Kentucky,  —  Stat.,  1894,  g  4854,  quoted 
in  Whalen  v,  Nisbet,  95  Ky.  464,  and 
Dupoyster  v.  Gagani,  84  Ky.  406. 


North  Dakota,  —  Rev.  Code,  1895,  g 
6332. 

Ohio.  —  Bates's  Annot.  Stat.,  1897, 
g  5937t  quoted  in  McClaskey  v.  Barr,  47 
Fed.   Rep.   169,  affirmed  54  Fed.  Rep. 


Louisiana.  —  Rev.  Civil  Code,  arts.     781 ;  Carpenter  v.  Denoon,  29  Ohio  St. 
1688,  1689,  quoted  in  Hebert  v.  Winn,     379. 


24  La.  Ann.  385. 

Maine.  —  Rev.  Stat.,  1883,  c.  64,  g  13. 


Oklahoma.  —  Stat.,  1893,  g  1197  et  siq. 
Oregon.  —  Hill's  Annot.  Laws,  1892, 


Maryland,  —  Pub.  Gen.  Laws,  1888,     g  3083,   quoted  in  In  re  Clayson,  24 
^ct.  93.  g  338,  quoted  in  Beatty  v.  Mason,     Oregon  542. 


30  Md.  409. 


Pennsylvania.  —  Act  March  15,  1832, 


Massachusetts.  —  Crippen   v.   Dexter,  g   t2;    Pep.  &  L.  Dig.,  p.  1454,  §  58; 

13  Gray  (Mass.)  330,  quoting  the  statute;  quoted  in  Shoenberger's  Estate,  139  Pa. 

Parker  v.  Parker,  11  Cush.  (Mass.)  519.  St.  132. 

Michigan. — Com  p.  Laws,  1897,  g  9282,        Rhode  Island. — Gen.  Laws,  1896.  c. 

which    is    How.    Annot.    Stat.,    1882,  211.  %  10  et  seq. 


g  5805,  as  amended  by  Laws  Mich., 
1895,  No.  105. 
Minnesota.  —  Laws,    1889,  c,   46,  gg 


South  Carolina. —  Rev.  Stat.,  1S93,  g 
2007. 

Tennessee.  — Shannon's  Annot.  Code, 


32-34  (now  Stat.,  1894,  gg  4439-4441),  1896,  g  3916  et  seq.,  quoted  in  Williams 

cited  in  In  re  Southard,  48  Minn.  38,  r.  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  67. 

and  Putnam  v.  Pitney,  45  Minn.  242,  Texas.  —  Rev.  Stat.,  1895,  art.  5353 

being  substantially  the   same  a     the  et  seq. 

Massachusetts  statute ;  Babcock  v.  Col-  Utah. — Rev.  Stat.,  1898,  §  3806  et  seq. 

lins,  60  Minn.  78.  Vermont.  — Stat.,  T894,  gg  2366-2369, 

Mississippi.  —  Annot.     Code,     1892,  quoted  in  Ives  v.  Salisbury,  56  Vi.  565. 

g  1829;  Crusoe  v,  Butler,  36  Miss.  150;  Virginia.  —  Code,  1887,  g  2i^etseq.; 
Sturdivant  v.  Neill,  27  Miss.  157,  con- 
struing the  statute. 


Exp.  Povall,  3  Leigh  (Va.)  816. 

Washington.  —  Ballinger's       Annoc 


Missouri.  —  Rev.  Stat.,  1889,  gg  8900,     Codes  &  Stat..  1897,  g  6120. 


8901:   Gaven  v.  Allen,    100  Mo.    294; 
Keith  V,  Keith,  97  Mo.  227. 


Montana.  — Comp.  Stat.,  1887,  P-  281,     285. 


IVest  Virginia. — Code,    1891,  c.  77, 
g  25;    Thrasher  v.  Ballard,  33  W.  Va. 


g  27  et  seq.;  Probate  Prac.  Act,  g  27  et 
seq 


Wisconsin.  —  Sanb.  &  B.  Annot.  StaL. 
1898,  g  3789  et  seq.;  Wells  v.  Walsh.  87 


A^^r^raxifrtf.— Comp.  Stat.,  1897,  §2658;    Wis.  67;  Markwell  v.  Thorn,  28  Wis. 


Roberts  v.  Flanagan,  21  Neb.  503. 

Nevada.  —  Gtti.   Stat.,   1885,  §  2693 
et  seq. 


548. 


Wyoming.  —  Rev.  Stat.,  1887.  g  2246. 
In  a  majority  of  the  states  the  stat* 


New  Hampshire.  —  Pub.  Stat.,  1891,     utes  have  reference  only  to  wills  made 
c.  187,  gg  13,  14,  quoted  in  Kennard  v.     as  well  as  proved  out  of  the  state,  and 


Kennard,  63  N.  li.  303. 
New  Jersey.  —  Gen.  Stat.,  1895,   pp. 


a  will  probated  in  one  state  will  not  be 
admitted  to  record  in  another  if  the 


2360,  24x0,  quoted  in  Nelson  v.  Potter,  testator  was  domiciled  in   the   latter. 

50  N.  J.   L.  324;  Wallace  v.  Wallace,  3  Stark  r.  Parker,  56  N.  H.  481;  Manuel 

N.  J.  Eq.  618.  V.  Manuel,  13  Ohio  St.  458;  Wallace  r. 

Neiv  Ktfr>t.— Code  Civ.  Pro.,  g  2695,  Wallace,  3  N.  J.  Eq.   616,   containing 

as  to  wills  of  personalty;  g  2703.  pro-  an  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  qnes- 

viding  that  an  authenticated  copy  of  tion,  where  the  court  said  that  snch 

a  foreign  will  of   real  estate  and  its  is  the  law  in  Connecticut,  Delaware, 
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be  only  permissive.*     There  must  be  strict  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute.* 

2.  Who  May  Hake  the  Application.  —  The  application  should  be 
made  by  a  party  interested,'  and  such  is  the  express  statutory 
requirement  in  several  of  the  states ;  *  but  an  authorized  agent 

Maryland,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Missouri,  of  the  proper  court  admitting  the  same 

Maine,  and  probably  in  Massachusetts;  to  probate,  and  showing  that  it   was 

Bale  V.  Incisa,  59  Miss.  513,  holding  executed  and  proved  according  to  the 

that  the  proceeding  wherein  the  foreign  laws  of  a  sister  state,  or  a  territory  of 

will  is  admitted  to  domestic  record  may  the  United  States?    Must  the  judge  in 

be  collaterally  attaclced   for  want  of  the  proper  discbarge  of  his  duty,  if 

jurisdiction  of  the  foreign  tribunal,  by  there  is  no  proof  of  its  want  of  authen- 

reason  of  the  testator  having  his  domi-  ticity,  admit  it  to   record?    If  it  also 

cil  where  the  proceeding  for  record  was  appeared   that  there  was  land  in  the 

Instituted.  county  where  it  was  produced  that  was 

In  some  states,  by  statute,  the  foreign  affected  by  such  will  we  would  say  that 
probate  passes  title  to  land  in  another  he  ought;  that  the  language  of  the 
state,  if  the  will  is  executed  and  proved  statute  on  these  facts  appearing,  *  it 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  latter,  may  be  admitted  to  record,'  should  be 
without  domestic  record  or  registration,  considered  mandatory,  and  in  accord- 
See,  in  Tennessee^  Bleidorn  v.  Pilot  ance  with  well-settled  principles  as  to 
Mountain  Coal,  etc.,  Co.,  89  Tenn.  166;  the  use  of  such  language  in  statutes 
Currell  v.  Villars,  72  Fed.  Rep.  330.  affecting  a  general  right,  it  should  be 

Issuaaoe  of  Letters  Tostamsntary  when  read  *  shall  be  admitted  to  record.'  " 

the    foreign    will    is    thus    admitted  See  further  to  the  point  that  the  coi^rt 

to  record  is  not  a  condition  precedent  has  no  discretion  to  deny  the  applica- 

to  the  effectual  operation  of  the  pro-  tion  where  the  proceedings  are  regular 

ceeding.     Markwell  v.  Thorn,  28  Wis.  and  the  authentication,  etc.,  sufficient, 

548;  State  V.  Bermudez,  13  La.  221.  Brock  v,  Frank,   51  Ala.  89;    State  v. 

The  Seoording  Operates  as  of  the  Date  Judge  of  Probates,  17  La.  486;  Slate  v. 
ef  the  Testator's  I>eath,  and  a  devisee  Bermudez,  13  La.  221;  Robert's  Sue- 
may  institute  a  suit  for  the  land  and  cession,  2  Rob.  (La.)  427;  Lytle's  Sue- 
afterwards  have  the  foreign  will  re-  cession,  i  Rob.  (La.)  268;  Beatty  v. 
corded  and  introduce  it  in  support  of  Mason,  3oMd.  409;  Schober  r.  Probate 
his  title.  Bleidorn  v.  Pilot  Mountain  Judge  49  Mich.  323;  Williams  v. 
Coal,  etc.,  Co.,  89  Tenn.  166.  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  75. 

Bogistration  as  a  Maniment  of  Title.  2.  Barstow  z/.  Sprague,  40  N.  H.  32. 
—  In  some  states  the  statutes  are  S.  Lytle's  Succession,  i  Rob.  (La.) 
framed  with  a  view  of  meeting  cases  268,  holding,  however,  that  an  execu- 
where  the  foreign  will  is  needed  solely  tor  named  in  the  will  may  offer  it  for 
as  a  muniment  of  title  without  any  ad-  record,  without  further  proof  of  inter- 
ministration  on  the  testator's  estate,  est.  See  also  Kennard  v,  Kennard,  63 
and  therefore  have  a  provision  for  the  N.  H.  303. 

recording  of  the  will  in  the  office  of  the  As  to  the  character  and  quantum  of 

recorder  of  deeds  in  the  county  where  interest  necessary,   see  supra^  p.  998, 

the  land   lies.      See   for  instance  the  and  the  following  note. 

AVwyifrj^f^  statutes  considered  and  con-  4.  See  Rev.  Stat.  Maine^  1883,  c.  64, 

strued  in  Nelson  v.  Potter,  50  N.  J.  L.  §  13;  How.  Annot.  Stat.  Michigan^  1882, 

324.                                                             '  §    5806  [repealed  by   Michigan    Laws 

As  to  Filing  Oopias  of  Letter  Testa-  1895,  No.  105],  quoted  and  applied  in 

mentary  in  another  state  so  as  to  enable  Mower  v,  Verplanke,   105  Mich.  398; 

the  foreign  executor  to  maintain  suit  Clow  v,  Plummer,  85  Mich.  550;    and 

therein,    see   article    Exbcutors    and  Besancon  v.  Brownson,  39  Mich.  388, 

Administrators,  vol.  8,  pp.  704,  705.  the  latter  case  holding  that  interest  in 

1.  Barr  v,  Closterman,  2  Ohio  Cir.  the    applicant    is  '*  a    necessary    and 

Ct.  Rep.  387,   I  Ohio   Cir.   Dec.   550,  jurisdictional  condition  which  should 

where  the  court  said:    **  What  is  the  appear    in    the    record;"    Rev.    Stat. 

power  or  the  duty  of  a  probate  court  on  Idaho^  1887,  §  5316;    Comp.  Stat.  Ne* 

the  presentation  of  what  purports  to  be  braska^  1897,  §  2659;    Pub.  Stat.  iV^ur 

an  authenticated  copy  of  a  will  and  order  Hampshire^  1891,  c.   187,   %   14;    Rev. 
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or  attorney  may  act  in  his  behalf.* 

3.  Form  and  Contents  of  Application  —  Yorm.  —  A  written  appli- 
cation is  sometimes,  though  rarely,  prescribed  by  statute,'  but 
a  proceeding  by  petition  is  always  proper'  and  doubtless  in 
accordance  with  the  general  practice.*  Where  the  statute  allows 
an  original  probate  of  a  foreign  will  as  well  as  the  record  of  an 
authenticated  copy  and  probate,  both  may  be  sought  in  one 
petition.* 

Oontenu  of  PotitloB.  —  The  petition  should  allege  the  death  of  the 
testator  and  the  admission  of  his  will  to  probate  in  the  foreign 
court,  and  should  pray  that  it  be  admitted  to  record.'  A  copy 
of  the  will  and  of  the  foreign  record  duly  authenticated  should  be 
annexed  to  and  made  part  of  the  petition.''  The  interest  of  the 
applicant  should  be  stated,^  or  the  fact  that  he  is  authorized  to 
make  the  application  by  a  party  in  interest.' 

Code  North  Dakota^  1895, 1 6332;  Bates'  tion;  "  Lytle's  Succession,  i  Rob.  (La,) 

Annot.  StaL  Ohio,  1897,  g  5939;    Stat.  268. 

Oklahoma,    1893,   g   119S;    Gen.    Laws  Where  the  applicant  desires  letters 

Jihode  Island,  i8^«  c  21 1,  §  lo;  Shan-  testamentary  to  be  issued  tohimsimul- 

non's  Annot.    Code    Tennessee,    1896,  taneously  with   the  recording:  of  the 

g  3916;  Rev.  Stat.  Utah,  1898,  g  3807;  copy  of  the  will,  his  application  would 

Sandb.   &   B.   AnnoL   Stat.    Wisconsin  naturally  be  by  petition. 

1889.  g  3790.  If  Fo  Petition  Is  Baqnirsd  hj  8tatat» 

*'  Executor   or    other    person   inter-  none  is  absolutely  necessary  to  the  va- 

ested  '*  is  the  language  of  most  of  the  lidity  of  the   proceeding.     Evansville 

statutes  above  cited.  Ice,  etc..  Co.  v,  Winsor,  148  Ind.  682. 

A  Ltgatas  who  was  also  the  widow  In  9«v  York  the  application  must  be 

filed  the  petition  in  her  character  as  by  verified  petition  stating  directly  and 

legatee  in  Kennard  v,  Kennard.  63  N.  not  by  inference  the  facts  which  give 

H.  303,  where  It  is  to  be  infcrr'^d  from  jurisdiction    to    the  court.    Winning- 

the  discussion  of  the  court  that  she  ton's  Estate,  i  Civ.   Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y. 

would  have  had  no  interest  merely  as  Surrogate    Ct.)  267;   Thompson's  Es- 

the  widow.  tate,  i  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate 

A  DoTisae  filed  the  petition  in  Stack-  Ct.)  264;  Shearer's  Estate,  i  Civ.  Pro. 

house  V.  Berryhill.  47  Minn.  21.  Rep.  (N,  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  455;  Oviedo 

A  Grsditor  of  the  Testator  may  make  v,  Duffie,  5  Redf.  (N.  Y.)  137. 

the  application.     Wells  v.  Walsh,   87  ft.  Pratt  v.  Hargreaves,  75  Miss.  897. 

Wis.  67.  holding  that  the  proponent  could  not, 

1.  Evansville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Win-  on  motion  of  the  contestant,  be  re^ 
sor.  148  Ind.  682;  Clow  v.  Plummer,  85  quired  to  elect  whether  he  propounded 
Mich.  550.  the  authenticated  copy  of  the  original 

2.  Pub.  Stat.  AVtif  Hampshire,  1891,  will,  both  being  annexed  to  the  petition, 
c.  187,  g  13;  Rev.  Code  North  Dakota,  6.  See  the  substance  of  the  petition 
i^QSt  §  ^332;  Gen,  Laws  jRAode  Island,  as  stated  in  Roberts  v.  Flanagan,  ai 
1896,  c.  211,  g  TO.  Neb.  503. 

S.  Evansville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Win-  .     If  the  copy  of  the  will  does  not  show 

sor,  148  Ind.  682.  that  it  operates  upon  property  within 

4.  The  application  was  by  petition  in  the  state  or  county  where  it  is  offered 

Goldtreev.  McAlister.  86  Cal.  98;  State  for  record,  and  the  statute  makes  this 

V,   Bermudez,   13  La.  221;    Mower  v,  a  prerequisite  to  jurisdiction,  clearly 

Verplanke,   105  Mich.  398,  loi   Mich,  the  fact  ought  to  be  alleged. 

209;    Clow  V.  Plummer,  85  Mich.  550;  t.  See    for    instance    Pratt  v.   Har- 

Schober   v.  Probate  Judge,  49  Mich,  greaves,  75  Miss.  897. 

323:  Besancon  v.  Brownson,  39  Mich.  8.  See  Mo  we  r  v.  Verplanke,  loi  Mich. 

388;  Stackhouse  v.  Berryhill,  47  Minn.  209, 105  Mich.  398;  Besancon  v.  Brown- 

20.      See    also    Stark    v.    Parker,    56  son,  39  Mich.  392.  and  supra,  p.  1019. 

N.  H.  487,   where,  however,  the  stat-  9.  See  Clow  v.  Plummer,  85  Mich, 

ute     required     a     *'  written    applica-  550. 
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4.  Notice  of  Hearing^.  —  The  statutes  usually  require  notice  of 
the  hearing  to  be  given  in  the  same  manner  as  in  proceedings  for 
the  original  probate  of  wills ;  ^  but  want  of  notice  is  not  an  avail- 
able objection  on  collateral  attack.' 

6.  Hearing  and  Contest  —  a.  Hearing. —  Many  of  the  statutes 
expressly  provide  for  a  hearing,'  but  seldom  regulate  or  allude  to 
the  proceedings  thereon."^  It  is  not  designed  that  the  will  shall 
be  proved  anew;*  indeed,  the  foreign  judgment  allowing  the 
W\\\  is  conclusive  as  to  all  those  facts  which  are  necessary  to  the 

1.  California,  —  Code    Ci\r.    Pro,,   §  state.     Statute    above  cited,    §    5937; 

1325.  Barr  v.  Closterman,  2  Ohio  Cir.   Ct. 

Idaho,  —  Rev.  Stat.  1887,  §  5316.  Rep.  387,  i  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  546. 

Kansas,  —  Gen.   Stat.    1897,   c.    no,  Yaoation  of  Order  for  Want  of  Kotioe. — 

%  26.  In  Barr  v,  Closterman,  7  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 

^at»^. -— Rev.  Stat.  1883,  c.  64  g  13.  Rep.   371,   4  Ohio  Cir.   Dec.  641,   the 

Massachusetts.  —  Crippen   z;  Dexter,  court,  in   the  exercise  of  an  inherent 

13  Gray  (Mass.)  330,  quoting  the  stat-  discretion,  it  seems,    vacated  a   prior 

ute.  order  made  at  the  same  term  admitting 

Minnesota,  —  Stat.  1894,  §  4440,  ^»^/r^  to  record  an  authenticated  copy  of  a 

in  Babcock  v.  Collins,  60  Minn.  77.  foreign   will,   because   no   notice   was 

Montana,  —  Probate  Prac.  Act,  §  28.  given  to  parties  interested  who  had  ex- 

Nebraska,  —  Comp.  Stat.  1897,  §  2659.  pressed  an  intention  to  resist  the  appli- 

Nevada.  —  Gen.  Stat.  1895,  ^  2694.  cation. 

New  Hampshire,  —  Pub.  Stat,   1891,  2.  Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425. 

c  187,  §§  13,  14.  S.  See  the  statutes  which  provide  for 

New  Jersey.  —  Matter  of  Lawrence,  7  notice  of  the  "  hearing,"  cited  in  next 

K.  J.  Eq  215.  to  the  last  note. 

North    Dahota,—  Key,    Code    1895,  4.  **  The  proceedings  by  which  it  is 

§  6334.  probated   in   this   state  are   mostly    a 

Oklahoma,  —  Stat.  1893,  $  1 198.  matter    of    form.     *    *    *    At    least, 

Rhode  Island,  —  Gen.  Laws  1896,  c.  where  such  foreign  probate  was  prop- 

311,  g  10.  eriy  a  proceeding  in  rem  our  statute 

Utah,  —  Rev.  Stat.  1898,  §  3807.  makes  it  conclusive  as  to  the  validity 

Vermont,  —  Stat.  1894,  §  2367;    Ives  of  the  will,  and  the  proceeding  to  pro- 

V.  Allyn,  14  Vt.  589.  bate  it  in  this  state  is  much  in  the  na- 

In  Alabama  notice  of  the  application  ture  of  a  suit  on  a  foreign  judgment." 

is  not  necessary.     Brock  v,  Frank,  51  Babcock  v.  Collins,  60  Minn.  73.     Code 

Ala.  90;    Dickey  v,  Vann,  81  Ala.  425;  Geor^ia^    1895,   §   3301.    expresses  the 

Ward  V.  Oaies,  43  Ala.  515.  same  idea. 

In  Oolorado  and  Iowa  the  statute  ex-  5.  Keith  t^.  Keith,  97  Mo.  223;  Apple- 

pressly  disjpenses   with  notice.     Code  gate  v.  Smith,  31  Mo.  169;  In  re  South- 

y^ytcia,  T897,  §  3294;  Mills's  Annot.  Stat,  ard,  48  Minn.  37;    Ward  v,  Oates,  43 

Colorado^  1891,  ^4678.     Hence  it  is  not  Ala.  517. 

necessary.     Matter  of  Capper,  85  Iowa  Sometimes  the  statute  expressly  dis- 

82;  Lynch  v.  Miller,  54  Iowa  516.  penses  with  proof  of  the  execution  of 

In  Miehigan  notice  was  formerly  re-  the  will.    See  Mills's  Annot.  Stat.  Colo- 

quired.      How.    Annot.    Stat.    Mich.,  rado^   1891,  §  4678;    Rev.  Stat.  Texasy 

1882,  §  5806.     But  this  section  was  re-  1895,  art.  5353. 

pealed  without  substituting  any  other  "  It  is  plain  that  the  statute  does  not 

provision    by   Mich.    Laws    1895,  No.  contemplate  that  a  foreign  will,  when 

105.  proven  according  to  the  laws  of  this 

In  Ohio  the  statute  provides  for  no-  state,  and  brought  here  to  be  executed, 

tlce  and  hearing  of  an  application  to  shall  again  be  re-probated."     Williams 

record  a  will   probated   in   a    foreign  v,  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  75,  where 

country.     Bates's  Annot.  Stat.   Ohio,  the  court  was  speaking  of  a  supposed 

1897,  §§  5939>  5940.     See  Carpenter  v,  contest  of  a  will  of  real  estate  probated 

Denoon,   29    Ohio    St.  379.     But    not  in  ^another  state  and  presented  for  rec- 

where  the  will  was  probated  in  a  sister  ord  in  Tennessee  under  the  statute. 
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establishment  of  a  will  ^  and  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings and  their  conformity  to  the  law  of  the  state  or  country  where 

they  were  had.*  But  the  court  must  decide  whether  the  record 
presented  is  duly  authenticated,'  whether  the  record  of  probate 
as  authenticated  is  sufficient  upon  its  face,^  whether  the  will  as 

1.  Per  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Crippea  v,  cation  in  particular  instances  as  re- 
Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  330;  Ives  v.  quired  by  the  state  sutntes  or  Rev. 
Salisbury,  56  Vt.  565;  Ward  v,  Oates,  Stat.  U.  S.,  %  905,  see  the  following 
43  Ala.  517;  Dickey  v,  Vann,  81  Ala.  cases  where  it  was  held  suCScient: 
432.  See  also  Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Shephard  v.  Carriel.  19  111.  315.  coo- 
Ala.  427;  Brock  v.  Frank,  51  Ala.  90;  taining  an  approved  precedent  of 
Thomas  v.  Morrisett,  76  Ga.  384;  authentication  of  probate  in  another 
Mackin's  Esute,  14  Phila.  (Pa.)  328,  38  state;  Newman  v.  Willetts.  52  111.  98; 
Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  458.  Calloway  v,  Cooley,  50  Kan.  743,  where 

Where  the  special  capacity  of  a  tes-  all  the  papers  are  set  forth  in  the  state- 
tator  is  necessary  to  making  a  valid  ment  of  the  case  and  pronounced  by 
will,  as  in  case  of  a  feme  covert^  the  the  court  (at  p.  753)  to  be  *'  substan- 
allowance  of  the  will  affords  a  conclu-  tlally  correct;  Case  v.  McGee,  8  Md. 
sive  presumption  that  such  proof  was  9;  Wilt  v.  Cutler,  38  Mich.  189;  Ken- 
given.  Parker  v,  Parker,  11  Cush.  nard  v.  Kennard,  63  N.  IJ.  308:  Knight 
(Mass.)  519.  V.  Wall,  2  Dev,  &  B.  L.  (N.  Car.)  125; 

**  No  question  arises  except  as  to  the  Exp,  Povall,  3  Leigh  (Va.)  816. 

validity  and  authentication  of  theorigi-  In  the  following  cases  the  anthenti- 

nal  probate.     If  that  was  granted  by  a  cation  was  held  insufficient:  Meyers  r. 

tribunal  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  Smith,  50  Kan.  x;    Bright  ?.  White;  8 

it  is  properly  authenticated,  the  ancil*  Mo.  421;  Matter  of  Capper,  85  Iowa  82, 

lary  probate  must  be  allowed.*'     Brock  in   which  three  cases  the  papers  are 

V,  Frank,  51  Ala.  89,  quoted  in  Dickey  copied  in   full   in  the  opinion  of  the 

V.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425.  court;  Smith  v.  Redden,  5  Harr.  (Del.) 

2.  Otto  V,  Doty,  61  Iowa  23;  Crippen  321;  Lewis  v.  Barnhart,  145  U.  S.  78; 
V,  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  330,  where  Levy's  Will,  Tuck.  (N.  Y.)  21 ;  Im  re 
the  court  said:  **  It  is  required  by  the  Clayson,  24  Oregon  542.  See  also 
rule  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  Harris  v.  Anderson,  9  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
States,  which  requires  that  the  acts  780;  Pope  v.  Cutler,  34  Mich.  150; 
and  judicial  proceedings  in  one  state  Mower  v.  Verplanke,  loi  Mich.  210. 
shall  be  respected  in  the  courts  and  tri-  '*A  correct  certificate  of  the  authenti- 
bunals  of  others;  and  by  the  rule  of  cation  of  a  foreign  will  should  include 
the  common  law,  giving  effect  to  judg-  the  probate.*'  Smith  v.  Neilson,  13 
ments  of  other  states,  where  they  have  Lea  (Tenn.) 466  [citing  Harris  v.  Ander- 
a  peculiar  jurisdiction  in  case  of  pro-  son,  9  Humph.  (Tenn.)  779;  Marr  r. 
ceedings  in  rem  and  have  custody  of  Gilliam,  I  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  512]. 

the   subject-matter."     The  case  held  If  the  statute   simply   requires   an 

that  the  foreign  probate  was  conclusive  "  authenticated  "  copy,  an  authentica- 

where  the  law  of  the  foreign  domicil  tion  according  to  the  rules  of  the  com- 

required  no  notice  of  the  probate  pro-  mon  law.  though  not  according  to  the 

ceeding  and  none  was  given.    On  that  Act  of  Congress,  is  sufficient.     Ex  p. 

precise  point  the  court  in  Babcock  v,  Povall,  3  Leigh  (Va.)  816. 

Collins.  60  Minn.  78,  declined   to  ex-  4.  Currell  v.  Villars,   72  Fed.  Rep. 

press  an  opinion.  330;  Matter  of  Hudson,  5  Redf.  (N.  1.) 

S.  Calloway  v,  Cooley,  50  Kan.  743  333,  holding    that    it    sufficiently  ap- 

\expledning    Gemmell     v,    Wilson,    40  peared  in  that  case  that  the  will  was 

Kan.  764];  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  admitted  to  probate  by  a  properly  con- 

(Mass.)  330;     Matter    of    Dubreuil,   8  stitu ted  court.    As  to  the  sufficiency  of 

Phila.  (Pa.)  596;    Beatty  v.  Mason,  30  the  foreign  proceedings  and  probate  as 

Md.    413;    Williams    v,    Saunders,    5  authenticated  see  further  Williams  r 

Coldw.  (Tenn.)  81.  Jones,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  418;  Meyers  r. 

A  defective   authentication  may  be  Smith,   50  Kan.  i;    Shannon  v.  Shan- 
amended.    Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  non,  iii  Mass.  331. 
(Mass.)  335.  As  to  WiUi  of  Fononalty  the  evidence 

As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  authenti*  upon  which  the  will  was  probated  in 
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exemplified  by  the  copy  is  attested  and  subscribed  as  required  by 
statute  if  it  devises  real  estate/  whether  the  court  in  which  the 
will  purports  to  have  been  allowed  had  jurisdiction,'  and  whether 
there  is  any  estate,  real  or  personal,  in  the  territorial  jurisdiction 
of  the  domestic  court  on  which  the  will  may  operate;'  and  per- 
haps  some  other  questions  may  be  open  to  inquiry.'^ 

b.  Grounds  of  Contest.  —  What  has  just  been  said  as  to  the 
scope  of  the  inquiry  on  the  hearing  indicates  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  application  may  be  resisted  as  well  as  the  issues  that 
must  be  considered  as  irrevocably  determined.*  Thus,  the 
capacity  and  sanity  of  the  testator,  the  due  execution  of  the  will, 
the  absence  of  undue  influence,*  the  competency  of  the  attesting 

the    foreign    court   need   not    appear.  '*  Our  courts  decide  nothing  more  as 

Dupoyster    v.    Ga^ani,    84    Ky.    406,  to  the  validity  of  the  instrument  than 

where  the  court  said:    **  If  the  record  was  decided  by  the  foreign  tribunal; 

and  judgment  of  the  foreign  court  of  and  if  it  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the 

probate  admitting  such  will  to  probate  subject,  or  power  to  make  the  record, 

fail  to  show  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it   follows  as  a  natural   consequence 

our  courts  of  probate  must   presume  that  the  courts  of  this  state  can  take 

that  the  evidence  before   the  foreign  no  jurisdiction  of  the  copy  of  such  rec- 

court  of    probate   was  sufficient,   and  ord."    Sturdivantv.  Neill,  ayMiss.  165. 

admit  the  authenticated  copy  of  such  S.  Williams  v,  Saunders,  5   Coldw. 

will  to  probate  as  a  will  of  personalty."  (Tenn.)  81;  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray 

See  also  Matter  of  Langbein,  i  Dem.  (Mass.)  330. 

(N.  Y.)  448;  Matter  of  Gaines,  84  Hun  4.  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.) 

{N.  Y.)  520.  330,  where  the  court  said,  *'  actual  fraud 

Ai  to  Wills  of  Beal  Eitato,  if  the  stat-  in  obuining  the  probate  of  the  will,  for 

ute  of  the  state  where  the  will  is  offered  instance,  but  of  this  there  is  no  occa- 

for  record  requires  them  to  be  executed  sion  to  express  an  opinion  in  the  pres- 

according  to  its  laws,  the  transcript  of  entcase.*' 

the  foreign  proceedings  and  judgment  5.  See  supra^  p.  1071  et  sea, 

must  show  '*  that  the  evidence  heard  6.  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.) 

there   was  sufficient  to  authorize  our  333,  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the 

courts  of  probate  to  admit  such  will  to  probate  court  admitting  to  record   a 

record,  had  the  same  been  offered  for  copy  of  a  will  probated  in  Connecticut 

probate  originally  in  our  courts  of  pro-  which  contained  a  devise  of  lands  in 

bate.*'     Dupoyster  v,  Gagani,  84  Ky.  Massachusetts,    Chief    Justice    Shaw 

407.    To  the  same  effect  are  Williams  writing  the  opinion  of  the  court;    Ives 

V,  Jones,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  418;    Bate  v,  v,  Salisbury,  56  Vt.  565,  holding  that  it 

Incisa,  59  Miss.  513;  Matter  of  Lang-  would  contravene  the  full  faith  and 

bein,  i  Dem.  (N.  Y.)  448;    Langbein's  credit  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 

Estate,  2  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surro-  tion  to  allow  the  validity  of  the  will  to 

g^ate  Ct.)  226;  Lockwood  v.  Lockwood,  be  attacked  on  the  ground  of  undue  in- 

51  Hun  (N.  Y.)  337;    Shearer's  Estate,  fluence  or  want  of  testamentary  capac- 

I  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Surrogate  Ct.)  ity;    Levy's  Will,   Tuck.   (N.  Y.)  20; 

455;  In  re  Clayson's  Will,  '24  Oregon  Poole  v,  Jackson,  66   Tex.  382.     See 

542;    Williams  v.  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  also    Harris    v.    Harris,   61   Ind.   117. 

(Tenn.)  81.     See  also  Robert's  Succes-  Compare  Hebert  v,  Winn,  24  La.  Ann. 

sion,  2  Rob.  (La.)  427.     And  as  to  pre-  385.     In  Otto  v.  Doty,  61  Iowa  23,  the 

sumptions  in  aid  of  the  foreign  record  court,  speaking  of  a  will  devising  real 

see  Crusoe  v,  Butler,  36  Miss.  150.  estate,   said:    "  Whether    the   foreign 

1.  Dublin  t/.  Chadbourn,  16  Mass.  adjudication  should  be  deemed  conclu- 
441,  holding,  however,  that  the  deci-  sive  in  respect  to  the  testator's  testa- 
sion  of  the  court  in  wliich  it  is  offered  mentary  capacity  or  in  respect  to  the 
for  record  is  conclusive  upon  this  point  absence  of  undue  influence  we  need 
as  against  collateral  attack.  not  determine.*' 

2.  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  bi  South  Oarolina,  by  statute,  if  the 
330;  Stark  V,  Parker,  56  N.  H.  481.  foreign  probate  was  not  in  solemn  form 
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witnesses,*  the  regularity  of  the  foreign  probate  proceedings,' 
and  the  facts  properly  shown  by  the  foreign  record  '  cannot  be 
controverted.  But  the  application  may  be  opposed  on  the 
ground  that  the  copy  of  the  will  or  of  the  record  of  the  foreign 
probate  is  not  properly  authenticated,^  that  the  probate,  though 
duly  authenticated,  is  insufficient  on  its  face,*  that  the  will  is 
insufficiently  executed  as  to  its  disposition  of  real  estate  within 
the  state,^  that  the  foreign  court  had  no  jurisdiction,^  or  that  the 
party  prosecuting  the  application  for  record  has  no  interest.^  As 
to  collateral  attack  for  error  in  disposing  of  these  objections,  see 
infra,  p.  1077. 

c.  Form  of  Contest  and  Trial  Thereof.  —  Some  of  the 
statutes  expressly  or  by  clear  implication  allow  a  contest  of  the 
application  without  providing  a  definite  procedure.*  In  those 
states  where  the  statute  requires  written  objections  to  be  filed 
when  an  application  for  original  probate  is  contested  **  it  may  be 
well  to  follow  that  practice  in  opposing  an  application  to  record 
a  foreign  will.**    Since  questions  of  fact  will  seldom  arise  the  trial 

it  is  not  conclusive,  and  may  be  con-  the  will  was  admitted  to  probate  on  the 
tested  for  want  of  testamentary  capac-  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  the 
ity  or  for  fraud  or  undue  influence,  authenticated  copy  should  not  be  ad- 
Rev.  Stat.  S.  Car.,  1893,  §  3007.  mitted  to  record. 

1.  Duolin  V,  Chadbourn,    16  Mass.  6L  Dublin  v.  Chadboum,  16  Mass.  441. 

433,  cited  with  approval  in  Crippen  v.  '*  The  probate  of  a  will  might  be  set 

Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  333.  aside  so  far  as  it  concerned  real  estate 

8.  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  in  this  state,  if  not  executed  in  accord- 

333.  ance  with  the  law  of  this  state.'*    Otto 

S.  Barr  v»  Closierman,  2  Ohio  Cir.  v.  Doty,  61  Iowa  23,  cititig  Lynch  v. 

Ct.    Rep.   387,   I   Ohio  Cir.   Dec.  551,  MiUer,  54  Iowa  5x6. 

where  the  court  said:    "  For  instance,  7.  Where    the    jurisdiction    of    the 

if  it  showed  that  the  will  was  admitted  foreign  court  depended  upon  the  domi- 

to  probate  by  the  proper  court,  and  on  cil  of  the  testator  its  determination  of 

the  oaths  of  a  proper  number  of  wit-  the  question  in  its  own  favor  was  held 

nesses,  such  facts  so  stated  in  the  rec-  not  to  be  conclusive  in  Stark  v.  Parker, 

ord  could   not  be  disproved  by  other  56   N.    H.   481.     But  see  Corrigan  tr. 

evidence.'*  Jones,  14  Colo.  314. 

The  foreign  probate  cannot  be  at-  8.  Ly tie's  Succession,  i   Rob.  (La.) 

tacked  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  268.     See  supra^  p.  1069. 

was  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  finding  9.  See   Code   Georgia^   1895,  §  3301; 

of  the  court.     Dickey  v.  Vann,  8z  Ala.  Pub.    Stat.  New  Hampshire^   1891,    c. 

432,    where  the  court  said   the   judg-  187,  §    14;    Gen.   Laws  Rkode  Istamd^ 

ment,  based  on   such   evidence,   may  1896,   c.    211,   §   10;    and  the  statutes 

have  been  erroneous,  but  was  not  void,  providing  for  notice  and  hearing  cited 

and  could  not  be  collaterally  attacked;  supra,  p.  1071,  note  z. 

Leatherwood  v.  Sullivan,  81  Ala.  462.  Ctontast  of  Jndgniflat  Aflmlttittg  to  Xoo> 

See  also  Smith   v.   Redden,   5    Harr.  ord. —  See  tif/ra,  p.  1076. 

(Del.)  321.  10.  Ste  supra,  p.  1007. 

4.  Lytle*s  Succession,  i  Rob.  (La.)  11.  In  Matter  of  Capper,  85  Iowa  82, 
268.     See  supra,  p.  1072,  note  3.  written  grounds  of  contest  were  ^led, 

5.  Barr  v.  Closterman,  2  Ohio  Cir.  the  contestant  attacking  the  sufficiency 
Ct.  Rep.  387,  I  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  546,  of  the  authentication.  There  was  also 
holding  that  where  it  was  proved  that  a  contest  in  Otto  v.  Doty,  61  Iowa  23. 
the  law  of  a  sister  state  required  the  In  Stackhouse  v.  Berryhill,  47  Minn, 
testimony  of  more  than  one  witness  in  21,  a  purchaser  of  real  property 
order  to  constitute  a  valid  probate,  through  prior  administration  proceed- 
and  the  record  produced  showed  that  ings  had  upon  the  estate  as  if  it  were 
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is  almost  invariably  by  the  court.  ^ 

&  Order  or  Judgment.  —  In  allowing  or  dismtssii^  the  appli" 
cation  the  court  acts  judicially,'  and  the  filing  or  recording  is 
of  no  effect  unless  it  be  directed  by  an  order  or  judgment  of 
the  court.*  On  the  other  hand,  an  order  to  record  the  copy  of 
the  will  is  effectual  for  all  purposes  though  the  copy  be  not  in 
fact  spread  upon  the  records."*    If  the  will  is  in  a  foreign  language 

intestate  filed  written  objections.  In  contemplated  by  the  language  of  the 
Crippen  V,  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  statute  or  expressly  required.  See 
330,  a  contest  on  appeal  from  the  pro-  Bums's  Annot.  Stat.  Indiana^  1894* 
bate  court,  reasons  of  appeal  were  g  2763;  Evansville  Ice,  etc.,  Co.  v, 
filed,  which  accords  with  the  Massa-  Winsor,  148  Ind.  682,  holding  that  the 
chusetts  practice  in  respect  of  original  order  need  not  contain  a  finding  of 
domestic  probate  of  wills  (see  supra^  p.  jurisdictional  facts;  Gen.  Stat.  Kansas ^ 
Z021,  note).  In  Barr  v,  Closterman,  7  1897,  c.  no,  §  36;  Gen.  Stat.  Maincy 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  371,  4  Ohio  Cir.  1883,  c.  64,  §  13:  Pub.  Stat.  Neitf 
Dec.  641,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  387,  i  Hampshire,  1891,  c.  187,  §  14;  Rev. 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  546,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  Codes  North  Dakota,  1895,  §  6335,  pro-- 
441.  2  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  251,  parties  in-  viding  that  the  decree  must  contain; 
terested  were  allowed  by  the  probate  findings  that  the  will  was  executed  ac^ 
court  to  intervene  and  resist  the  appli-  cording  to  law,  that  the  authentication 
cation,  but  in  the  case  last  cited  the  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  original 
Circuit  Court  held  that  there  was  no  probate  was  granted  by  a  court  of  corn- 
express  warrant  for  it  in  the  statute,  petent  jurisdiction  and  remains  in 
and  seemed  inclined  to  condemn  the  force;  Bates's  Annot.  Stat.  Ohio,  1897, 
practice.      But  in  that  state  the  pro-  g  5940. 

ceedings    upon    original   applications        Oixlers  were  made  in  Gold  tree  v.  Mc* 

for    probate    of    wills    are    ex  parte.  Alister,  86  Cal.  99;  Parker  v,  Parker, 

Feuchter  v,   Keyl,   48    Ohio    St.   367.  11  Cush.  (Mass.)  522,  each  of  which 

'Compare  Matter  of  Howell,  29  N.  J.  L.  cases  contains  a  precedent  of  an  order; 

399,  where  the  court  said:  *' To  allow  a  Calloway    v,    Cooley,    50    Kan.    743; 

caveat  in  such  a  case  would  be  to  de-  Stackhouse    v.    Berryhill,    47     Minn, 

feat    the    act.'*     See    also    Beatty    v.  21. 
Mason,  30  Md.  413.  IMitingniihing  Between  Bealty  and  Per^ 

1.  In  our  examination  of  the  reported  sonalty.  —  In  Kentucky  an  order  is  con<-- 
cases  we  have  noticed  only  one  where-  tcmplated,  for  the  statute  makes  a- 
in  it  appears  that  a  jury  trial  was  had.  distinction  between  a  will  of  realty  and 
In  Stark  r.  Parker,  56  N.  H.  481,  an  one  of  personalty,  and  the  order  ought 
issue  was  sent  to  the  jury  to  determine  to  show  whether  it  is  admitted  as  one 
the  domicil  of  the  testator,  the  jurisdic-  or  the  other.  Williams  v,  Jones,  14 
tion  of  the  foreign  court  depending  Bush  (Ky.)  418.  However,  if  the  order 
upon  the  solution  of  that  question.  is  in  general  terms  it  will   be  given 

2.  Williams  v  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  effect  according  as  the  evidence  in  the 
(Tenn.)82,  holding  that  the  entry  of  an  transcript  of  the  foreign  proceedings 
order  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  shows  that  it  was  properly  probated  as 
in  the  absence  of  any  other  specific  a  will  of  realty  or  merely  of  personalty, 
remedy.  Dupoyster  v.  Gagani,  84  Ky.  408. 

8.  Barstow  v,  Sprague,  40  N.  H.  32,  In  New  York  see  Matter  of  Merriam, 

holding  on  collateral  attack  that  a  de-  136  N.  Y.  61. 

cree  will  not  be  presumed.     See  also  4.  McClaskey  v.  Barr,  47  Fed.  Rep* 

Williams  z'.  Saunders,  5  Coldw.  (Ten n.)  154.  affirmed  54  Fed.  Rep.  781;  Clow 

81,  holding  that  no  appeal  will  lie  un-  v,  Plummer,  85  Mich.  556,  where  the 

less  there  is  an  order  or  judgment  of  court  said:  "The  mere  fact  that  the 

the  court  on  the  record.     Contra,  Gem-  will  was  not  recorded  would  not  be  a 

mell  V.  Wilson,  40  Kan.  764,  where  the  fatal  defect  to  the  proceedings  in  the 

will  was  recorded  without  any  order  probate  court.    ♦     ♦     •    The  record* 

directing  it,  and  the  court  held  an  order  ing  was  a  mere  omission   of  clerical 

unnecessary  since  the  statute  did  not  duty  on  the  part  of  the  court,  and  could 

require  it.  be  performed  at  any  time,  having  rela* 

An  order  or  judgment  is  frequently  tion  back  to  the  time  of  its  allowance.*' 
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the  court  should  translate  it  into  English.^ 
.  7.  Statutory  Contest  of  Order  or  Judpnent  Admitting  to  BeoonL  — 
In  several  of  the  states  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  an 
order  or  judgment  admitting  to  record  a  copy  of  a  will  pro- 
bated in  a  foreign  state  or  country  may  be  contested  in  the 
same  manner  as  a  domestic  judgment  allowing  an  original  probate 
of  a  will.'  It  has  been  held  that  such  a  statute  is  unconstitu- 
tional in  so  far  as  it  authorizes  an  attack  upon  the  validity  of  a 
foreign  will  of  personal  property.' 

8.  Seoond  Application  After  Allowance  or  Sejection  of  Pormer.  — 
Where  an  authenticated  copy  of  a  foreign  will  has  once  been 
admitted  to  record  on  due  application,  a  second  application  for 
the  same  purpose  will  be  dismissed,^  and  a  dismissal  of  the  first 
application  on  the  merits  would  ordinarily  have  the  same  result.' 

9.  Appeal  or  Error.  —  The  order  or  judgment  allowing  or  dis- 
missing the   application   is  appealable,'  but   only   by  a  party 

1.  Caulfield  v.  Sullivan,  85  N.  Y.  153.  proper  on  the  original  application  for 
holding  that  the  translation  is  a  part  of  record,  as  to  which  see  supra^  p.  1073. 
the  decree,  and,  like  the  rest  of  it,  un-  S.  Harris  v.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117. 
assailable  collaterally.  See    also     Williams    v,    Saundexs,    5 

2.  Arkansas.  —  Sand.  &  H.  Dig.  1894,  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  75.  But  it  is  consdtn- 
§  7431.  tional  so  far  as  it  relates  to  devises  of 

Indiana,  —  Burns's     Annot.     Stat,  realty.      Evansville   Ice.    etc.,   Co.   v. 

1894,  §  2770;  Niederhaus  v,   Heldt,  27  Winsor,   148  Ind.  682,  limiting  Harris 

Ind.  480.  V,  Harris,  61  Ind.  117.     See  also  Wins- 

lowa,  —  Lynch  v.   Miller,    54  Iowa  low  r.  Donnelly,  119  Ind.  566. 

516.  4.  Roberts  v,  Flanagan.  21  Neb.  503. 

Kentucky,  —  Sneed  v,  Ewing,  5  J.  J.  The  remedy  is  by  appeal.     Sec  infra. 

Marsh.  (Ky.)  460.  the  next  section. 

Mississippi,  —  Annot.   Code   1892,   g  6.  5M/rd,  p.  1000;  Matterof  Dabreoil, 

1829.  8  Phila.  (Pa.)  596,  holding,  however, 

Missouri,  —  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  8903,  that  where,  as  in  that  case,  the  former 

quoted  in  Keith  v,  Keith,  97  Mo.  227.  dismissal  was  not  on  the  merits,  but 

Ohio,  —  Meese  v,  Keefe,  10  Ohio  362;  was  caused  by  a  defective  autheniica- 
Barr  v.  Closterman,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  tion  of  the  foreign  will,  it  could  be  re- 
Rep.  387,  I  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  549  \citing  propounded  upon  proper  authentka- 
Rev.  Stat.,  §  5933];  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  8  tion. 

Ohio  246;  Meese  v,  Keefe,  10  Ohio  362.  In  Ohio,  since  no  appeal  is  allowed 

See  also  Jones  v.  Robinson,  17  Ohio  St.  from   an    order    refusing   to  admit  a 

182;    Manuel  v.  Manuel,   13  Ohio  St.  foreign  will  to  record,  it  is  held  that  a 

458.  new  application  may  be  made  on  other 

Oregon.  —  Hill's  Annot.  Laws  1892,  and  fuller  proof.     Barr  v.  Closterman, 

§  3084.  3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.   Rep.  441,  2  Ohio  Cir. 

Tennessee.  — Shannon's  Annot.  Code  Dec.  251,  following  Chapman's  Will,  6 

1896,  §  3922.  Ohio  149.  and   Hunter's   Will,  6  Ohio 

West  Virginia,  —  Code   1887,  c.  77,  499,  wherein  the  repropounding  of  do- 

g  25.  mestic  wills  for  original  probate  was 

As  to  the  various  methods  of  contest-  allowed,  as   the  statute  at  that  time 

ing  wills  admitted  to  original  probate,  provided  for  no  appeal, 

see  supra,  p.  994.  6.  See   Sand.  &    H.   Dig.  Arkansas, 

Interest  of  Contestant.  —  It  can  be  con-  1894,  g  7409;   Corrigan    v.  Jones,   14 

tested    only    by    a    party    interested.  Colo.  311;    Matter  of  Capper,  85  Iowa 

Harris    v.    Harris,   61    Ind.    117.     See  82;  Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray  (Mass.) 

supra,  p.  1008.  330;    Clow  v.  Plummer,  85  Mich.  557; 

The  Oroundf  of  Contest  must  doubtless  Stackhouse  v.  Berryhill,  47  Minn.  21: 

be  confined  to  such  as  would  have  been  Kennard  v,  Kennard,  63  N.  H.  303; 
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interested  in  the  proceeding  for  record.* 

10.  Collateral  Attack  on  Order  or  Judgment  Admitting  to  Seoord.  — 
The  order  or  judgment  admitting  the  copy  of  the  foreign  will  to 
record  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  *  except  for  want  of  juris- 
diction.'    Thus  an  erroneous  finding  that  the  copies  of  the  will 

Stark  r.  Parker,  56  N.  H.  481;  Wallace  open  to  collateral  attack.     Shoenoerg- 

V,  Wallace,  3  N.  J.  £q.  618  [but  com-  er's  Estate,  139  Pa.  St.  132,  distinguish- 

pare  Matter  of  Howell,  29  N.J.  L.  399J;  ing  Prick's  Appeal,  114  Pa.  St.  29,  and 

In  re  Clayson,  24  Oregon  542;  Ives  v.  Wall  v.  Wall,  123  Pa.  St.  545.     See  also 

Salisbury,  56  Vt.  565.  Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410,  hold- 

*'  It  might  be,  and  we  think  it  prob-  ing    that    the     proceeding    need    not 

able,"  that  an  appeal  would  lie  from  affirmatively     show      that     the     will 

the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  appli-  '*  touched  or  concerned  estate  in  this 

cation,  said   the  court  in  Williams  v,  state,"   the  words    quoted    being   the 

Saunders,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  82.  language  of  ihe  statute  allowing  such 

Contra  in  Ohio.  —  Barr  v.  Closterman,  wills    to    be    recorded.     But    compare 

3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  441.  2  Ohio  Cir.  McClaskey  v,  Barr,  47  Fed.  Rep.  170, 

Dec.  251;  2  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.  387,  i  which  seems  to  hold  that  if  there  was 

Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  546,  both  cases  holding  no  estate  within  the  county  the  pro- 

that  no  appeal  lies  from  a  dismissal  of  ceeding  is  void. 

the  application:  but  the  last  case  held  Tho  Sno  Szooation  of  the  Will  is  con- 
that  the  ruling  was  reviewable  on  peti-  clusively  established  by  its  admission 
tion  in  error.  to  record.     Vance  v.  Anderson,  39  Iowa 

1.  Besancon  v,  Brownson,  39  Mich.  426. 

388.  S.  Whalen  v,  Nisbet,  95  Ky.  464. 

2.  Goodman  r.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410;  Copy  of  Will  Indispensable. —  In  Mower 
Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  432;  Winslow  «/.  Verplanke,  loi  Mich.  210,  105  Mich. 
V.  Donnelly,  119  Ind.  565,  holding  that  398,  the  record  of  the  probate  court  in 
the  order  cannot  be  collaterally  at-  Michigan  admitting  an  exemplified 
tacked  on  the  ground  that  the  will  was  copy  of  a  will  probated  in  another  state 
procured  by  fraud;  Ewing  v.  Sneed,  5  was  excluded  as  evidence  because  no 
J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  459:  Whalen  v.  Nis-  copy  of  the  foreign  probate  was  filed  in 
bet,  95  Ky.  464;  Parker  v,  Parker,  11  the  probate  court.  To  the  same  point 
Cush.  (Mass.)  519;  Dublin  c/.  Chad-  see  Pope  v.  Cutler,  34  Mich.  150. 
bourn,  16  Mass.  433;  Stackhouse  v.  Will  InTalid  on  Iti  Face.  —  The  record 
Berryhill,  47  Minn.  20;  Lyon  v.  Glea-  is  open  to  collateral  attack  on  the 
son,  40  Minn.  434;  Crusoe  v,  Butler,  36  ground  that  the  will  shows  upon  its 
Miss.  150;  Roberts  v.  Flanagan,  21  face  that  it  was  not  executed  with  the 
Neb.  503;  Caulfield  v,  Sullivan,  85  N.  formalities  required  by  law.  Nelson 
Y.  153;  Bailey  v,  Bailey.  8  Ohio  239;  v.  Potter,  50  N.  J.  L.  324. 
Shoenberger*8  Estate,  139  Pa.  St.  132;  Foreign  Probate  InsoAcient.  —  If  the 
Townsend  v.  Downer,  32  Vt.  183.  See  record  of  the  foreign  probate  does  not 
also  Gaven  v.  Allen,  too  Mo.  300.  show  that  the  will  was  duly  proved,  as 
Compare  Robert  v,  Allier,  17  La.  14.  to  a  devise  of  real  estate,  according  to 

Failure  to  Giro  Fotiee  of  the  proceed-  the  requirement  of  the  law  of  the  sute 

ings  as  required  by  statute  is  not  an  where  it  is  sought  to  be  recorded,  its 

available  objection  on  collateral  attack,  allowance  by  the  domestic  court  may 

Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425.  be    collaterally    impeached.     Bate    t. 

InsnAoienoj  of  ETidenee.  —  A  conten-  Incisa,  59  Miss.  513. 
tion  on  collateral  attack  that  there  was  Deoedent  HaTing  Demestie  Domioil.  — 
insufficient  evidence  that  the  will  had  In  Mississippi  and  perhaps  in  a  major- 
been  "  duly  proved  and  allowed  "  in  ity  of  ihe  states  (see  x«/ra,  p.  1067,  note 
the  foreign  tribunal,  was  overruled  in  3),  the  statute  authorizing  the  record- 
Goldtree  v,  McAlister,  86  Cal.  loi.  ing  of  foreign  probated  wills  is  con- 

Fo  Estate  in  the  County.  —  The  deci-  strued  not  to  apply  to  wills  executed  in 

sion  of  the  probate  judge  admitting  a  foreign  jurisdiction  by  a  person  who 

the   will  to  record  that  the  principal  died  there,  but  who  was  domiciled  in 

Eart  of  the  testator's  goods  are  within  Mississippi,  though  the  will  was  ad- 
is  county,  where  that  fact  is  a  statu-  mitted  to  probate  in  the  foreign  juris- 
tory  requisite  to  his  jurisdiction,  is  not  diction,    and    operated    partly    upon 
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and  of  the  foreign  proceedings  were  duly  authenticated  is  a  mere 
error  in  procedure,  reviewable  only  on  appeal  or  error  or  other 
direct  attack.^ 

7.  Bills  nr  Chavcsbt  avb  Statvtobt  Bvits  to  Sbtabluh  oi 
Set  Aside  Wills.  —  See  article  Wills.* 

property  there  situated.    Therefore,  if  In  Wilt  v.  Cutler,  38  Mich.  189,  a 

a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  such  a  case  of  collateral  attack,  the  suffideocy 

will  and  its  foreign   probate  are  ad-  of  the  authentication  was  coosidemi 

mitted  to  record  in  Mississippi  the  pro-  and  decided  as  if  the    question  was 

ceeding  may  be  collaterally  attacked  properly    raised    in    that    proceeding, 

for  want  of  jurisdiction.     Bate  v.  In-  See  also  Pope  v.  Cutler,  34  Mich.  150; 

cisa,  59  Miss.  513;  Sturdivant  v,  Neill,  Smith  v.  Redden,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  321; 

27    Miss.    157;    Morris  v.   Morris,   27  Morris  v.  Morris,  27  Miss.  847,  where 

Miss.  847.  the  question  was  not  discussed  bat  ap- 

1.  Goldtree  v.  McAlister,  86  Cal.  93;  pears  to  have  been  clearly  decided  in 

Stanley  v,  Morse,  26  Iowa  454;  Callo-  favor  of  collateral  attack. 

way  V,  Cooley,  50  Kan.  743;  Brown  v.  %,  As  to  statutory  suits  to  establish 

Landon,  30  Hun  (N.  Y.)  57;  Townsend  wills  already  offered  for  probate,  and 

V.  Downer,  32  Vt.  183.  rejected,  see/K/ra,  p.  1065.    The  cases 

Contra. —  Beattyv.  Mason,3oMd.4i3,  to  be  discussed  in  the  article  Wills 

as  to  wills  of  realty  where  the  statute  are  those  where  the  will  has  not  been 

makes  the  record  only /riMa /aW^evi-  offered    for    probate    in    the   probate 

dence.  courL 
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PROCEDENDO. 

See  article  MANDATE  AND  PROCEEDINGS  THEREON^ 
vol.  13,  p.  835. 


PROCESS. 

See  article  SUMMONS  AND  PROCESS. 


PROCHEIN  AMI. 

See  article  NEXT  FRIEND,  vol.  14,  p.  996. 


PRO  CONFESSO. 

See  article  DECREES,  vol.  5,  p.  946. 


PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 

See  article  DISCO  VER  K,  PROD  UCTION,  AND  INSPECTION, 
vol.  6,  p.  728. 

PROFANE   SWEARING. 

I  DEroriTiov,  1079. 

U   IVSICTKEFT,  1 08a 
CROSS-REFERENCE. 

See  in  general  article  BLASPHEMY,  vol.  3,  p.  633. 

L  DsmriTiov.  —  Profane  swearing  is  irreverently,  disrespect- 
fully, or  contemptuously  taking  the  name  of  God  in  vain.  * 

1.  Bodenhamer  v.  State,  60  Ark.  10.  Cornish,  8  Conn.  375;  Gaines  v.  State, 

OmiMion  of  Vame  of  Deity  —  '*  Damn."  7  Lea  (Tenn.)  410. 

—  Anv  words  importing  an  imprecation  When  the  word  "  damn  '*  is  used  in 

of  future  divine  vengeance,  or  imply-  the  same  sense  as  "  God  damn,*'  the 

ing  divine  condemnation,  may  consti-  omission  of  the  word"  God*'  is.imma- 

tute    profane    cursing.     Holcomb    v,  teriat,  for  if  the  word  "  damn  **  is  used 
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n.  IVBlOTlCUrT.  —  In  an  indictment  for  profane  swearing,  as  in 
other  cases,  everv  material  constituent  of  the  offense  charged 
must  be  averred.* 

Word!  Vied.  —  The  allegations  must  set  forth  specifically  the 
words  used.* 

Whtw  Don*.  —  The  averment  that  the  words  were  uttered  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  divers  persons  must  be  specific' 

Pnblio  Vnisanoe.  —  Where  not  based  upon  statute,  there  must  be 
a  distinct  allegation  that  the  acts  were  so  repeated  and  public  as 
to  have  become  an  annoyance  and  inconvenience  to  the  public.** 

in  a  sense  importing  an  imprecation  of  could  be  heard  at  the  distance  of  two 
futare  divine  vengeance  it  is  profane  or  three  hundred  yards,  and  from  dark 
whether  the  name  of  the  Deity  be  called  until  eleven  o'clock  at  night,  and  that 
or  not.  Foster  v.  State,  99  Ga.  56.  persons  in  the  street  and  bouses  heard 
The  use  of  the  word  '*  damn  "  is  him,  the  court  said  that  profane  swear- 
profanity  without  being  used  in  con-  ing  in  public  might  be  so  used  as  to  be 
nection  with  the  .name  of  the  Deity,  a  nuisance,  as,  for  instance,  if  it  be 
State  V.  Wiley,  (Miss.  1898)  24  So.  Rep.  loud  and  continued,  but  the  fact  most 
194.  be  so  charged  in  the  indictment.    The 

1.  Goree  v.  State,  71  Ala.  7.  probata  cannot  supply  the  want  of  the 
In  the  PraMnoe  of  Othm.  —  If  the  in-  allegata.    State  v.  Powell.   70  N.  Car. 

dictment  be  in  other  respects  good,  it  is  67. 

not  a  fatal  defect  to  omit  the  allegation  And  where  the  indictment  charged 

that  the  words  were  uttered  in  the  pres-  that  the  defendants  did,  on  the  public 

ence  of  divers  citizens,  the  omission  streets  and  highways,  profanely  curse 

being    supplied    by   other  averments,  and  swear  and  take  the  name  of  God 

Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea  (Tenn.)  4x0.  in  vain,  to  the  evil  example  and  to  the 

2.  State  V.  Jones.  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.;  common  nuisance  of  good  citizens,  but 
38;  State  V,  Fepper,  68  N.  Car.  259.  did   not  aver  the    facts    and  circum- 

8.  Goree  v.  State,  71  Ala.  7;  Com.  v.  stances  necessary  to  make  it  a  com- 

Linn,  158  Pa.  St.  22.  mon  nuisance,  the  court  held  that  the 

InsnAdent  ATemwnU. —  An  averment  manner  and  occasion  of  the  utterance 
that  the  swearing  was  done  publicly  is  should  be  of  the  offensive  and  annoying 
insufficient,  for  such  may  have  been  character  which  is  necessary  to  make 
true  if  the  act  was  done  openly  or  with-  it  a  public  and  common  nuisance  as 
out  concealment,  and  in  a  proper  place,  distinguished  from  a  mere  private  nui- 
Where  the  indictment  charged  that  sance,  and  should  be  so  chaiged. 
defendant,  in  the  public  streets  of  a  Com.  v,  Linn,  158  Pa.  St.  22. 
town,  "  with  force  and  arms,  and  to  It  is  not  sufficient  to  the  conviction 
the  great  displeasure  of  Almighty  God,  of  the  defendant  that  the  state  should 
and  the  common  nuisance  of  all  the  show  by  its  evidence  that  the  defend- 
good  citizens  of  the  state  then  and  ant  has  been  guilty  of  a  nuisance;  the 
there  beinff  assembled,  did,  for  a  long  indictment  must  charge  it.  It  most 
time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  twelve  set  forth  specially  the  whole  fact  with 
seconds,  profanely  curse  and  swear  such  certainty  that  the  court  may  be 
and  take  the  name  of  Almighty  God  in  able  to  see  judicially  that  it  rests  on 
vain,  to  the  common  nuisance  as  sufficient  grounds.  Nor  will  it  be  suffi- 
aforesaid,"  etc.,  it  was  held  defective  cient  if  the  indictment  charges  that  the 
in  this  particular.  State  v.  Pepper,  68  acts  were  done  to  the  common  nui- 
N.  Car.  259.  sance  of  all  the  good  citizens  of  the 

4,  State  V,  Graham,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  state,  unless  the  acts  so  charged  in  law 

134;  State  V,  Ellar,  i  Dev.  L.  (N.  Car.)  amount  to  a  nuisance.     State  v.  Jones, 

267;  Slate  V,  Kirby,  i  Murph.  (N.  Car.)  9  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  38. 

254;    State    V.   Waller,   3   Murph.   (N.  Slngla  Aeti. -^  Where  the  indictment 

Car.)  229;    State  v,  Powell,  70  N.  Car.  alleges  single  acts  of  profane  swearing 

67:  Goree  v.  State,  7t  Ala.  7.  it  is  not  good,  for  it  must  be  charged 

lasufidsBt     ATtmwnU.  —  Where     it  that  the    repetition    of    the  acts   has 

was  proved  that  the   defendant   used  caused  public    annoyance.    Goree   v. 

profane  language  so  loudly  that   he  State,  71  Ala.  7;  State  v.  Pepper,  68  N. 
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Wli«M  th*  OffnM  If  Statutory  it  is  sufficient  to  charge  the  crime  in 
the  language  of  the  statute.^ 

Joinder  of  Coanu.  —  A  count  for  uttering  profane  language  cannot 
be  joined  with  one  for  making  violent  threats.* 

Car.  259;   State  v.  Waller,  3  Murph.  especially  since  the  question  whether 

(N.  Car.)  229;    Ex  /.  Delaney,  43  Cal.  the  language  was  in  its  nature  likely  to 

478.  provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace  must  be 

1.  State    V.    Moser,    33    Ark.     140:  left  to  the  jury,  depending  as  it  does 

Bodenhamer   v.    State,    60    Ark.    10;  upon  the  manner  of  the  speaker,  the 

Taney  v.  State.  9  Ind.  App.  46;  Steuer  relation  of  the  parties,  and  the  circum- 

V.  State,  59  Wis.  472.     But  see  Walton  stances  under  which  it  was  spoken. 

V.  State,  64  Miss.  207;  Hearn  v.  State,  Omission 'of  "  Unlawfolly."  —  Where  a 

34  Ark.  550;    State  r.  Hutson,  40  Ark.  statute,  in  describing  the  offense,  does 

361;  Moore  v.  State,  50  Ark.  25.     The  not  use  the  word  "  unlawfully,'*  and 

indictment    in    the   last    named    case  the  act  charged  in  the  indictment  ap- 

alleged  that  the  defendant  unlawfully  pears  to  be  unlawful,  it  is  unnecessary 

did  make  use  of  violent,  abusive,  and  to  allege  it  to  have  been  unlawfully 

insulting  language  towards  and  about  done.     State  v.  Murphy,  43  Ark.  178. 

one  A.  W.,  and  in   his  presence  and  Disturbanee  of  Individiial.  —  Where  a 

hearing,    which  language   was   calcu-  statute  prohibits    the  use  of  profane 

lated  to  arouse  to  anger  him  the  said  language  at  or  near  the  dwelling  or 

A.  W.,  and  cause  a  breach  of  the  peace,  premises  of  another  and  in  the  pres- 

The  court  held  that  though,  on  prin-  ence  or  hearing  of  the  family  of  the 

ciple,  an  indictment  for  this  offense  occupant  or  any   member   thereof,   a 

should  set  forth  the  language  used  by  complaint  charging  a   wilful  disturb- 

the  defendant,  in  order  that  the  court  ance  merely  of  an  individual  by  such 

might  be  enabled  at  the  outset  to  judge  language  charges  no  offense.     Brooks 

whether  any   offense  had  been  com-  v.  State,  67  Miss.  577. 

mitted,  yet  that  the  mention  of  the  per-  8.  Nor  can  two  defendants  be  jointly 

800S  to  whom  the  offensive  language  charged  in  the  same  count  for  uttering^ 

was  addressed  sufficiently  individuates  the  same  words.    State  v,  Lancaster^ 

the  offense  for  all  practical  purposes,  36  Ark.  55. 
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PROFERT  AND  OYER. 

By  Henry  Stsphsn. 

I  Pbofebt,  1082. 

1.  Definition^  1082. 

2.  Object  of  Froferty  1082. 

3.  How  Made^  1083. 

4.  Wh£n  Profert  Is  Required y  1083. 

5.  When  Profert  Is  Not  Required^  1085. 

6.  Failure  to  Make  Profert  and  Its  Effecty  1086. 

U  Otsb,  1086. 

1.  Definition^  1086. 

2.  Object y  1087. 

3.  Demanding  Oyer^  1089. 

4.  Of  What  Not  Demandable^  109a 

5.  Setting  Out  Oyer^  1091. 

6.  Pleading  After  Oyer^  1092. 

CROSS-REFERENCES. 

As  to  Letters  Testamentary  and  Letters  of  Administration^  see  article 
EXECUTORS   AND    ADMINISTRATORS,    vol.   8, 
p.  676. 
Profert    of   Bills  and   Notes,    see    article   NEGOTIABLE 
INSTRUMENTS,  vol.  14,  p.  571. 

I  Pbofebt  —  1.  DeflnitioiL  —  Profert  is  a  profession  by  a  party 
pleading  that  he  brings  the  paper  which  is  the  foundation  of  his 
claim  or  defense  into  court.* 

2.  Objeet  of  Profort  —  If  a  party  in  his  pleading  refers  to  a  deed 
and  makes  profert  thereof,  the  deed  is,  by  intendment  of  law,  in 
court  during  all  the  term  after  profert  is  so  made ;  and  after  the 
term,  if  the  deed  be  not  denied,  it  is  returned  to  the  party  who 
pleaded  it.  By  profert  the  deed  is  shown  to  the  court  in  order 
that  it  may  see  if  it  is  a  valid  deed,  but  not  to  the  opposite  party, 
who,  if  he  wants  to  see  it,  must  crave  oyer.* 

1.  The  Import  •nd  PrMtioal  Maaniiif  of  or  that  the  copy  thereof  is  annexed  to 

Profnrt  is  that  the  parly  has  a  writing  the  pleading,  but  the  weight  of  opinioo 

in  court  ready   to   give    his  opponent  favors  the  proposition  that  where  pro- 

oyer  of  it.     Standard  Loan,  etc.,  Ins.  fert  is  made  of  a  recorded  papor  it  is  for 

Co.  V,  Thornton,  97  Tenn.  i,  citinj^  i  all  purposes  presented  to  the  court  as 

Chitty  on   Pleadings  365  and  18  Am.  part  of  the  plea.     Bogart  v.  Hinds.  25 

and  Eng.  Encvc.  of  Law  (ist  ed.)  510.  Fed.  Rep.  484;  Post  v.  T.  C.  Richards 

The  Term  '*  Profert,"  it  is  said,  does  not  Hardware  Co.,  26  Fed.  Rep.  6x8;  Ger> 

now  imply   that  a  written  instrument  main  v.  Wilgus,  29  U.  S.  App.  564. 

pleaded  is  produced  in  court  and  read,  S,  Wymarke's    Case,    5    Coke    74; 
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Modiflofttleik  of  Gommon  Law.  —  But  in  England  and  many  of  the 
United  States  profert  is  abolistied,  and  instead  of  it  a  party  is 
required  to  annex  to  his  pleading  a  copy  of  the  instrument  sued 
on,  the  adversary  being  allowed  to  inspect  the  original  document, 
if  he  so  desires,  as  if  profert  had  been  made  as  at  common  law.^ 

3.  How  Hade.  —  The  ordinary  way  of  making  profert  is  to 
insert  in  the  pleading  the  following  words:  "  Which  said  writing 
obligatory  the  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  now  brings  here  into  court, 
the  date  whereof  is  the  day  and  year  aforesaid/'  • 

OriglnAl  Document.  —  When  profert  has  been  made  of  an  original 
document,  the  original  must  be  furnished  on  oyer,  and  if  a  copy 
is  produced  it  is  insufficient.' 

4.  When  Profert  Is  Sequired.  —  It  is  a  rule  in  all  pleading 
at  common  law  that  where  deeds*  (but  not  simple  con- 
Berry  v.  Pulliam,  i  Hay  w.  (N.  Car.)  i6;  (Tex.)  566:  McMillan  Marble  Co.  v. 
Roberts  V.  Arthur,  2  Salk.  497;  Anony-  Black,  89  Tenn.  118  \Hting  Unioa 
xnous,  3  Salk.  119;  Polk  c.  Mitchell,  z  Bank  v.  Osborne,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
Harr.  (Del.)  433.  319;    Lowry    v,    Medlin,    6    Humph. 

Pometsioii  of  Writing.  —  Where  there  (Tenn.)  451:  Walt  v.  Walsh,  xo  Heisk. 

is  a  profert,  it  must  be  remembered  (Tenn.)  316];  Copewood  v.  Taylor,   7 

that  the   writing  is  in   possession   of  Port.  (Ala.)  33. 

the  court  and  not  of  the  party.     Bac.        8.  Thoresby  v.  Sparrow,  i  Wils.  16; 

Abr.,  tit.  Pleas  and  Pleadins^s,  (I)  12;  Smith  v.  Woodward,  4  East  585;  Well- 

Brown  tr.  Jones,  10  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  335;  ford  v.  Miller,   i  Cranch  (C.  C.)  514; 

Birckhead  v,  Saunders,  2  Har.  &  G.  Powers  v.  Ware.  2  Pick.  (Mass.)  451; 

(Md.)  83;  Rex  V,  Amery,  i  T.  R.  149.  Wofford  v.  Board  of  Police,  44  Miss. 

TheWhola  Doctrine  of  tho  Law  upon  tho  587;  Biroey  v.  Haim,  2  Litt.  (Ky.)  262; 

flaljoot  9i  ProfirU  is  based   upon  the  Auditor  v,  Wooruff,  2  Ark.  73;   Jones 

theory  that  the  court  shall    be    able  v.  Simmons,  4  Humph.  (Tenn.)  314; 

without  the  intervention  of  a  jury  to  Mason  v.  Buckmaster,  i  111.  27;  Carson 

settle  a  question  of  law  arising  on  the  v.  Pearl,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  92. 
pleadings.     Corlies  v,  Vannoie,  16  N.        In  Dugger  v.  Oglesby,  99  111.  405,  the 

J.  L.  324,  citing  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  court  said  that  **  where  a  profert  or  an 

R.   339.     It  is,   however,   insisted   by  excuse  for  the  want  of  it  is  necessary, 

some  that  profert  is  not  made  for  this  if  the  plaintiff  make   profert  of,  and 

reason,  but  that  it  is  a  relic  of  one  of  thereby  profess  to  produce,  the  deed, 

the  original    rules    of    pleading,  that  when  he  is  not  prepared  to  do  so,  and 

every  affirmative  averment    must  be  the  defendant  pltads  mm  est  factum^ 

supported  by  an  offer  of  some  mode  of  the  plaintiff  will  be  nonsuited  on  the 

proof.     Stephen's  Pleading  (Andrews's  trial,  as  it  will  not  be  sufficient  in  such 

ed.)  428,  and  Appendix.  case  to  prove  that  the  deed  was  lost  or 

1.  See  the  statutes  of  the  various  destroyed  "  and  then  furnish  a  copy, 
jurisdictions  and  the  following  cases:  The  plaintiff's  course  if  he  has  inad- 
Clary  v.  Thomas,  103  Mass.  44;  Brown  vertently  pleaded  with  a  profert  is  to 
V.  State,  44  I nd.  222;  Kellogg  v.  Baker,  amend.  Nothing,  when  profert  has 
15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  287;  been  made,  can  dispense  with  the  pro- 
People  V.  De  La  Guerra,  24  Cal.  73;  duction  of  the  deed  itself. 

Vannice  v.  Green,  14  Iowa  262.  But  it  was  held  in  New  York  that 

Ezhibiti.  — As  to  the  practice  of  at-  profert  of  a  certified  transcript  of  a 

taching  exhibits  to  pleadings,  see  arti-  recorded    instrument    was    sufficient, 

clc  Exhibits,  vol.  8,  p.  736.  Clark  v.  Nixon,  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  36. 

2.  I  Chitty  on  Pleadings  (i6th  Am.  4.  "  For  it  is  a  maxim  in  law  that  he 
ed.)  378.  See  also  Stephen's  Pleading  who  is  party  or  privy  in  estate,  or  he 
(Andrews's  ed.),  §  226.  who  justifieth  in  the  right  of  him  who 

An  Olijootion  to  tho  Profsrt  is  too  late  is  party  or  privy,  plead  a  deed,  al- 
when  first  presented  in  an  appellate  though  he  who  is  privy  doth  not  claim 
court.      Holdeman    r.    Knight,    Dall.     but  parcel  of  the  original  estate,  yet  he 
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tracts),^  letters  testamentary,  or  letters  of  administration  •  are 
alleged,  by  virtue  of  which  the  party  founds  either  his  claim  or 
his  defense,  profert  of  them  must  be  made.* 

Kaj  B«  SzmiMd.  —  If  profert  be  not  made  in  such  cases,  the 
pleader  must  make  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  omission,*  as  that 
the  deed  is  lost  or  destroyed  by  time  or  accident  and  that  its 
production  is  impossible,*  or  that  the  document  is  in  the  hands 

ought  to  show  the  original  deed  to  the  Ark.    127;    Pickett  v,  R.   E.  Bank,  & 

court ;  and  the  reason  that  deeds  being  Ark.  224;  Pryor  v.  Watson,  8  Ark.  112; 

80  pleaded  shall  be  showed  to  the  court  Gregory  v.  Allyn,  10  Conn.  136;  Chap, 

is  that  to  every  deed  two  things  are  lin  Soc.  v,  Canada,  8  Conn.  286;   Slo- 

requisite  and  necessary;  the  one,  that  cum  v.  Sanford,  2  Conn.  533;   Ander- 

it  be  sufficient  in  law,  and  that  is  called  son   v.   Allison,  2   Head  (Tenn.)  122; 

the  legal  part,  because  the  judgment  Everly  v.  Marable,  2  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  113. 

of  that  doth  belong  to  the  judges  of  the  And  where  there  were  two  counts  in 

law;    the    other   concerns    matter    of  a  declaration  upon  two  notes,  profert 

fact,  sc,  if  it  be  sealed  and  delivered  of  both  notes  at  the  conclusion  of  the 

as  a  deed,  and  the  trial  thereof  belong-  last  count  was  held  sufficient.     Hynsoa 

eth    to    the   country.    And    therefore  v.  Ruddel,  11  Ark.  33.    See  also  article 

every  deed  ought  to  prove  itself,  and  Negotiable  Instruments,  vol.  14,  p. 

to  be  proved  by  others:  approve  itself  571. 

upon  Its  showing  forth  to  the  court  in  S.  See  article  Executors  and  Admik- 

two  manners:     i.  As  to  the  composure,  istrators,  vol.  8.  p.  676. 

the  words  to  be  sufficient  in  law,  and  8.  This  is  the  general   rule.     Ley* 

the  court  shall  judge  that.    2.  That  it  field's  Case,  10  Coke  92.     It  seems  to 

be  not  rased  or  interlined  in  material  be  the    ancient  and    well-established 

points  or  places.    *    *    *    3.  That  it  rule  that  a  person  claiming  a  ben^t 

may  appear  to  the  court  and  to  the  under  a  specialty  must  make  profeit 

party  if  it  were  upon  condition,  limi-  thereof.    Metcalf  v.  Sundeford,  i  Bibb 

tation,  or  with   power  of  revocation,  (Ky.)  618.     And  the  principle  is  that 

etc.,  to  the  intent  that  if  it  be  condi-  where  the  deed  is  not  merely  the  io- 

tional,  or  if  there  be  a  limitation  or  strument  but  the  foundation  of  the  ac^ 

power  of  revocation  in  the  deed,  if  the  tion,  or  where  the  right  of  action  is  not 

deed  be  single,  or  if  there  wanteth  a  created  by  operation  of  law  but  by  the 

counterpane  of  the  indenture,  the  other  act  of  the  party,  the  obligation  or  any 

party  might  take  advantage  of  the  con-  instrument  embracing  a.  contract  most 

dition,  limitation,  or  power  of  revoca-  be  profertcd  in  the  pleading.    Anstiii 

tion.    ♦    ♦    ♦    And  these  are  the  rea-  ».  Dills,  1  Tyler  (Vt.)  308;   Smith  r. 

sons  of    law    that    deeds  pleaded    in  Simms,  9  Ga.  418. 

courts  shall  be  showed  forth  in  courts.*'  4.  Wymarke's   Case,    5    Coke    74; 

Ley  field's  Case,  10  Coke  88.  Leyfield's  Case,  10  Coke  92;    Read  r. 

1.  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Sill,  s  Conn.   106;  Brookman,  3  T.  R.  151;  Catts  v.  U.S^ 

Hinsdale  v.  Miles,  5  Conn.  331;  Com-  i  Gall.  (U.  S.)  69;    Hendy  v.  Stepheo- 

mercial  Ins.  Co.  v,  Mehlman,  48  111.  son,  10  East  55. 

313;   Regents  v.  Detroit  Young  Men's  Ths  ITraal  Vonrala  €f  an  Sieaie  is: 

Soc,  12  Mich.  138;    Terrell  v.  Atkin-  "  Which   said    writing   obligatory  (or 

son,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  143.  other  deed)  having  been  lost  by  lapse 

Xsrsly  FlziAg  a  8«al  to  a  Slmpls  Cor-  of  time  (or,  destroyed  by  accidental 

traet  will  not  convert  it  into  a  specialty  fire,  or,  being  in  the  possession  of  the 

of  which  it  is  necessary  to  make  pro-    said \  the  said cannot  produce 

fert.    Clement  V.  Gunhouse,  5  Esp.  N.  the  same  to  the  court  here."    Stephen's 

P.  83;    Baird   v,  Blaigrove.   i   Wash.  PI.  (Andrews's  ed.).  §  226. 

(Va.)  170;  Austin  v.  Whitlock,  i  Munf.  6.  Instmne&t    Lost    or   Pesteeyod.  — 

(Va.)  487.  Hinsdale  v.  Miles,  5  Conn.  331;  French 

PnmlMory  Votas  and  Bills  and  assign-  v.  Marstin,  24  N.  H.  440;  Read  9.  Brook- 

ments  thereof  when  made  by  indorse-  man,   3  T.   R.    151.    The   last-named 

ment  have  in  some  states  been  placed  in  case  is  a  leading  one  on  the  subject, 

the  same  category  as  deeds  at  common  and  places  the  doctrine  on  the  tmc 

law.    Beebe  v.  Keal  Estate  Bank,  4  ground,  which  is  that  the  law  compels 
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of  a  third  party.* 

Xapetition  of  Profort.  —  Pfofert  need  not  be  repeated  should  an 
amended  declaration  be  filed  which  is  merely  an  additional 
count.'  And  where  the  specialty  has  been  pleaded  and  remains 
in  another  court  or  in  the  same  court  in  another  action,  when  the 
former  profert  is  averred,  another  profert  is  unnecessary.' 

6.  When  Profert  Is  Hot  Bequired.  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  make 
profert  of  specialties  to  the  custody  of  which  a  party  is  not  as  a 
matter  of  law  entitled,*  nor  of  a  deed  stated  as  an  inducement,' 
nor  of  specialties  to  which  one  is  neither  a  party  nor  a  privy,'  nor 

no  one  to  do  an  impossibility,  holding  original  cannot  be  had,  and  a  copy 

<»n  the  authority  of  Leyfield's  Case,  lo  necessarily  must  be  used.     Riddle  v» 

-Coke  93,  that  even   though  where   in  Potter  i  Cranch  (C.  C.)  288;  Moore  t^. 

^reat  and  notorious  extremities,  as  by  Paul,   2    Bibb  (Ky.)  330;    Wymarke*s 

casualty  of  fire,  a  man's  evidences  are  Case,  5  Coke  75. 

all  burned,  he  may  be  permitted  on  the  4.  Dangerlield  v.  Thomas,  9  Ad.  & 

general  issue  to  prove  the  deed  to  the  El.  292,  36  E.  C.  L.  143;    Francis  v. 

Jury  by  witnesses  without  the  produc-  Hazlerig,    i    A.   K.   Marsh.  (Ky.)  93; 

tion  of  the  deed  itself;  yet  even  in  such  Bender  v,  Sampson,  11  Mass.  42. 

case  he  should  aver  everything  mate-  6.  McCormick   v,    Kenyon,   13    Mo. 

rial  in  the  deed,  with  an  excuse  for  the  131;  Langhorne  v,  Richmond  City  R. 

omission  of  profert.     And  see  Metcalf  Co.,  91  Va.  364;  Grubbs  v.  National  L. 

V.  Standeford,  i  Bibb  (Ky.)  618;  Smith  Maturity  Ins.  Co.,  94  Va.  589;  Duvall 

^,  Lloyd,  16  Gratt.  (Va.)  295;  Respub-  v,  Craig,  2  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  45;  Whitten- 

lica  V.  Coates,  i  Yeates  (Pa.)  2;    Ed-  ton  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Memphis,  etc..  Packet 

wards  r.  M'Kee,  I  Mo.  123;  Powers  t^.  Co.,    21    Fed.    Rep.    896;    Banfill    v. 

Ware,  2  Pick.  (Mass.)  451.  Leigh,  8  T.   R.  573;    Newborough  v. 

Lots   After  Profert   Xade.  —  If   after  Schroeder,  7  C.  B.  342,  62  E.  C.  L.  342; 

profert  made  the  document  be  lost  or  Thriscutt  z^.  Martin,  3  Exch.  454;  Com. 

•destroyed  the  plaintiff  should  ask  leave  Dig.,  Pleader,  O  15. 

to  amend.     Smith  v.  Woodward,  4  East  Where  Action  Is  Brought  on  the  Con- 

585;    Rees  V,  Overbaugh,  6  Cow.  (N.  pons  of  Bonds  no  profert  of  the  bonds  is 

Y.)  746.  necessary,  because  the  bonds  are  stated 

Deed    Found  After   Szense   Xadt. —  merely  as  inducement.     New  London 

Where  an  excuse  for  profert  has  been  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ware  River  R.  Co., 

made,  if  the  deed  be  found  upon  trial  41  Conn.   542;    Nashville   v,   Potomac 

it     may    be     produced    in     evidence.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  296. 

Hawley  v.  Peacock,  2  Campb.  557.  6.  A  Stranger  to  a  Deed  is  not  bound 

1.  Boenment  in  Hands  of  Third  Party,  to  make  profert;  it  is  only  a  party  or 
—  Barbour  v.  Archer,  3  Bibb  (Ky.)  8.  privy  to  a  deed,  or  to  some  estate  of 

Wrongful  or  illegal  possession  by  the  another  who  is  a  party  or  privy,  who 

defendant  of  a  document  declared  on,  must  do  so.     Shep.  Touch.   73.     But 

if    so  alleged,  is  a  sufficient   excuse,  the  obligation  can  hardly  be  said  to 

Robinson  v.  Curry,  6  Ala.  842.     But  it  rest  in  all  cases  on  mere  privity,  for  it 

is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  that  the  deed  seems  rather  to  depend  on  the  question 

on  which  the  action  is  founded  was  at  whether  the  party  pleading  has  come 

the  time  of  its  execution  delivered  to  a  in  conventionally  as  a  privy,  thus  hav- 

third  person  for  the  benefit  of  the  par-  ing  it  in  his  power  to  obtain  the  deed 

ties.     Wheeler  v.  Miller,  2  Den.  (N.  Y.)  itself,  or  at  anv  rate  to  provide  for  hav- 

172.  ing  the  use  0/  it  whenever  it  may  be 

Ezeuse  l^;)eeiilo.  —  As  the  excuse  for  necessary;  and  there  are  several  cases 

the  omission  can  be  traversed,  it  must  where  persons  who  have  come  in  as 

be  specific.     Bolton  r.  Carlisle,  2   H.  privies  by  operation  of  law  have  been 

Bl.  259;  Hendyt/.  Stephenson,  10  East  excused  from  making  profert  of  the 

55.  deeds    under     which     they    claimed. 

2.  McMillan  Marble  Co.  v.  Black,  89  Among  them  are  guardians,  tenants  by 
Tenn.  118.  statute  merchant,  staple,  or  elegit,  or 

S.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the    in  dower.    Co.  Lttt.  225a,  225^;   Van 
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of  deeds  operating  under  the  statute  of  uses,'  nor  of  deeds  that 
are  unnecessary,*  nor  of  an  award,'  nor  in  a  case  where  there  is 
not  occasion  to  mention  the  deed  in  pleading.^ 

PlMdlBf  Bteordi.  —  In  pleading  public  records,  although  profert 
need  not  be  made,^  it  is  necessary  to  plead  prout  paiet  per 
recordum.*  The  reason  is  that  all  public  records  are  in  the 
custody  of  the  law,  and  are  intended  to  be  preserved  in  order  that 
they  may  be  accessible  to  either  party  to  them,  and  as  much  so 
by  the  one  as  by  the  other.'' 

6.  Failure  to  Xako  Profert  and  Its  BSset  —  Wherever  it  is  neces- 
sary to  make  profert,  and  it  is  omitted  without  an  excuse  for  the 
omission,  the  pleading  is  open  to  demurrer;  ^  but  the  declaration 
may  be  amended,*  and  the  want  of  profert  is  not  a  sufficient 
cause  for  arrest  of  judgment,^*  nor  can  it  be  taken  advantage  of 
after  judgment  by  default ;  **  and  its  omission  is  cured  by  verdict  ■• 

IL  Otxb — 1.  Definition.  —  At  common  law,^*  where  profert  has 
been  made  by  a  party,  his  adversary,  if  he  wishes  so  to  do,  is  said 
to  crave  oyer  —  i.  ^.,  he  may  ask  to  hear  the  document  read  to 
him  in  court.     In  the  modern  practice,  however,  he  is  furnished 

ReQSselaer  v,  Poucher,  84  Wend.  (N.  to  take  advantage   of    it.    Jefferj  v, 

Y.)  316.  White,  2  Doug.  476. 

1.  Read  v,  Brookman,  3  T.  R.  151 ;        t.  Sannzxw — G«iefaler8pMiaL  —  Bj 

Bolton  V.  Carlisle,  2  H.  Bl.  259.  some  cases  it  is  held  that  this  is  a  sab- 

S.  Bellamye's    Case,    6    Coke    38;  stantial  defect  and  can  be  reached  by 

Brown  v,  Copp,  5  N.  H.  223.  a  general  demurrer.     Leyfield's  Case, 

5.  Dodge  V,  McKay,  4  Ala.  346;  10  Coke  88;  Metcalf  v,  Standeford,  r 
Hodsden  v.  Harridge,  2  Saund.  62^.  Bibb  (Ky.)6i8;    Williams  v.  Bryan,  s 

4.  Stephen's    PI.    (Andrews's    ed.),  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  104;  Van  Rensselaer  v. 

%  226.  Saunders,  2  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreoie 

6.  Thatcher  v.  Lyman,  5  Mass.  260;  Ct.)  250.  But  in  other  jnrisdictions  it 
Butler  V.  State,  5  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  511;  has  been  held  that  a  demurrer  must  be 
Hall  V,  State,  9  Ala.  827;  U.  S.  v.  special,  as  the  defect  is  one  of  form. 
Ritchie,  3  Mackey(D.  C.)  162;  Capp  v.  Way  v.  Swift,  12  Vu  390;  Mallory  ?. 
Gilman,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)45;  Moore  v,  Matlock,  7  Ala.  757;  Briggs  v.  Greeo- 
Paul,  2  Bibb  (Ky.)  330;  Anderson  v.  lee,  Minor  (Ala.)  123;  Switzer  9.  Hallo- 
Barry,  2  J.J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  265;  Mc-  wav,  2  Port.  (Ala.)  88;  Pryor  tr.  Watson, 
Nutt  r.  Lancaster,  9  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  8  Ark.  11  z;  Alston  v.  Whiting,  6  Ark. 
570;  Probate  Judge  v,  Merrill,  6  N.  H.  402;  Pickett  v.  R.  E.  Bank,  8  Ark.  224; 
256;  Riddle  v.  Potter,  i  Cranch  (C.  C.)  U.  S.  v,  Ritchie,  3  Mackey  (D.  C.)  i6s. 
288:  Rex  r.  Amery,  i  T.  R.  149.  9.  Pryor  v.  Watson.  8  Ark.  iii;  De- 
See  also  Hall  v.  Williams,  8  Me.  gratfinreid  v.  Mays,  6  Yerg.  (Tenn.)465. 
434>  10.  Howe  v.  Dawson,  Tappan  (Ohio) 

6.  Philpot  V.  Mc  Arthur,  10  Me.  127;    202. 

Morse  v,  James,  Willes  127;  Shafer  v.  11.  Shields  v,  Barden,  6  Ark.  459; 

Stonebraker,  4  Gill    &  J.   (Md.)    346;  Ex  p,  Jones,  20  Ark.  35;    Tucker  ?. 

Commercial  Bank  v.  Sparrow,  2  Den.  Real  Estate  Bank,  4  Ark.  429. 

(N.  Y.)97.     Unless  the  record  be  stated  18.  Stennel  v.  Hogg,  i  Saund.  228a; 

merely  as  an  inducement.     Jarman  v,  Howe  v,  Dawson.  Tappan  (Ohio)  202: 

Windsor,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  162.  Worthington  v,  McRoberts.  7  Ala.  814: 

7.  Wymarke's  Case,  5  Coke  74^;  Francis  v,  Hazlerig,  i  A.  K.  Marsh. 
Hanna  v.  Yocum,  17  III.  387.  (Ky.)  93. 

And  whenever  profert  has  been  made        18.  0^  ITnknown   In  CJhamwiry. —  In 

of  a  document  of  which  it  is  unneces-  chancery  the  practice  of  aUowingoyer 

tary  to  make  profert,  if  it  be  set  out  on  is   unknown.     Hamilton    v.    Downer, 

oyer  craved  the  defendant  is  entitled  152  111.  651. 
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with  a  copy  by  the  party  making  profert,  and  this  is  considered 
as  a  reading  of  the  document.^ 

2.  Object  —  The  purpose  of  oyer  is  to  enable  the  party  claim- 
ing it  to  frame  his  defense ;  for  in  many  cases  the  whole  of  the 
document  of  which  profert  is  made  is  not  set  out  in  the  pleading, 
and  by  oyer  or  inspection  the  opposite  party  is  enabled,  at  his 
option,  to  make  use  of  the  omitted  portions.  A  party  generally, 
however,  can  plead  without  oyer,  though  in  some  instances  he 
must  crave  it.* 

Veoetflty  of  Oytr  In  CtrUin  Gattt.  —  As  a  party  making  profert  is  not 
bound  to  give  oyer  of  what  is  not  craved,  it  is  necessary  for  a 
party  defendant,  when  sued  on  a  bond  with  a  collateral  condition 
not  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  to  crave  oyer  of  the  condition 
as  well  as  of  the  bond,  for  the  bond  and  condition  are  distinct 
and  each  is  complete  without  the  other;'  and  again,  on  a  bond 
conditioned  for  the  performance  of  covenants  in  another  deed,  in 
order  to  plead  performance  the  defendant  must  crave  oyer  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  set  it  out,  and  then  state  the  substance  of 
the  other  deed  and  make  profert  thereof.^  But  although  not 
stated  in  the  declaration,  the  defendant  may  crave  oyer  of  the 
condition  and  cannot  be  compelled  to  plead  without  it.^  So  also 
a  party  must  crave  oyer  of  assignments  and  indorsements  of 
notes  and  deeds,  if  made  after  execution;*  but  indorsements 
made  at  the  time  of  sealing  and  delivery  are  parts  of  the  instru- 
ment, and  there  can  be  no  complete  oyer  of  it  without  the 
indorsement.'' 

Profort  DoM  Kot  lUke  the  Initrament  a  Part  of  the  Xooord.  —  The  regular 
mode,  therefore,  of  bringing  the  cause  of  action  before  the  court 
is  by  craving  oyer  and  setting  the  oyer  at  the  head  of  the  plea  or 
replication.     For  the  mere  fact  that  the  declaration  makes  profert 

1.  Stephen's    PI.    (Andrews's    ed.),  (U.   S.)  690;    Jevens    v,    Harridge,    i 

§  80.  Saund.   8;    Arlington    v,   Merricke,   2 

If  Profinrt  Is  Xado  Without  Anj  Veeeo-  Saund.  404. 

■Ity  oyer  cannot  be  craved,  and  the  de-  6.  Anderson  v.  Barry,  2  J.  J.  Marsh, 

fendant  must  plead  without  it.     Rex  v.  (Ky.)  265.    And  the  want  of  oyer  of 

Amery,  i  T.  R.  149.  the  condition  of  a  bond  in  a  plea  of 

In  England,  since  the  Common  Law  performance  is  fatal.     U.  S.  v.  Arthur, 

Procedure  Acts,   15  &  16  Vict.,  c.  76,  5  Cranch.  (U.  S.)  257.     But  there  is  no 

oyer  has  been  abolished.  error  if  the  condition  be  set  out  on 

8.  2  Lil.  Reg.  226;  Bac.  Abr.,  tit.  oyer,  though  it  be  not  craved.  Ala- 
Pleas  and  Pleadings,  (I)  12.  bama  University  v,  Winston,  5  Stew. 

8.  Tuskaloosa  v.  Lacy,  3  Ala.  618;  &  P.  (Ala.)  17;  Tucker  t^.  State,  11  Md. 

Anderson   v.   Barry,   2  J.    J.    Marsh.  322. 

(Ky.)265;   Allen  v.  Bishop,  25  Wend.  6.  McLain    v,  Onstott,  3  Ark.  478; 

(N.  Y.)  414;    Eib  V.  Pindall,  5  Leigh  Dardenne  r.  Bennett,  4  Ark.  458;  Tay- 

(Va.)  109;   U.  S.  V.  Sawyer,  i  Gall.  (U.  lor  v.  Coolidge,  17  Ark.  454;  Tuggle  v, 

S.)  86;  Jevens  r.  Harridffe,  i  Saund.  9;  Adams,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  429;  Eib 

Cook  v^  Remington,  6  Mod.  237.  v,  Pindall,  5  Leigh  (Va.)  109;  Cook  v. 

4.  Anderson  v,  Barry,  2  J.  J.  &Iarsh.  Remington,  6  &lod.  237. 

(Ky.)  265;    Eib   v.   Pindall,    5    Leigh  7.  Eib  v.  Pindall,  5  Leigh  (Va.)  109 

(Va.)  109;    U.  S.  v.  Arthur,  5  Cranch  {citing  j^vtnsv,  Harridge,  i  Saund.  9] ; 

<U.  S.)  261;  Sneed  v,  Wister,  8  Wheat.  Scull  v.  Edwards,  13  Ark.  24. 
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of  the  specialty  declared  upon  does  not  make  the  instrument  a 
part  of  the  record.  It  only  implies,  as  it  states,  that  the  plaintiff 
has  the  instrument  in  court ;  ^  and  if  the  defendant  desires  to 
make  the  instrument  declared  upon  parcel  of  the  record,  he  can 
do  so  only  by  demanding  and  obtaining  oyer  and  setting  it  out.' 
And  where  oyer  has  not  been  craved,  no  portion  of  the  instru- 
ment sued  on  appears  to  the  court  but  that  part  of  it  which  the 
plaintiff  has  alleged  in  his  declaration.' 

Ttriftnow.  —  The  tenor  of  a  specialty  as  it  appears  upon  oyer  is 
considered  as  forming  a  part  of  the  preceding  pleading,  and 
defendants  can  avail  themselves  by  demurrer  of  any  defect 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument,  or  of  a  variance 
between  its  terms  and  the  allegations  of  the  declaration,  after 
oyer.*    And  when  there  is   a  material  difference  between  the 

But  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  plea  to  all  the  counts  should  beconsld- 

indorsed  on  a  deed  is  no  part  of  it.  ered  a  part  of  each  count.    Estfil  v. 

Miner  v,  Clark,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  425.  Jenkins,  4  Dana  (Ky.)  75. 

1.  It  thus  becomes  so  far  a  part  of  4.  Matthews  v.  Storms,  72  III.  316. 
the  declaration  as  to  be  subject  to  de-  Where  an  agreement  is  not  the 
murrer.  Deem  v.  Crume,  46  111.  71;  agreement  declared  on  according  to  its 
Sims  V.  Hugsby,  i  111.  413;  Adams  v,  tenor,  true  intent,  or  meaning,  a  dc- 
Macey,  z  Bibb  (Ky.)  328;  Gist  V.  Steele,  murrer  should  be  sustained.  Andeisoo 
I  Bibb  (Ky.)  571;  Ralston  v.  Love,  v.  Critcher.  11  GiU  &  T.  (Md.)  450.  Or 
Hard.  (Ky.)  509;  Pitt9  v.  Whitman,  2  a  defendant  may,  without  setting  it 
Story  (U.  S.)  609;  Tucker  v.  State,  11  forth  or  demurring,  plead  non  estfac- 
Md.  322;  Commissioners  of  Poor  t.  /«m  and  avail  himself  of  the  variance 
Gains*  3  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  396;  Rantin  v,  at  the  trial.  Ehle  v.  Purdj,  6  Wend. 
Robertson,  2  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.)  366;  (N.  Y.)  629;  Martin  v.  State  Bank,  2 
Harlan  v.  Dew,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  505;  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  332. 
Martin  v.  State  Bank,  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  Produetioii  of  Deed  MBridiiiee —  O^ee- 
332;  Standard  Loan,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  v,  tion  for  Vazla&oo.  —  But  where  a  plain- 
Thornton.  97  Tenn.  i;  Duval  v.  Ma-  tiff  makes  profert  of  a  deed  in  a  decla- 
lone,  14  Gratt.  (Va.)  24;  Hobson  v.  Mc-  ration  and  oyer  is  taken  and  set  out, 
Arthur,  3  McLean  (U.  S.)  241.  the  deed  thereby  becoming  part  of  the 

Nor  does  a  copy  attached  to  the  dec-  declaration,  the  defendant  cannot  ob- 

laration  become  a  part  of  the  record,  ject  to  the  production  of  the  deed  as 

Comerford  v,  Cobb,  2  Fla.  418.  evidence  on  the  ground  of  variance. 

S.  Birckhead  v.  Saunders,  2  Har.  &  Jarrett  v,  Jarrett,  7  Leigh  (Va.)  93. 

G.  (Md.)  82;   Tucker  v.  State.  11  Md.  If  a  Party  PartiaU j  Statot  a  DMd,Whiek 

329;    Coulter  ff.  Western   Theological  Is  DofBOtivo  or  contains  matter  qualify- 

Seminary,  29  Md.  74.  ing  the  part  stated,  his  adversary  may 

S.  Pollard  r.  Yoder,  2  A.  K.  Marsh,  crave  oyer  of  the  deed,  set  out  the 

(Ky.)   264;    Gathwrtght    v,    Callaway  whole,  and  then   demur.     Hobson  r. 

County,  10  Mo.  664;  Bender  v.  From-  McArthur,   3  McLean  (U.  S.)  241;    z 

berger,  4   Dall.  (Pa.)  436;    Harley  v.  Chitty  on  Pleadings  306. 

Lebanon  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  120  Pa.  St.  182.  In  an  Aetioii  on  an  Award,  true  copies 

And  where  there  are  several  counts  of  the  bond  and  award  were  served 

in  a  declaration,  oyer  of  a  deed  set  on  the  defendant's  attorney;   but  the 

forth  in  the  first  count  does  not  make  award  set  forth  in  the  declaration  va- 

that  deed  part  of  the  record  so  as  to  ried   from  the  oyer.    The  defendants 

apply  it  to  other  counts,  for  oyer  of  one  pleaded  no  such  award,  and  a  verdict 

contract  cannot  be  oyer  of  another  con-  was  found  for  plaintiff.     It  was  held 

tract  and  cannot  spread  upon  the  record  that  if  the  defendant  meant  to  avail 

a  contract  supposed  to  be  totally  dis-  himself  of  the  variance  between  the 

tinct    from    that    read.       Hughes    v,  award  set  forth  in  the  declaration  and 

Moore,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.)  176.  the  oyer,   he  should  have   demurred 

But  a  writing  exhibited  on  oyer  in  a  specially  instead  of  pleading  no  award. 
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instrument  pleaded  as  a  writing  obligatory  and  a  mere  agreement 
signed  but  not  sealed,  a  general  demurrer  will  lie  to  the  declara- 
tion; ^  but  a  small  variance  will  be  disregarded.* 

3.  Demanding  Oyer.  —  Formerly  all  demands  for  oyer  were 
made  in  court,  but  now  it  is  usually  demanded  and  granted  by 
the  attorneys.'  But  it  is  only  when  profert  is  made  that  oyer 
can  be  craved.* 

Time  at  Whieh  Oyer  Knit  Be  OraYed«  —  A  party  must  crave  oyer  at 
the  term  in  which  profert  is  made.* 

Prajer  to  Be  Beeorded.  —  The  prayer  is  then  entered  on  the  record, 
to  which  the  opposite  party  may  counterplead,  and  thereby  have 
a  decision  of  the  court  as  to  whether  oyer  be  given  or  not.* 

Ayerment  of  Prayer  of  Oyer.  —  The  averment  of  the  demand  must 
precede  the  matter  of  defense,  whether  that  be  by  a  plea  or 
demurrer,  and  regularly  it  should  precede  the  entry  of  imparlance.^ 

WaiTvr  of  Bight  to  Oyer.  —  Although  where  profert  is  made  and 

James  v,   Walruth,   8  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  eluding   the    attestation    clause,    wit- 

410.  nesses,  memoranda  written  at  the  hot- 

1.  Auditor  v.  Woodruff,  2  Ark.  73.  tom,  and  the  like;  in  short,  the  act  of 

Thus  profert  of  an  instrument  with-  furnishing  the  copy  should  be  made  as 

out  a  seal  will  not  support  the  allega-  nearly  as  possible  equivalent  to  the 

tion  of  a  deed  with  a  seal.     Codies  v.  ancient  practice,  which  was  to  bring 

Vannote,  16  N.  J.  L.  324,  citing  Master  the  deed  itself  into  court  for  the  party 

V,  Miller,  4  T.  R.  339.  demanding  oyer  to  inspect  it  as  much 

8.  Thus  where  in  the  oyer  the  words  as    he    pleased.     Van    Rensselaer    v, 

were  "  or  delay,"  and  in  the  declara-  Poucher,  24  Wend.  (N.  V.)  316. 

tion    **  or    other    delay."      Henry    v.  Eleetion  to  Answer — Waiver  of  OI^m- 

Brown,  19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  49.     See  also  tion.  —  A  party  who  is  entitled  to  oyer 

Com.   Dig.,  Obligation,   B.  4;    Robert  cannot  be  compelled  to  plead  without 

z..  Harnage,  2  Ld.  Raym.   1043.     But  it;    but  if  he  elects  to  answer  it  is  a 

where  the  declaration  made  profert  of  waiver  of  the  objection  that  the  names 

a  bond  to  A,  the  surviving  partner  of  of  the  witnesses  are  not  given  in  the 

A  B  &  Co.,  it  was  a  fatal  variance  to  offer  oyer.     Smith  v.  Alworth,  18  Johns.  (N. 

in  oyer  a  bond  to  A  B  &  Co.     Moore  Y.)  445. 

V.  Fenwick,   Gilmer  (Va.)  214.     And  Kew  Trial — SeeondOyer. —  But  where, 

where  the  bond  declared  upon  recited  in  a  suit  in  which  oyer  had  been  given, 

a  deed  of  August  14,  1811,  and  upon  the  defendant  obtained  a   new  trial, 

oyer  a  bond  was  shown  dated  August  6,  oyer  was  not  allowed  a  second  time, 

1810,  it  was  held  that  the  variance  was  because  it  was  in  the  record.     Taylor 

faul.     Bennett  v,  Giles,  6  Lei^h  (Va.)  v.  State  Bank.  2  J.  T.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  564. 

316.    See  also  Taylor  t^.  Cooltdge,  17  6.  McKnight  v.  Wilkins,  i  Mo.  308: 

Ark.  454;    Cooke  v.  Graham,  3  Cranch  Mason  tr.  Lawrason,  i  Cranch  (C.  C.) 

(U.  S.)  229.  190;  Rex  V.  Amery,  i  T.  R.  149. 

8.  Longvill  V,  Thistleworth,  6  Mod.  But  the  time  may  be  extended  by 

38.  leave  of  court.     Gocdricke  v.  Turley,  2 

4.  People  V,  Pace,  57  111.  App.  674;  C.  M.  &  R.  695. 

Hall  V,  Williams,  8  Me.  434;  Anderson  8.  Pendleton  v.  State  Bank,  i  T.  B. 

V.  Allison.  2  Head  (Tenn.)  122;    Wil-  Mon.  (Ky.)  171. 

liams  V.  Bryan,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  104;  7.  A  party  cannot,  after  demurring 

Campbell  v.  Strong,   Hempst.  (U.  S.)  to  the  whole  declaration,  crave  oyer, 

265:  Jevens  V.  Harridge,  I  Saund.  9^.  set  forth   the  deed,  and   then   demur 

FnmisUag  Copy  of  Deed.  —  Where  a  specially  to  one  of  the  counts.     Dufau 

party  is  bound  to  give  oyer,  and  it  is  v,  Wright,  25  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  636. 

demanded,  it  is  perfectly  well  settled  A  Eeaionable  Tiaie  Should  Be  Allowed 

that  the   party  making  profert  must  in  which  to  comply  with  a  demand  for 

furnish  a  copy  of  the  whole  deed,  in-  oyer.     Trapnall  v.  Craig,  iq  Ark.  243. 
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oyer  craved  the  party  is  entitled  to  it  before  being  compelled  to 
plead,  he  waives  his  right  to  oyer  b)*"  filing  pleas.  ^ 

The  Timo  to  Tako  AdTuta^  of  an  insufficient  compliance  with  a 
demand  for  oyer  is  at  the  trial.* 

4.  Of  What  Hot  DemandAble.  —  Oyer  is  not  demandable  of 
records,*  nor  of  original  writs,*  nor  of  recognizances,*  nor  of 
deeds  pleaded  only  as  an  inducement,  nor  of  any  specialty  which 
is  not  the  foundation  of  the  action,*  nor  of  instruments  not  under 
seal,^  nor  of  documents  not  in  possession  of  the  party,*  nor 
where  the  deed  is  not  presumed  to  be  in  court.* 

1.  Eason  v,  Fisher,  i  Ark.  90;  Audi-  Diasmore  v,  Pendexter,  aS  N.  H.  18; 

tor  V.  Woodruff,  2  Ark.  73.  Messcr  v,  Smythe,  58  N.  H.  312. 

S.  Brooks  V.  Brooks,  6  N.  J.  L.  404.  6.  Com.  Dig.,  Pleader.  P.  i. 

After  a  demand  for  oyer  within  the  6.  Taskaloosa  v.  Lacy,   3  Ala.  618; 

time  to  plead,  the  plaintiff  cannot  enter  Langhome  v.  Richmond  R.  Co.,  91  Va. 

judgment  of  nil  dicit  without  comply-  369;  Lester  v.  People,  150  111.  Afi&. 

mg  with  the  demand.    Varick  v.  Bo-  And  in  an  action  upon  a  bond  for 

dine,  3  Hill  (N.  V.)  444.  performance  of  covenants  in  another 

S.  Gatton   v.   Dimmitt,   27   111.  400;  deed  it  was  held  that  oyer  of  the  deed 

Gilesv.  Shaw,  1 111.219;  Cappv.Gilman,  could  not  be  craved,  but  that  thede> 

2Blackf.(Ind.)45;  Slaytonv.  Chester,  4  fendant    and    not    the    plaintiff  must 

Mass.  478 ;  Guild  v.  Richardson,  6  Pick,  plead  it  with  profert  or  excuse  its  omis- 

(Mass.)  364;    Com.  v.  Roby,  12  Pick.  sion.    Sneed  v,  Wister,  8  Wheat.  (U. 

(Mass.)  496;  Beetle  v,  Wilson,  14  Ohio  S.)  692. 

257;    Searcey  v,  Whitesides,  5  Hayw.  7.  Mason  v.   Buckmaster,  i  111.  27; 

(Ten n.)  1 20;  Story  V.  Kimball,  6  Vt.  541;  Chapman  v.  Harper,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.> 

Nybladht'.  Herterius,  41  Fed.  Rep.  120;  333;  Russell  v.  Drummond,  6Ind.  316; 

Sneed  v,  Wister,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  692;  Deming  v,  Bullitt,  i  Blackf.  (Ind.)  241: 

Campbell  v.  Strong,    Hempst.  (IJ.  S.)  Hatton  v,  Jordan,   29  Ala.  266.     Bui 

265;  Rex  V.  Amery,  i  T.  R,  149.   Except  see  sufra^  I.  2.  Object  of  Profert^  as  to 

where  the  records  are  not  kept  in  the  jurisdictions  in  which  profert  is  abol- 

place  where  the  court  sits.     Williams  v,  ished  but  oyer  retained. 

Perry,  2  Root  (Conn.)  462.    And  except  ••  For  example,  one  on  record  and 

the  record  be  of  a  deed  enrolled.   Chiles  equally  accessible  to  both  sides.     Rock> 

V.  Beal,  3  Ala.  26;  Hall  v,  Sute,  9  Ala.  hill  v.  Hanna,  4  McLean  (U.  S.)  200. 

827.  But  where  the  document  was  in  the 

But  it  was  held  in  Kendal  v.  Talbot,  hands  of  a  third  party,  who  was  an 

I  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  321,  that  where  attorney  over  whom  the  court  could 

the  record  was  of  the  same  court  oyer  exercise  summary  authority,  oyer  was 

might  be  demanded.  granted.      White    v.   Montgomery,    » 

If  a  Profart  Has  Bean  Mada  of  a  public  Stra.  1198. 

record  and    oyer    has    been    granted  And  where  the  deed  on  which   the 

there  is  no  error.     Cone  v.  Cotton,  2  action  was  founded  was,  at  the  time  of 

Blackf.  (Ind.)  82.  execution,  delivered  to  a  third  person 

4.  Bac.   Abr.,   tit.   Misnomer;  Boats  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties,  it  was 

V.  Edwards,  z  Doug.  227;  Layman  v.  held  that  oyer  could  be  craved  unless 

Waynick,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  189;  Renner  the  party  excusing  the  omission  of  pro- 

V.  Reed,  3  Ark.  339.  fen  alleged  that  the  document  still  re-^ 

Praetioe  in  Some  of  the  United  States,  —  mained  in  the  hands  of  the  third  party. 

It  seems  that,  in  some  states  where  an  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  produce 

insufficient  summons  or  one  not  con-  it.     Wheeler  v.  Miller,  2  Den.  (N.  Y.)< 

taining  the  substance  of  the  writ  is  the  172. 

foundationof  a  plea  in  abatement,  oyer  9.  Jevens  v.  Harridge,  i  Saund.  9^. 

of  the  writ  must  be  craved  and  set  out.  note  i;  Gainsford  v.  Griffith,  i  Saund. 

Tommey  v.  Gamble,  66  Ala.  469;  Rich-  52. 

ards  V,   Bestor,  90  Ala.  352;    Lary  v,  A  Stranger  to  a  Deed  is  not  bound  to> 

Evans,  35  N.  H.  172;  Nelson  v,  Swett.  give  oyer;    the  rule   applies  only  to- 

4  N.  H.  256;  Clark  v.  Brown,  6  N.  H.  parties  or  privies,  and  even  privies  can* 

434;    Lyman  v.  Dodge,   13  N.  H.  197;  not  be  required  to    give  oyer  nnkSft. 
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6.  Setting  Out  Oyer.  —  After  oyer  has  been  granted  it  is  the 
privilege  of  the  claimant  to  set  it  out,  if  he  so  chooses,  in  his 
pleading.* 

Effeet  of  XiRMitaL  —  But  if  the  claimant  professedly  sets  it  out 
upon  the  record,  he  is  bound  to  recite  it  truly  and  entirely,  and 
if  he  misrecites  it  his  adversary  has  a  remedy  against  the  conse- 
quences of  the  misrecital  in  either  of  two  ways:  he  may  sign 
judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  or  he  may  make  the  misrecited 
deed  a  matter  of  record  by  enrolment  and  demur.* 

Bj  Craying  Oy«r  tlie  D«fendaat  UndertakM  to  8ot  Out  tlio  Wholo.  —  But 
where  the  person  who  is  bound  to  set  out  the  deed  or  other 
instrument  (as  in  the  case  of  a  bond  conditioned  for  performance 
of  covenants,  contained  in  an  indenture)  sets  it  out  with  a 
profert,  and  misrecites  it,  the  other  party  may  relieve  himself  by 
praying  oyer  of  the  deed  or  other  instrument  and  setting  it  out 
in  hcBc  verba.^ 

A  Part  of  Booord  though  Vot  Bomaadablo.  —  Although  the  instru- 
ment be  not  demandable  on  oyer,  yet  if  it  is  set  out  it  becomes 
a  part  of  the  record  and  the  court  will  pass  upon  it.  Should  the 
true  fact  and  meaning  of  the  deed  be  misstated  in  the  declara- 
tion, if  the  deed  is  set  out  on  oyer,  and  a  plea  of  non  est  factum 
is  made,  the  variance  is  immaterial,  for  then  the  only  question 
is  whether  the  deed  as  set  out  was  executed  by  the  defendant  or 
not.* 

they  come    in  conventionaUy,   for  if  The  latter  mode  of  proceeding  is* 

they  become  privies  by  the  acts  of  however,  applicable  only  to  a  plea  aver^ 

others  through  some  operation  of  law  ring  matter  of  fact,  and  cannot  be  pui> 

they  are  not  bound  to  give  oyer.     Van  sued  in  regard  to  a  demurrer  containing 

Rensselaer  v»  Poucher,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  false  recitals.    And  instead  of  pursuing 

316.  either  of  these  remedies,  the  pleader  of 

1.  Com.  Dig.,  Pleader,  P.  i.  the  deed  may  move  to  quash  the  false 

Betting  Out  0^  OptloaaL  —  But  the  plea.     Ferguson  v.  Mackreth,  4  T.  R. 

claimant  is  not  bound  to  set  it  out.     He  371,  note  b, 

may,  after  oyer  prayed  and  granted,  S.  Stibbs  v.  Clough,  iStra.  227;  Fer- 

take  no  notice  of  the  oyer  or  of  the  guson  v.  Mackreth,  4T.  R.  371,  note^/ 

deed  and   plead  the  general  issue  or  Bishop  v.  Quintard,  18  Conn.  395. 

any  other  plea;  but  he  must  set  it  out  Setting  Out  a  Bond  and  Its  Condition.  — 

if  he  would  avail  himself  of  anything  When  oyer  is  taken  of  a  bond  and  the 

contained    in  it.      And  it  sometimes  condition,  though  it  is  the  usual  prac- 

happens  that  where,  after  oyer  prayed,  tice  not  to  set  out  the  bond,  but  to  say, 

the  defendant  pleads  without  setting  "  and   it  is  read  to  him,"   etc.,   and 

out  the  deed,  it  becomes  necessary  for  then  to  pray  oyer  of  the  condition  and 

the  plaintiff  to  get  upon   the  record  set  it  forth  in  hac  verba^  yet  regularly 

other  parts  of  the  deed  not  set  out  in  the  bond  should  be  entered  at  large, 

his  narration,  in  which  case  he  must  ab  well  as  the  condition;  for  if  it  would 

pray  an  enrolment,  for  he  cannot  crave  be  material   to  the   plaintiff  that  the 

oyer  of  a  deed  in  his  own  possession,  bond  should  be  set  forth,  he  may,  in 

nor  is  he  at  liberty  to  set  it  out  on  the  his  replication,  ask  that  it  be  enrolled, 

defendant's  oyer.     He  therefore  pravs  and  so  set  it  forth.     Blewet  v.  Appleby, 

an  enrolment,  which  being  granted  he  t  Lutw.  680,  686;  Jevens  v,  Harridge, 

sets  out  the  deed  in  his   replication,  i  Suund.  9. 

Polk  V.  Mitchell,  i  Harr.  (Del.)  433.  4.  Wood  v.  Harris,  12  Mo.  75. 

S.  Wallace  v.  Cumberland,  4  T.  R.  And  in  debt  on  a  bond  if  the  de- 

370;   Jevens  v,  Harridge,  i  Saund.  9;  fendant  crave  oyer,   and    then   plead 

Rudisill  V,  Sill,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  282.  conditions  performed,  he  cannot  take 
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6.  Pleading  After  Oyer.  —  A  party  will  have  the  same  time  to 
plead  after  oyer  as  he  had  before,^  and  the  time  which  elapses 
between  the  demand  of  oyer  and  the  giving  of  it  must  not  be 
counted  as  a  part  of  the  time  of  pleading.' 

PlMding  a  WaiT«r.  —  By  pleading,  ever}^  objection  to  the  oyer,  as 
that  it  has  not  been  granted,  or  that  it  has  been  improperly  or 
insufficiently  given,  is  waived ; '  and  where  a  party  craves  and 
accepts  oyer,  and  puts  the  instrument  on  record,  he  is  precluded 
from  objecting  to  the  want  of  profert  as  a  substantial  defect.^ 

advantage  of  a  variance  between  the^  If  There  Ba  a  Stipiilatioii  Srteadiaf  tke 

declaration  and  the  bond,  even  though*  Time,  the  defendant  must  plead  within 

the  plaintiff  has  declared  against  one  the  stipulated  period,  and  the  time  will 

of     several    obligors.        Meredith    v,  not  run  from  the  date  of  the  senrice 

Duval,  I  Munf.  (Va.)  76.  of  the  oyer.     McCormick    v.   Fuller- 

1.  Mulholand   v.  Van  Fine,  8  Cow.  ton,  2   How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.) 

(N.   Y.)  132;    Read    r.   Patterson,   14  159. 

Johns.  (N.  Y.)  328;  Webber  v.  Austin,  S.  Auditor  v.  Woodruff,  2  Ark.  73. 

8  T.  R.  356.  4.  Andrews  v,  Moore,  Tappan  (Ohio) 

S.  Warren  v.  Camack,  12  N.  J.  L.  178.  215. 
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PROHIBITION. 

By  Percy  Finlay. 

L  DsmriTiov  aitb  Natitse  of  Wbit,  1094. 

n.   JUSISDIGTIOV  TO  I88UE,  IO96. 

1.  State  Courts^  1096. 

a.  Courts  of  General  yurisdiction^  1096. 

b.  Appellate  Courts^  1098. 

2.  Federal  Courts^  iioi. 

a.  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States^  i  loi. 

b.  Circuit  and  District  Courts y  1102. 

□X  Tbibtthals  and  Officebs  Pboeibitbd,  1 102. 

1.  Gene  rally  y  1102. 

2.  Boards y  Commissioners^  Councils y  etc^  1106. 

3.  Courts  Marticdy  1108. 

4.  Legislative  and  Executive  Officers ^  1 108. 
IV.   IBSUAKCE  OF  WBIT  DI8CBETIOVABT,  I IO9. 

V.  Whek  Issued,  i  i  io. 

1.  General  Rule y  \  wo. 

2.  When  the  Court  Hcts  Never  Acquired  yurisdictioUy  11 13. 

a.  For  Want  of  Service  of  Process y  11 13. 

b.  For  Want  of  Appealy  1114. 

3.  When  the  Court  Has  Lost  yurisdictiony  11 15. 

a.  By  Final  Order y  1115. 

b.  By  Appeal  Takeny  11 16. 

c.  By  Removal  Proceedings y  11 18. 

d.  By  Assumption  of  yurisdiction  by  Another  Court y  1 1 19. 

4.  When  Amount  Involved  Exceeds  Court* s  yurisdictiony  1119, 

5.  For  Excess  of  Territorial  yurisdictiony  1121. 

6.  When  yurisdiction  Depends  upon  Void  Act y  1122. 

7.  For  Departure  from  Statute  Conferring  yurisdictiony  1123. 

8.  For  Disqualification  of  yudgCy  1124. 

VL  Week  Befitsed,  1125. 

1 .  General  RuUy  1 1 25. 

2.  When  No  Objection  Has  Been  Made  to  the  yurisdiction  of 

the  Inferior  Court y  1128. 

3.  When  There  Is  Another  Adequate  Remedyy  1130. 

4.  When  Application  for  Writ  Is  Too  Late y  1132. 

5.  When  No  Act  in  Excess  of  yurisdiction  Is  Threat enedy  1 133. 

6.  When  No  Injury  Can  Resulty  11 33. 

7.  Compliance  Ad  Interim^  1134. 

TU  Pabties,  1 1 34. 

1.  The  Applicants y  1134. 

2.  The  Respondents y  1135. 
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Yin.  PsocEBini,  1 1 35. 

1.  At  Common  Law^  ii3S- 

2.  Modern  Practice^  ii37* 

3.  Suggestion  or  Petition  and  Affidavit^  1138. 

4.  Pule  to  Show  Cause  or  Preliminary  JVrit^  1139- 

5.  Return  of  Rule  or  Preliminary  Writy  11 40. 

6.  Absolute  or  Peremptory  Writ^  1 141. 

7.  Enforcement  0/  Writ^  1142. 

8.  Costs y  1 142. 

9.  Appeal^  1 143  . 

L  DsninTIO V  AVB  NaTVBS  or  WBIT.  —  a  writ  «f  PnhiUtiaa  is  an 
extraordinary  writ,  issuing  out  of  a  superior  court,  directed  to 
the  judge  and  parties  of  a  suit  in  an  inferior  court,  commanding 
them  to  cease  from  the  prosecution  thereof,  upon  a  suggestion 
that  either  the  cause  originally  or  some  collateral  matter  arising 
therein  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. ^ 

PupoM  of  Writ.  —  It  is  a  common-law  writ  of  great  antiquity,' 
and  was  framed  to  confine  courts  of  special,  limited,  or  inferior 
jurisdiction  within  the  proper  limits  of  their  authority  '  and  to 

1.  3  Black.  Com.  112.  Y.  531;  Thomson  v.  Tracy,  60  N.  Y. 

Alabama,^ Ex  p.  Walker,   25   Ala.  31;  Sweet  v,  Hulbert,  51  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

81;  i?x/.  Roundtree,  51  Ala.  42;  Exp,  312;    People    v.  Fitzgerald,   15  N.  Y. 

Brown,  58  Ala.  536.  App.  Div.  539. 

Arkansas,  —  Ex  f,  Williams,  4  Ark.  South  Carolina.  —  Stale  v,  Whyte.  2 

537;  Sand.  &  H.  Diff.  Sut.  1894,  g  4892.  Nott  &  M.  <S.  Car.)  174;  State  v.  Kirk- 

California,  —  Spring    Valley    Water  land,  41  S.  Car.  29. 

Works  V,  San  Francisco,  52  Cal.  iii;  Virginia,  —  Tames  v,  Stokes,  77  Va. 

Maurer  v,  Mitchell,  53  C  il.  289;  Day  225;  Nelms  c^.  Vanghan,  84  Va.  696. 

V.  Superior  Ct..  61  Cal.  489.  IVesi  Virginia,  —  Buskirk  v.  J[adge, 

Colorado,  —  Leonard    v,    Bartels,    4  7  W.  Va.  91 ;  Fleming  v,  Commisslofi- 

Colo.  95;  People  v.  District  Ct.,  6  Colo,  ers,  31  W.  Va.  608. 

534.  Wisconsin, — Stote  v,  Garjr,  33  Wis.  93. 

Florida,  —  State  v,  Hocker,  33  Fla.  Wyoming,  —  State  v.  District  Ct,,  5 

283.  Wyoming  227. 

Illinois,  —  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  169  United  States,  —  Ex  p,  Easton,  95  U. 

111.  201;  People  V.  Circuit  Ct.,  173  111.  S.  68. 

272.  Vo  Court  Eavliig  JurladietioiL  —  It  is 

Louisiana,  —  State  v.  Judge,  14  La.  not   necessary  that  the  cause  or  act 

Ann.  504;  State  v.  Judge,  20  La.  Ann.  should  be  within  the  cognizance  of  an- 

177.  other  court,   for  prohibition    will    be 

Massachusetts,  —  Washburn   v,    Phil-  issued  when  no  court  has  the  jurisdic- 

lips,  2  Met.  (Mass.)  296;    Connecticut  tton  objected  to,  or  when  the  act  is  be- 

River  R.  Co.  v,  Franklin  County,  127  yond    the    limits    of   judicial    power. 

Mass.  50          •  State  v,  Houston,  40  La.  Ann.  393. 

Michigan,  —  Hudson    r.  Judge,  42  2.  Ex  p,  Ray,  45  Ala.   15;  Sherlock 

Mich.  239;  Speed  V.   Detroit,  98  Mich,  v,  Jacksonville,  17  Fla.  93;  Arnold  7. 

360.  Shields,   5   Dana  (Ky.)   18:    Planters' 

Minnesota,  —  Home  Ins.  Co.  v,  Flint,  Ins.  Co.  v,  Cramer,  47  Miss.  200;  Seele 

13  Minn.  244:    State  v,  McMartln,  42  v.  State,  i  Tex.  Civ.  App.  495. 

Minn.  30;  State  v.  Ward,  70  Minn.  58.  S.  Connecticut     River     R.     Co.    v, 

Mississippi,  —  Clayton  v,  Heidelberg,  Franklin  County,  127  Mass.  50;  People 

9  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  623.  v.  Queens  County,  i   Hill  (N.  Y.)  195; 

Missouri,  —  Morris  v.  Lenox,  8  Mo.  People  v.  Works,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  486; 

852.  State  V,   Whitaker,    114  N.   Car.  8x8; 

New   York,  — Appo  v.  People,  20  N.  State  v,  Hudnal,  2  Nolt  &  M.  (S.  Car.) 
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prevent  the  confusion  in  the  administration  of  justice  which  the 
usurpation  by  lower  courts  of  jurisdiction  not  intrusted  to  them 
by  law  would  produce.* 

IzoaM  and  AbftnM  of  Joriidietloii.  —  It  issues  to  an  inferior  court 
when  such  court  exceeds  its  jurisdiction  in  a  cause  of  which  it 
may  take  cognizance,  no  less  than  when  it  has  no  jurisdiction 
whatever.* 

It  If  a  ProrogatiTe  Writ,  emanating  by  authority  of  the  sovereign 
power  of  the  state,  to  be  used  with  great  caution  and  forbearance 
and  to  be  issued  only  in  cases  of  great  necessity.' 

It  If  a  CiTil  Bomodj,  obtained  by  an  original  civil  proceeding, 
which  is  not  a  part  or  continuation  of  the  prohibited  suit.^ 

419;  IngersoH  v.  Bachanan,  i  W.  Va.  [inferior]  courts  within  the  limits  and 

181;  Smith  V.  Whitney,  116  U.  S.  167;  bounds  prescribed    for  them  by  law; 

Worthington  v.  Jeffries,  L.  R.  10  C.  P,  for  it  is  of  vital  importance  to  the  due 

379.  administration  of    justice   that   every 

"  The  office  of  this  writ  is  to  restrain  tribunal  vested  with  judicial  functions 

subordinate  courts  and  inferior  judicial  should  be  confined  strictly  to  the  exer- 

tribunalsof  every  kind  from  exceeding  cise  of  those  powers  with  which  it  has 

their  jurisdiction.     It  is  an  ancient  and  been  by  law  intrusted."     Ensign  Co.  v. 

valuable  writ,  and  one  the  use  of  which  Carroll,  30  W.  Va.  532. 

in  all  proper  cases  should  be  upheld  S.  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  169  111.  201 : 

and  encouraged,  as  it  is  important  to  State  v.  St.  Louis  Ct.  App.,99  Mo.  216; 

the  due  and  regular  administration  of  State  v.  Slover,  126  Mo.  652;  State  v. 

justice  that  each  tribunal  should  con-  Withrow,  133  Mo.  500;  St.  Louis,  etc., 

fine  itself  to  the  exercise  of  those  pow-  R.  Co.  v.  Wear,  135  Mo.  230:    People 

ers  with  which,  under  the  constitution  v,  Fitzgerald,  15  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  539; 

and  laws  of  the  state,  it  has  been  in-  Sweet  v.  Hulbert,  51  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  312. 

trusted."    Appo  v.  People,  20    N.  Y.  For  Exosss  of  JuiisdietiOB  see  also  in- 

531.  /ra,  V.  I.   General  Rule ^  and  V.   5.  For 

1.  Sherwood  v.  New  England  Knit^  Excess  0/  Territorial  Jurisdiction. 

ting  Co.,  68  Conn.  543.  S.  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Superior 

In  People  v.  Works,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  Ct.,  59  Cal.  471;  Leonard  v,  Bartels,  4 

486.  the  court  said:  *'  It  is  the  remedy  Colo.  95;   Sherwood  v.  New  England 

provided  by  the  common  law  against  Knitting  Co.,  68  Conn.  543;  Doughty 

the    encroachment  of  jurisdiction,   to  v.  Walker,  54  Ga.  595;  State  ?/.  Judge, 

keep    inferior    courts     and    tribunals  10  Rob.  (La.)  160;  Connecticut  River 

within  the  limits  and  bounds  prescribed  R.  Co.  v,  Franklin  County,  127  Mass. 

to  them.    The  reason  of  prohibitions  50;  Vail  v.  Dinning,  44  Mo.  210;  Wal- 

in  general  is  that   they  preserve  the  cott  v.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47;  In  re  SzhM- 

rights  of  the  courts  and  of  individuals,  maker,  90  Wis.  488. 

The  wisdom  and  policy  of  the  law  sup-  The  exercise  of  unauthorized  judicial 

pose  both  best  preserved  when  every-  or  ^tMJt-judicial  power  is  regarded  as 

thing  runs  in  its  right  channel;  as,  if  a  contempt  of  the   sovereign,   which 

one  might  be  allowed  to  encroach,  an-  may  result  in  injury  to  the  state  or  citi- 

other  might,  and  thus  confusion  be  pro-  zens.     State  z^.  Young,  29  Minn.  474. 

duced  in  the  administration  of  justice.*'  4.  Planters'  Ins.  Co.  v,  Cramer,  47 

"  The  process  of  prohibition  arises  Miss.    200;     Memphis    v.   Halsey,   12 

from  the  fact  that  the  supreme  author-  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  210;  Mayo  v.  James,  12 

ity    commits    the     administration    of  Gratt.  (Va.)  17;  States.  Evans,  88  Wis. 

justice  to  a  variety  of  tribunals,  which  255. 

creates  a  necessity  that  a  superintend-  *'  A  writ  of  prohibition   is    a    civil 

ing  power  shall  exist,  and  be  exerted  remedy,   given   in    a  civil   action,   as 

upon  fit  occasion,  to  restrain  each  within  much  so  as  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 

its  prescribed  orbit,  and  so  prevent  in-  which  this  court  has  held  to  be  a  civil 

tolerable  confusion  and  disorder."    Ex  and  not  a  criminal  proceeding,   even 

/.  Bradley,  9  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  95.  when   instituted  to  arrest  a  criminal 

Prohibition  "  is  used  to  keep  such  prosecution."      Famsworth    v.   Mon- 
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Aoti  OB  tlie  Oonrt  —  The  proceeding  in  prohibition  is  a  proceeding 
between  courts,  and  the  writ  acts  directly  on  the  court,  command- 
ing it  to  cease  entertaining  the  prohibited  suit,  or  forbidding  it 
to  act  in  excess  of  its  jurisdiction.^ 

ProTontiYO  Bathor  than  Somodial.  —  While  it  is  frequently  called  a 
remedial  writ,  it  is  preventive  rather  than  remedial  or  corrective, 
and  undoes  what  has  already  been  done  only  as  incident  to  its 
principal  object.* 

IL  JUBISBICTIOV  TO  LwiTS  —  1.  State  Courts  —  a.  COURTS  OF 
General  J  urisdiction.  —  At  common  Law,  the  writ  of  prohibition, 
being  the  king's  prerogative  writ,  was  originally  issued  out  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  but  the  practice  of  issuing  it  was  after- 
wards adopted  bv  the  courts  of  Common  Pleas,  Exchequer,  and 
finally  Chancery.* 

In  tho  Unitod  Statos,  where  the  common  law  has  not  been  modified 
by  statute,  the  writ  has  been  accepted  as  a  part  of  the  common- 
law  system,^  and  courts  possessing  general  common-law  jurisdic- 

tana,  lap  U.  S.  104.     But  in  Lincoln-  urated  by  it.      State   v.  District  Cl, 

Lucky,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  District  Ct..  (Mont.  1899)  56  Pac.  Rep.  919. 

7  N.  Mex.  486,  it  was  said  that  the  pro-  S.  State  v,  Rombauer,  104  Mo.  6x9; 

ceeding  by   which  prohibition  is  ob-  Lincoln-Lucky,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  Dis- 

tained  is  appellate  or  relative  and  not  trict  Ct.,   7    K.   Mex.  486;    People  v. 

original  or  abstract.  Coun  of  C.  PI.,  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  378; 

1.  Burch    V.    Hardwicke,   23  Gratt.  Jackson  z'.  Maxwell,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  636; 

(Va.)5i;    Seele  v.  State,   i  Tex.  Civ.  Reg.  v.  Justices,  (1894)  i  Q.  B.  453. 

App.  495.  Ths  Jnzlsdietion  AMunsd  by  the  Chaa- 

I^hitdtion  DifBBn  from  an  Iqjiuiotion  eery  Court  during  the  vacation  of  the 

against  proceedings  at  law  in  that  an  law  courts  became  concurrent  and  was 

injunction  in  such  case  is  directed  only  exercised  during  the  term  time  of  the 

against  the   parties  litigant,    while  a  law  courts,  but  subsequently  applica- 

prohibition    is    directed   to    the  court  tions   for    the    writ  were  entertained 

Itself.     State  v,  Superior  Ct.,  13  Wash,  only    in    vacation.    Ex  p.    Lynch,   i 

226;  People  r.  Circuit  Ct.,  169  111.  23i;  Madd.  14;  In  re  Bateman,  L.  R.  9  Eq. 

State  V.  Whitakcr,   114  N.   Car.   818;  660;  In  r^  Foster,  3  Jur.  N.  S,  1238,  24 

Mealing  v,  Augusta,  Dudley  (Ga.)  221.  Beav.   428;    Montgomery    v,   Blair,  2 

2«  Ex  /.    Roundtree,    51    Ala.    42;  Sch.  &  Lef.  136. 

Coker  v,  Superior   Ct.,   s^    Cal.    177;  4.  Planters*   Ins.  Co.   v,  Cramer,  47 

Cosby    V,   Superior    Ct.,    no  Cal.  45;  Miss.  200.                                                  ) 

State  V,  Burckhartt,  87  Mo.  533;  State  In  Arnold  v.  Shields,  5  Dana  (Ky. 

V.  St.  Louis  Ct.  App.,  97  Mo.  276;  Slate  18,  the  court  said :    '*  Prohibition,  being 

V.   District  Ct.,  (Mont.    1899)  56  Pac.  a  useful  and  usual  common-law  rem- 

Rep.  219:   Thomson  v,  Tracy,   60  N.  edy,  should  be  deemed  applicable  and 

Y.  31;  Slate  V,  Stackhouse,  14  S.  Car.  proper  here,  unless  abolished  by  stat- 

417;  People  V.  Carrington,  5  Utah  531.  ute  or  desuetude,  or  deemed  inconsist- 

Diitingiiiihod  ftwsL  Xandamns.  —  Pro-  ent  with  our  peculiar  institutions.     It 

hi  billon  arrests  and  prohibits  further  has  not  been  abolished  by  any  positive 

action,   while    mandamus    commands  enactments;  nor  can  we  perceive  any 

action.     State  v.  Judge,  4  Rob.  (La.)  reason  for  considering  it  either  obsolete 

48;  Gresham  v.  Ewell,  84  Va.  784.  or    incongruous.     Wherefore,    we    do 

"Counterpart"  of  Xandamus.  —  Code  not  feel  authorized  to  decide  otherwise 
Civ.  Pro.  Mont.,  §  1980.  making  a  writ  than  that  it  is  still  here  an  existing 
of  prohibition  **  the  counterpart  of  the  legal  remedy  in  an  appropriate  case." 
writ  of  mandate,**  does  not  change  the  "Where  the  statute  has  not  inter- 
character  of  the  writ,  and  no  question  fered  to  change  or  modify  the  common 
can  be  inquired  into  except  that  of  law,  the  different  writs  and  processes 
jurisdiction  in  the  proceeding  inaug-  which  have  long  been  in  use  for  the 
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tion  have  power  to  issue  it.* 

The  Ohanoery  Covru  in  the  United  States  [have  not  followed  the 
practice  of  the  English  Chancery  Court  in  issuing  the  writ  either 
in  term  time  or  during  the  vacation  of  the  law  courts.* 

juriidiotioii  of  Pftrtiealar  Courto.  —  The  laws  and  practice  in  the 
different  states,  as  well  as  the  variet}'  in  the  systems  of  courts, 
have  produced  great  diversity  in  respect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
superior  courts  to  issue  the  writ,  and  no  general  rule  can  be  said 
to  exist.  The  ever-changing  constitutions  and  statutes  of  the 
several  states  should,  of  course,  be  consulted.' 

purpose  of  obtaining  redress  have  been  original    jurisdiction    in    prohibition, 

regarded  as  essential  modes  of  remedy  Under  the  Constitution  as  amended  in 

for  alleged  injuries.     The  writs  of  cer-  1863,  the  Disttict  Courts  had  jurisdic- 

tiorari,    prohibition,    mandamus,    and  tion  to  issue  the  writ  within  their  coun- 

quo  warranto  have  undergone  no  ma-  ties.     Perry  v,  Ames,  26  Cal.  381. 

terial  change;  and  when  they  are  sev-  Connecticut,  —  Superior    Courts    can 

erally  the    appropriate    remedies    for  issue  prohibition  on  proper  and  neces- 

wrongful  acts  or  neglects,  in  order  to  sary  occasions  under  Gen.  Stat.  1888, 

secure  the  object  sought,  all  their  pecu-  S   1299;    Sherwood   v.   New    England 

liar  characteristics  and  averments  must  Knitting  Co.,  68  Conn.  543. 

be  retained."     Ex p,  Davis,  41  Me.  57.  Florida,  —  Circuit  Courts  can  issue 

1.  Ex  p,  Ray,  45  Ala.  15;    Price  v,  the  writ  to  protect  their  jurisdiction, 

State,   8   Gill  (Md.)  295;    Jackson    v,  but  the  power  is  merely  ancillary  to  a 

Maxwell,  5  Rand.  (Va  )  636.  jurisdiction  already  acquired.     Singer 

In  Price  v.  State,  8  Gill  (Md.)  295,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Spratt,  20  Fla.  122. 

the  court  said:    "  The  County  Courts  Georgia.  —  Under  the    Constitution, 

in  this  state,  being  the  only  courts  of  the  Superior  Courts  only  have  jurisdic^ 

record  with  original  common-law  juris-  tion    to    issue    writs    of    prohibition, 

diction,  can  rightfully  exercise  all  the  Doughty  v.  Walker,  54  Ga.  595. 

powers  exercised  in  England   by  the  Idaho.  —  All  courts  except    probate 

Court  of  King's  Bench,  so  far  as  these  and  justices*  courts  may  issue  prohibi- 

powers  are    derived    from   rules  and  tion  to  inferior  tribunals  where  there 

principles  of  the  common  law,  and  so  is  no  plain,  speedy,  and  adequate  rem- 

far  as  the  same  are  suited  to  the  change  edy    in    the  ordinary  course  of  law. 

in  our  political  institutions  and  are  not  Rev.   Stat.,  §§   4994.   4995;    Bellevae 

modified  by  our  constitutional  or  statu-  Water  Co.  v.  Stockslager,  (Idaho  1895) 

tory  enactments.*'  43  Pac.  Rep.  568 

S.  Smith  V.  Whitney,  116  U.  S.  167.  Indiana.  —  Circuit    Courts    are    aa- 

In  State  v.  Hopkins,  Dudley  L.  (S.  thorized  to  issue  the  writ.  Jasper 
Car.)  loi,  the  writ  was  issued  by  a  County  v.  Spitler,  13  Ind.  235. 
chancery  court.  The  jurisdiction  of  Kentucky.  —  Circuit  Courts  may  is- 
chancery  courts  to  issue  the  writ  does  sue  prohibition  to  inferior  courts  when 
not  seem  to  be  disputed.  ^^P'  Grim-  they  possess  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ball,  61  Ala.  598;  Bank  Lick  Turnpike  ject-matter  in  contest.  Reese  v.  Law- 
Co.  V.  Phelps,  81  Ky.  613.  less,    4    Bibb    (Kv.)    394;    Arnold    v. 

In  Montezuma  v.  Minor,  70  Ga.  191,  Shields,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  18.     Code  Civ. 

the  court  intimated  that  the  applica-  Pro.  1895,  g  479,  defines  a  writ  of  pro- 

tion  for  the  writ  ought  to  be  made  to  hibition  as    an    order  of  the  Circuit 

the  law  rather  than  the  equity  side  of  Court  to  an  inferior  court  of  limited 

the  court.  jurisdiction  prohibiting  it  from    pro- 

S.  Alabama.  —  Circuit    Courts    have  ceeding  in  a  matter  out  of  itsjurisdic- 

jurisdiction  to  issue  prohibition  to  in-  tion.     Pennington  v.  Woolfolk,  79  Ky. 

ferior  courts.    Ex  p.  Ray,  45  Ala.  15;  13.    Charters  of  cities  of  the  second 

Exp.  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312.  class  provide  that  the  validity  of  city 

Arkansas.  —  See    Sand.   &   H.    Dig.  ordinances  may  be  tried  by  prohibition 

Ark.  (1894),  ch.  cii.  from  the  Circuit  Court  on  petition  ex 

California. — Code  Civ.   Pro.,  g  76.  parte ^  with  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Ap. 

subsec.  5,  gives  the  Superior  Courts  peals.     Lexington's   Appeal,    96    Ky. 
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Tha  Writ  Ii  SoMrtimn  Viad  bj  tapMiiM  Coorti  to  prevent  superior 
courts  from  prohibiting  proceedings  before  other  tribunals,  on  the 
ground  that  they  have  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ.^ 

b.  Appellate  Courts,  —  In  some  of  the  states  original  juris- 
diction to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  is  expressly  conferred  upon 

the  courts  of  last  resort,'  and  in  others  the  power  is  inferred  from 

258:  Shinkle  IT.  Covington,  83  Ky.  430.  Texas,  —  District    Courts    have    no 

Zi^Mmamz.  —  District  Courts  may  is-  supervisory  power  over  inferior  couns, 

sue  prohibition  to  justices  of  the  peace,  and  cannot  issue  the  writ  except  in  tiie 

Stale  V.   Voorhies,  49  La.  Ann.  1717;  enforcement  of  their  own  jurisdlciioi]. 

The   power  of  district  and  all  other  Seele  v.  State,  i  Tex.  Civ.  App.  495. 

courts  of  appellate  jurisdiction  except  Virginia,  —  Superior     Courts     may 

the  Supreme  Court  to  issue  the  writ  is  issue  the  writ,  but  County  Courts  cao- 

limited   to  cases  in  aid   of  appellate  not.    Jackson    v.   Maxwell,   5    Rand. 

jurisdiction.     State   v.  Judge,   37   La.  (Va.)636. 

Ann.  385;  State  ST.  Judge,  39  La.  Ann.  West  Virginia,  —  Circuit  Courts  have 
97;  State  V.  Henry,  41  La.  Ann.  908;  jurisdiction  of  the  writ  under  the  Con- 
State  V.  Jud^e,  45  La.  Ann.  532.  stitution.     Fleming  v.  Commissioners, 

Mississippi,  —  Circuit     Courts     may  31  W.  Va.  608. 

issue  the  writ  in  proper  cases.     Plant-  Wisconsin,  —  The     Supreme     Court 

ers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cramer,  47  Miss.  200;  alone  has  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ 

Donovan  v,  Vicksburg,  29  Miss.  247.  under  the  statute.     State  v,  Gary,  33 

Missouri.  —  Circuit  Courts,  having  Wis.  93. 
power  by  statute  to  issue  all  writs  1.  People  v.  District  Ct.,  6  Colo.  534; 
necessary  for  superintending  power  State  v.  Judge,  39  La.  Ana.  97;  Jack- 
over  County  Courts,  may  restrain  them  son  v.  Maxwell,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  636. 
from  excess  of  jurisdiction  by  the  writ.  8.  CaHfomia, — Tyler  v,  Houghton, 
Howard  v.  Pierce,  38  Mo.  296.  The  25  Cal.  26;  Perry  v.  Ames,  96  Cal.  3S1; 
Circuit  Courts  may  issue  the  writ  to  a  Hyatt  v.  Allen,  54  Cal.  353.  If  the  ap- 
justice  of  the  peace.  Morris  v.  Lenox,  plication  for  the  writ  could  be  lawfully 
8  Mo.  252.  made  to  some  other  court  in  the  first 

Montana.  —  Under  Code  Civ.  Pro.  in  instance,   the    rule    of    the    Supreme 

force  in   1892,  §§  579,  580,  prohibition  Court  requires  the  setting^  out  the  dr- 

may  be  issued  by  any  court  to  an  infe-  cumstances  which  render  it  proper  for 

rior  court,    where   there  is  no  plain,  the  Supreme  Court  to  issue  it  innead 

speedy,  and  adequate  remedy  in  the  or-  of  the  other  court.     Santa  Cruz  Gap 

din ary  course  of  law.     State  v.  Benton,  Turnpike  Joint    Stock    Co.    p.   Santa 

12  Mont.  66.  Clara  County,  62  Cal.  40. 

New  Mexico,  —  The  power  to  issue  Florida.  —  Sherlock  v.  Jacksonville, 

the   writ  is  confined  to  the  Supreme  17  Fla.  93;    Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Spratt, 

Court  or  one  of  the  judges  thereof.  20  Fla.  122. 

Tapia  v.  Martinez,  4  N.  Mex.  165.  Idaho,  —  Bellevue     Water     Cow     f. 

North  Carolina. —  The  Superior  Court  Stockslager,  (Idaho  1895)  43  Pac.  Rep. 

cannot  issue  the  writ.    '*  It  is  a  court  568. 

of  original  jurisdiction,  to  hear  and  de-  Mcusachusetts.  — Washburn  r.   Pbil- 

termine  cases  indicated  and  to  try  ap-  lips,  2  Met.  (Mass.)  296;   Connccticnt 

peals  from  inferior  courts.     But  there  River  R.  Co.  v.  Franklin  County.  127 

is  no   power,   express  or  implied,   to  Mass.  50;  Jaquith  v.  Fuller,  167  Mass. 

supervise  and  control  inferior  courts.'*  123. 

Perry  v.  Shepherd,  78  N.  Car.  83.  Montana.  —  State  v.  Benton,  12  Mont. 

South  Carolina.  —  Circuit  Courts  have  66. 

authority  to  issue  the  writ.     Baldwin  Nevada.  —  Low  v.  Crown  Point  Min. 

t/.   Cooley,    I    S.   Car.   256;    State    v.  Co.,  2  Nev.  75. 

Stackhouse,   14  S.  Car.  417;    State  v.  New  Mexico.  ^-^  Tsipia,  r.  Martinez,  4 

Kirkland,  41  S.  Car.  29.     The  iegisla-  N.  Mex.  165;  Lincol n- Lucky,  etc.,  Min. 

ture   is  not,  however,  inhibited  from  Co.  v.  District  Ct.,  7  N.  Mex.  486. 

excluding  the. remedy  by  prohibition  Vermont.  —  Bullard    v.    Thorpe,  66 

in   a   particular  case  by  the  constitu-  Vt.  599. 

tional     provision.       State    v.    County  Virginia.  —  Culpeper  County  t».  Gor- 

Treasurer,  4  S.  Car.  520.  rell,    20   Gratt.    (Va.)    484;    Com.    s. 
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constitutional  provisions  giving  to  such  courts  superintendence  or 

control  over  the  inferior  courts  of  the  state,  whether  or  not  the 
power  to  issue  the  writ  is  expressly  given  for  that  purpose.  * 
Oovtf  HftTing  Vo  Original  Jnziidietioa.  —  Prohibition  being  an  original 

Latham,  8$  Va.  632.     But  the  Supreme  writs,  including  prohibition.    State  v. 

Court  cannot  issue  prohibition  to  the  Falls,  33  La.  Ann.  553;  State  t^.  Judge. 

County  Courts,  which  are  omitted  in  33  La.  Ann.  549;   State  v.  Judges,  33 

the  statute  giving  ii  the  power  to  issue  La.  Ann.  1356;   Sute  v.  Judge,  39  La. 

the  writ  and  enumerating  the  courts  Ann.  97;    State  v.  Judge,  45  La.  Ann. 

against    which    it    may    be  directed.  533.     Prior  to  that  time  the  power  of 

Oresham  v,  Ewell,  84  Va.  784.  the  court  to  issue  the  writ  was  limited 

Washington, — State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  to  cases  where  its  exercise  was  inci- 

13  Wash.  677.  dental  to  and  in  furtherance  of  its  ap- 

Wesi  Virginia,  —  Buskirk  v.  Judge,  peilate  jurisdiction.   Whipple's  Succes- 

7  W.  Va.  91;  Fleming  v.  Commission-  slon,  3  La.  Ann.  336;  State  v.  Judge,  8 

«rs,  31  W.  Va.6o8.     Under  the  rules  of  La.  Ann.  388;    State  v»  Judge,  19  La. 

the  Supreme  Court,  application  must  174;  State  v.  Parish  Judge,  33  La.  Ann. 

be  first  made  to  the  Circuit  Court,  un-  61;    State  v.  Judge,  35  La.  Ann.  381; 

less  there  are  special  reasons  for  not  State  v.  Judge,  36  La.  Ann.  146.     The 

<ioing    so,    which    must    be    set    out.  Supreme  Court  will  not  hear  applica- 

Fleming  v.  Commissioners,  31  W.  Va.  tions  for  prohibition  in  cases  where  the 

€08.  Court  of  Appeals  has  jurisdiction  of 

Wisconsin,  —  State  v.  Gary,  33  Wis.  the  amount  in  controversy,  for  the  lat- 

93-  ter  can  issue  the  writ  in  aid  of  its  a  p. 

Wyoming,  —  Dobson  v,  Westheimer,  peilate  jurisdiction.    State  v.  Judge,  43 

5  Wyoming  34.  La.  Ann.  936. 

1.  Alabama,  —  The  provision  in  the  Maine, — The    Supreme   Judicial 

Constitution  giving  power  to  the  Su-  Court    of    Maine    "  has    the    general 

preme  Court  to*'  issue  writs  of  injunc-  superintendence  of  all  courts  of  inferior 

tion,  mandamus,  quo  warranto,  habeas  jurisdiction,   for    the    prevention  and 

corpus,  and  such  other  remedial  and  correction  of  errors  and  abuses,  where 

original  writs  as  may  be  necessary  to  the   laws  do  not  expressly  provide  a 

^ive  it  a  general  superintendence  and  remedy.     It  may  issue  writs  of  error, 

control  of  inferior  jurisdictions,*'  con-  certiorari,  mandamus,  prohibition,  quo 

fers  the  power  to  issue  writs  of  prohi-  warranto,  and  all  writs  and  processes 

bition.    Ex p.  Smith,  33  Ala.  94;  Exp,  necessary  for  the  furtherance  of  justice 

Walker,  3$  Ala.  81;  Ex  p,  Greene,  39  or  the  execution  of  the  laws."     Harri« 

Ala.  53.  man  v,  Waldo  County,  53  Me.  83. 

Kentucky,  —  The  jurisdiction  to  issue  Missouri, -r  "Power  is  given    to   the 

prohibition  is  included  in  the  constitu-  Supreme  Court  to  issue  habeas  corpus, 

tional  power  given  the  Court  of  Ap-  quo    warranto,   certiorari,    and    other 

peals  to  issue  '*  such  writs  as  may  be  original   remedial  writs,  and  to  hear 

necessary  to  give  it  a  general  control  and  determine  the  same,  as  well  as  a 

of   inferior   jurisdictions."     Hindman  general  superintending  control  over  all 

V.  Toney,  97  Ky.  413.     The  Court  of  inferior    courts,    and    it    may    conse- 

Appeals  withheld  its  opinion  as  to  its  quently    issue    prohibition    in   proper 

power    to  issue  the   writ    in   Preston  cases.     State    v,  Ross,   133    Mo.  435; 

V.   Fidelity  Trust,   etc.,   Co.,   94    Ky.  Thomas  v.  Mead,   36    Mo.  333.     The 

295;  Mengel,  Jr.,  Bros.  Co.  f/.  Jackson,  Court  of  Appeals,  has  power  to  issue 

04  Ky.  473;   and  Standard  Oil  Co.  v,  writ&  of  habeas  corpus,  quo  warranto, 

Linn,  (Ky.  1895)  33  S.  W.  Rep.  933,  the  mandamus,  and  other  original   reme- 

writ  being  refused  in  each  of  those  dial  writs,  and  hence  to  issue  prohibi- 

cases    on   the   ground   that  the  court  tion  where  the  subject-matter   is  not 

sought  to  be  prohibited  had  jurisdiction  within  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the 

in  the  matter  complained  of.  Supreme  Court.     State  v.  Allen,  45  Mo. 

Louisiana,  —  The     Constitution      of  App.  551.     In   State  v.  Seay,  33  Mo. 

1879  gave  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  App.  633,  it  was  held  that  the  Court  of 

Louisiana  supervisory  control  over  all  Appeals,  in  the  exercise  of  its  original 

lower  courts  of  the  state,  which  it  may  jurisdiction  within  its  territorial  limits, 

exercise  by  the  use  of  all  extraordinary  could  issue  the  writ  whether  the  case 
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proceeding,  courts  having  simply  revisory  or  appellate  powers  can 
issue  the  writ  only  in  aid  of  their  jurisdiction,  and  consequently 
their  power  to  issue  it  is  limited  strictly  to  cases  in  which  they 
have  appellate  jurisdiction,^  and  the  application  for  the  writ  is 
premature  until  the  jurisdiction  has  attached  by  reason  of  pro- 
was  or  was  not  one  of  which  the  Su-  from  a  decree  for  the  payment  of 
premeCourt  would  have  original  juris-  money  suspends  proceedings  under 
diction.  such  decree.     When  the  appeal  is  per- 

J^ew  York,  —  People  v.  Court  of  C.  fected,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit 

PI.,  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  278.  Court  has  ended  and  that  of  the  Appel- 

No  rth  Carolina,  —  The  Supreme  late  Court  has  attached.  If,  however. 
Court  may  issue  prohibition  in  the  ex-  the  Circuit  Court  does  not  in  fact  sus- 
ercise  of  its  constitutional  power  to  pend  proceedings,  and  issues  execution 
issue  remedial  writs  to  give  it  a  gen-  upon  the  decree,  or  renders  other  jadg- 
eral  supervision  and  control  over  infe-  ments  or  decrees  for  the  payment  of 
rior  courts.  Perry  v.  Shepherd,  78  N.  the  same  moneys,  there  is  here  an  en- 
Car.  83:  State  If.  Whitaker,  114  N.  croachment  upon  and  interference  with 
Car.  818.  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  which 

South  Carolina.  —  The  Supreme  the  appeal  has  been  taken.     In  such 

Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  superin-  cases,  the  writ  of  prohibition   would 

tendence  over  inferior  courts  and  of  its  seem  to  be  the  only  adequate  remedy 

power  to  issue  original  and  remedial  to  protect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Appel- 

writs  necessary  for  that  purpose,  has  late  Court.'*     Memphis  v,   Halsey,  12 

jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ  of  prohi-  Heisk.   (Tenn.)  210,   and    Sasseen    r. 

bition.     State  v,  Hudnal,  2  Nott  &  M.  Hammond,  18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  672,  are 

(S.  Car.)  419;    State  v,  Columbia,  etc.,  disapproved  as  going  too  far  in  this 

R.  Co.,  I  S.  Car.  46;    State  v.  Colum-  case,  but  it  is  remarked  that  in  neither 

bia,    16    S.   Car.   412,   17   S.   Car.   80;  of  them   did  the  facts  show  that  the 

Hunter  v.  Moore,  39  S.  Car.  394.  court  was  called  upon  to  issue  writs  of 

Utah,  —  Under  the  Act  of  Congress  prohibition  in  aid  of  appellate  jurisdic- 

giving  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Utah  tion. 

chancery  as  well  as  com  mon- law  juris-  In   Memphis  v.  Halsey,    12    Heisk. 

diction,  it  had  the  power  to  issue  pro-  (Tenn.)  210,  the  court  said,  on  an  ap- 

hibitlon  not  only  in  aid  of  its  appellate  plication   for  a    writ   of    prohibition: 

jurisdiction,  but  also  as  an  independ-  Without  saying  that  the  jurisdiction 

ent  original  proceeding,  aside  from  ap-  now  invoked  is  original  jurisdiction, 

pellate    power.     People    v.    Spiers.    4  we  think  it  is  not  the  exercise  of  the 

Utah  385,  482.  appellate    jurisdiction    given    to    the 

1.  Arnold  v.  Shields,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  court  and  that  it  is  not  the  mode  pre- 

18;   Sasseen  v,  Hammond,  18  B.  Mon.  scribed  for  the  correction  of  errors.** 

(Ky.)  672;    People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  169  The  effect  of   this  decision  would  be 

111.201;    People  V.  Circuit  Ct.,  173  111.  thatcouits  without  original  jurisdiciion 

272;  Whipple's  Succession,  2  La.  Ann.  and  with  simple  appellate  jurisdiction 

236;    State  V.  Judge.  8  La,  Ann.  288;  would  have  no  power  at  all  to  issue  the 

State   V,  Judge,   19  La.  174;    State  v,  writ. 

,  Parish  Judge,  22  La.  Ann.  61;   State  In  State  v.  Hall,  47  Neb.  579,  the  Su- 

V,   Judge,  25   La.  Ann.  381;   State  v,  preme  Court  of  Nebraska  held  that  it 

Judge,  26  La.  Ann.  146;  State  v.  Judge,  had  no  power  to  issue  the  writ  as  an 

39  La.  Ann.  97;   State  v.  Judge,  43  La.  original   proceeding  and  reserved  the 

Ann.  936;  State  v.  Judge,  45  La.  Ann.  >  question  as  to  whether  it  had  the  power 

532.  to  issue  it  in  aid  of  its  appellate  juris- 

In  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  169  111.  201,  diction, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  per  In  Planters*  Ins.  Co.  v,  Cramer,  47 
Magruder,  J.,  said:  "The  grant  of  Miss.  200,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mis- 
appellate  jurisdiction  to  a  court  in  this  sissippi  held  that  its  jurisdictsoo  was 
state  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  of  a  revisory  character  only,  and  that 
power  to  protect  that  jurisdiction  with  the  constitution  and  practice  of  the 
the  use  of  any  and  all  writs  known  to  court  were  not  adapted  to  the  proceed- 
the  common  law.    An  appeal  perfected  ing  in  prohibition. 
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ceedings  taken  in  the  lower  court  to  remove  the  cause  to  the 
higher  court.* 

2.  Federal  Courts — a.  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  —  t©  DUtriot  Conrti.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  been  empowered  by  Congress  to  issue  writs  of  prohi- 
bition to  the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  when  proceed- 
ing as  courts  of  admiralty,  but  in  no  other  case.' 

To  Cirouit  Courts.  —  Its  power  to  issue  the  writ  to  the  Circuit 
Courts  of  the  United  States  is  limited  to  cases  in  which  it  is 
necessary  to  protect  its  appellate  jurisdiction.' 

1.  In  People  v.  Circuit  Cc,  169  111.  Court  of  the  Southern  District  of  New 
201,  the  court  said:  "While  it  may  York  from  proceeding  further  in  a  libel 
be  true  that  the  writ  can  be  resorted  to  suit  against  the  petitioner  on  the 
in  aid  of  appellate  jurisdiction,  yet  the  ground  that  he  was  consul-general  and 
writ  could  onl^  be  issued  where  the  acting  minister  of  the  republic  of  Gua- 
appellate  jurisdiction  had  been  already  temala  and  that  the  District  Court  was 
acquired  in  a  pending  cause;  and  as  therefore  without  jurisdiction.  It 
such  is  not  the  case  here,  this  fact  seems  that  the  question  of  the  jurisdic- 
alone  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  re-  tion  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  issue  the 
fusal  of  the  writ  by  this  court  upon  the  writ  to  District  Courts  when  not  pro- 
original  petition  here  presented."  The  ceeding  in  admiralty  was  raised,  but 
cases  are  not  always  clear  upon  this  the  writ  was  refused  without  discus- 
point,  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  sion  of  this  question,  on  the  ground 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ  could  be  that  the  petitioner  was  not  entitled  to 
said  to  be  in  aid  of  appellate  jurisdic-  the  diplomatic  privileges  claimed, 
tion  unless  proceedings  in  appeal  had  8.  In  Ex  p,  Gordon,  i  Black  (U.  S.) 
been  at  least  commenced.  503,  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  pro- 

2.  Exp,  Gordon,  i  Black  (U.  S.)  503;  hibition  to  the  Circuit  Court  after  the 
Ex  p,  Christy,  3  How.  (U.  S.)  293;  applicant  had  been  convicted  of  piracy 
Ex  p,  Easton,  95  U.  S.  68;  Exp,  Phe-  and  sentenced  to  be  executed,  the  court 
nix  Ins.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  610.  said,  approving  Ex  p.  Christy,  3  How. 

Under  Rev.  Sut.   U.  S.,  §  688,  the  (U.  S.)  292:    **  The  result  of  this  opin* 

Supreme   Court  of  the  United  Sutes  ion  is  that  a  prohibition  cannot  issue 

can  entertain  an  application   for  the  from  this  court  in  cases  where  there  is 

writ  to  the  District  Court  of  Alaska,  no  appellate  power  given  by  law,  nor 

when  proceeding  as  a  court  of  admir-  any  special  authority  to  issue  the  writ, 

alty.     In  re  Cooper,  138  U.  S.  404.  We  concur  in  this  opinion,  and  the  rule 

A  Libsl  of  Berisw  of  a  Deeroo  of  Coafls-  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  case  be- 

oation  is  of  the  same  nature  and  juris-  fore  us  as  it  did  in  the  case  referred 

dictional     character    as    the    original  to." 

case,  and  although  the  act  under  which  In  Exp,  Warmouth,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

the  proceedings    were    had    provided  64,  the  court  remarked  that  it  had  "  no 

that  the  proceedings  should  be  in  rem  jurisdiction  in  this  case  to  issue  a  writ 

and  '*  conform  as  nearly  as  may  be  to  of     prohibition     until     an    appeal    is 

proceedings  in  admiralty  or  in  revenue  taken;*'    and  in  Virginia,   Petitioner, 

cases,"  it  is  not  a  case  in  admiralty,  in  131  U.  S.,  Appendix  Ixxxix,   the   de- 

which  case  only  the  Supreme  Court  of  cision  of  the  court  was  withheld  until  a 

the  United  States  can  issue  a  writ  of  certificate  of  division  of  opinion   be* 

prohibition     to    the     District    Court,  tween  the  district  and  the  circuit  judge 

Ex  p,  Graham,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  541.  could  be  filed. 

The  Only  Cases  in  Which  the  Sapremo  The  writ  was  applied  for  to  restrain 

Cioiirt  Has  Aetnally  Issued  the  Writ  to  any  the  Circuit  Court  in  In  re  Rice,  155  U. 

court  are  U.  S.  v.  Peters,  3  Dall.  (U.  S.)  S.  396,  but  the  jurisdiction  to  issue  the 

121,  and  Ex p,  Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  118  U.  writ  was  not  discussed,  the  denial  of  it 

S.  610,  both  being  admiralty  cases  in  being  made  on  other  grounds. 

District  Courts.  Vo  ProUMtioii  Hii  Aetnally  iMned  to  a 

In  In  re  Baiz.  135  U.  S.  403,  the  writ  Cirenit    Court,  but  in    Bronson  v.  La 

was  applied  for  to  restrain  the  District  Crosse,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  i  Wall.  (U.  S.)  405, 
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AppMlf  Uo  to  th*  SaproM  Covrt  ia  Cmm  ia  Px«UbitioB  when  the  matter 
or  amount  involved  is  appealable  to  that  court.  ^ 

Wh«r«  Oonrt  If  Wlthottt  IpMiAl  or  ApptlUto  AntlMrity.  —  The  writ  cannot 
be  issued  in  cases  where  the  court  is  without  appellate  authority 
or  special  authority  to  issue  it.* 

b.  Circuit  and  District  Courts.  —  The  Circuit  and  Dis- 
trict Courts  of  the  United  States  are  authorized  by  statute  to 
issue  the  writ  when  it  is  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  their 
respective  jurisdictions,'  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  they  c^n 
issue  it  in  any  other  case."^ 

lEL  TxiBinrALt  AVB  Omcsu  Pbohibitz])  —  1.  Generally — mu- 
UtiriAl  Aeto.  —  The  proper  office  of  the  writ  of  prohibition  is  to 
restrain  inferior  courts  or  tribunals  from  unauthorized  judicial 
acts,  and  it  cannot  be  used  to  prevent  the  performance  of  minis- 
terial acts,*  although  performed  by  the  judge  or  presiding  officer 
of  the  inferior  tribunal.* 

in  which  the  writ  was  applied  for  on  5.  Alabama. — Ex  f.  State,  89  AU. 

the  ground  that  the  Circuit  Court  was  177;  Atlcins  v.  Siddons,  66  Ala.  453. 

making  orders  aflecting  the  rights  of  Florida,  —  Sherloclc  9.  Jaclnonrille, 

the  parties  after  an  appeal  had  been  17  Fla.  93. 

taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  the  latter  Michigan,  —  Speed    tr.     Detroit,    9S 

said:    "  The  only  remaining  question  Mich.  360. 

in  the  case  is  as  to  the  proper  remedy  Minnesoia,  —  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Flint, 

10  be  applied.     We  do  not  doubt  but  13  Minn.  244. 

that  the  learned  court  below  is  acting  Missouri,  —  State     r.     Justices,    41 

upon  a  sincere  conviction  that  it  pos-  Mo.  44. 

sesses  full  power  and  authority  to  make  New      York,  —  People     r.     Queens 

the  several  orders  complained  of,  and  County,    i    Hill  (N.    Y.)   195;    Ex  f. 

that  it  is  influenced  by  a  high  sense  of  Braudlacht,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  367;  Peop!c 

duty,  and  what  is  believed  to  be  for  v.  Excise  Com'rs.  61  How.  Pr.  (K.  Y. 

the   best  interest  of  all   parties    con-  Supreme  Ct.)  514;  Thomson  v.  Tract, 

cerned  in  this  most  complicated,  diffi-  60  N.  Y.  31. 

cult,  and  severely  contested  cause,  and  Washington,  —  Clifford  v,  Parker,  23 

that  it  needs  but  to  be  advised  by  the  Wash.  518. 

opinion  of  this  court  on  the  motion,  to  West     Virginia,  —  Blaxton    r.    Mc- 

conform  to  the  views  of  the  court  as  Whorter,  (W.  Va.  1899)  32  S.  £.  Rep. 

ihere    expressed.       For    the    present,  1004. 

therefore,  we  shall  withhold  the  appro-  Wisconsin,  —  State  v,  Gary,  33  Wis, 

priate  remedy,  with  liberty  to  the  coun-  93;  State  r.  Keyes,  75  Wis.  288. 

sel  to  apply  hereafter  to  the  court,  if  Wyoming,  —  Dobson  v,  Westheimer, 

necessary,  in  the  matter."  5  Wyoming  34. 

1.  Weston  V,  Charleston,  2  Pet.  (U.  And  see  cases  cited  infra^  this  sec- 

S.)  449;    Smith  V,  Whitney.  116  U.  S.  tion. 

167.  By  Btotuts  (Laws  1884,  p.  326,  g  953;, 

S.  Exp,  Gordon,  i  Black  (U.  S.)  503.  in  Utah  the  writ  may  be  used  to  arrest 

See  also  Chesapeake,  etc.,   R.  Co.  v,  the  exercise  of  ministerial  functions. 

White,  III  U.  S.  134.  People  v.  House,  4  Utah  369. 

8.  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  g  716;  /»  r^  Bin-  In  Idaho  the  statute  permio  the  use 
inger,  7  Blatchf.  (U.  S.)  159.  No  case  of  the  writ  where  the  acts  of  a  minis- 
is  reported  where  the  writ  was  issued  terial  officer  are  Illegal  and  **  beyond 
by  a  District  or  Circuit  Court.  his  jurisdiction."     Williams  r.  Lewis. 

4.  U.  S.  V.  Maney,  61  Fed.  Reo.  140.  (Idaho  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  619. 

Prohibitioii  to  State  Court.  —  '*  No  in-  6.  The  TiiBaneo  of  an  Sssoiitloa  by  « 

junction   can    be   issued   by  a  federal  justice  of  the  peace  is  a  ministerial  act, 

court  nor  prohibition  to  a  state  court."  and  cannot  be  prohibited.    Atkins  r. 

Rogers  v,  Cincinnati,  5  McLean  (U.  S.)  Siddons,  66  Ala.  453. 

337.  Whoro  a  Jvdgt  U  Aetiag  ss  Coandt- 
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Inferior  Gmirti  AnnmftWii  to  Writ.  —  Inferior  courts,  civil  or  criminal, 
whether  of  record  or  not,  and  whether  exercising  law  or  equity 
jurisdiction,  are  amenable  to  the  writ.^ 

lioner  before  whom  proof  is  to  be  taken  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  those  he 

under  a  statute  in  contests  for  seats  in  appointed. 

the  legislature,  he  is  not  acting  in  his  But  see  Bloxton  v,  McWhorter.  (W. 

judicial  capacity,  and  the  writ  will  not  Va.  1899)  32  S.  E.   Rep.  1004.  wherein 

lie  to  restrain  him  from  issuing  and  it  was  held  that  the  court,  in  entering 

enforcing  an  order  to  the  custodian  of  an  order  directing  the  incorporation  of 

the  poll  boxes  to  produce  them  to  be  a  town,  performs  a  ministerial  duty, 

opened  for  the  purpose  of  counting  the  so  that  piohibition  will  not  lie. 

ballots.    State    v.    Spearing,    31     La.  An  Order  Bisoommoning  a  Tradosaian 

Ann.  122.  for  violating  a  decree  of  the  governing 

An  Ordinary,  Acting  in  Baspect  to  an  board  of  an  university,  made  by  the 

Eloetion  under  a  statute,  is  a  political  vice-chancellor,  is  not  a  judicial  pro- 

and  not  a  judicial  officer  and  cannot  be  ceeding  which  can  be  prohibited.    Ex 

resuained   by   the   writ  from    acting.  /.  Death,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  337. 

Seymour  v.  Almond.  75  Ga.  112.  1.  Prohibition    will   issue   to  courts 

To  Prerent  Judge  from  Enforcing  Order  relatively  inferior,  whether  technically 

to  Sheriit  —  But  the  wiit  was  issued  to  inferior  or  noL     Lincoln-Lucky,  etc.. 

prevent  a  judge   from    enforcing    an  Min.  Co.  v.  District  Ct.,  7N.  Mex.  486. 

order  to  the  sheriff  to  furnish  an  un-  The  Bolation  of  tho  Coort  Iioning  the 

finished  court  room,  on  the  ground  that  Writ  to  the  court  prohibited  must  be 

he  was  only  authorized  under  the  stat-  that  of  superior  to  mferior,  the  former 

ute  to  make  such  an  order  for  the  im-  having  superintendence  over  the  lai- 

mediate   use  of  the  court,  and  not  to  ter.      Burch  v,  Hardwicke,  23  Gratt. 

anticipate  the  action  of  the  board  of  (Va.)  51. 

supervisors.    Los  Angeles  County  v.  Equal  Conrts.  —  Prohibition  cannot  be 

Superior  Ct.,  93  Cal.  380.  used   between  courts  of  equal   rank. 

To  PrcYcnt  Conrt  from  Incorporating  Seele  v.  State,  i  Tex.  Civ.  App.  4Q5. 

Unnidpcdity.  ~  In  Sute  v.  Simons,  32  Tho  Writ  Will  Lie  to  a  ttnglo  Judge  of 

Minn.  540,  in  which  a  prohibition  was  an  inferior  court,  no  less  than  to  the 

granted  to    prevent  a   District  Court  court    as     such,    where    he    illegally 

from  proceeding  upon  a  petition  for  the  assumes  the  exercise  of  judicial  power, 

incorporation  of  a  village  under  an  act  State  r.  Field,  112  Mo.  554. 

conferring  power  upon  District  Courts  Justices  of  tiie  Foaoo  may  be  confined 

to  incorporate  villages,  the  court  held  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction 

the  act  unconstitutional  as  delegating  by  prohibition.     State  v.  Allen,  45  Mo. 

legislative  powers  to  courts  and  said:  App.   SS'-    As  instances  v»hereithas 

"  The    only    remaining    question    is  issued  to  justices  of  the  peace,  the  fol- 

whether  a  writ  of  prohibition  is  the  lowing  are  cited:  Spencer  v.  Branham, 

appropriate    remedy.      Although    the  109  Cal.  336;  South  Carolina  R.  Co.  v, 

powers  attempted  to  be  conferred  by  Ells,  40  Ga.  87;  Doughty  v.  Walker,  54 

this  act  are  not  judicial  in  the  strict  Ga.   595;    State  v.  Falls,  32  La.  Ann. 

sense  of  the  term,  yet  they  are  in  man^  553;  State  t/.  McCrea,  40  La.  Ann.  20; 

of    their    features  and    results  quasi-  State  v.  Newman,  49  La.  Ann.  52;  State 

judicial,    and    are    conducted     under  v,  Voorhies,  49  La.  Ann.  1717:  People 

judicial  forms."  v,  McAdam,  22  Hun  (N.  Y.)  559:  Bald- 

To  Prevent  Judge  from  Appointing  Com-  win  v,  Cooley,  i  S.  Car.  256;  People  v, 
missioners.  —  In  Sweet  v,  Hulbert,  51  House,  4  Utah  369;  People  v.  Spiers, 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  312,  the  judge  of  a  4  Utah  385;  Miller  v.  Marshall,  i  Va. 
County  Court  was  prohibited  from  ap-  Cas.  158;  Hutson  v.  Lowry,  2  Va.  Cas. 
pointing  commissioners  of  a  town  to  42;  James  v,  Stokes,  77  Va.  225;  Bur- 
borrow  money  and  execute  bonds  roughs  c  Taylor,  90  Va.  55:  Bullard  v. 
therefor  under  an  act  held  to  be  uncon-  Thorpe,  66  Vt.  599;  Norfolk,  etc.,  R. 
stitutional,  on  the  ground  that  the  act  Co.  r.  Pinnacle  Coal  Co.,  44  W.  Va. 
was  judicial,  the  statute  directing  that  574. 

it  should  be  done  under  his  hand  and  Chancery  Conrti.  —  No  distinction  is 

the  seal  of  his  court,  because  the  duty  made    or    attempted    with   respect  to 

imposed  required  the  exercise  of  judg-  chancery  courts  in  the  use  of  the  writ, 

ment  and  discretion  and  the  judge  ^vas  In  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  c.  Wear,  135 
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BodiM  or  OftMN  SftTlng  JndidAi  F«w«n.  —  The  writ  is  not  exclusively 
directed  to  courts,  however,  but  is  frequently  used  to  keep  execu* 
tive  or  administrative  bodies  or  officers  upon  whom  inadental 
judicial  powers  are  bestowed  from  usurping  jurisdiction  with 
which  they  are  not  vested  or  from  exceeding  the  powers  which 
are  given  them.* 

VoatzifUBt  Court  —  J«dg«  Out  of  Oftoo.  —  The  writ  may  be  issued  in 
proper  cases  where  the  court  has  ceased  to  exist,  or  when  the 
judge  has  passed  out  of  office.' 

A  ProtoBdod  Court,  having  no  lawful  jurisdiction  whatever,  may  be 
restrained  by  the  writ,  when  in  fact  no  such  court  has  been  estab- 
lished.' 

Mo.  330,  the  court   said:    "  The  fact  to  restrain  inferior  judicial   tribunals 

that  the  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court  in-  within  the  orbit  of  their  jurisdiction  as 

voices  the  equity  powers  thereof  does  to  the  subject-matter  conferred  opoa 

not  preclude  the  use  of  a  prohibitory  them,  but  it  has  also  reached  to  their 

writ  to  keep  the  judicial  action  within  collateral  proceeding's  when   contrary 

the  limits  marked  by  law.     A  court  of  to  the  common  law  or  some  staimory 

equity,  no  less  than  a  court  of  law,  provision.     Nor  has  it  been  confined 

may  be  called  back  within  the  bound-  entirely  to  inferior  judicial  tribunals, 

aries  of  its  rightful  jurisdiction  by  the  as  seemed  first  to  be  intended;  on  the 

process  of  prohibition.'*  contrary,  it  has  been  extended  to  other 

In  states  where  there  is  a  court  of  public  functionaries,  officials,  and  per- 

superior    jurisdiction    with   power    to  sons  charged  with  the  performance  of 

issue  the  writ,  no  exemption  from  con«  a  duty  not  wholly  judicial,   and  00c 

trol  by  it  has  been  claimed  f Dr  courts  even    very     extensively    or     strongly 

of    chancery    or    courts    with    equity  marked    with  a    judicial    character/' 

power.     Ex  p.  Smith,  33  Ala.  94;  Ex  State  v,  Stackhouse,  14  S.  Car.  417.  ep- 

p.  Lyon,  60  Ala.  650;  Henry  v.  Steele^  proved  in  State  v.  Kirkland,  41  S.  Car. 

28  Ark.  4S5;  Fischer  v,  Superior  Ct.,  29;  State  v.  Commissioner,  i   MiIi(S. 

no  Cal.   139;    State  v.  Judge,  31  La.  Car.)  55. 

Ann.   1 3o;  State  r.  Drew,  38  La.  Ann.  S.  Ingersollf.  Buchanan.  iW.Va.iSz. 

374;  State  V,  Rightor,  39  La.  Ann.  619;  In  Com.   r.  Latham,  85  Va.  632,  the 

State  v»  Voorhies,  40  La.  Ann.  i;  State  court  said:  "  But  it  is  argued  that  he 

V.  Ross,  136  Mo.  359;  State  v.  Superior  [the  presiding  judge]   is   now  out  of 

Ct.,  13  Wash.  677.  office,  his  successor  having  been  elected 

Ooronar. —  In  Reg.  v,  Herford,  3  El.  and  qualified.  Nevertheless,  the  suit 
&  El.  1x5,  107  E.  C.  L.  115,  it  was  held  remains  in  that  court  against  the  corn- 
that  the  power  of  the  coroner  is  limited  monwealth  in  violation  of  law,  and  the 
to  holding  inquests  in  cases  of  homicide  same  must  be  prohibited,  and  there  is 
or  violent  death,  and  the  writ  was  nothing  in  this  record  to  show  any 
granted  to  prevent  the  coroner  from  change  in  the  personnel  of  the  judge, 
holding  an  inquest  as  to  the  origin  of  and  that  is  immaterial.  The  writ  di- 
a  fire.  rected  in  accordance  with  the  pleadings 

1.  See  infra^  III.  3.  Boards^  Commit^  here  will  effectually  operate  the  remedy 

sioners^  Councils,  etc,  and  maintain  the  violated  law.'* 

"  Originally  the  writ  of  prohibition  In  Ex  p,  Peterson,  33  Ala.  74,  the 
was  understood  to  be  a  writ  issuing  circuit  judge,  who  had  made  the  order 
out  of  some  superior  court,  '  directed  complained  of  as  circuit  judge  and  not 
to  the  judge  and  parties  of  an  inferior  as  the  Circuit  Court,  resigned  after  the 
court,  commanding  them  to  cease  from  order  was  made.  The  court  **accom- 
the  prosecution  of  a  suit  upon  a  sug-  modated  its  relief  to  the  exigencies  of 
gestion  that  either  the  cause  originally  the  case"  by  annulling  the  order  and 
or  some  collateral  matter  therein  does  ordering  the  parties  to  cease  the  prose- 
not  belong  to  that  jurisdiction,  but  to  cution  of  the  supersedeas  obtained 
the  cognizance  of  some  other  court.'  by  it. 

3  Black.  Com.   ii3.     But  in   practice  8.  ^jr/.  Roundtree,  51  Ala.43;  State 

this  writ  has  subsequently  gone  beyond  v,  McMartin,  42  Minn.  30;  Fleming  p. 

this  limit,  and  it  has  not  only  been  used  Commissioners,  31  W.  Va.  608. 
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PriTftta  FtnoB,  —  But  the  writ  will  not  lie  to  prevent  a  private 

Court  Vot  Lagallj  OrgaaiMd.  —  Prohi-  of  the  precinct  commissioners  and  de- 

bition  will  lie  to  prevent  a  court  not  termini ng  whether  or  not  the  latter 

organized  in  the  manner  required  by  have  received  the  votes  of  persons  not 

law  from  proceeding,  for  in  such  case  legally  entitled  to  vote.     The  authori- 

it  is  not  a  court,  but  an  unauthorized  ties  uniformly  agree  that  the  precinct 

assembly  of  individuals.    Ex p.  Rich-  commissioners  act  judicially  in  passing 

ardson.  Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  308.  upon  the  right  of  persons  to  vote.     The 

Court  with  Judge  from  ibiother  County,  county  commissioners  then,  as  a  mere 
—  The  County  Court  of  one  county  ministerial  body,  have  no  power  to  re- 
was  prohibited  from  enforcing  a  judg-  view  this  judicial  action,  because  to  do 
ment  rendered  by  the  judge  of  a  so  they  must  of  necessity  act  judicially. 
County  Court  of  another  county,  no  as  no  ministerial  officer  or  body,  acting 
order  having  been  entered  by  the  regu-  as  such  merely,  can  review  or  set  aside 
lar  judge  showing  his  incapacity  to  the  conclusion  or  judgment  of  a  tri- 
act,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  as  bunal  acting  judicially  and  within  its 
•organized  had  no  jurisdiction  for  any  jurisdiction.  If,  then,  these  county 
purpose  whatever.  Gresham  v.  Ewell,  commissioners  do,  as  alleged  and  ad- 
ds Va.  I.  mitted  in  this  case,  undertake  to  hear 

City  Couxudl.  —  In    Mealing  v.    Au-  such  evidence  and  review  the  judgment 

;gusta,  Dudley  (Ga.)  221,  it  was  held  of  the  precinct  commissioners  as  to  the 

that  the  city  council  of  Augusta  was  right  of  particular  persons  to  vote,  they 

not  subject   to   prohibition,   although  do  not  act  ministerially,  but  judicially, 

exercising  a  sort  of  judicial  power,  but  When  they  say  they  are  a  ministerial 

the  court    added    that  If  the   council  body,  they  admit  the^  have  no  right  to 

should    *' undertake  to  adjudge    and  do  what  they  persist  m  doing  and  what 

administer  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  it    is  sought    to  prohibit  them   from 

to  usurp  a  jurisdiction   not  belonging  doing.    And    when    they  are  in   fact 

to  it,"  the  writ  could  restrain  it.  acting  judicially  the^  seek   to  avoid 

Quasl-judieiml  Tribunal.  —  In  Brazie  v,  control  by  prohibiuon,  by  merely 
Fayette  County,  25  W.  Va.  213,  the  asserting  what  is  denied  by  their  acts, 
court  said,/rr  Snyder,  J.:  *'  From  the  that  they  have  no  judicial  power  and 
foregoing  authorities  and  the  nature,  are  not  acting  as  such.  The  law  re- 
uses, and  objects  of  the  remedy,  it  gards  the  fact,  and  not  the  claim  of 
-seems  to  me  to  be  a  necessary  conclusion  contestants.  The  remedies  afforded 
that  the  writ  of  prohibition  lies  from  a  bv  it  cannot  be  defeated  by  a  mere  de- 
superior  court  not  only  to  inferior  judi-  nial  of  the  right  to  do  that  which  it  is 
cial  tribunals  properly  and  technically  admitted  is  being  done.  If,  therefore, 
denominated  such,  but  also  to  inferior  the  defendants  have  no  judicial  pow- 
tninisterial  tribunals  possessing  inci-  ers,  as  they  now  claim,  then  they  admit 
•dentally  judicial  powers  or  tribunals  they  are  doing  what  they  concede  they 
such  as  are  known  in  the  law  as  quasi-  have  no  power  to  do.  Their  acts  are, 
judicial  tribunals,  and  even  in  extreme  upon  their  own  showing,  a  plain  and 
cases  to  purely  ministerial  bodies  when  wilful  usurpation  of  a  power  which 
they  usurp  judicial  functions.  When  does  not  belong  to  them.  It  cannot  be 
these  latter  abuse  or  exceed  their  legiti-  questioned  that  a  judicial  body  may  be 
mate  powers,  by  the  exercise  of  a  juris-  restrained  by  prohibition  from  exceed- 
diction  that  does  not  pertain  to  them,  ing  the  powers  conferred  upon  it,  or 
they  may  be  restrained  by  prohibition,  from  manufacturing  a  jurisdiction 
If  this  were  not  so  there  might  be  in-  which  does  not  belong  to  it.  Can  it 
stances  of  the  boldest  and  most  wanton  be  contended,  then,  that  the  law  is  so 
abuse  of  judicial  power  without  an  ad-  defective  or  absurd  that  it  cannot  b^ 
equate  remedy.  This  may  be  well  the  same  means  restrain  any  other  tri- 
iliustrated  by  the  case  now  before  us.  bunal,  whatever  may  be  its  legitimate 
Assuming,  for  the  present,  that  the  powers,  from  wholly  usurping  or  man- 
county  commissioners,  the  defendants  ufacturing  a  jurisdiction  and  acting 
here,  are  not  a  judicial  body,  but  thereunder  without  a  pretense  of  right, 
purely  ministerial,  then  it  necessarily  merely  because  it  has  no  rightful  judi- 
follows  that  they  can  have  no  power  to  cial  powers?  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
examine  witnesses  and  hear  evidence  law  tolerates  no  such  absurdity.  In 
for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  the  action  my    judgment,   therefore,   prohibition 
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person  from  acting.* 

T7m  of  Writ  M  Writ  of  <|bo  Wammto.  —  In  no  case  can  the  writ  of 
prohibition  be  used  as  a  writ  of  quo  warranto  to  try  the  title  to 
an  office  or  to  restrain  the  acts  of  a  de  facto  officer  who  has 
assumed  the  duties  and  functions  of  an  office  created  by  law.' 

2.  Boards,  CommiBsionerSy  Connoils,  etc.  —  Whon  invootod  with  JndiiiAl 
Fowen.  —  Boards,  commissioners,  councils,  and  administrative  and 
ministerial  officers  and  bodies,  when  invested  with  limited  judicial 
powers,  may  be  confined  within  the  limits  of  their  authority  when 
they  are  exercising  such  powers,'  but  cannot  be  interfered  with 
in  their  administrative  or  ministerial  acts,  whether  they  possess 
a  ^z^^-judicial  character  or  not.* 

What  Conftitutoi  Jndioial  Fowor  has  been  the  subject  of  various  and 

does  lie  to  restrain  the  defendants  here  cial  or  ^iKUt- judicial  power;   and,  the 

from  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity  be-  other  reasons  for  it  existing,    we  see 

yond  or  in  excess  of  the  authority  con-  none  why  it  should  not  issue  to  a  per- 

f erred  upon  them."  son  or  body  of  persons,  not  being  in 

But  in  In  re  Radl,  86  Wis.  645,  the  law  a  court,  nor  strictly  officers.'* 

court  said  obiter-.  **  It  wouKl  seem  that  Committee  of  City  GonnoiL  —  Thechar- 

the  writ  is  not  to  be   applied   to   any  ter    of    a   city    provided    that    claims 

officer  or  body  on  whom  the  law  con-  against  the  city  should  be  referred  to 

fers    no    power    of    pronouncing  any  the**  committee  on  auditing  accounts." 

judgment."  The  relator's  claim  was  referred  by  the 

1.  State  V.  Superior  Ct.,    13   Wash,  council  to  its  law  committee,  and  the 

326;     Sherlock     v.     Jacksonville,     17  writ    was   issued   to    prevent   it  from 

Fla.  93.  passing  on  the  claim.     People  v.  Am- 

S.  Hull  V.  Superior  Ct.,  63  Cal.  179;  sterdam,  90  Hun  (N.  Y.)  495. 
Buckner  v.  Veuve,  63  Cal.  304;  State  Bailroad  Gommiidoii. —  In  Toomerv. 
r.  McMartin,  42  Minn.  30;  State  v.  London,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  2  Exch.  Div.  450, 
Laughlin,  7  Mo.  App.  529;  Walcott  v.  the  railroad  commissioners  were  pro- 
Wells,  21  Nev.  47;  State  v.  Allen,  2  hibited  from  making  an  order  requiring 
Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  183;  In  r^  Radl,  86  two  railroads  to  do  jointly  what  neither 
Wis.  645.  could  do  separately. 

In  £x  p.  Roundtree,  51  Ala.  42,  the  County  CoancU.  —  In  Reg.  v.  London 

writ  was  issued  on  the  ground  that  the  County   Council,  (1893)2   Q.    B.  454. 

act  by  which  the  court  was  created  was  Lord  Esher  doubted  whether  the  writ 

unconstitutional.  could  be  issued  to  the  London  county 

8.  Vermont,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Franklin  council. 

County,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  12;  Day  v.  4.  People  zf.  Election  Com* rs,  54  Cal. 

Board   of   Aldermen,    102   Mass.    310;  404;    Spring  Valley  Water  Works    ». 

Speed  V,  Detroit,  98  Mich.  360;  People  Bartlett,  63  Cal.  245;  Vitt  v.  Owens,  42 

V.  Albany  County,  63  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Mo.  512;  Hockaday  v,  Newsom,  48  Mo. 

Supreme  Ct.)  41T;  State  v.  Haul-over  196:  Matter  of  Mount  Morris  Square,  2 

Cut,  2  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)  491;  M'Kee  Hill  (N.  Y.)  14;  State  v.  Columbia,  16 

r.  Anderson.  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  24;  State  S.  Car.   412,    reheard    17   S.   Car.  80; 

V.  Moultrieville,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  158;  Hunter  v.  Moore,  39  S.  Car.  394;  Sute 

Slate  V.  Commissioner,  i  Mill  (S.  Car.)  v.  Gary,  33  Wis.  93. 

55:  State  V.  Stackhouse,  14  S.  Car.  417:  In  Bluffton  v.  Silver,  63  Ind.  262.  the 

State    V.    Kirkland,    41    S.    Car.    29;  court  refused  the  writ  on  the  applica^ 

Brazie  v,   Fayette  County,  25  W.  Va.  tion   of  a   property   holder  of  an  in- 

213.  corporated  town  to  prevent  the  execu- 

In  State  v.  Young,  29  Minn.  523,  the  tion  of  a  contract  let  by  the  town  to  a 

court  said  :  **  The  writ  of  prohibition  contractor  to  construct  a  sidewalk  in 

issues  usually  to  courts,  to  keep  them  front  of  his  property;  holding  that  if 

within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction,  proper  at  all,  prohibition  would  only  be 

But  it  may  also  issue  to  an  officer,  to  proper  to  prevent  the  making  of  the 

prevent  the  unlawful  exercise  of  judi-  contract. 
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conflicting  opinions  by  the  courts/  and  in  a  few  cases  acts  in  no 
sense  judicial  have  been  prohibited  by  the  writ.* 

When  Bnoh  Bodies  or  Oi&oert  Are  Frooeeding  Within  the  Bonndf  of  Their 
Authority,  they  cannot  be  prohibited  by  the  writ  from  performing 
their  functions,  whether  judicial  or  administrative,  for  errors, 
irregularities,  or  mistakes  of  judgment.' 

Tax  Aeteesors  or  CoUeotort  cannot  be  restrained  by  the  writ  from 
assessing  or  collecting  taxes.** 

1.  Liqnor-lioense Commiasionen. — Com-  Commission,  (Mont.  1898)  53  Pac.  Rep. 
missioners  who  cite  a  liquor  dealer  to  1133. 

appear  before   them   and  show  cause  Bioard  of  Canyaesers.  —  In   People   v, 

why  his  license  should  not  be  revoked  Canvassers,  20  Abb.    N.  Cas.   (N.  Y. 

are  not  a  court.  Lacroix  v,  Fairfield  Supreme  Ct.)  25,  note,  the  writ  was 
County,  50  Conn.  321.     And  see  In  re    issued  to  forbid  a  board  of  canvassers 

De  Walt,  (Pa.  1898)  40  Atl.  Rep.  470.  from  adjourning  from  day  to  day  and 

Highway  Commissioneri. —  In    Harri>  from  canvassing  any  but  a  specified 

man  v.  Waldo  County,  53  Me.  83,  pro-  valid  return.     And  in  Brown  v.  Board 

hibition    was    issued    to    prevent  the  of  Election  Canvassers,  (W.  Va.  1899) 

county  commissioners  from  opening  a  32  S.   E.   Rep.   168,  it  was    held  that 

highway  in  a  manner  materially  differ-  when  a  board   of  election   canvassers 

ent  from  instructions  which  had  been  assumes  jurisdiction  which  it  has  not, 

given  them  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  to  canvass  the  result  of  a  vote  upon 

Court.  the  relocation  of  a  county-seat,  prohi- 

The  Action  of  the  County  Gonrt  in  Be-  bition  will  lie  to  restrain  it,  though  in 

eonnting  Yotes  cast   at  an  election  for  its  proper  action  its  functions  are  min- 

the  removal  of  the  county  seat,  those  isterial,  and  not  subject  to  prohibition, 

cast  at  one  precinct  being  thrown  out,  8.  Chapman   v,   Stoneman,   63    Cal. 

was  held  to  be  judicial  and  was  re-  490;    Savannah   v,   Grayson,    104  Ga. 

strained  by  the  writ.     State  v,  Elkin,  105;  Jasper  County  v.  Spitler,  13  Ind. 

130  Mo.  90.  235;     State    v.    Ward,    70    Minn.    58; 

2.  City  Marshal.  —  In  Donovan  v.  Clayton  v.  Heidelberg,  9  Smed.  &  M. 
Vicksburg,  29  Miss.  247,  a  sufficient  (Miss.)  623;  Pigott  v.  Board  of  Can- 
ground  for  prohibition  was  held  to  be  vassers,  12  Mont.  537;  Matter  of  Nor- 
shown  in  a  petition  complaining  that  ton,  46  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  7; 
the  marshal  was  about  to  sell  two  of  Lindsay  v.  Commissioners,  2  Bay'(S. 
the  defendant's  hogs  under  an  ordi-  Car.)  38;  M'Kenna  v.  Road  Com'rs, 
nance  which  directed  him  to  seize  and  Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  381;  St^te  v.  Road 
sell  all  hogs  found  running  at  large  Com'rs.  3  Hill  L.  (S.  Car.)  314;  Rich- 
within  the  city  limits.  ards  v.  Clarksburg,  30  W.  Va.  491. 

Judge's     Order    to    Sheriff.  —  In    Los  4.  Maurer  v.  Mitchell,  53  Cal.  289; 

AngelesCountyv.  Superior  Ct.,  93  Cal.  Le    Conte   v,    Berkeley,    57   Cal.    269; 

380,  the  writ  was  granted  to  prohibit  a  Farmer's      Co-operative       Union      v, 

judge  from  enforcing  an  order  to  the  Thresher,  62  Cal.  407;  Hobart  v.  Till- 

sheriff  to  furnish  an  unfinished  court  son,   66  Cal.   210;    Coronado  v.    San 

room.  Diego,  97  Cal.  440;  Sherlock  v,  Jack- 

Gommiiiionen  to  Erect  State  Capitol.  —  sonville,  17  Fla.  93;  Cody  v.  Lennard, 
In  State  v.  Smith,  (Mont.  1898)  53  Pac.  45  Ga.  85;  People  v.  Queens  County,  I 
Rep.  183,  a  motion  to  dismiss  was  over-  Hill  (N.  Y.)  195;  People  v,  Ulster 
ruled  where  the  writ  was  applied  for  County,  31  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 
on  the  ground  that  the  board  of  com-  Ct.)  237.  Contra^  People  v.  Works,  7 
missioners  for  the  erection  of  the  state  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  486. 
capitol  were  entering  into  a  contract  In  People  v.  Schoharie  County,  121 
with  architects  who  were  citizens  of  N.  !(.  345.  prohibition  was  issued  to 
another  state,  the  statute  requiring  all  restrain  the  board  of  county  super- 
architects,  superintendents,  and  con-  visors  from  levying  and  collecting  from 
tractors  employed  to  be  residents  of  the  towns  of  residence  of  paupers  sent 
the  state.  The  writ  was  afterwards  re-  to  the  lunatic  asylum  upon  the  certifi- 
fused  on  a  finding  of  the  facts  against  cate  of  the  county  judge  the  expenses 
the  relator.     Donovan  v.  State  Capitol  of  their  support,  on  the  ground  that 
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3.  Courts  Kartial.  —  The  writ  will  issue  to  a  court  martial  when 
it  assumes  to  take  cognizance  of  a  case  in  excess  of  its  jurisdic- 
tion,^ but  it  will  not  be  granted  upon  the  ground  of  errors  or 
irregularities  in  the  proceedings  or  for  insufficiency  of  the  chaises 
or  specifications.' 

4.  Lagifllatiye  and  EzaentiTe  Officers.  —  The  three  branches  of 
government  are  independent  and  co-ordinate,  and  the  courts  have 
no  authority  to  send  the  writ  of  prohibition  to  other  branches 
than  the  judicial.'  It  will  therefore  be  refused  where  its  object 
is  to  restrain  the  action  of  legislative  bodies  or  executive  officers.^ 

the  county  and  not  the  town  was  liable  In    Washburn    v,   Phillips,  2    Met 

for  such  expenses.  (Mass.)  396,  the  court  said:    "  Unless 

In  Pennington  v.  Woolfolk,  79  Ky.  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  pro- 
13,  the  writ  was  issued  to  prevent  the  ceedings  that  the  court  has  no  juris- 
County  Court  from  assessing  property  diction  of  any  part  of  the  subject-mat- 
not  assessed,  the  act  providing  for  ter  of  these  charges,  it  is  not  a  case  for 
such  assessment  being  held  unconsti-  a  prohibition.*' 

tutional.    This  use  of  the  writ,  how-  2.  State  v.  Edwards,  i  McMall.  L. 

ever,  is  expressly  authorized  by  statute  fS.  Car.)  215 ;  State  r.  Wakely,  2  Nott 

in  Kentucky.  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  412;  U.  S.  v.  Maney,  61 

Formerly  in  5<?mM  Csr^/iiM  ux  execu-  Fed.  Rep.  140;   Smith  v.  Whitney.  116 

tions  could    be    restrained   by   prohi-  U.  S.  167;  Grant  v.  Gould,  2  H.  Bl.  69, 

bition.     Burger  v.  State,  i  McMull.  L.  After  Baktenoe  EzMutad.  —  Where  die 

(S.   Car.)   410;    Johnson    v.    Boon,   i  plaintiff  had    been  pronounced  guilty 

Spears  L.   (S.   Car.)  268;    Weston    v,  and  sentenced  by  a  conn  martiaU  and 

Charleston.  2  Pet.   (U.   S.)  449.     The  the  sentence  had  been  ratified  and  ap> 

legislature  abolished   the  practice    of  proved  by  the  king,  and  executed,  it 

using  the  writ  for  this  purpose.     State  was  held  too  late  to  apply  for  the  writ, 

V,  County  Treasurer,  4  S.  Car.  520.  for  the  court  martial  ceased  to  exist 

1.  Connecticut     River     R.     Co.    v.  when  it  had  performed  all  its  functions, 

Franklin  County,  127  Mass.  50,  ohiter.  and  there  was  no  one   against  whom 

It  is  doubtful  whether  District  Courts  the    prohibition    could     be    directed, 

of  the  United  States  have  authority  to  Matter  of  Poe,  5  B.  &  Ad.  681,  27  E.  C. 

issue  the  writ  to  a  court  martial.     U.  S.  L.  153. 

V,  Maney,  61  Fed.  Rep.  140.  8.  Greir  v.  Taylor,  4  McCord  I-.  (S. 

In  Smith  v.  Whitney.  ii6  U.  S.  167.  Car.)  206;  Smith  v,  Whitney,  116  U.  S. 

after  saying  that  the  question  of  issu-  167. 

ing  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  a  court  4.  Instances    Where  Writ  Eeftusd. — 

martial  had  never  come  before  it  for  The  writ  was  refused  to  restrain  the 

direct  adjudication,  the  court  consid-  board  of  supervisors  of  the  city  and 

ered  the  merits  of  the  application,  so  county  of  San  Francisco  from  passing 

that  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  Su-  an  ordinance  fixing  the  price  of  water 

preme    Court    of    the    United    States  to  be  supplied  to  the  city  and  inhabit- 

would  issue  the  writ  to  a  court  martial  ants  for  one  year,  Spring  Valley  Water 

in  a  clear  case  of  unlawful  assumption  Works  v,  Bartlett,  63  Cal.  245;  or  from 

of  jurisdiction.  passing    an    ordinance    commanding 

State  V,    Hopkins,    Dudley    L.    (S.  connections    with     pipes    and    mains 

Car.)  loi,  seems  to  be  the  only  reported  without  compensation,  Spring  Valley 

case  where  the  writ  was  issued  to  a  Water  Works  r.  San  Francisco,  52  Cal, 

court  martial,  which  was  proceeding  to  in. 

inflict  sentence  on  the  relators  for  re-  The  comptroller  of  the  state  cannot 

fusal  to  do  duty  as  infantry  in  the  state  be  prohibited  from  drawing  warrants, 

militia.     They  claimed    to  be   in   the  etc.,  Camron  v,  Kenfield,  57  Cal.  550; 

cavalry,  and   pleaded  this  fact  to  the  or  an  auditor  from  proceeding  against 

jurisdiction  of  the  court  martial.     The  a  defaulting  collector,  Casbyt^.Thomp- 

chancery  court  granted  the  writ  on  this  son,  42  Mo.  133;  or  the  governor  from 

ground,  and  the  order  was  affirmed  by  issuing  a  commission  to  an  officer  on 

the  Court  of  Appeals.  the  ground  of  the  irregularity  of  his 

1108  Volume  XVI. 


XMuanoe  of  Writ                      PROHIBITION.  DiMretionarj. 

17.  IflSiTAVCE  OF  Wbit  D18CSST10 vabt — e«ii«na  BiiiA.  —  The  com- 
mon-law rule  that  the  issuance  of  the  writ  is  not  a  matter  of  right, 
but  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  has  usually  been 
followed  in  the  United  States.* 

election,  Greir  v.  Taylor,  4  McCord.  L.  North  Carolina,  —  State  v,  Whitaker, 

(S.  Car.)  806;  or  the  mayor  from  inves-  114  N.  Car.  818. 

tigating  charges  of    misconduct    and  South    Carolina,  —  Gray    v.    Magis- 

neglect  of  duty  preferred  against  the  trates,  etc.,  Ct.,  3  McCord  L.  (S.  Car.) 

chief  of  police,  Burch  v,  Hardwicke,  23  175;    Kinloch  v.  Harvey,  Harp.  L.  (S. 

Gratt.  (Va.)  51.  Car.)  508;    State  v,  Hudnal,  2  Nott  & 

To  Tait  Yalidity  of  City  Ordinaaoe.  —  M.  (S.  Car.)  419. 

Under  the  Kenttuky  statute  authorizing  Virginia,  —  Bedford  v,  Wingfield,  27 

the  use  of  the  writ  to  test  the  validity  Gratt.  (Va.)  329. 

of  city  ordinances,  it   was  held   that  Washington,  —  State  v.  Superior  Ct., 

"  an  order  appropriating  money  out  of  7  Wash.   74;    Clifford    v,    Parker,    13 

the  city  treasury  is  not  an  ordinance  Wash.  518. 

within  the  meaning  of  this  provision.  Granting    Writ    on    Conditions.  —  In 

The  remedy  here  provided  can  only  be  State  v.  Judge,  iq  La.  Ann.  167,  in  the 

invoked  by  one  against  whom  a  pro-  exercise  of    its    discretion,   the  court 

ceeding,  under  an  ordinance,  is  pend-  granted  the  writ  upon  the  condition  that 

ing  in  an  inferior  court.     The  writ  of  the  relator  enter  into  bond  to  secure 

prohibition  is  directed  to  a  judicial  tri-  the    party    who    might    suffer    by    it 

bunal,  and  not  to  a  legislative  body  against  losses,  trouble,  and  delay, 

such    as  a  city  council."     Patton  v.  Influence  upon  Ezeroiio  of  Biioretion. — 

Stephens,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  324.  In  Whately  v.  Franklin  County.  I  Met. 

Under  the  Statntos  of  Idaho  extending  (Mass.)  336,  on  an  application  for  the 
the  use  of  the  writ  to  acts  of  ministe-  writ  to  prevent  the  county  commission- 
rial  officers  it  was  issued  to  restrain  ers  from  issuing  a  warrant  against  the 
the  secretary  of  state  from  certifying  town  of  Whately  for  payment  for  re- 
to  the  county  auditors  a  ticket  not  en-  pairs  which  had  been  made  on  a  cer- 
titled  to  be  certified.  Williams  v,  tain  road,  the  court  said:  *'  But  the 
Lewis,  (Idaho  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  619.  effect    of    quashing    the    proceedings 

1.  Alabama. — ^£4; /.  Greene,  29  Ala.  would  be  to  leave  the  inhabitants  of 

52;  Exp,  Reid,  50  A^-^.  439.  Whately  in  the  full  enjoyment  of  all 

Colorado,  —  Leonard     v,    Bartels,    4  the  benefits  of  the  amendments  and 

Colo.   95;    Mclnerney  v,   Denver,    17  repairs  of  the  road  and  yet  discharge 

Colo.  302;    People  v.  District  Ct.,  21  them  from  the  burden  of  paying  for 

Colo.  251.  these    expenditures.      It    is    obvious, 

Florida,  —  Sherlock  v,  Jacksonville,  therefore,  that  the  parties  will  not,  if 

17  Fla.  ^3.  the  proceedings  are  quashed,  be  placed 

Louisiana,  —  State  v.  Judge,  21  La.  in  statu  quo.     It  is  peculiarly  one  of 

Ann.  123;  State  v.  Judge,  29  La.  Ann.  those  cases  where  the  mischievous  con- 

360;    State  V.  Falls,  32  La.  Ann.  553;  sequences  of  setting  aside  the  proceed- 

State   V,   Rightor,   32  La.  Ann.   1182;  ings  of  an  inferior  tribunal  should  have 

State  V,  Monroe,  33  La.  Ann.  923;  State  their  proper  influence  and  effect  upon 

V.  Judge,  33  La.  Ann.   1284;    State  v,  the  decision  of  a  question  in  which  the 

Houston,  35  La.  Ann.  538.  court  are  to  exercise  a  judicial  discre- 

Massachusetts,  —  Rutland  v,  Worces-  tion." 

ter  County,  20  Pick.  (Mass.)  71.  In  California  the  issuance  of  the  writ 

Michigan,  —  Hudson    v.    Judge,    42  is  held  to  be  not  discretionary,  but  ^jt 

Mich.  239.  debito  justitia.     Havemeyer  v,  Superior 

Minnesota,  —  State  v.  Probate  Ct.,  19  Ct.«  84  Cal.  327. 

Minn.  117;  State  v.  Ward,  70  Minn.  58.  The  denial  of  the  writ  without  dect- 

Missouri,  —  State  v,  Laughlin,  7  Mo.  sion  of  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction 

App.  529.  of  the  court  sought  to  be  prohibited 

New   York,  —Sweet  v,   Hulbert.   51  does  not  deprive  a  party  of  the  right  to 

Barb.   (N.   Y.)  312;    People    v.   West-  have  it  considered  on  a  writ  of  review, 

brook,  89  N.  Y.  152;  People  v.  County  Santa  Monica  t/.  Eckert,  (Cal.  1893)  33 

Ct.,  23  N.  Y.  Wkly.  Dig.  137;  People  v,  Pac.  Rep.  8S0. 

Ulster  County,  31  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su-  The  Btatntaf  of  Conneetiont  and  Wait 

preme  Ct.)  237.  Virginia  have  changed  the  common  law 
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BafoMd  ia  BottMBl  0mm  or  Whtre  Other  Bemedj  Sziete.  —  The  writ  will 
therefore  be  refused  in  doubtful  cases  or  where  the  ordinary 
remedies  provided  by  law  afford  adequate  relief.  It  is  an 
extraordinary  writ,  and  should  be  issued  only  in  cases  of  extreme 
necessity,  and  not  for  grievances  which  may  be  redressed  by 
ordinary  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  by  appeal.* 

v.  Wheh  IssuX])  —  1.  General  Bole.  —  Subject  to  the  restric- 
tions to  be  considered  hereafter,  the  rule  governing  the  issuance 
of  the  writ  of  prohibition  is  that  it  will  be  granted  when  it  clearly 
appears  that  the  inferior  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  or  parties  to  a  suit.* 

in  this  respect,  and  the  issuance  of  the  But  in  doubtful  cases  the  writ  will 
writ  in  proper  cases  is  obligatory  upon  be  refused.  Bassano  9.  Bradley, 
the  courts  in  those  states.  Payer-  (1896)  i  Q.  B.  645;  Matter  of  The  Char- 
weather  V,  Monson,  61  Conn.  431;  kieh,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  197;  /»  r^  Birch,  15 
County  Ct.  v,  Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362;  C.  B.  743,  80  £.  C.  L.  743,  30  Eng.  L. 
Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pinnacle  Coal  &  £q.  519;  Taylor  v.  Nicholls,  i  C.  P. 
Co.,  44  W.  Va.  574.  Div.  242. 

Th«  Saprems  Coiurt  of  the  TTnltod  BUtss  Where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  is  not 

has  held  that  the  granting  or  refusal  of  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  proceed- 

the  writ  is  discretionary  where  there  is  ings,  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court 

another  legal    remedy    by  appeal   or  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  party 

otherwise,   or  the  jurisdiction   of   the  has  lost,  by  his  laches  or  misconduct, 

lower  court  is  doubtful    or    depends  his  right  to  the  writ  to  which  he  might 

upon  facts  dehors  the  record,  or  where  otherwise    be    entitled.     Farquharson 

the  application  is  made  by  a  stranger;  v.  Morgan,  (1894)  I  Q.  B.  552. 

but  that  where  it  clearly  appears  that  When  Applied  for  by  a  Stranger  It  is 

the   court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  discretionary  with  the  coun   whether 

cause  originally  or  of  some  collateral  the  writ  will  be  issued  or  not.     Reg.  r. 

matter  arising  therein,  a  party  object-  Twiss,   L.  R.  4  Q.   B.  407;    Forster  v. 

ing  to  the  jurisdiction  at  the  outset  and  Forster,  4  B.  &  S.   187,  116  E.  C.  L. 

without  other  remedy  is  entitled  to  the  187;  Chambers  v.  Green,  L.  R.  20  Eq. 

writ  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  a  refusal  552,  overruling  Worthington  v.  Jefiries, 

to  grant  it,  when  all  the  proceedings  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  379,  where  it  was  held 

appear  of  record,  may  be  reviewed  on  that,    the    usurpation    of    jurisdiction 

error.     Smith  v,  Whitney,    116  U.  S.  being  a  breach  of  the  prerogative,  the 

167;  In  re  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  472;  In  re  court,  being  convinced  of  it,  must  issue 

Rice,  155  U.  S.  396;  In  re  Alix,  166  U.  the  writ  as  a  matter  of  right  on  the  ap- 

S.  136.  plication  of  a  stranger. 

Where  the  case  has  gone  to  sentence  Where  there  is  a  total  want  of  jaris- 

and  the  want  of  jurisdiction  does  not  diction  in  the  lower  court,  a  stranger 

appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  may  apply  for   the   writ.     London  v. 

the  granting  of  the  writ  is  not  obliga-  Cox,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  239. 

tory  on  the  court.     In  re  Cooper,  143  1.  Ex  p.  Smith,  23  Ala.  94;  Ex  /. 

U.  S.  472;    In  re  Rice,  155  U,  S.  396;  Reid,  50  Ala.  439;  Ex  /.  Hamilton,  51 

In  re  Alix,  166  U.  S.  136.  Ala.  62;  State  v.  Rightor,  44  La.  Ann. 

In  England  it  is  held  that  where  the  298;  State  v,  Fournet,  45  La.  Ann.  943; 

case  is  clearly  one  of  excess  or  usurpa-  State   v.    Probate  Ct.,    19   Minn.   117; 

tion  of  jurisdiction,  the  writ  must  be  State  v.  Ward,  70  Minn.  $8;  Walcott  r. 

granted.     Ex  p,  Smyth,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  Wells.  21  Nev.  47:  Exp,  Braudlacht,  2 

748;    Taylor  t/.  Nicholls,   i  C.  P.  Div.  Hill  (N.Y.)  367;  People  v.  Wood,  21  N, 

242:    Farquharson  v.  Morgan,  (1894)  i  Y.   App.    Div.   245;    People  v.    Ulster 

Q.  B.  552.  County.  31  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme 

In   Paxton  v.  Knight,  i  Burr.  314,  Cl)  237;    People  r,  Westbrook,  89  N. 

Lord  Mansfield  said  that  he  was  sorry  Y.  152. 

that  the  court  was  obliged  to  grant  a  Writ  BaAuad  WhtN  There  Is  hat/Cbm 

prohibition,   where  the  party   applied  Semady.  —  See    infra^    VI.     3.    IVhtn 

for  it  only  to  get  rid  of  the  costs  of  his  There  is  Another  Adequate  Remedy, 

own  vexatious  suit.  S.  Alabama, — Ex  p.  Walker,  25  Ala. 
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Govt  ExMedlng  Fow»n.  —  The  writ  is  not  confined  to  cases  where 
the  lower  court  has  no  jurisdiction  at  all,  but  extends  to  cases 
where  the  court,  having  jurisdiction  of  the  suit,  exceeds  its  legiti- 
mate powers,^  as,  for  example,  where  a  court  exceeds  its  powers 

8i;    Ex  p.  Hill,  38   Ala.   42Q;    Ex  p,  W^fVrwjji*.  — /»  r^  Radl,  86  Wis.  645. 

Roundtree.  51  Ala.  43;  Ex  t.  Brown,  Wyoming,  —  State   v.  District  Ct.,  5 

58  Ala.  536.  Wyoming  227. 

Arkansas, — ^;ir /.  Williams,  4  Ark.  Untied  States.  —  Ex  p,   Phenix  Ins. 

537;  Russell  V.  Jacoway,  33  Ark.  191.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  6io;  In  re  Cooper,  143 

Calif omia,  —  Green  v.  Superior  Ct.,  U.  S.  472. 

78  Cal.  556;  People  v,  Superior  Ct.,  100  England,  —  Edwards's  Case,  13  Coke 

Cal.  105;  Kilburn  z/.  Law,  III  Cal.  237.  9;    Stephenson  v.   Raine.  2  £1.  &  Bl. 

Colorado,  —  Leonard  v.  Bartels,  4  744,  75  £.  C.  L.  744;  Lawford  v,  Par- 
Colo.  95.  tridge,  i  H.  &  N.  621;  Francis  v,  Stew- 

Georgia,  —  South  Carolina  R.  Co.  v.  ard,    5   Q.    B.  984,   48    E.   C.    L.   984; 

Ells,  40  Ga.  87;  Hart  v,  Taylor,  61  Ga,  Taylor  v,  Nicholls.  i  C.   P.   Div.  242; 

156.  London   v.   Cox,    L.  R.  2  H.  L.  230; 

Illinois,  —  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  173  Barker  v.  May,  9  B.  &  C.  489,  17  E.  C. 

111.  272.  L.  426;    Blacket  v.  Blizard,  9  B.  &  C. 

Kentucky,  —  Arnold     v.    Shields,     5  851,  17  E.  C.  L.  508;  Matter  of  Oxford 

Dana  (Ky.)  18.  University,   i  Q.   B.  952,  41  £.  C.  L. 

Louisiana,  —  Sute  v.  Judge,   ii  La.  854;  Richards  v.  Dyke,  3  Q.  B.  256,  43 

Ann.  187;   Sute  v.  Third  Dist.  Ct.,  16  £.  C.  L.  724;  Great  Western  R.  Co.  v. 

La.  Ann.   185;   State  v.  Judge,  20  La.  Railway   Corners,   7   Q>   B.   Div.    182; 

Ann.    177;    State  v,  Houston,  40  La.  Reg.  v.  Midland  R.  do.,  19  Q.  B.  Div. 

Ann.  393;  State  f.  Judges,  41  La.  Ann.  540;    Farquharson  v,  Morgan,  (1894)  i 

955;  State  z/.  Carreau,  45  La.  Ann.  1446.  Q.  B.  552.     Prohibition  will  be  issued 

Massackusetts,  —  Washburn  v,  Phil-  where  the  substance  of  the  action  is 

lips,  2  Met.  (Mass.)  296;  Vermont,  etc.,  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 

R.  Co.  V,  Franklin  County,   10  Cush.  although  its  form  may  be  within  it. 

(Mass.)  12;   Connecticut  River  R.  Co.  Hunt  v.  North  Staffordshire  R.  Co.,  2 

V,  Franklin  County,  127  Mass.  50.  H.  &  N.  451. 

Michigan,  —  Hudson    v.    Judge,    42  X.Alabama, — Ex   p,    Peterson,     33 

Mich.  239;  Speed  v,  Detroit,  98  Mich.  Ala.  74. 

360.  California,  —  McDowell  v.   Bell,    86 

Mississippi,  —  Clayton  v.  Heidelberg,  Cal.  015;'  Bruner  v,  Superior  Ct.,  92 

9  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  623.  Cal.  239. 

Missouri,  — State  v,  Rombauer,  loi  Colorado.  —  Mclnerney  v,  Denver,  17 

Mo.  499.  Colo.  302. 

New    York,  —  People    v.    Works,    7  Florida,  —  State  v,  Hocker,  33  Fla. 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  486;    People  v.  Court  of  283;    State  v.  White,  (Fla.  1898)  24  So. 

C.  PI.,  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  278;    Appo  v.  Rep.  160. 

People,  20  N.  Y.  531;    People  v.  Petty,  Illinois,  —  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  169 

32  Hun(N.  Y.)443.  HI.  201. 

South  Carolina.  —  State  v.  Hopkins,  Louisiana,  —  State  v.  McCrea,  40  La. 

Dudley  L.  (S.  Car.)   loi;    Kinloch  v,  Ann.  20;  State  v,  Hingle,  50  La.  Ann. 

Harvey,  Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  508;  Lynah  683. 

V,  Road  Com'rs,  Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  336;  Missouri,  —  State  v,  Laughlin,  7  Mo. 

Baldwin    v,    Cooley,    i    S.   Car.   256;  App.  529;    State  v,  St.  Louis  Ct.  App., 

Hornesby  v,  Burdell,  9  S.   Car.  303;  88  Mo.  135;    State  v,  Slover,  126  Mo. 

Stale  V,  Fickling,  10  S.  Car.  301.  652;    State  v,  Withrow,   133  Mo.   500. 

Vermont.  —  Burlington  v,  Burlington  Montana,  —  State    v,   McHatton,    10 

Traction  Co.,  70  Vt.  491.  Mont.  370. 

Virginia.  —  Miller  v.  Marshall,  I  Va.  New    York,  —  Sweet  v.   Hulberi,  51 

Cas.  158;  Com.  v.  Latham,  85  Va.  632.  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  312;    People  v.  Nichols, 

Washington,  —  North  Yakima  v.  Su-  18  Hun  (N.  Y.)  530;   People  v,  Fitzger- 

perior  Ct.,  4  Wash.  655.  aid,  15  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  539. 

West   Virginia,  —  Fleming   v.  Com-  South  Carolina,  —  State  v,  Kirkland, 

missioners,  31  W.  Va.  608;  Eastham  v,  41  S.  Car.  29. 

Holt,  43  W.  Va.  599.  Virginia,  —  Mallan  v,  Bransford,  86 
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by  appointing  a  receiver  improperly.* 

FwrtiM  HftTing  Ho  Bight  to  lattitato  Pioooodiagi.' —  It  has  also  been 
granted  to  prohibit  proceedings  by  parties  who  had  no  right  to 
institute  them.* 

Contempt  Proooodlngt.  —  When  an  order  or  citation  in  contempt  is 
made  without  any  jurisdictional  basis,  or  a  lower  court  attempts 
to  enforce  a  void  order  or  judgment  by  proceedings  in  contempt, 
the  writ  will  be  granted  to  restrain  the  proceedings  or  prevent 
the  execution  of  the  judgment  in  contempt  if  one  has  been 
entered ; '  but  it  should  not  be  issued  in  cases  where  the  pro- 

Va.  675 ;   West  v.  Ferguson,   16  Gract.  rell,  20  Gratt.  (Va.)  484;    Ingersoll  9. 

(Va.)  270.  Buchanan,  i  W.  Va.  181 ;    County  Cl 

West  Virginia. — Wilkinson  t/.  Hoke,  v,  Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362;    County^ 

39  W.  Va.  403.  Ct.  V.  Armstrong,  34  W.  Va.  326. 

England,  —  In  re  Holmes,  (1895)  i  Q.  Jndgmont  Agafiut  Tax  CoUoctor.  —  In 
B.  174.  Where  a  case  embraces  several  Mallan  v.  Bransford,  86  Va.  675,  the 
subjects,  one  or  more  of  which  are  writ  was  issued  to  prohibit  a  judgment 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  rendered  personally  against  a  tax  col- 
prohibition  will  not  be  granted  unless  lector  for  money  paid  for  taxes  under 
the  court  has  acted  on  die  matters  be-  protest. 

yond  its  jurisdiction  or  unless  it  ap-  8.  Contempt — Instaneos  of  Tiwanes  at 

pears  that  it  will  act  on  them.     Dutens  Writ.  —  In  Gordan  v.  Buckles.  92  Cal. 

V.  Robson.  I   H.  Bl.   100;    Hallack  v,  481,  the  petitioner  for  prohibition  was 

Cambridge  University,  i  Q.  B.  593,  41  ordered  to  appear  in  person  to  show 

£.  C.  L.  687;  Reg.  V.  Twiss,  L.  R.  4  Q.  cause   in  a  contempt  proceeding,  but 

B.  407.  appeared  by  counsel.    The  writ  was 

In  ScoUay  v.  Dunn,  Quincy  (Mass.)  issued  to  prevent  the  execution  of  an 

74,  the  writ  was  granted  to  the  court  order  for  his  arrest  for  disobeying  the 

of  vice-admiralty  on  the  ground  that  order  to  appear  in   person,  the  court 

the  suit  should  have  been  against  the  being  held  to  have  no  power  to  make 

ship  and  its  cargo,  and  not  against  the  such    an    order.    See  also    People  r. 

owner.  County  Judge,  27  CaL  151;  Williams. 

1.  Appolntliig  Baosiyer  Impropsrly. —  v.  Dwindle,  51  Cal.  443. 

Havemeyer   v.  Superior  Ct.-,   84  Cal.  Where  a  court  attempted  to  enforce 

327;    Harrison   v.   Hebbard,    loi   Cal.  an   order  after  an    appeal    had  been 

152;  People's  Home  Sav.  Bank  f.  Su-  taken  and    while  it  was  pending  by 

perior  Ct.,  103  Cal.  27;    Yore  v,  Supe-  citation    in    contempt,    the    writ    was 

rior  Ct.p  108  Cal.  431;  Fischer  t/.  Supe-  granted.     Ruggles  v,  Supericr  Ct.,  103 

rior  Ct.,  no  Cal.  129;  State  v,  Superior  Cal.  125. 

Ct..  15  Wash.  668.     See  also  State  v,  A  judgment  of  contempt  was  prohtb- 

District  Ct.,  (Mont.  1899)  56  Pac.  Rep.  ited   where    the    decree   violated  was 

687.  oral,  on   the  ground  that  decrees  are 

In  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Wear,  required  to  be  in  writing,  and  one  can- 
13s   Mo.   230,   the  writ    was    granted  not  be  guilty  of  a  '*  constructive  con- 
where  a   receiver  was  appointed    for  tempt  for  refusing  to  comply  with  a 
three  months  ex  parte  without  notice,  it  direction  or  provision  having  no  tangi* 
being  held  that  the  court  could  appoint  ble  existence  of  record,  but  consisting 
a  receiver  in  such  manner  only  until  a  of    a    mere    verbal    announcement'* 
reasonable  day   for  the  defendant  to  Cosby  v.  Superior  Ct.,  no  Cal.  45. 
show  cause.     And  see  as  to  the  power  A  District  Court  issued  a  writ  of  pro- 
of the  Supreme  Court  of  Montana  to  hlbition  to  a  city  council  to  prevent  it 
grant  a  writ  of  prohibition  prohibiting  from  trying  the  city  solicitor  on  certain 
a  District  Court  from  appointing  a  re-  charges    preferred    against  him,  and 
ceiver  merely  to  avert  probable  injury  tried  the  council  for  contempt  for  pro- 
to  the  applicants,  State  v.  District  Ct.,  ceeding  further  and  found  them  guilty. 
(Mont.  1899)  5^  P^c*  ^^P-  2^9-  'T^c  "^^^  ^^^  granted  on  the  groand 

S.  Chandler  v.  Railroad  Com'rs,  141  that  the  District  Court  had  no  authority 

Mass.  208;   Culpepper  County  v.  Gor-  to  issue  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  a  body^ 
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ceeding  in  contempt  is  for  the  violation  of  an  order  which  the- 
court  had  authority  to  make,*  or  where  the  relator  has  another 
adequate  remedy  to  protect  him  from  unlawful  punishment  for 
contempt.* 

2.  When  the  Court  Has  Heyer  Acquired  Jurisdiction  —  a.  For 
Want  of  Service  of  Process.  —  The  writ  lies  to  prohibit 
proceedings  where  the  court  undertakes  to  adjudge  the  rights  of 
persons  who  have  not  been  made  parties  thereto  by  the  service 
of  process.' 

InfuAdenoy  of  8«rvloe.  —  But  the  writ  will  not  issue  upon  the. 
ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  service,  for  that  is  a  question, 
upon  which  it  is  proper  for  the  lower  court  to  pass.* 

not  judicial,  such  as  the  city  council.  %,  Where  SeUtor  His  Another  Semedj, 

People  V,  District  Ct.,  6  Colo.  534.  — Ex p,  Hamilton,  51  Ala.  62*,  State  v. 

The  writ  will  lie  to  prevent  a  judge  Rightor,  32  La.  Ann.  1182. 

from  enforcing  a  judgment  for  costs  8.  Stupaiich    Mfg.   Co.   v,   Superioc 

ag^ainst  a  county   by   proceedings    in  Ct.,    (Cal.    1899),   55    Pac.   Rep.    985;: 

contempt  against  the  county  treasurer,  People  v,  Fitzgerald,  15  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

State  V,  Wilcox,  24  Minn.  143;  or  from  539;  People  v,  Wayne  County  Judge, 

taxing  stenographer's  fees  in  a  civil  26  Mich.    100;  Howard  v.    Pierce,  38 

case  against  a  county  and  enforcing  Ho.  296;  State  v.  Mitchell,  2  Bailey  L. 

the  payment  of  them  by  contempt  pro-  fS.  Car.)  225;  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  15. 

ceedings,    State    v,    Superior    Ct.,    4  Wash.  500;  Warwick,  etc..  Canal  Mav. 

Wash.  30.  V.  Birmingham  Canal   Navigations,  5. 

Commissioners  Hot  Having  tho  Power  to  Exch.  Div.  i. 

Infliot  Poniihrnont  for  contempt  will  be  The  writ  was  held  properly  issued  in 

prohibited  from  undertaking  to  do  so.  a  case  where  no  valid  service  could  be 

People  V.  Mayer,  71   Hun  (N.  Y.)  182;  had  upon  a  party  because  he  was  out 

People  V.  Carrington.  5  Utah  531.  of  the  county  of  his  residence  in  at^ 

Orders   in   Contempt   Which    Boot  on  tendance   upon  court.     People  v.  In- 

Orders  Void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  to  man,  74  Hun  (N.  Y.)  130. 

enter  them  may  be  prohibited.    Sute  Joit  Against  Foreign  Sovereign,  —  The 

V.  Langhome,  8  Wash.  447,  12  Wash,  writ  willissue  to  prohibit  a  suit  against 

588.  a  foreign   sovereign.     Wadsworth  v. 

A  ComtraetiTe  Contempt  is  !not  com-  Reg.,  7  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  340,  17  Q.  B.. 

mitted  by  one  who  writes  an  article  in  171,  79  E.  C.  L.  171. 

a  newspaper,  criticising  the  judge  and  b  Parte  Order.  —  In  State  v,  Judge». 

charging  him  with  corruption,  etc.,  and  37  La.  Ann.  285,  the  writ  was  issued  to* 

the  writ  was  granted  to  prevent  pro-  annul  an  order  made  ex  parte  rescind- 

ceedings  in  such  cases.     State  v.  Cir-  ing  an  order  dissolving  an  injunction, 

cult  Ct.,  97  Wis.  i;  Reg.  v,  Lefroy,  L.  Yelnntary  Appeeranoe  without  objec- 

R.  8  Q.  B.  134,  4  Moak  250.  tion  waives  service  of  process.     Hyde 

1.  Contempt  of  Order  Made  Without  An-  Park  v,  Wiggin,   157   Mass.    94.    See- 

thority.  —  Ex  p,  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312;  generally  article  Appearances,  vol.  2, 

People  V.  District  Ct.,   19  Colo.   343;  p.  588. 

State  V,   Skinner,   32   La.  Ann.  1092;  4.  People  v.  Petty,  32  Hun  (N.  Y.)- 

Fawcett  v.  Superior  Ct..  15  Wash.  342,  443;  People  v.  House,  4  Utah  382,  r^- 

In  Hedges  v.  Superior  Ct.,  67  Cal.  hearing  denied^  ^\}iBh  484;  McConiha 

405,  the   writ  was  applied  for  on  the  v.  Guthrie,  21  W.  Va.  134. 

ground  that  the  affidavit  in  a  contempt  Bendoo   by    Fablieation. —  In    Mines 

proceeding   was  insufficient,   but    the  d'Or    de    Quartz     Mountain     Soci6t6 

court  refused  the  writ  on  the  ground  Anonyme  v,  Superior  Ct.,  91  Cal.  loi, 

that  the  affidavit  was  sufficient,  without  in  which  a  prohibition  was  sought  on 

discussing  the  question  whether  a  suffi-  the  ground  that  the  petitioners  could 

cient  affidavit  was  necessary  to  give  not  be  legally  served  with  process  by 

jurisdiction  to  the  court  to  punish  for  publication,  the  court  said:  "We  do 

contempts  committed  out  of  its  pres-  not  deem  it  either  necessary  or  proper- 

ence.  to  determine  at  this  time  whether  the 
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b.  For  Want  of  Appeal.  —  When  no  appeal  is  allowed  by 
law,^  or  where  an  attempt  to  appeal  is  so  fatally  defective  as  to 
give  no  jurisdiction  at  all  to  the  appellate  court ,  the  writ  will  be 
granted ;  *  but  it  will  not  be  granted  upon  the  ground  of  irr^- 
larities  or  insufficiency  of  the  undertaking  for  costs  of  appeal^ 

action  now  pending  against  petitioners  "  a  party  aggrieved  *'  under  the  statue 
in  the  Superior  Court  is  one  in  which  providing  for  appeals. 
the  summons  can  be  legally  served  by  9.  Coker  v,  Superior  Ct..  58  Cal.  177. 
publication.  That  court  has  jurisdic-  Apptal  Vot  Fn^crly  Takaa.  —  Where 
tion  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  the  statute  required  appeals  to  be  taken 
and  whether  it  has  obtained  jurisdic-  by  filing  notice  of  appeal  with  the 
tion  over  ihe  persons  of  petitioners  is  a  justice  and  serving  a  copy  on  the  ad- 
question  which  it  must  determine  for  verse  party  or  his  attorney,  no  juris- 
itself  before  entering  judgment  in  the  diction  at  all  was  conferred  upon  the 
action,  and  which  it  has  the  same  S uperior  Court  where  notice  was  scrred 
authority  to  pass  upon  as  any  other    on    the    defendant's    attorney   before 

3uestion  of  law  or  fact  which  may  arise  filing  it  with  the  justice,  and  the  salt 
uring  its  progress;  and  if,  in  the  de-  was  prohibited  in  the  Superior  Coim. 
cision,  error  shall  be  committed  to  the  State  v,  Superior  Cu,  17  Wash.  54,  q^ 
prejudice  of  petitioners,  the  law  affords  proved  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  (WasL 
them  a  plain,  speedy,  and  adequate  1898)  54  Pac.  Rep.  937. 
remedy  by  an  appeal  from  any  judg-  Vo  Bond  te  Ooste.  —  The  writ  was 
ment  which  may  be  entered  against  granted  where  no  bond  for  costs  of  ap- 
them."  peal  was  on  file.     Graytr.  Superior  Cl, 

Sarvlos  on  Corporation.  —  The  writ  was  61  Cal.  337. 
refused  in  Sute  v.  District  Ct.,  26  Ho  Undertaking. —  Under  the  Cau- 
Minn.  233,  where  a  corporation  which  fomia  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  an  no- 
had  no  agency,  transacted  no  business,  dertaking  to  pay  the  judgment  appealed 
and  had  no  property  in  the  state  was  from  as  well  as  the  costs  is  necessary* 
sued,  and  service  was  had  on  the  presi-  and  the  Superior  Court  was  prohibited 
dent  of  the  corporation,  although  the  from  entertaining  an  appeal  on  the 
court  remarked  that  there  was  little  ground  that  without  such  undertakiog 
doubt  but  that  this  objection  should  be  it  acquired  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case, 
sustained.  McConky  v.  Superior  Cl,  56  Cal.  83. 

In  Caio  of  Intervention.  —  In  Ah  Goon  One  Aj^eal  on  8tveral  Ap^catioBi.  — 
V.  Superior  Ct.,  61  Cal.  555,  prohibition  Where  applications  to  purchase  state 
was  denied  where  the  lower  court  pro-  tide  lands  are  treated  by  the  commis- 
ceeded  to  try  the  issues  between  the  sioners  as  one  proceeding,  although 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  after  an  in-  independent  rights  of  different  panies 
terveniion  had  been  filed  upon  an  order  are  involved,  one  appeal  from  their 
allowing  it,  but  before  it  was  served,  decision  is  sufficient,  and  the  writ  wis 
upon  the  ground  that  the  court  acquired  'refused  where  the  ground  alleged  was 
jurisdiction  by  the  order  permitting  that  the  appellant  had  not  taken  an  ap- 
the  intervener  to  become  a  party.  peal  from  the  decision  on  each  o!  two 

Order  to  Show  Cauao.  —  But  in  People  applications.  State  v,  Superior  Cl,  19 
V.    Nichols,    18    Hun   (N.    Y.)  530,   an     Wash.  198. 

order  to  show  cause  on  an  application  3.  Filing  Transeript.  —  Where  an  a(K 
for  certiorari  was  prohibited  because  it  peal  was  taken  from  a  justice's  judg 
was  made  returnable  in  less  than  the  ment,  but  the  transcript  was  not  filed 
usual  time  for  such  notices.  within  ten  days,  it  was  held  that  the 

1.  People  r.  Tompkins  Gen.  Sess.,  failure  to  file  it  within  that  time  was 
19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  154.  As,  in  Cali-  not  fatal  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
fornia^  from  a  justice's  judgment  by  Superior  Court,  but  that  the  matter 
default,  or  from  the  order  of  a  justice  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
refusing  to  set  aside  a  default.  Rickey  and  the  writ  was  denied.  Sute  r. 
V.  Superior  Ct.,  59  Cal.  661.  Superior  Ct.,  9  Wash.  307. 

In  Chandler  v.  Railroad  Com'rs,  141  Where  the  Stops  Were  Vot  Takes  in  tte 
Mass.  208,  prohibition  was  issued  upon  Order  Praioribod  by  statute  (that  beiof 
the  ground  that  the  appellant  was  not    held  immaterial),  but  were  not  fatallj 
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3.  When  the  Court  Has  Lost  Jnriidiction  —  a.  By  Final 
Order.  —  Upon  the  entry  of  a  final  order  or  one  which  becomes 
final  by  operation  of  law,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  suit 
in  which  such  order  is  entered  is  exhausted,  and  further  proceed- 
ings therein  may  be  prohibited.^ 

defective,  it  was  held  that  the  Superior  after  having  overruled  a  motion  for  a 

Court    acquired  jurisdiction  and   the  new  trial,  but  before  settling  the  bill  of 

writ  would  not  lie.     Coker  v,  Superior  exceptions,  and  his  successor  was  pro- 

Ct.,  58  Cal.  177.  hibited    at    a    subsequent  term   from 

Writ  of  Error  Hot  8aed  Out  in  Time.  —  granting  a  new  trial. 

In  State  v.  Smith,  104  Mo.  4x9,  the  writ  The  writ  was  issued  where  a  justice 

was  sought  upon  the  ground  that  ihe  of  the  peace  set  aside  a  judgment  in 

Kansas  City  Court  of  Appeals  was  en-  favor  of  the  relator,  and  in  his  absence 

tertaining  a  suit  where  the  writ  of  error  granted  a  new  trial  and  rendered  judg- 

was  sued  out  after  the  expiration  of  ment  against  him  for  costs,   on    the 

the  time  allowed  by  law,  but  the  court  ground  that  under  the  Code  of  Proced- 

held   that,  the  case  belonging  to  the  ure  in  Louisiana  his  authority  over  a 

general  class  of  actions  of  which  the  judgment  was  limited  to  nonsuit  of  the 

court  had    jurisdiction,   the    question  plaintiff.     State    v,    McCrea,    40    La. 

whether  the  writ  of  error  was  issued  Ann.  20. 

**  in  the  time,  manner,  or  form  allowed  Seire  Faoias  to  Banew  Judgment.  —  In 

by  law  was  one  peculiarly  for  it  to  de-  Wall  v.  Wardens  Ct.,   i  Bay  (S.  Car.) 

termine,"   and   the   writ  was  denied.  434,  prohibition  was  granted  to  restrain 

Contra^    Liverpool    United    Gas-Light  the  court  from  issuing  a  scire  facias  to 

Co.  V,  Overseers  of  Poor,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  renew  a  judgment  against  the  relator 

414.  after  he  had  applied  for  and  obtained 

InsniHoiont    Bond.  —  No    prohibition  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 

can  be  issued  where  the  court  allows  a  Act  and  delivered  up  what  property  he 

proper  bond  to  be  filed  in  lieu  of  one  had. 

held  insufficient,  or  for  any  action  of  Applieation  by  Bohtor  to  Take  Oath.  — 

the  court  with  respect  to  justification  Where  one  determination  on  an  appli- 

of  sureties.     Gray  v.  Superior  Ct.,  61  cation  by  a  debtor  to  take  the  oath  that 

Cal.  337.  he  does  not  intend  to  leave  the  state  is 

1.  State   V,  Williams,   48  Ark.   227;  a  finality  under  the  statute,  the  writ 

Kirby   v.    Superior  Ct.,   68   Cal.   604;  was  granted  to  prevent  a  magistrate 

Wagner  v,  Superior  Ct.,  100  Cal.  359;  from  entertaining  a  second  application. 

Buckley  v,  Superior  Ct.,   102  Cal.  6;  Henshaw  v.  Cotton,  127  Mass.  60. 

Spencer  v.    Branham,    109    Cal.    336;  Order  of  Arrest. —  In  England^  under 

Doughty  V,  Walker,   54  Ga.  595;  Gil-  the  Debtors'  Act  of  1869,  only  one  war- 

bert  V.    Hebard,    8  Met.   (Mass.)   129;  rant  of  arrest  could  be  executed  against 

State   V,   Probate   Ct.,    19   Minn.    117;  a  debtor,  and  the  writ  was  issued  to 

State   V.   Young,   44   Minn.    76;    Bur-  prohibit  a  second  order  of  commiiment. 

roughs  V.  Taylor.  90  Va.  55;  State  v,  Evans  v.  Wills,  i  C.  P.  Div.  229. 

Superior  Ct.,   10  Wash.   168;  State  t/.  Order      Staying      Proceedings.  —  But 

Superior  Ct.,  19  Wash.  128.  where  a  court,  on  application  for  a  res- 

Bew  Trial  After  Final  Judgment.  —  In  pite,  entered  an  order  staying  proceed- 

Appo  V.  People,  20  N.  Y.  531,  it  was  ings  against  a  debtor,  it  was  not  thereby 

decided  that  Courts  of  Oyer  and  Ter-  deprived  of  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by 

miner  in  New  York  have  no  power  to  creditors  to  annul  the  order,  and  the 

order  a  new  trial  upon  the  merits  after  writ   was   refused,    the  court  holding 

a  conviction  for  a  felony,  and  the  writ  that  *'  a  court  cannot  entangle  its  pow- 

was  issued  to  prohibit  such  an  order,  ers  so  as  to  bring  them  to  a  deadlock." 

But  the  writ  was  refused  in  State  v.  Stale  v.  Judge,  42  La.  Ann.  71. 

Price,  8  N.  J.  L.  358,  without  opinion  Appeal  —  Stipulation  for  Judgment  Ab- 

by  the  court,  where  the  Borough  Court  solute.  —  A    writ  of     prohibition     was 

of  Quarter  Sessions  granted  a  new  trial  quashed   under  the  following  circum- 

to  the  defendant  after  the  entry  of  final  stances:    The  plaintiff  obtained  judg- 

judgment  of  conviction.  ment  against    the   defendant    in    the 

In   State  v.   Walls,  113  Mo.  42,  the  Marine  Court,  which  was  reversed  on 

juugj  who  tried  a  criminal  case  died  appeal  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
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But  WlMii  th*  Oovrt  Hm  Juliditttlon  ortr  Iti  Jndgmanti  «r  Boctms,  even 
though  final,  it  may  proceed  with  respect  to  them  without 
restraint  by  prohibition.* 

WhtA  the  PUintUr  Hat  ▼olnntuUy  "^thdrftwii  the  proceedings  which 
he  has  instituted,  prohibition  will  prevent  the  court  from  reviv- 
ing them  at  the  instance  of  other  parties  who  intervene  there- 
after* 

Diimisfal  —  ConntareUlm.  —  A  dismissal  by  the  plaintiff  will  not 
defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  where  a  counterclaim  has  been 
filed  by  the  defendant.* 

b.  By  Appeal  Taken.  —  When  an  appeal  is  taken  in  a  case 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  so  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  is  suspended,  jurisdiction  of  the  case  is  transferred  from 
the  court  appealed  from  to  the  appellate  court,  and  the  former 
will  be  prohibited  from  attempting  to  enforce  its  judgment  or 
otherwise  invading  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court.*     But 

The  plainti£F  then  appealed  to  the  Gen-  S.  Walcott  v.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  hold- 

eral  Term,  without  stipulating  that  if  ing  that  the  lower  court  has  the  right 

the  order  was  affirmed  judgment  abso-  to  determine  whether  the  countCFclaim 

lute  should  be   rendered  against  him,  was  filed  before  or  after  a  dismissaL 

as  required  by  law.     Ths  order  grant-  4.  Live rmore  v.  Campbell,  saCal.  75; 

ing  a  new  trial  was  affirmed.    The  de-  Ruggles  7%  Superior  Ct.,  103  CaL  125; 

fendant     applied     for     a    prohibition  Fite  v.   Black,   S5   Ga.   413;    State  v. 

against    the     Marine    Court    on    the  Judge,  19  La.   167;  State  v.  Judge,  21 

ground  that  judgment  absolute  was  in  La.  Ann.  113;  State  v.  Parish  Judge, 

legal    effect    ordered.      Among   other  22  La.  Ann.  61;  State  v.  Judge,  24  La. 

things  the  court  held  that  no  absolute  Ann.  600;  State  v.  Davey,  37  La.  .4nn. 

judgment  had  in  legal  effect  been  ren-  827:  State  v.  Hirzel,  137  Mo.  435:  State 

dered.     People  v.  Talcott,  21  Hun  (N.  v,  Superior  Ct.,  6  Wash.  112;  State  r. 

Y.)5qi.  Superior  Ct.,   13  Wash.  638;  Bronson 

CoatiBiiaBOt  to  Ktzt  Tarn.  —  In  Moss  v.  LaCrosse.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  z  WalL  (U. 

V.  Barham,  94  Va.  12,  the  writ  was  re-  S.)  405. 

fused  where  it  was  applied  for  on  the  A  Court  Hat  Vo  Authoritj  to  Appoiiit  & 

ground  that  on  the  last  day  of  the  term  Xoooiyor  pending  an  appeal,  for  *'  the 

the  judge  continued  an  election  case,  effect  of  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 

as  to  one  of  the  questions  involved,  to  when     the    proceedings    thereon   are 

the  next  term,  and   that  this  operated  stayed  is  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the 

as  a  discontinuance.  parties  to  the  controversy  in  the  same 

Hollo  Proooqni.  —  In   Colorado  it  was  condition  as  they  were  prior  to  the  en> 

held  that  further  proceedings  in  a  crim-  try  of  the  judgment."    State  Invest, 

inal  case  could  be  restrained  by  pro-  etc.,    Co.    v.   Superior    Ct.,    loi  Cal. 

hibition  after  the  district  attorney  had  150. 

filed  a  HolU  prosequi  and  moved  to  dis-  Whoro  an  Iijiiaotion  Waa  Giaiitad  to 

miss  the  suit.  Stay  Ezooution  of  a  writ  of  seizure  and 

1.  Wiggin  V,  Superior  Ct.,  68  Cal.  398.  sale  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs 

Prohibition   was   denied    where    an  in  the  writ  had  agreed  to  extend  the 

order  of  dismissal  was  set  aside  upon  time  for  one  year  upon  the  payment  of 

condition  of  payment  of  costs,  although  interest,  which    had  been   done,  aod 

the  costs  were  not  paid  until  the  sec-  upon  the  trial  the  injunction  was  dis- 

ond  term  after  the  order  was  set  aside,  solved,  but  a    suspensive  appeal  was 

The  ground  upon  which  the  application  taken,  the  writ  was  issued  to  prevent 

was  based  was  that  the  order  became  the  court  from  issuing  an  execution  at 

final  by  the  nonpayment  of  the  costs  at  the  expiration  of  the  year  of  extension, 

the  end  of  the  term.     State  v,  Harri-  because  the  state  of  things  at  the  date 

son,  53  Mo.  App.  346.  of  bringing  the  suit  was  the  basis  of 

8.  Payer  weather     v.     Monson,     61  the  injunction,  and  the  lower  court  was 

Conn.  431.  invading  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appeU 
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the  writ  will  not  go  when  the  order  or  judgment  is  not  appeal- 
able/ or  when  from  its  nature  there  is  nothing  upon  which  a  stay 
bond  can  operate.* 

Soffldtney  ud  Approral  of  Bond.  —  After  bond  for  appeal  is  g^ven  in 
the  amount  required  and  the  surety  is  approved  as  provided  by 
law,  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  bond  is  a  matter  wholly 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court,  and  the  lower  court 
may  be  prohibited  from  attempting  to  pass  upon  it.' 

late  court  by  ordering  the  execution,  the  trial  of  a  cause  in  which  an  appeal 

State  V,  Judge,  31  La.  Ann.  120.  has  been  taken  from  an  order  denying 

Where  Surety  BaoomM  Insolvent.  —  An  a    motion    for    a   change    of   venue, 

inferior  court  will  be  prohibited  from  People  v.  Whitney,  47  Cal.  584. 

granting    or  enforcing    an    execution  But  in  Kaufman  v.  Superior  Ct.,  108 

where  a  surety  becomes  insolvent  after  Cal.    446,    the  court  issued   the   writ 

the  appeal  is  perfected  and  on  a  rule  to  where  an  appeal  had  been  talcen  from 

show  cause  why  the  appeal  should  not  an  appealable  order,  and  declined  to 

be  dismissed   the  appellant  o£fers  to  consider  the  question  whether  the  ap- 

^ive  a  satisfactory  surety,  appeal  being  pellant,  who  was  plaintiff  in  an  action 

a  constitutional  right  not  to  be  a£fected  of  interpleader,  was  entitled  to  an  ap- 

by     subsequent     unforeseen     events,  peal  under  the  statute. 

Gray  v.  Lowe,  9  La.  Ann.  478.  Enforeing    Judgment     After     Appeal 

Bond  InsuAoient  to  Operate  as  Super-  Granted  and   Perfseted.  —  It   has    been 

•edeas.  —  Under   the  Missouri  statute,  held,  however,  that  the  lower  court  can- 

the  appellant  must  see  at  his  peril  that  not  enforce    the   judgment   appealed 

his  bond  is  sufficient  to  operate  as  a  from  after  the  appeal  has  been  granted 

supersedeas,  and  If  it  is  not  prohibition  and  perfected,  upon  the  ground  that 

vcill  not  issue  to  prevent  execution  by  the  judgment  is  not  appealable.     State 

the  lower  court.    State  v.   Dillon,  31  v.  Judge,  39  La.  Ann.   774;    State  v» 

Mo.  App.  535.  Lewis,  76  Mo.  370. 

Judge  Beftuing  to  Aooept  Undertaking.  In  State  v.  Judge,  33  La.  Ann.  814,  it 

—  When  a  justice  of  a  District  Court  was  held  that  an  order  allowing  an  ap- 

has  honestly  refused  to  accept  an  un-  peal  improvidently  granted  can  be  re- 

dertaking  and   sign  an  order  for  re-  sclnded  by  the  judge,  and  an  execution 

moval  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  issued  on  the  judgment,  and  that  the 

the  writ   will  be   refused.     People  v,  proper  remedy  of  the  appellant  is  not  a 

District  Ct.,  13  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.)  writ  of  prohibition,  but  an  appeal  from 

134.  the  rescinding  order. 

As  to  Transferenoe  of  Jnriidietion  by  In  Stanton  v.   Parke^  2  Rob.  (La.) 

JLppeal  Generally,  see  article  Appeals,  550,  it  was  held  that  both  the  nature 

vol.  2,  p.  327.  of  the  appeal,   whether  devolutive  or 

1.  State  V.  Ellis,  40  La.  Ann.  818.  suspensive,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the 

Where  the  defendant  put  in  a  denial  surety,    and    whether     an     execution 

and  other  legal  defenses  and  also  an  should  be  issued  or  not,  were  matters 

equitable  defense  to  an  action  in  eject-  for  the    determination   of    the  lower 

xnent,    it    was  held    that    prohibition  court. 

-would  not  issue  to  prevent  the  trial  of  8.  As  a  judgment  of  ouster  in  a  quo 
the  case  upon  the  other  issues  after  de-  warranto  proceeding.  Fawcett  t/.  Su- 
cree  against  the  defendant  upon  the  perior  Ct.,  15  Wash.  342. 
equitable  defense,  from  which  he  ap-  But  in Covarrubias  v.  Santa  Barbara 
pealed.  Low  v.  Crown  Point  Min.  County,  52  Cal.  622,  it  was  held  on  de- 
Co..  2  Nev.  75.  murrer  to  an  application  for  prohibition 

The  giving  of  a  supersedeas  bond  on  that  the  board  of  supervisors  could  not 

appeal  from  an  order  removing  one  re-  proceed  to  elect  the  petitioner's  suc- 

ceiver  and  appointing  another  is  not  a  cessor  as  sheriff,  when  he  had  appealed 

sufficient  ground  for  the  writ,  for  that  from   the    judgment    of    the    District 

is  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  Court  ousting  him  from  office, 

court  and   not    appealable.     State    t/.  8.  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  3  Wash.  696. 

Superior  Ct.,  7  Wash.  74.  Where  a  receiver  was  appointed  and 

The  writ  cannot  be  used  to  prohibit  an  appeal  was  taken  from  the  order 
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After  Jndgmmit  bj  th*  ApptUftte  Ooort,  the  court  appealed  from  has 
authority  only  to  enforce  the  judgment  as  rendered,  and  the  writ 
will  be  granted  to  prevent  it  from  attempting  to  enforce  a  differ- 
ent judgment.^ 

Xatten  Vot  Aibetad  bj  AppaaL  —  A  court  has  power  to  proceed 
pending  an  appeal  upon  any  matter  in  the  cause  not  affected  by 
the  appeal.* 

c.  By  Removal  Proceedings.  —  Where  a  defendant  is  given 

by  statute  the  right  to  remove  a  suit  against  him  to  the  county 
of  his  residence,  and  applies  for  removal  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed, the  court  cannot  retain  jurisdiction  of  the  suit  after  the 
application,  and  prohibition  will  prevent  it  from  taking  any  other 
step  than  to  certify  the  case  to  the  right  county.* 

Bamoral  from  8tot«  to  Federal  Court.  —  A  petition  for  the  removal  of 
a  cause  from  a  state  court  to  a  United  States  court  does  not 
deprive  the  state  court  of  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  or 
not  the  case  is  one  for  removal,'*  and  prohibition  will  not  be 
granted  even  when  a  state  court  improperly  refuses  to  order  the 
case  to  be  removed,  for  the  Act  of  Congress  furnishes  ample 

of   appointment,   and   an   appeal   and  inferior  court    undertakes   to  enjoin, 

supersedeas  bond  were  given,  and  the  vacate,  or  modify  the  jadgmcnt  of  an 

court  declared  the  latter  void  for  in-  appellate  court.     State  r.  Drew,  3S  La. 

sufficiency  of  sureties,  and  additional  Ann.    274;    State    v.   Superior  Ct.,  8 

bond  was  given,  but  declared  void  by  Wash.  591.     But  it  cannot  be  used  to 

the  court  on  its  own  motion  and  with-  compel  a  court  to  follow  the  dedsions 

out  notice  to  the  appellant  for  insuffi-  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  similar  cases, 

ciency,  the  lower  court  was  prohibited  State  v.  Judge,  38  La.  Ann.  921. 

from  further  proceeding  in  the  appoint-  2.  Bliss  v,  Superior  Ct.,  62  Cal.  543; 

ment  of  a  receiver.     State  v.  Superior  State  v.  Judge,  17  La.  51X.     And  see 

Ct.,  12  Wash.  677.  article  Appeals,  vol.  2,  p.  327  et  stq. 

When  the  Approval  of  the  Bond  fSor  Ap-  Two  or  More  Aetions  —  A^eal  In  One, 

peal  Ii  a  Matter  for  the  Judge,  he  cannot  —  An  appeal  in  one  suit  does  not  affect 

grant  an  appeal  and  then  order  an  ex-  the  right  of  the  court  to  proceed  to 

ecution  to  be  issued  on  the  judgment  other  actions,  even   though   the  same 

appealed  from.     State  v.  Judge,  19  La.  rights  are  involved  or  affected.    State 

174:  State  V.  Judge,  21  La.  Ann.  43.  v.   Judge,   20  La.  Ann.  252;    State  v. 

In  Loniiiana  the  Supreme  Court  will  Houston.  35  La.  Ann.  236. 

issue  the    writ,  if  it  is  of  the  opinion  3.  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  5  Wash.  51S; 

from  the  evidence  that  the  bond  offered.  State   v,   Superior  Ct.,   7  Wash.   306; 

although  rejected  by  the  inferior  court.  State  v.    Superior  Ct.,   9  Wash.  66£; 

is  sufficient  for  a   suspensive   appeal.  State  v.  Stallcup,  11  Wash.  713. 

Stanton  v.   Parker,  2  Rob.  (La.)  550;  Ai  to  Status  it  Game  After  Order  far 

State  V.  Judge,  21  La.  Ann.  176;  State  Removal,  see  article  Change  of  Venxe. 

V,  Judge,   21   La.  Ann.   735;    State  ».  vol.4,  p.  486^/j^^. 

Judge,  22  La.  Ann.  115;  S^atet/.  Judge,  Where  an  Order  for  a  CShange  of  Tene 

23  La.  Ann.  491;  State  v.   Rightor,  36  la    Told,    further    proceedings    based 

La.  Ann.  711.  upon  it  may  be  prohibited.     Brouxllette 

1.  State  on  Relation  of  Boye,  x8  La.  v.  Judge,  45  La.  Ann.  243;    State  ?. 

Ann.  102,  in  vrhich  the  writ  was  issued  Judges,  45  La.  Ann.  246. 

to  prevent  a  lower  court  from  enforcing  4.  Ex  p.  Grimball,  61  Ala,  598;  Exp. 

an  execution  for  costs  against  an  ap-  Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  63  Ala.  349:  Cen- 

pellee,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  tral  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.,  62  Cal. 

of  the  lower  court  had  been  affirmed  618;  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Superior 

with  costs.  Ct.,  63  Cal.  607,  overruling  Sheefay  v. 

The  writ  will  be  granted  when  an  Holmes,  55  Cal.  485. 
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remedy  by  certiorari.^ 

d.  By  Assumption  of  Jurisdiction  by  Another  Court. 

—  Where  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  has  assumed  cogni- 
zance of  a  cause,  it  has  been  held  that  other  courts  of  concurrent 
jurisdiction  are  thereby  deprived  of  it  in  respect  to  that  cause,* 
but  the  propriety  of  using  the  writ  of  prohibition  in  such  cases  is 
doubtful.* 

InfoWeney  Prooeedingi.  —  When  proceedings  in  insolvency  or  bank- 
ruptcy have  been  commenced  in  the  proper  court,  the  writ  will  be 
granted  to  restrain  suits  against  the  bankrupt  or  insolvent  in 
other  courts.* 

4.  When  Amount  Involved  Exceeds  Court's  Jnrifldiction.  —  Prohi- 
bition is  the  appropriate  remedy  to  prevent  a  court  of  limited 

1.  Exp,  Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  63  Ala.  might  be  allotted  to  a  division  of  the 
349.  court  then  open.     Prohibition  was  re- 

2.  Hindman  v.  Tonev,  97  Ky.  413;  fused  to  restrain  an  order  directing  the 
State  V,  Judge,  9  Rob.  (L^O  4^:  State  clerk  to  allot  all  of  the  suits  to  the  di- 
V,  Rightor,  39  La.  Ann.  6x9;  State  v.  vision  to  which  the  first  one  brought 
Voorhies,  40  La.  Ann.  i;  Maclean  t/.  would  go.  State  v.  Judges,  47  La. 
Speed,  5a  Mich.  257.  Ann.  1601. 

In  State  v.  Monroe,  33  La.  Ann.  923,  8.  Roper  v.  Cady,  4  Mo.  App.  593; 

the  writ  was  applied  for  to  prevent  con-  State  v.  Withrow,  108  Mo.  i;  State  v, 

flicting  orders  as   to  alimony  in  two  Judge,  20  La.  Ann.  177;    In  re  Alix, 

different  suits  for  divorce  between  the  166  U.  S.  136. 

same   parties  in  different  courts,   but  4.  Clarke  v,  Rosenda,  5  Rob.  (La.)  27. 

was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  ap-  In  Hayne  v.  Justice's  Ct.,  82   Cal. 

prehension  that  such  orders  would  be  284,  the  Insolvency  Act  was  held  to 

made  was  insufficient  to  authorize  the  forbid  creditors  from  prosecuting  suits 

issuance  of  the  writ.  against  the  debtor  for  debts  provable 

A  prohibition  was  sought  where  a  under  the  act  until  the  final  determina- 
cause  in  which  the  order  complained  of  tion  of  the  debtor's  discharge,  and  the 
had  been  entered  had  been  transferred  writ  was  issued  to  prohibit  a  suit 
to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court,  but  against  the  debtor  in  a  justice's  court, 
was  refused  because  the  latter  had  dis-  although  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  an 
missed  the  suit.  State  v.  Judge,  38  La.  order  from  the  insolvency  court  permit- 
Ann.  1 78.  ting  him  to  proceed. 

Hajoas  Corpus  Proceedings.  —  In  State  In  Bandy  v.  Ransom,  54  Cal.  87,  it 
V,  Murphy,  132  Mo.  382,  a  prohibition  was  held  that  an  order  of  stay  in  in- 
was  granted  to  restrain  habeas  corpus  solvency  proceedings  could  not  be  en- 
proceedings  before  the  judge  of  the  St.  forced  by  prohibition  against  a  court 
Louis  Court  of  Criminal   Correction,  disregarding  it. 

because  his  jurisdiction  over  such  cases  Partnership  Aisetf  are  not  affected  by 

existed  only   when   the  judge  of  the  Insolvency  proceedings  commenced  by 

Criminal  Court  of  St.  Louis  was  out  of  one  of  the  partners,  and  the  writ  will 

the  city,  which  was  shown  not  to  have  not  be  issued  to  prohibit  suits  against 

been  the  fact  in  this  instance.  the   partnership  in    such  case,    Cali- 

Opening  of  Succession  in  Another  Conrt.  fornia  Furniture  Co.  v.  Halsey,  54  Cal. 

—  The    writ    was     refused    where     a  315. 

District  Court,  having  rendered  final  A  Stay  Order  in  an  Insolyenoy  Proceeding 

judgment  on  a  mortgage  claim,  was  will  not  be  prohibited  where  the  court 

proceeding  to  execute  the  judgment,  has    jurisdiction  because  a  petitioner 

notwithstanding  the  death  of  the  morr-  had  obtained  from  an   United   States 

gagor  and  the  opening  of  his  succession  District  Court  an  order  allowing  him 

in  another  court.     State  v.  Judge,  20  to  enforce  his  claim  to  final  judgment. 

La.  Ann.  311.  where   the   property  of  the  insolvent 

Five  Different  Snits  Were  Brought  on  was    acquired    after   adjudication    in 

One  Cause  of  action  for  the  purpose  of  bankruptcy  by   the  latter.       Day    v, 

having  the  chance  that  one  of  the  suits  Superior  Ct.,  61  Cal.  489. 
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jurisdiction  from  proceeding  in  a  cause  where  the  amount 
involved  exceeds  the  limit  of  its  jurisdiction.^ 

k  Single  IndiTiiible  Oanw  of  Aetion  Ctanot  B«  Bplit  Up  and  separate 

actions  brought  upon  each  part,  for  the  purpose  either  of  defeat- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  which  it  belongs*  or  of  con- 
ferring jurisdiction  upon  a  court  not  entitled  to  it.^ 

1.  State  V.  LapeyrolIerie»  38  La.  of  action  is  divided  into  unappealable 
Ann.  912;  Zylstra  v.  Charleston,  i  Bay  amounts  and  suits  brought  upon  each. 
i(S.  Car.)  382.  State  v.  Newman,  49  La.  Ann.  52. 

Prohibition  was  granted  to  prevent  Where  a  Pawnor  Fladg«d  ITims  AitidM 

the  execution   of  the  judgment  of  a  of  personal   property  valued   &t  fonr 

town  council,  which  could  not  under  dollars    to    secure    a    loan    of   about 

its  charter  impose  a  fine  exceeding  five  twenty-five  dollars,  and  after  a  sale  to 

•dollars,  where  the  relator  was  convicted  pay    the   debt  brought   nine  snits  in 

of   forty  different    offenses  and  fined  trover  before  a  justice  of   the  peace 

five  dollars  for  each  offense,  there  being  against  the   pledgee,   placing    tlw   ai 

but  one  specification  on  which  he  was  damnum  at  twenty  dollars  in  each  suit, 

<harged  and  but  one  judgment.     State  so  as  to  defeat  the  appellate  jurisdic- 

V.  Moultrieville,  Rice  L.  (S.  Car.)  158.  tion  of  the  County  Court,  each  suit  was 

Where  a  Suit  Embraeed  Two  Distinet  prohibited.     Bullard  v.  Thorpe,  66  Vl 

Items,   amounting  together  to  a  sum  599. 

greater  than  the  limit  of  the  court's  Vexatioiu  Salt.  —  In  Browne  p.  Rowe, 

4ippellate    jurisdiction,   the    writ  was  10  Tex.   183,  the  court  held  that  the 

allowed.     State  v.  Judges,  40  La.  Ann.  fact  that  the  defendant  was  suing  00  a 

771.  pretended  account  for  the  purpose  of 

InanAetioa  to  Bottle  a  Boundary  it  was  vexation  in  a  jurisdiction   where  the 

held  that  the  test  of  the  court's  jurisdic-  plaintiff  could  not  set  off  his  claim  be- 

tion  is  the  value  of  the  strip  lying  be-  cause  it  was  in  excess  of  the  jurisdic- 

tween  the   contested  boundary  lines,  tion  afforded  no  ground  for  the  writ, 

and  not  the  value  of  the  two  tracts  of  remarking    that    the    writ    would    be 

land,  and  the  writ  was  refused  where  issued  where  a  claim  was  divided  into 

the  former  was  within  the  jurisdiction  small  sums  and  separate  suits  brought 

•of  the  court.      State  v,  LapeyroUerie,  on  each. 

38  La.  Ann.  264.  Lonislawa.  —  In  State    v.    Judge,    38 

Appeal    from    Jostieo'i    Judgmont.  —  La.  Ann.  377,  a  prohibition  was  applied 

Where  the  applicant  for  a  writ  of  pro-  for  on  the  ground  that  a  single  daim 

hibition  had  appealed  from  a  justice's  had  been    divided  into   unappealable 

judgment  for  a  sum  in  excess  of  his  amounts  and  a  separate  suit  brought 

jurisdiction,  it  was  held  that  his  appeal  on  each  of  them,  but  was  refused  on 

gave  jurisdiction  to  the  Superior  Court,  the  ground  that  jurisdiction  of  each  of 

■Sanborn  v,  Superior  Ct.,  6oCal.  425.  them  ratione  maieriet  et  perscmtbting 

But  this  is  not  the  rule  in  England^  admitted,   the    issuance    of    the    writ 

where  the  writ  is  granted  to  the  party  would  be  simply  an  assumption  of  ap- 

appealing,  if  the  want  of  jurisdiction  pellate  jurisdiction.    State  v.  Newman, 

is  clear.     Matter  of  Maidenhead,  2  H.  49  La.  Ann.  52,  may  be  considered  as 

&  N.  257;    Darby  v,  Cosens,  i  T.  R.  overruling  this  decision,  as  no  distinc- 

552;  Bridge  V,  Branch,  t  C.  P.  Div.  633.  tion  between  the  two  cases  is  apparent. 

Amount   Involved    Too    Small.  ~  The  S.  Bodley  v,  Archibald,  33  W.  Va. 

writ  will  be  granted  to  prohibit  a  court  229. 

from    taking    jurisdiction    of    a    case  In  Hutson  c  Lowry,  2  Va.  Cas.  42, 

where  the  amount  involved  is  below  the  writ  was  issued  to  prohibit  four 

the  limit  of  its  jurisdiction.     State  v,  suits,  each  on  a  separate  note,  where 

Boone,  42  La.  Ann.  982.  the  notes  had  been  given  in  payment 

2.  See  in  general  article  Amount  in  of  one  debt  and  became  due  in  one 
Controversy,  vol.  i,  p.  723.  day,  one  month,  two  monihs,  and  three 

The  writ  is  granted  where  several  months,    respectively,   the    suits   not 

separate  actions  are  brought   upon  a  being  brought  until  all  had  falleo  doe. 

-single  cause  of  action.     Lawrence  v.  Where  a  Debtor  Szeentad  Throe  Votm 

Warbeck,  i  Keb.  260;  Girling  v.  Aldas,  for  a  Debt,   the  amount  of  each  beiog 

J  Keb.  617.    As  where  a  single  cause  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  <^ 
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▼olnntary  Bonittitiir.  —  The  writ  has  been  issued  to  prohibit  a  suit 
brought  upon  a  claim^  a  part  of  which  had  been  voluntarily 
remitted  in  order  that  the  court  might  have  jurisdiction  of  the 

amount,^  but  the  contrary  rule  seems  to  rest  on  sounder  reason- 
ing,* 

6.  For  Ezceif  of  Territorial  Jurisdiction  —  Gonorai  Bnio.  —  The 

writ  will  be  issued  to  prevent  a  court  from  exercising  jurisdiction 
of  actions  the  parties  or  subject-matter  of  which  lie  beyond  the 
territorial  limits  of  its  jurisdiction.* 

the  peace,  but  the  debt  being  above  it,  8.  In  People  v.  Marine  Ct.,  36  Barb, 
the  writ  was  issued  to  prohibit  separate  (N.  Y.)  341,  the  court  said:  *'  Another 
suits  on  each  note.     The  court  said:  ground  on  which  the  relator  asks  for 
'*  Whatever  the  limitation  at  any  time  the  writ  is  that  the  debt  for  which  the 
may  be  by  law,  it  cannot  be  changed  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue  was  larger 
by  any  one  of  the  parties,  nor  by  a  than    the  jurisdiction  of  the   Marine 
combination  between  both  of  the  par-  Court    permitted  to  be  recovered  in 
ties,  and  every  effort  so  to  do  has  been  that  court.    To  obviate  this  difficulty, 
held  to  be  in  fraud  of  the  law.     The  the  plaintiff  remitted  all  over  five  hun- 
justice  cannot,    under  any  pretext  of  dred  dollars  and  only  sought  to  recover 
acquiescence  of  the  parties,  take  juris-  the  latter  sum.     We  think  the  defend- 
diction  beyond  the  limit  fixed  by  law.  ant,  who  is  relator  here,  has  no  cause 
His  iurisdiction  is  given  by  law  alone,  to  complain  because  the  plaintiff  sees 
and  is,  in  every  case,  what  the  law  fixes  fit  to  reduce  the  amount  of  his  indebt* 
it  at.    The  consent  of  the  parties  can-  edness  by  relinquishing  to  the  debtor 
not  enlarge  it.     In  the  history  of  this  a  part  of  his  debt.     It  does  not  affect 
state,  the  efforts  of  the  justice  to  ex-  the  jurisdictional  question.     The  per- 
tend  his  jurisdiction  beyond  the  limits  son  and  the  subject-matter  were  both 
prescribed  by  law  have  been  checked  within   the  jurisdiction  of    the  court, 
by  the  mandate  of  the  higher  courts  in  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the 
the  form  of  the  writ  of  prohibition.**  court  attempted  to  exceed  its  powers 
James  v,  Stokes,  77  Va.  225.  in   rendering  judgment  for  a  greater 
1.  A  plaintiff  sued  in  the  Court  of  amount  than  the  sutute  allowed.     Nor 
Wardens,  the  jurisdiction  of  which  was  do  we  consider  it  any  act  in  fraud  of 
limited  to   eighty-eight  dollars,  on  a  the  jurisdiction  of  the  higher  courts, 
note  for  one  hundred  and  fifteen  dol-  calling  for  this  particular  remedy.    At 
lars,    on    which    he    had    voluntarily  the  present  day  there  is  no  necessity 
placed  a  credit  of  thirty  dollars  in  order  for  such  proceedings  to  preserve  the 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  court.     In  jurisdiction  of    the  courts  —  certainly 
granting  the  writ  to  prohibit  the  execu-  none  for  applying  such  a  remedy  sim- 
tion    of    judgment,    the    court    said:  ply  because  the  creditor  gives  to  his 
**  However    plausible  the    relinquish-  debtor  one-fifth  of  his  indebtedness." 
ment  or  giving  up  part  of  a  debt  may  8.  As  where  a  suit  is  brought  against 
at  first  glance  appear,  yet  if  it  be  done  a   municipal  corporation   in  a  county 
with  a  view  of  giving  an  inferior  court  other  than  that  in  which  it  is  situated, 
jurisdiction  of  a  cause  where  the  law  North  Yakima i^.  Superior  Ct.,  4  Wash, 
had  excluded  it  before,  it  is  a  legal  655.     Or  where  the  court  ordered  the 
fraud;    it  is  eluding  the  wisdom  and  sheriff  to  summon  veniremen  from  be- 
foresight  of  the    law,   and    breaking  yond    the    limits    of   its  jurisdiction, 
down   those  guards   which   had   been  State  r.  Laughlln,  75  Mo.  147. 
placed  around  these  inferior  jurisdic-  In  Berthaud  v.  Police  Jury,  7  Rob. 
tions.     No    man,   therefore,   shall    be  (La.)  550,  the  writ  was  granted  to  pro- 
allowed  to  create  a  jurisdiction  for  him-  hibit  a  suit  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
self,  by  changing  the  real  position  of  of  the  city  of  Lafayette  against  the 
parties  in  any  contract,  by  his  own  act,  police  jury  of  the   whole  parish,  his 
without  the  assent  of  the  other  party  jurisdiction  being  limited  to  the  city; 
to  the  contract.'*     Ramsay  v.  Wardens  but  in  State  v.  Judge,  41  La.  Ann.  403, 
Ct.,  2  Bay  (S.  Car.)  180.     See  in  gen-  the  writ  was  refused  where  a  similar 
eral  article  Amount  in  Cont&oversy,  suit  was  brought  before  a  justice  of  the 
vol.  I,  p.  707.  peace  for  one  ward  of  the  parish. 
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Where  Other  Bemedj  Iziito.  —  But  the  writ  will  not  lie  on  this 
ground  when  there  is  another  adequate  remedy,  as  motion  for  a 
change  of  venue,  writ  of  error,  appeal,  or  certiorari.* 

When  Conrti  PofseM  Probate  Jnriidletien,  the  probate  of  wills  or  issu- 
ance of  letters  of  administration  cannot  be  prohibited  on  the 
ground  of  the  residence  of  the  decedent  in  another  county, 
although  the  statute  provides  that  the  administration  shall  be 
had  in  the  county  of  the  decedent's  residence,  for  the  question 
of  residence  is  a  proper  matter  for  the  determination  of  the 
court.* 

8.  When  Jnriidiotioa  Depends  upon  Told  Act  —  When  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  in  an  action  depends  upon  an  act  or  ordinance 
which  is  void  or  unconstitutional,  proceedings  therein  may  be 
restrained  by  the  writ.* 

Proceedings  were  prohibited  against  AedoB  te  Bemore  Trustee.  —  The  con- 

a  vessel    and    its    commander,    who,  stitutional    proirision    that  actions  for 

being  an   officer  in   the  navy   of  the  the  recovery  of  land  shaU  be  brought 

French  republic  and  commander  of  a  in  the  county  where  the  land  is  situ* 

vessel  of  war,  had  seized  a  vessel  of  a  ated  does  not  forbid  a  Superior  Court 

subject  of  the  United  States  and  taken  from  taking  jurisdiction  of  an  action 

it  to  France  for  adjudication.    U.  S.  v.  to  remove  a  trustee,  although  the  trust 

Peters,  3  Dall.  (U.  S.)  121.  estate  is  real  estate  situated  in  another 

▲nlBcUaaBeservation  Within  attate  is  county.      More    v.    Superior  Ct.,    64 

not  within  its  civil  jurisdiction,  and  an  Cal.  345. 

absolute  writ  was  granted  where  leu  Serrlee   Outride   Judiriel  Umite. —  In 

ters  of    administration   were  granted  State  v.   Malone,    (Fla.    1898)  23   So^ 

upon  the  estate  of  a  deceased  Indian  Rep.  575,  it  was  held  that  prohibition 

who  occupied  and  resided  upon  an  In-  would  not  lie  on  the  ground  that  serv- 

dian    reservation   at  the  time  of  his  ice  of  process  was  made  outside  of  the 

death  and  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  state  judicial    limits   of  the  territory  from 

or    of    the    Ignited   States.     U.    S.   v.  which  it  was  issued. 

Shanks,  15  Minn.  369.  1.  Fresno  Nat.  Bank  v.  Superior  Ct.» 

The  Jurisdietlen  ef  tiie  ICayw't  Oenrt  of  83  Cal.  491 ;  State  v.  Hocker.  33  Fla. 

London  is  confined  to  cases  which  arise  283;  People  v.  Hills,  5  Utah  4x0. 

wholly  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  8.  People  v.  Surrogate,  16  Abb.  N. 

writ  will  be  granted  to  prevent  it  from  Cas.  (N.   Y.  Supreme  Cl.)  241;  People 

taking  cognizance  of  cases  which  arise  v.  Surrogate  Ct.,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.)  21S: 

wholly  or  in  part  beyond  its  jurisdic-  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,   11   Wash,   iii; 

tion.     London  v.  Cox,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  Preston  v.  Fidelity  Trust,  etc.,  Co.,  94 

239;  Banque  De  Credit  Commercial  v.  Ky.  295. 

De  Gas,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  142;  Cooke  In  State  v.  Benton,  12  MonL  66.  the 
V.  Gill,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  107;  Robinson  v,  writ  was  refused  on  the  ground  that 
Emanuel,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  414;  Quartly  the  record  did  not  show  in  which  county 
V.  Timmins,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  416;  Alder-  a  decedent  lived.  Letters  of  adminis* 
ton  V.  Archer,  14  Q.  B.  Div.  i;  Bowler  tration  had  been  granted  in  twocouo- 
V,  Barberton  Development  Syndicate,  ties,  but  under  the  law  could  be 
(1897)  I  Q.  B.  164.  granted  only  in  the  county  of  the  de- 
Judge  Hearixig  Case  Out  of  His  Limits,  cedent's  residence  at  the  time  of  bis 
—  Where  a  judge  was  required  by  the  death. 

requisition  of  the  archbishop  of  Can-  S.  £^x^.  Roundtree,  51  Ala.42;  Levy 
terbury  to  hear  certain  charges  against  v,  Superior  Ct.,  105  Cal.  600;  Mc> 
a  clergyman,  under  the  Public  Worship  Inerney  f.  Denver,  17  Colo.  302;  Pen- 
Regulation  Act,  within  certain  limits,  nington  r.  Woolfolk,  79  Ky.  13;  Cop- 
but  heard  the  case  elsewhere  outside  necticut  River  R.  Co.  f.  Franklin 
the  limits  defined  by  the  requisition.  County,  127  Mass.  50;  State  v.  Simons, 
the  writ  was  granted.  Hudson  v,  32  Minn.  540;  Donovan  v,  Vicksbnrg, 
Tooth,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  462.  29  Miss.  247;  Zylstra  v.  Charleston,  t. 
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7.  For  Departnre  from  Statute  Conferring  Jnriidiotion.  —  When 
the  jurisdiction  of  an  inferior  court  is  derived  from  a  statute  pre- 
scribing the  manner  of  procedure  in  an  action,  it  may  be  pre- 
vented by  the  writ  of  prohibition  from  departing  from  the 
manner  prescribed.^     But  mere  errors  or  omissions  in  a  statutory 

Bay  (S.  Car.)  382;  State  v.  Simons,  3  Where  the  Court  Might  HaTe  Jvrifdio- 

Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)    763;     People    v.  tion  from  Asother  Sonree  than  an  invalid 

Spiers,  4  Utah  385.  ordinance,  piohibition  will  be  denied. 

in  State  v.  Judge,  39  La.  Ann.  133,  Owensboro  v.  Sparks,  99  Ky.  351. 

an    application   for  the   writ    on    the  1.  Anderson  v,  Superior  Ct.,  122  Cal. 

ground  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  a  3i6;    McDowell  v.  Bell,  86  Cal.  615; 

Atatute  was  denied,  the  law  being  held  Long  v,  Superior  Ct.,   103  Cal.  449; 

valid,  but  the  court  observed  that  the  People's  Home  Sav.  Bank  v,  Superior 

writ  would  issue  if  a  party  was  prose-  Ct.,  103  Cal.  37:  People  v.  Nichols,  79 

cuted  for  crime  under  an  unconstxtu-  K.  Y.  583,    M* Donald  v,  Elfe,  i  Nott 

tional  law  and  had  no  appeal,     in  State  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  501 ;  Baldwin  v,  Cooley, 

V.  Rost,  49  La.  Ann.  145 1,  it  was  said  i  S.  Car.  356;  Wilkinson  v,  Hoke,  39 

j6iUr  that  it  would  not  be  too  late  after  W.    Va.    403;    Fellows    v.   The   Lord 

trial,   conviction,    and    imposition    of  Stanley,  (1893)  i  Q.  B.  98. 

fine,  to  invoke  prohibition   for  relief  Where  a  Statute  Provided  lor  the  Ap- 

from  the  effects  of  an  unconstitutional  peintment  of  Jury  Commiisioners  at  each 

act.     But  in  State  v.  Judge,   44  La.  regular  term  of    the    court  to  select 

Ann.  1 100,  it  was  held  that  the  ques-  grand  and  petit  jurors,  the  judge  was 

tion  of  unconstitutionaHty  or  illegality  prohibited    from   selecting  the  jurors 

of  an  ordinance  was  for  the  decision  of  without  appointing  the  commissioners, 

the  lower  court.     In  State  v.  Wilder,  State  v,  McHatton,  10  Mont.  370. 

49  La.  Ann.  I3ii,  the  writ  was  refused  Bequiremeiit  of  Bond.  —  Where  the  re- 

on  the  ground  that  the  act  in  question  quirement  of  a  statute  is  jurisdictional, 

was  valid.  as  the  requirement  of  a  bond,  the  writ 

In  McDonald  v,  Guthrie,  43  W.  Va.  will  be  issued  to  prohibit  an  action 

595;  /if  r^  Schumaker,  90  Wis.  488,  and  where  none  was  given.    Andersons. 

People  V.  Wood,  3i  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  345,  Superior  Ct.,  133  Cal.  3x6. 

the    invalidity    of    the  statute   under  Sommary  Prooeedinn.  —  In  People  v. 

which  the  court  was  proceeding  was  Mc Adam,  22  Hun  (N.  Y.)  559,  the  court 

held  to  be  insufficient  to  authorize  the  affirmed  an  order  granting  a  prohibition 

issuance  of  the  writ.     In  Sweet  t/.  Hul*  to  restrain  summary  proceedings  for 

bert,  51  Barb.  (N   Y.)  312,  the  writ  was  the  possession  of  a  leasehold,  saying: 

issued  on  this  ground,  the  court  say-  "  It  is  said  that  as  the  magistrate  had 

ing:    *'  It  is  better  to  stop  action  at  jurisdiction  in  summary  proceedings 

once,  even  though  such  action  would  generally,  he  necessarily  had  jurisdic- 

be  void,  than  to  allow  proceedings  to  tion  to  decide  whether  the  case  was 

be  had  which  would  subject  the  actors  within  the  statute.    This  argument  is 

to    prosecution  and  others   to  incon-  fallacious.    The  jurisdiction  is  special 

venience  and  litigation.     Therefore  a  and    limited,   and    the    magistrate   is 

case  is  presented  in  which  it  is  highly  strictly  confined  to  the  terms  of  the  act. 

proper  to  grant  a  writ  of  prohibition.  The  original  application  and  affidavit 

if  we  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  must  show  a  case  within  the  statute, 

act  above  referred   to  is   unconstitu-  before    the   magistrate    has  authority 

tional  or  unauthorized."     This  case  is  even  to  issue  the  original  summons  to 

not  noticed  in  People  v.  Wood,  21  N.  show  cause.*' 

Y.  App.  Div.  245,  supra,  Xleetioa  Contests — Costi.  —  The  writ 

Statute  Repealed.  —  Prohibition  is  the  was  held  properly  issued  where  a  judg- 

proper  remedy  where  the  jurisdiction  ment   for    costs   was  rendered   in   an 

of  a  justice  of  the  peace  depends  upon  election  contest  case  without  authority 

a  statute  which  has  been  repealed  and  from   the  act  regulating  such  cases, 

he  is  taking  cognizance  of  an  action  costs  being  recoverable  under  neither 

under  pretense  of  deciding  whether  or  the  general  law  nor  the  common  law. 

not  the    statute    has    been    repealed.  West  v.  Ferguson,  16  Gratt.  (Va.)  270. 

Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pinnacle  Coal  Costs  Against  Mnnidpality.  —  In  IVest 

Co.,  44  W.  Va.  574.  Virginia   costs    cannot    be    recovered 
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proceeding  are  insufficient  to  authorize  the  issuance  of  the  writ.' 
8.  For  Disqualification  of  Judge.  —  Although  a  court  may  have 
jurisdiction  over  a  cause,  yet  if  the  presiding  judge  is  disqualified 
by  interest  to  try  the  cause,  prohibition  will  lie  to  restrain  him  if 
he  undertakes  to  proceed  with  it.* 

against  the  public,   ihe  sute,  or  its  Tht  Intarat  That  lUaqnaliiUa  a  jadge 

authorized    representative.      A  judg-  is  pecuniary  and  not  political,  and  the 

ment  for  costs  against  a  municipality  writ  was  denied  where  it  was  applied 

was  prohibited,  on  the  ground  that  it  for  on   the  ground  that  some  of  the 

was  a  branch  of  the  state  government,  supervisors  who  were  directed  bj  an 

Charleston  v,  Beller,  (W.  Va.  1898)  30  act  to  order  an  election  upon  petitioa 

S.  £.  Rep.  152.  of  one-tenth  of  the  qualified  voters  had 

Kiiconstnietioa       of      Btotata.  —  In  signed  the  petition.     Lemon  v.  Peyton, 

Thomas  v.  Mead,  36  Mo.  232,  the  court  64  Miss.  161. 

said  that  the   writ  would  be  granted  A  judge  was  held  not  to  be  disquali- 

upon  the  sole  ground  of  the  miscon-  fied  to  try  the  issues  on  an  information 

struction  of  a  statute,  if  it  distinctly  to  disbar  relator  filed  by  a  committee 

appeared  that  the  court  was  proceed-  of  the  Bar  Association  of  St.  Louis,  to 

ing  upon   the   misconstruction.     This  which  he  belonged.     Bowman's  Case, 

misconstruction  must  be  limited  to  a  67  Mo.  146. 

question  of  jurisdiction.     In  Gould  v.  An  affidavit  made  on  motion  for  an 

Gapper,  5  East  345,  it  was  said  that  if  order  requiring  the  defendant  to  pay 

a  spiritual  court  construed  an  Act  of  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  sum  for  tem- 

Parliament  contrary  to  what  the  com-  porary    support    and    attorney's   fees 

mon  law  requires,  the  writ  would  lie  pending  an  appeal  from  a  decree  for 

even  after  sentence.  maintenance  and  suppoa  was  signed 

Ordorixig  Trustee  to  Pay  Money  into  by  a  firm  of  attorneys,  of  which  the 

Court.  —  where  the  court  is  authorized  judge   before  whom   the  motion  was 

by  statute  to  order  a  trustee   to  pay  made  was  a  member.     There  was  no 

money  into  court  when  it  appears  from  other  appearance  in  the  cause  by  that 

the  pleadings  or  findings  of  the  court  firm,  and  the  signature  of  the  affidavit 

that  it  is  or  has  been  in  his  hands,  and  by  attorneys  was  not  required  by  law. 

to  enforce  the  order  by  contempt  pro-  It  was  held  that  this  was  insufficient 

ceedings,   the    court    cannot  order  a  ground  for  the  wriL     Benton  v.  Budd, 

trustee  to  pay  into  court  a  sum  partly  120  Cal.  329. 

made  up  of  interest  which  he  ought  to  Where  the  assignee  of  an  insolvent's 

have  received  but  did  not  receive,  and  estate  was  elected  under  the  law  by  the 

the  writ  was  granted  to  prevent  the  creditors,  the  clerk  keeping  the  min- 

judge  from  adjudging  the  trustee  guilty  utes  of  the  election  and  entering  them 

of  contempt  for  disobeying  the  order,  on  the  records,  the  judge  will  not  be 

Williams  v,  Dwinelle,  51  Cal.  442.  prohibited  because  his  son-in-law  is  ap- 

1.  Murphy  v.  Superior  Ct.,  58  Cal.  pointed   assignee.    Chinette  tr.  Conk- 

520;  Spect  V,  Superior  Ct.,  59  Cal.  319.  lin,  105  Cal.  465. 

0:^ff/ra,  People  I'.  McAdam,  22Hun  (N.  Spoeial   Judge. —  Where  the  regular 

Y.)  559,  reversed  %\  N.  Y.  287,  not  upon  judge  is  disqualified,  the  special  judge 

this  ground,  however,  but   because  it  designated  or  chosen  as  required  by 

was  held  that  the  statute  under  which  law  cannot  be  prohibited  from  trying 

the  Marine  Court  was  proceeding  be-  the  cause.     People  v.  Petty,  32  Hun 

stowed  the  jurisdiction  which  it  was  (N.  Y.)  443;    Mengel   Tr.  Bro.  Co.  v. 

exercising.  Jackson,  94  Ky.  472. 

8.  People  t/.  District  Ct.,  (Colo.  1899)  Board   of  Edneation.  — In    State    9. 

56  Pac.   Rep.  II 15;    Nocth  Bloomfield  Board  of  Education,  19  Wash.  8,  it  was 

Gravel  Min.  Co.  v.  Keyser,  58  Cal.  315.  held  that  the  writ  would  issue  to  the 

In  Missouri^  when  another  judge  is  board  of  education  to  prevent  it  from 
called  in  to  sit  on  account  of  the  dis-  trying  relator  on  charges  against  him, 
qualification  of  the  regular  judge,  the  on  the  ground  that  a  member  of  the 
latter  is  ousted  of  all  jurisdiction  what-  board  was  disqualified  by  bias,  enmity, 
ever  of  the  cause,  and  every  interfer-  and  personal  prejudice, 
ence  in  the  cause  or  with  any  order  of  In  Louisiana,  Wh«n  a  Flsa  of  Boca* 
the  judge  called  in  will  be  prohibited,  sation  of  tho  Jndgo  Is  filed,  he  is  in- 
state V.  Wear,  129  Mo.  619.  competent  to  make  any  order  except 
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VI  Whek  BE7TJ8ED  —  1.  General  Bnle  —  Juriadietlon  the  Sole  dvei- 
tion.  —  The  sole  question  for  determination  upon  an  application 
for  the  writ  of  prohibition  is  whether  or  not  the  inferior  court 
has  usurped  jurisdiction  or  exceeded  its  lawful  powers,  and  the 
writ  is  always  refused  where  it  appears  that  the  court  has  juris- 
diction over  the  matter  complained  of.* 

an  order  of  recusation,  and  if  he  denies  (N.  Y.)  138;  People  v,  Russel,  19  Abb. 
interest  in  the  cause  he  must  refer  the  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  136;  People  v. 
issue  raised  by  his  denial  to  another  Oyer  &  T.  Ct.,  27  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Su- 
judge  for  trial.  State  v.  Judge,  33  La.  preme  Ct.)  14;  People  f.  Marine  Ct., 
Ann.  1293;  State  v.  Judge,  37  La.  Ann.  36  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  341;  People  v.  Court 
253;  State  V.  Judge,  38  La.  Ann.  247.       of  C.  PI.,  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  278;  People 

1.  Alabama,  —  Ex  p.  Montgomery,  24    v.  McAdam,  84  N.  Y.  287. 
Ala.  98;  Ex  p,  Peterson,  33  Ala.  74;         South  Carolina.  —  State  v,  Edwards, 
Ex  p.  Scott,  47  Ala.  609;  Ex  /.   Keel-     i  McMuU.  L.  (5.  Car.)  215. 
ing,  50  Ala.  474;  Ex  p.  State,  51  Ala.         Virginia.  —  Nelms  v,   Vaughan,   84 
60;  Exp.  Brown,  58  Ala.  536.  Va.  60. 

Arkansas.  —  Ex  p.  Blackburn,  5  Ark.  Washington,  —  State  z\  Superior  Ct., 
21;  Exp.  Tucker,  25  Ark.  567.  3  Wash.  705:  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  17 

California.  —  People  v.  Kern  County,     Wash.  12;  State  v.  Ayer,  17  Wash.  127. 
47Cal.  81;    Kelloch  V.  Superior  Ct.,  56         West     Virginia. — Cunningham     v, 
Cal.  229;  Curtis  v.  Superior  Ct.,  63  Cal.     Squires,  2  W.  Va.  422;  Sute  v.  Kyle,  8 
435;    Thomas  v.  Justice's  Ct.,  80  Cal.    W.  Va.  711. 
40.  Wisconsin,  —  State  v.  Burton,  il  Wis. 

Georgia,  —  Seymour  v.  Almond,   75    50;  State  v,  Keyes,  75  Wis.  288. 
Ga.  112:  Tuppertr.  Dart,  104  Ga.  179.  United  States,  —  Ex  p,  Detroit  River 

Indiana,  — Jasper  County  v,  Spitier,  Ferry  Co.,  104  U.  S.  519;  Exp.  Hagar, 
13  Ind.  235.  104  U.  S.  520;  Exp,  Slay  ton,  105  U.  S. 

Kentucky,  —  Preston  v.  Fidelity  451;  Exp.  Boyer,  109  U.  S.  629;  In  re 
Trust,  etc.,  Co.,  94  Ky.  295;  Standard  Garaett,  141  U.  S.  i;  In  re  Fassett.  142 
Oil  Co.  V.  Linn,  (Ky.  1895)  32  S.  W.     U.  S.  479- 

Rep.  932.  England.  —  Symes  v,  Symes,  3  Burr. 

Louisiana.  —  State  v.  Judge,  14  La.  813;  Ex  p.  Cowan,  3  B.  &  Aid.  123,  5 
Ann.  504;  State  r.  Judge,  20  La.  Ann.  E.  C.  L.  239;  In  re  Place,  18  Eng.  L.  £ 
239;  State  V.  Judge,  29  La.  Ann.  360;  Eq.  525;  Anonymous,  2  Chit.  Rep.  359, 
State  V,  Judge,  34  La.  Ann.  782;  18  E.  C.  L.  367;  Tucker  v,  Inman,  4 
Brown  v.  Ragland,  35  La.  Ann.  837;  M.  &  G.  1049.  43  £•  ^*  L*  539>  Hawes 
Trocgel  v.  Judge,  35  La.  Ann.  1164;  v,  Paveley,  i  C.  P.  Div.  418. 
State  V.  Jucige,  38  La.  Ann.  49;  Sute  In  State  v,  Scarritt,  128  Mo.  331,  the 
V.  Dufifel,  41  La.  Ann.  557:  State  v.  court  said:  *' The  writ  cannot  rightly 
Voorhies,  43  La.  Ann.  553;  State  be  employed  to  compel  a  judicial  offi- 
V.  Holmes,  43  La.  Ann.  1185;  State  v.  cer,  having  full  jurisdiction  over  the 
McDowell,  43  La.  Ann.  1193:  State  v.  parties  and  a  cause,  to  steer  his  official 
Ellis,  45  La.  Ann.  241;  State  v.  King,  course  by  the  judgment  of  some  other 
48  La.  Ann.  292;  State  z^.  Guion,  50  La.  judge,  or  to  substitute  the  opinion  of 
Ann.  492.  another  court  for  his  own  in  dealing 

^  Massachusetts.  —  Washburn   v.  Phil-    with  topics  committed  by  the  law  to 
lips,  2  Met.  (Mass.)  296.  his  decision." 

Minnesota,  —  State  v.  Cory,  35  Minn.        In  Thompson  v,  Tracy,  60  K.  Y.  31, 

178.  the  court  said  that  the  writ  *'  has  a 

Mississippi,  -—  Clayton  v.  Heidelberg,     proper  but  a   restricted    and    limited 

9  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  623.  office,  and  it  cannot  be  enlarged  so  as 

Missouri.  —  Morris  v.  Lenox,  8  Mo.    to  bring  within  its  scope  and  operation 

252;    State  V.  Fox,  85  Mo.  61;  State  t^.    questions    merely    collateral    or    inci- 

Withrow,   108  Mo.   i;    State  v.  Police    dental  to  its  direct  purpose,  or  more  or 

Com'rs,  16  Mo.  App.  48;   State  v.  An-    less  intimately  connected   with    such 

thony,  65  Mo.  App.  543.  purpose    and    object.      It    cannot    be 

New    York.  —  People  v.   Seward,   7     made  a  dragnet  by  means  of  which  all 

Wend.  (N.  Y.)  518;    People  v.  Nichols,    controverted   and    litigated    questions 

79  N.  Y.  582;  Matter  of  Mason,  51  Hun    between    individual    suitors    may    be 
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Tke  Qneftien  Ii  VH  WImUmt  th*  Ckmzt  Hm  JnriidiotiMi  of  th*  FBrtienlir  Oui 
sought  to  be  prohibited,  but  whether  or  not  it  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  general  class  of  cases  to  which  the  particular  case  belongs.^ 

Enron  or  fopogvkxitioi  —  PlMdingo  —  Ibtton  of  Botaio.  —  The  writ  will 
not  be  issued  on  account  of  errors  or  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings of  a  court  having  jurisdiction','  or  on  account  of  insufficiency 
of  averment  or  pleading,'  or  upon  matters  of  defense  which  may 
be  properly  raised  in  the  lower  court.* 

brought  into  court  and  tried  and  deter-  (N.  Y.)  363;   People  v.  Court  of  C.  P!., 

mined.    A  writ  of  prohibition    is    to  43  Barb.  (K.  Y.)  278;  People  9.  Russel, 

prevent  the  exercise  by  a  tribunal  pos-  49  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  351 ;  People  v.  Grogan, 

sessing  judicial  powers  of  jurisdiction  (Supreme  Ct.)  3  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  335; 

over    matters    not    within    its    cogni-  People  v.  Letson,  3  How.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N. 

zance."  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  381. 

1.  Ex  p,  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312;  Ex  p.  South  Carolina,  —  State  v.  Wakely,  2 
Due,  116  Ala.  491;  American  Casualty  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  412;  Sute  v.  Co- 
Co.  V.  Lea,  56  Ark.  539;  Fischer  v.  Su-  lumbia,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  i  S.  Car.  46; 
Serior  Ct.,  98  Cal.  67;  Sherwood  v.  Cooper  v.  Stocker,  9  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.) 
few  England  Knitting  Co.,  68  Conn.  292;  State  v.  Fickling,  10  S.  Car.  301. 
543;  Goldsmith  c^.  Owen,  95  Ky.  420;  Virginia.  —  Hogan  v.  Guigon,  29 
State  V.  Skinner,  32  La.  Ann.  1092;  Gratt.  (Va.)  705;  Grigg  v.  Dalsheimer, 
State  V,  Jud^,  48  La.  Ann.  1372;  Peo-  88  Va.  508;  Moss  v,  iSarham,  94  Va.  12. 
pie  V.  Boswick,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  163;  West  KiV^f htm.  —  Fleming  v,  Corn- 
Ex  f.  EUyson,  20  Gratt.  (Va.)  10;  Mc-  mlssioners,  31  W.  Va.  608;  County  Cl 
Coniha  v,  Guthrie,  21  W.  Va.  134;  v.  Boreman,  34  W.  Va.  362. 
Haldeman  v.  Davis,  28  W.  Va.  324.  United  States.  -^  Exp,  Pennsylvania, 

8.  Alabama,  —  Exp.  Branch,  63  Ala.  loq  U.  S.  174;    Smith  v.  Whitney,  116 

383;  Epperson  v.  Rice,  102  Ala.  668.  U.  S.  167;  In  re  Engles,  146  U.  S.  357; 

California,  — Clark  v.  Superior  Ct.,  In  re  Fassett,  143  U.S. 479;  In  re  Mor- 

55  Cal.  199;  Wreden  v,  Superior  Ct.,  55  rison,  147  U.  S.  14. 

Cal.  504;  Levy  v,  Wilson,  69  Cal.  105;  England,  — Ex  f.  Smyth.  2  C.  M.  & 

Powelson  v,  Lockwood,  82  Cal.  613;  R.   748;    St.  David's  v,   Lucy,   i   Ld. 

Broder  v.  Superior  Ct.,  103  Cal.  124.  Raym.  539;  Ex  p.  Story,  16  Eng.  L.  & 

Colorado,  —  Leonard    v,    Bartels,    4  Eq.  420,  462;    Hooper  i^.  HiU,  (1894)  i 

Colo.  95.  Q.  B.  659;    In  re  New  Par  Consols, 

Florida.  —  State    v.   Smith.   32    Fla.  (1898)  I  Q.  B.  669. 

476;  State  V,  Malone,  (Fla.  1898)  23  So.  S.  Bishop  v,  Superior   Ct.,  87  Cal. 

^ep.  575.  236;  State  V.  Foumet,  45  La.  Ann.  943; 

Illinois,  —  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  173  State  v.  Southern  R.  Co.,  100  Mo.  59; 

111.  272.  U.  S.  z,  Maney,  61  Fed.  Rep.  140. 

Louisiana.  —  Brown  v,  Ra^land,  35  In  Croly  cr.  Sacramento,  119  Cal.  229, 

La.  Ann.  837 ;    State  v,  Robmson,  38  where  the  writ  was  sought  because  of 

La.  Ann.  968;  State  v,  LeBlanc,  42  La.  alleged  insufficiency  of  grounds  of  ac- 

Ann.  1190;   State  t.  Judge,  45  La.  Ann.  cusation,  the  court  said:     "  But  if  the 

532;    State  V,   Voorhies,  49   La.  Ann.  board  has  jurisdiction  to  try  appellant 

1717.  upon  the  matters  alleged  if  property 

Massachusetts.  —  Hyde  Park  v.  Wig-  stated,  it  has  power  to  determine,  in 

ffin,  157  Mass.  94;  Fairweather  v,  Mc-  the  first  instance,  at  least,  their  formal 

Kim,  168  Mass.  103.  sufficiency,  and  this  objection  should 

Minnesota.  —  State  v,  Cory,  35  Minn,  have  been  made  to  the  board."    But 

178.  in  Siebe  v.  Superior  Ct.,  114  Cal.  551, 

Missouri.  •—  Wilson  v,  Berkstresser,  the  lower  court  was  prohibited  from 

45  Mo.  283;    Bowman's  Case,  67  Mo.  entertaining  an  accusation  against  a 

146;  State  V.  St.  Louis  Ct.  App.,  99  Mo.  tax  assessor  for  assessing  a  street  rail- 

216;    State  V.  Johnson,   132   Mo.   105;  road  at  too  low  a  rate,  and  not  for  hav. 

State  V,  Moehlenkamp,   133  Mo.  134;  ing  refused  or  neglected  to  perform  his 

State  V,  Heege,  39  Mo.  App.  49;    State  official  duty,  under  the  Penal  Code. 

V.  Harrison,  53  Mo.  App.  346.  4.  Ex  p.  Easton,  95  U.  S.  68;   God- 

New  York,  —  Ex  p.  Gordon,  2  Hill  dard  v,  Superior  Ct.,  90  Cal.  364;  State 
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TlM  IntriniiA  Mtiiti  of  a  Caie  are  not  the  proper  subject  of  investi- 
gation on  an  application  for  the  writ.* 

Th0  Insnilldtiiej  of  SvldanM  and  the  admission  or  rejection  of  testi- 
mony afford  likewise  no  ground  for  its  issuance.' 

TlM  Fact  that  Ko  Appeal  Um  from  the  decision  of  the  inferior  court 
does  not  authorize  the  extension  of  the  writ  to  cases  in  which  it 
does  not  properly  lie.* 

Jvriidietioa  Depending  on  Conteeted  Qneetlons  of  Faot,  —  The  better  rule 
seems  to  be  that  the  writ  will  not  issue  where  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  inferior  court  depends  upon  contested  questions  of  fact,  for 
the  determination  of  jurisdictional  facts  is  a  legitimate  exercise 

V.  Judge.  45  La.  Ann.  213;   State  v,  court    refused  the   writ,   undertaking 

Braun,  31  Wis.  600;  State  v.  Evans,  88  to  distinguish  between  the  refusal  to 

Wis.  255;  U.  S.  t/.  Maney,  61  Fed.  Rep.  receive  legal  evidence  and  receiving 

140:  Ex  p,  Higgins,  10  Jur.  838.  illegal  evidence,  but  this  case  was  dis- 

▼lolation   of    Ordinanee.  —  In    Wert-  a^/r<?zr^^in^x/.  Bradley,  9  Rich.  L.  (S. 

heimer  v.  Boonville,  29  Mo.  254,  the  Car.)  05. 

relator  was  fined  under  an  ordinance  Looudana.  —  In  State  v,  Patin.  47  La. 

forbidding  the  purchase  elsewhere  of  Ann.  1533,  the  writ  was  refused  where 

articles    sold    at    the    market    during  no  evidence  was  introduced  to  sustain 

market  hours,  except  wild  game,  the  the  judgment;  but  in  State  z^.  Finnegan, 

charge  of  which  he  was  found  guilty  50  La.  Ann.   549,  on  application  for 

being  that  he  bought  fish,  and  a  writ  prohibition    and  certiorari,   fines    im- 

of   prohibition    was    granted    by    the  posed  on   the  relatrix  without    proof 

Court  of  Common  Pleas.    The  order  were  set  aside. 

was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  the  8.  Bank  Lick  Turnpike  Co.  v,  Phelps, 
authority  to  determine  whether  or  not  81  Ky.  613;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v,  Linn, 
the  ordinance  had  been  violated  was  (Ky.  1895)  32  S.  W.  Rep.  932;  State  v. 
unquestionable,  and  on  an  application  Nathan,  4  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  513;  Exp, 
for  prohibition  it  made  no  difference  Bradley,  9  Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)  95;  State 
whether  fish  came  within  the  exception  f.  Superior  Ct.,  3  Wash.  705. 
or  not.  In  Ex  p,  Detroit  River  Ferry  Co., 
Two  Ooniiotions  for  Same  (Mfonse. —  104  U.  S.  519,  the  court  said:  *'  It  is 
But  in  Ex  p.  Brown,  2  Bailey  L.  (S.  no  ground  for  relief  by  prohibition  that 
Car.)  323,  where  a  slave  was  convicted  provision  has  not  been  made  for  a  re- 
twice  for  the  same  offense  and  had  view  of  the  decision  of  the  court  of 
been  punished  under  the  first  sentence,  original  jurisdiction,  by  appeal  or 
the  execution  of  the  second  sentence  otherwise.  A  prohibition  cannot  be 
was  prohibited.  made  to  perform  the  office  of  a  pro- 
It  State  V,  Judge,  41  La.  Ann.  953;  ceeding  for  the  correction  of  mere 
State  r.  Hall,  43  La.  Ann.  1059;  Exp,  errors  and  irregularities.  If  there  is 
Slay  ton,  105  U.  S.  451.  jurisdiction,  and  no  provision  for  ap- 
8.  Fleming  v.  Commissioners,  31  W.  peal  or  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  of 
Va.  608;  State  v,  Wakely,  2  Nott  &  M.  the  trial  court  is  the  judgment  of  the 
(S.  Car.)  410.  court  of  last  resort,  and  concludes  the 
In  McDonald  v,  Elfe,  i  Nott  &  M.  (S.  parties.  It  rests  with  Congress  to  de- 
Car.)  501,  an  application  for  the  writ  cide  whether  a  case  shall  be  reviewed 
on  the  ground  of  the  admission  of  ille-  or  not.** 

gal  evidence  was  dismissed;   but    in  Ezeention  of  Capital  Sentenoe.  —  But  in 

State  V.  Hudnal,  2  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  State  v,  Ridgell,  2  Bailey  L.  (S.  Car.) 

419,  a  writ  was  granted  on  this  ground,  560,  where  a  prohibition  was  issued  to 

and  in  State  v.  Road  Com'rs,  3  Hill  L.  prevent  execution  of  a  capital  sentence, 

(S.  Car.)  314,  this  is  mentioned  as  a  the  charge  upon  which  the  relator  was 

sufficient  ground.     In  Leonard*s  Case,  convicted  being  burglary,  and  the  proof 

3   Rich.  L.  (S.  Car.)   11 1,   where  the  being  that  he  broke  into  a  storehouse, 

?:round  of  the  application  was  the  re-  the  fact  that  the  relator,  being  a  slave, 

usal  of  the  lower  court  to  receive  legal  had  no  appeal  seems  to  have  had  great 

evidence  offered  by    the  relator,   the  weight  with  the  court. 
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of  the  powers  of  a  court.*  This  rule  is  especially  applicable  to 
cases  where  the  application  is  made  to  courts  whose  machinery  is 
unsuited  for  the  original  trial  of  issues  of  fact,' but  in  some  states 
courts  of  error  can  certify  such  questions  to  courts  of  original 
jurisdiction  for  trial.* 

JadieUl  Aeti  Only.  —  It  has  already  been  seen  that  judicial  acts 
only  can  be  restrained  by  the  writ.* 

2.  When  Ho  Objection  Haa  Been  Made  to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
Inferior  Conrt  —  PromatiiTe  AppUeation.  —  Applications  for  the  writ  of 
prohibition  are  premature  until  exception  has  been  taken  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  lower  court  and  overruled,  and  will  be  refused 
if  this  has  not  been  done,  for  it  is  invariably  presumed  that 
courts  will  give  to  parties  the  relief  to  which  they  show  them- 
selves entitled.* 

1.  Murphy  v.  Superior  Ct.,  84  Cal.  Missouri.  —  Barnes  v.  Gouschalk,  3 

592;    State    V,  Withrow,   141    Mo.  69;  Mo.  App.  iii;  State  f .  Laughlin,  9  Mo. 

State  V.  Seay,  23  Mo.  App.  623:   State  App.  486;  State  t/.  Gill,  137  Mo.  681. 

r.  Lubke,  29  Mo.  App.  555;    Coleman  Nevada.  —  Walcott  v.  WeUs,  21  Nev. 

V.  Dalton,  71  Mo.  App.  14:    State  v,  47. 

Superior  Ct.,  xi  Wash.  iii.  AVw  J/<fjrtVtf .  <— -  Tapia  v,  Martinez.  4 

In  Matter  of  The  Charkieh,  L.  R.  8  Q.  N.  Mex.  165. 

B.  197,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  said:  "  1  feel  Utah,  —  People  v.    House,  4  Utah 

disinclined  to  grant  a  rule  for  a  prohi-  382;  People  v.  Carrlngton,  5  Utah  531. 

bition  in  a  case  where  the  facts  are  in  IVashington,  —  Harris  v,  Brooker,  8 

doubt,  and  the  court  whose  jurisdiction  Wash.  138;   State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  13 

is  sought  to  be  impeached  is  just  as  Wash.  226. 

competent  to  determine  the  question  IVyoming,  —  State  v.  District  Ct.,  5 

as  we  are."  Wyoming  227. 

8.  State  V.  Seay,  23  Mo.  App.  623.  In  Lincoln-Lucky,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v. 

Where  the  Jurlidiotion  It  Deierooiiied  District  Ct.,  7  N.  Mex.  4JB6,  the  appli- 

from  the  Svidenee,  the  determination  is  cation  of  the  rule  was  limited  to  cases 

not  conclusive,  if  the  superior  court  where  the  court  has  original  jurisdic- 

can  retry  the  question.    Thompson  v,  tion  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit. 

Ingham,  14  Q.  B.  710,  68  E.  C.  L.  710.  In  Arnold  v.  Shields,  5  Dana  (Ky.)  18, 

8.  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal.,  g  1090;  State  the  court  said  that  '*  it  is  only  when  a 

V.  Saxton,  14  Wis.  123.  court  may  acquire  jurisdiction  by  con- 

4.  See  supra^  III.  i.  Generally,  sent,  or  waiver  of  objection,  or  by  de- 

6.  Alabama,  —  Ex  p,    Hamilton,   51  fault,  that  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  is 

Ala.  62.  necessary  to  the  granting  of  a  prohibi- 

Arkansas, — Ex  p,    McMeechen,    12  lion.*' 

Ark.  70;  Exp,  Williams,  4  Ark.  537;  Plea  to  Jnriidietioii.  —  In  Havemeyer 

Ex  p.  Little  Rock,  26  Ark.  52.  v,  Superior  Ct.,  84  Cal.  327,  it  was  held 

California,  —  Southern  Pac.  R.   Co.  that  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  is  not 

V.  Superior  Ct.,  59  Cal.  471;    Baugh-  necessary  where  the  want  of  jurisdic- 

man  7/.  Superior  Ct.,  72  Cal.  572.  tion   is  apparent  on   the   face  of  the 

Louisiana,  —  Whipple's    Succession,  pleadings,  but  when  it  existed  by  rea- 

2  La.  Ann.  236;    State  v.  Judge,  12  La.  son  of  undisclosed  facts,  such  matter 

Ann.  513;    State  v.  Judge,  34  La.  Ann.  ought  to  be   averred  in  some  proper 

611;    State  V,  Steele,  38  La.  Ann.  569;  form  in  order  to  make  it  appear;  but 

State   r.   McGuire,  40  La.   Ann.   378;  it  is  not  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of 

State  V,  Henry,  41  La.  Ann.  908;  State  the  Superior  Court  to  issue  the  writ, 

V.  Judge,  43  La.  Ann.   1119:    State  v,  being  merely  laches,  to  be  excused  or 

Judge,  44  La.  Ann.   1093;    Brouillette  not    according    to    circumstances,    as 

V.    Judge,  45  La.  Ann.  243;    State  v,  where  it  appeared  that  the  plea  would 

Allen,  47  La.  Ann.  1600:  State  v,  Ellis,  have  been  rejected  if  made.     And  see 

47  La.  Ann.  1602.  to  the  same  e£fect  State  v.  White,  (Fla. 

Michigan.  —  Hudson    v.    Judge,    42  1898)  24  So.  Rep.  160. 

I^Iich.  239.  In  England  the  rule  does  not  seem  to 
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Floa  niod  and  OromOod.  —  It  is  not  sufficient  merely  that  a  plea 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lower  court  should  have  been  filed;  it 
must  also  have  been  overruled.^ 

ObJoetioB  of  Booord  —  Formality.  —  The  objection  should  be  of  rec- 
ord,* but  the  purpose  of  the  rule  being  to  bring  the  attention  of 
the  court  to  its  want  of  jurisdiction,  strict  formality  is  not 
required.* 

Proooodlngf  Bunmarj  and  Qvati-Oriminal  —  Ex  Parto  Order.  —  While  this 
is  the  rule  in  ordinary  civil  actions,  it  has  been  held  not  to  apply 
in  summary  proceedings  of  a  quasi'QX\m\Xi2\  character,  as  in  con- 
tempt proceedings,*  or  where  an  order  in  excess  of  jurisdiction 

have  been  strictly  enforced.    In  Cox  writ  was  refused.     People  v,  Kelly,  la 

V.   St.  Albans,  i  Mod.  8i,  it  was  said  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  414. 

that  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  sworn  to  8.  A  Mora  Convorsation  with  the  Jiid|fe 

and  coming  in  before  imparlance,  was  by  the  relator's  counsel  is  insufficient 

necessary;  and  in  Buggin  v.  Bennett,  4  to  satisfy  the  rule.     State  v.  Judge,  4 

Burr.  3035,  the  court  said  that  the  de-  Rob.  (La.)  48. 

f  endant  ought  not  to  obtain  prohibition  Oral  Olgootloii.  —  Where  the  objections 

if   he  suffers  the  court  to  go  on  under  to  the  judge's  jurisdiction  were  made 

an  apparent  jurisdiction.     InChadwick  orally,  but  the  judge  declined  to  hear 

V.  Ball,  14  Q.  B.  Div.  855,  and  Baker  them  unless  made  in  writing,  the  writ 

V,  Clark,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  121,  under  an  was  denied.    State  v,  Superior  Ct.,  a 

act  providing  that  no  defendant  should  Wash.  9. 

object  to  the  jurisdiction  except    bv  S.  Stilot    Formalltj  Hot  Boqvlrod. — 

plea,  the  writ  was  refused  to  defend-  The  rule  is  satisfied   by  a  motion  to  dis- 

ants  who  had  not  done  so;   but  in  the  miss  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  State  v» 

latter  case  the  application  was  renewed  Williams,  48  Ark.  227;  or  by  a  motion 

in  the  name  of  a  stranger  and  granted,  to  vacate  the    order   complained    of, 

But  in  Oram  v,  Brearey,  2  Exch.  Div.  State  9.  Hirzel,  137  Mo.  435. 

346.  under  a  similar  act.  where  the  de-  The  exception  may  be  filed  at  any 

f endant  had  made  no  special  plea  to  time,  even  after  the  submission  of  the 

the  jurisdiction,  the  writ  was  granted,  case.    State  v.  Voorhies,  41  La.  Ann. 

the  superior  court  being  held  not  to  be  540. 

thus  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  to  issue  In  State  tr.  Judges,  43  La.  Ann.  1164, 

it.     Where  an  application  for  the  writ  it  was  held  that  as  consent  could  not 

is  made  after  sentence,  if  the  want  of  confer  jurisdiction  rationt  materia^  an 

jurisdiction  does  not  appear  on  the  face  objection  raised  on  a  rehearing  after  an 

of  the  proceedings,  the  failure  to  object  unfavorable  decision  was  not  too  late, 

is  not  excused  by  the  fact  that  (he  party  But  in  State  v.  Judge,  38  La.  Ann.  920, 

had  no  earlier  opportunity  to  apply  for  and  State  v,  Laughlin,  9  Mo.  App.  486, 

the  writ.     Yates  v.  Palmer,  6  Dowl.  &  it  was  said   that  a  formal  objection 

L.  283.  must  be  made  in  the  lower  court;  and 

In  Yirglala   no  preliminary  motion  in  State  v.  Rightor,  32  La.  Ann.  1182, 

raising  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  it  was  held  that  an  objection  to  the 

necessary.    Com.   v,  Latham,  85  Va.  jurisdiction  not  made  until  a  trial  for 

632.  contempt  for  disobeying  an  order  was 

1.  Chester  v,  Colby,   52    Cal.    516;  too  late. 

State  tr.  Judge,  29  La.  Ann.  806;  State  4.  State   v.   Wilcox,   24    Minn.    143; 

V.  Judges,  37  La.  Ann.  845;   State  v.  People  v,  Carrington,  5  Utah  531. 

Judge,  40  La.  Ann.  607;  State  v.  Judge,  In  Exp,  Hamilton,  51  Ala.  62,  it  was 

44  La.  Ann.  190;   State  v.  District  Ct.,  held     that    the    writ    would    not    be 

5  Wyoming  227.  awarded  in  favor  of  one  in  contempt  of 

lisiio  SaiMd  hut  Hot  Triad.  —  Where  court  for  disobedience  of  an  injunction 

the  want  of  jurisdiction  was  set  up  in  who  had  not  appeared  in  the  inferior 

the  answer  in  summary  proceedings  to  court  and  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction 

recover  possession  of  land,   but    the  by  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  or 

issues  raised  were  not  tried,  and  no  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  equity  or 

proof  was  offered  in  their  support,  the  other  defect  in  the  jurisdiction. 
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has  been  made  ex  parte,  and  the  party  has  had  no  opportunity 
to  object.^ 

3.  When  There  It  Another  Adequate  Xemedy.  —  Prohibition, 
being  an  extraordinary  writ,  cannot  be  resorted  to  when  the 
ordinary  and  usual  remedies  provided  by  law«  such  as  appeal, 

writ  of  error,  certiorari,  or  other  modes  of  review,  or  injunction, 
are  available.* 

1.  Ex  Pftrte  Qrdflr.  — "  The  fact  that  Z^wiViVtua.  —  State  v.  Judge,  2  Rob. 

no  objection  was  made  on  the  circuit  (La.)  566;  Sute  v.  Judge,  4  Rob.  (la.) 

to  the  want  of  jurisdiction  is  no  barrier  48;  State  9.  Judge,  11   La.  Ann.  696; 

to  a  prohibition,  where  the  order  com-  State  v.  Judge,  2i  La.  Ann.  123;  State 

plained  of  was  entered  in  vacation,  ^-x  v.  Judge,  25  La.  Ann.  381;   State  r. 

^ar/f,  and  the  defect  of  jurisdiction  ap-  Judge,    29    La.    Ann.   803;    State  r. 

pears  on  the  face  of  ihe  papers.    Nor  Rightor,    44    La.    Ann.     398;     Staie 

can  the  want  of  an  ezcepuon  to  the  v.  Kruttschnitt,  44La.  Ann.  567;  L&ng- 

objectionable  order  have  any  weight  ridge  v.  Judge,  46  La.  Ann.  29;  State 

where  no  opportunity  to  except  at  the  v.  Ellis,  47  La.  Ann.    1602;    State  t. 

time  was  had  by  reason  of  the  ex  parte  Perez,  48  La.  Ann.  1348;  State  9.  Moa- 

nature  of  the  order."    St.  Louis,  etc.,  roe,  48  La.  Ann.  27;  State  r.  King.  50 

R.  Co.  tf.  Wear,  135  Mo.  230.  La.  Ann.  19. 

S.  Alabama, — ^x/.  Smith,  23  Ala.  Massachusetts, — Jaquith    v.    Fuller. 

94;   Ex  p.  Smith,  34  Ala.  455;   Exp,  167  Mass.  123. 

Scott,  47  Ala.  609;  Exp,  Reid,  50  Ala.  Michigan,  —  People  v.  Circuit  Ct.,  it 

439;   Ex  p.   Mobile,   etc.,   R.  Co.,  63  Mich.  393. 

Ala.  349.  il/titif^/alSti. —  State  V.  Municipal  Cl. 

Arkansas, —  Weaver  v,  Leatherman,  26  Minn.  162;  Sute  v,  Cory,  35  Miac 

(Ark.  1899)  49  S.  W.  Rep.  977.  178;  State  v.  Ward,  70  Minn.  58. 

California,  —  Stoddard  v,  Superior  Missouri,  —  Mastin  v,  Sloan.  98  Mo. 
Ct.,  (Cal.  i8j5)  40  Pac.  Rep.  491.  252;  State  v.  Klein,  1x6  Mo.  259;  &ate 
Under  Code  Cbr,  Pro.,  g  Z103,  the  writ  v,  Bowerman,  40  Mo.  App.  576. 
may  issue,  in  proper  cases,  if  "  there  is  Nevada,  —  Low  v.  Crown  Point  Mia- 
not  a  plain,  speedy,  and  adequate  ing  Co.,  2  Nev.  75. 
remedy  in  the  ordinary  course  of  law."  New  York,  —  People  v.  Marine  Ci., 
The  mere  right  of  appeal  does  not  de-  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  266: 
prive  a  party  of  the  right  to  the  writ.  People  v,  Russel,  19  Abb.  Pr.  (N  ¥. 
White  V,  Superior  Ct.,  no  Cal.  54.  Supreme  Ct.)  136;  People  v.  Russell.  3 
Where  it  is  not  speedy,  the  writ  will  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ci.)  232; 
go.  Kirby  v,  Superior  Ct..  68  Cal.  604.  People  v.  Oyer  &  T.  Ct.,  37  How.  Pr. 
But  where  it  is  plain,  speedy,  and  ade-  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  19;  People  v.  Conn 
quate,  the  writ  will  not  go.  Strouse  of  C.  PI.,  28  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supieate 
V.  Police  Ct.,  85  Cal.  49;  Agassiz  v,  Ct.)  477;  People  v.  Ulster  County,  31 
Superior  Ct.,  90  Cal.  loz;  Grant  v.  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.)  237: 
Superior  Ct.,  106  Cal.  324;  Mancello  v.  People  v.  Clute,  42  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y. 
Bcllrudc.  (Cal.  z 886)  11  Pac.  Rep.  501;  Supreme  Ct.)  157;  People  v.  West- 
McDonald  V,  Agnew,  122  Cal.  448.  brook,  89  N.  Y.  152;  People  v.  Surn> 

Colorado,  —  People  v.  District  Ct.,  11  gate  (it.,  36  Hun(N.  Y.)2i8;  Pe<^le  r 

Colo.  574;  Tomboy  Gold  Mines  Co.  v.  Wood,  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  245. 

District  Ct.,  23  Colo.  441;    People  v,  Utah,  —  The  writ    may  be  granted 

District  Ct.,  21  Colo.  251.  where  other  remedies  are   not  plain. 

Florida,  —  Sherlock  v,  Jacksonville,  speedy,  and  adequate.     Duchenean  r. 

17  Fla,  93.  Ireland,  5  Uuh  108:  People  v.  Hills,  5 

Georgia,  —  Hart    v,   Taylor,   61   Ga.  Utah  410;    Page   v,  Letcher,  11  Utah 

156;  Turner  v,  Forsyth,  78  Ga.  683.  134.     But  it  is  not  improper  to  refuse 

Idaho,  —  To    preclude    prohibition,  to  issue  the  writ  where  there  is  a  right 

the    other    remedy    must     be     plain,  to  appeal  to  the  District  Court  from  a 

speedy,    and    adequate.     Willman    v.  justice's  judgment  and  the  time  for  ap- 

District  Ct.,  (Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  pealing  has  not  expired.     In  such  case 

692.  there  is  a  "  plain,   speedy,   and  ade^ 

Indiana, — Jasper  County  v.  Spitler,  quate    remedy    at   law"    within    the 

13  Ind.  235.  meaning    of    the    statute.      Ovexlaod 
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laadaqwu  BoMdj.  —  There  is  no  general  rule  by  which  the  ade- 
quacy or  inadequacy  of  a  remedy  can  be  ascertained,  but  the 
question  is  one  to  be  determined  upon  the  facts  of  each  particu- 
lar case.  While  the  writ  will  not  be  issued  on  account  of  the 
inconvenience,  expense,  or  delay  of  other  remedies/  it  will  be 
granted  where  the  remedy  available  is  insufficient  to  prevent 
immediate  injury  or  hardship  to  the  party  complaining,*  particu- 

Oold  Mia.  Co.  9.  McMaster,  (Utah  1899)  oer,  the  party  is  not  entitled  to  the  ex- 

56  Pac.  Rep.  977*  traordinary  remedy  by  prohibition,  but 

VermonL  —  BuUard    v,   Thorpe,  66  mast  have  resort  to  his   remedy  by 

Vt.  599.  appeal."    White  v.  Superior  Ct..  zio 

Virgima,  —  Bedford  v.  Wingfield,  a7  Cal.  54. 

Gratt.  (Va.)  329;  Shell  v.  Cousins,  77  But  in  Connecticut  River  R.  Co.  v. 

Va.  328.  Franklin    County,  137  Mass.   50,  the 

IVasktHj^oH.  —  Harbor  Line  Com'rs  court  said:  '*  The  fact  that  the  remedy 

V,  State,  3  Wash.  530;  State  v,  Jones,  by  petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  will  be 

2  Wash.    662;   State  v.   Harbor  Line  open  to  the  landowner  after  final  judg- 

Com'rs,  4  Wash.  816;  State  v.  Hunter,  ment  affords  no  reason  why  the  court 

4  Wash.  712;  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  16  should  now  refuse  a  writ  of  prohibit 

Wash.  444.  tion,  and  thereby  put  the  petitioner  to 

IVest  Virgima,  —  Buskir  v.  Judge,  7  the  trouble,  expense,  and  delay  of  a 

W.  Va.  91;    Easthara  v.  Kolt,  43  W.  trial  before  a  tribunal  which  has  no 

Va.  599.     In  Norfolk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  and  to  whose 

Pinnacle  Coal  Co.,  44  W.  Va.  574,  it  jurisdiction  the  petitioner  has  objected 

was  held  that  this  rule  did  not  apply  at  Uie  outset  of  the  proceedings.'* 

i  n  West  Virginia.  VUtaurt  to  Bsqvlrs  Appsal  Beid.  —  The 

IViscomin.  —  State  v.  Braun,  31  Wis.  writ  was  granted  where  the  lower  court 

600;  In  re  Radl,  86  Wis.  645;  State  v.  failed  to  require  a  bond  as  directed  in 

Evans,  88  Wis.  255.  a  statute,  appeal  being  held  inadequate 

United  States. — Exp  Warmouth,  17  because  by  appeal  the  relator  would 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  64;  Exf,  Gordon,  104  U.  incur  costs  and  damages  for  the  re- 
s' 515;  ^^  ^'  ^^^  Vork,  etc..  Steam-  covery  of  which  he  would  have  no 
ship  Co.,  155  U.  S.  523.  security.    Anderson   v,  Superior  Ct., 

In  Bngland  the  rule  that  the  right  to  122  Cal.  216. 

prohibition  is  precluded  by  the  exist-  S.  Bswsdy   loittflbisot.  —  Sanu   Mo- 

ence  of  another  adequate  remedy  is  not  nica    v.   Eckert,  (Cal.    1893)    33    Pac. 

enforced.     In  a  clear  case  a  writ  of  pro-  Rep.  880;  State  v.  Judge,  4  Rob.  (La.) 

hibition  will  be  granted  even   where  48;  State  v.  Richardson  49   La.  Ann. 

an  appeal  has  been  taken  by  the  party  1612;   Henshaw  v.  Cotton,   127  Mass. 

applying    for   the    writ        Darbv    v.  60;  State  v.  Probate  Ct.,  19  Minn.  117; 

Cosens,  I  T.  R.  552;  Matter  of  Maiden-  Sute  v,  Superior  Ct.,  5    Wash.  518; 

head,  2  H.  &  N.  257;  Bridge  v.  Branch,  State  v,  Superior  Ct.,  8  Wash.  591. 

I  C.  P.  Dlv.  633.  An  appeal  is   inadequate  when  the 

In  Vsiw  Msidoo,  where  the  inferior  trial  on  appeal  is  de  novo.    State  v, 

court  has  no  jurisdiction  its  judgment  Allen,  45  Mo.  App.  551. 

is  a  nullity,  and  a  party  is  not  com-  **  That  a  writ  of  error  or  supersedeas 

pelled  to  appeal,  for  prohibition  is  the  would  lie  to  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit 

speediest,  most  adequate,  and  most  sat-  Court  in  the  case  does  not  show  that 

isfactory  remedy.   Lincoln-Lucky,  etc.,  prohibition  does  not  also  lie.     They 

Min.  Co.  V.  District  Ct.,  7  N.  Mex.  486.  may  be  concurrent  remedies;  but  cer- 

1,  Walker  v.  District  Ct.,   (Arizona  tainly  the  remedy  by  prohibition  is  the 

1894)35  Pac.  Rep.  982;  Willman  V.  Dis-  better  one  in  such  a  case  as  this.     It 

trict  Ct.,  (Idaho  1894)  35  Pac.  Rep.  692;  prevents  the  mischief  before  it  is  done. 

State  V,  District  Ct.,  26  Minn.  233.  and  avoids  the  great  evil  (which  the 

"It   is  well  established,    however,  law  has  so  carefully  sought  to  prevent) 

that  when  an  appeal  affords  a  complete  of  the  delay  and    interruption  of    a 

and  adequate  remedy,  and  the  same  necessary    public    work.'*      Culpeper 

ends  may  be  accomplished,  although  County    v,    Gorrell,    20   Gratt.    (Va.) 

perhaps  not  in  so  expeditious  a  man-  522. 
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larly  in  criminal  cases.  ^ 

4.  When  Applioation  for  Writ  Is  Too  Late.  —  The  office  of  pro- 
hibition being  to  prevent  excess  or  usurpation  of  jurisdiction, 
and  not  to  correct  or  annul  proceedings  already  finished,  the 
writ  will  generally  be  refused  when  the  acts  complained  of  have 
been  completed  before  the  application.* 

WbftB  the  Want  of  JnriidietioB  !•  Appermt  npon  the  Faoe  of  the  Froeoediiigi, 
however,  the  writ  will  be  granted  even  after  judgment  or  sen- 
tence to  prevent  execution.* 

1.  In  Criminal  Caaoo.  —  An  appeal  in  a  Whon  ApplioatiOB  Too  Late.  —  In  State 

felony  case  is  not  a  plain,  speedy,  and  v.  Judge,  36  La.  Ann.  768,  it  was  held 

adequate  remedy.     Bruner  v,  Superior  that  by  joining  issue  and  demanding 

Ct.   02  Cal.  339.  a  jury,  after  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction 

"  An  appeal  could  be  resorted  to  only  was  overruled,  the  right  to  the  writ 
after  final  judgmenL  It  could  not  was  waived;  and  in  U.  S.  v.  Kimball, 
have  stopped  the  proceeding  in  the  7  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  499,  the  writ  was 
justice's  court.  It  could  not  have  pre-  refused  where  the  defendants  had  sub- 
vented  the  justice  from  forcing  the  mitted  to  trial.  In  Full  v.  Hutchins, 
petitioner  into  an  unauthorized  and  2  Cowp.  432,  it  was  held  that  submis- 
illegal  trial,  nor  from  compelling  him,  sion  to  trial  was  a  waiver  of  the  right 
if  convicted,  to  take  an  appeal  and  to  the  writ  after  sentence  unless  the 
give  bond  in  at  least  double  the  want  of  jurisdiction  appeared  00  the 
amount  of  the  fine,  with  at  least  two  face  of  the  proceedings, 
sureties,  or,  in  default  thereof,  to  go  to  8.  State  v.  Rost,  49  La.  Ana.  1451: 
jail,  and  yet,  upon  the  appeal,  the  State  v,  Whyte,  2  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.) 
whole  proceeding  would  have  to  be  dis-  174;  Withers  v.  Claremont  County,  3 
missed  on  the  ground  that  the  justice  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  83;  Sute  v.  Sc»tt,  i 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  case,  Bailey  L.  (S.  Car.)  394;  Ensign  Co.  v. 
and,  as  a  consequence,  the  appellate  Carroll,  30  W.  Va.  532:  State  v.  Whiu, 
court  could  have  none."  People  v,  (Fla.  1898)  34  So.  Rep.  160;  In  re 
Spiers,  4  Utah  385.  Cooper,    143    U.    S.  472;    Paxton    v. 

Neither  appeal,  habeas  corpus,  nor  Knight,  i  Burr.  314;  Buggin  v.  Ben- 
certiorari  would  be  plain,  speedy,  and  nett,  4  Burr.  2035;  Carslake  v.  Maple- 
adequate  in  a  case  where  a  commis-  doram,  3  T.  R.  473;  ^x/.  Cowan,  3  B. 
sioner  of  the  Superior  Court  was  about  &  Aid.  123,  5  E.  C.  L.  239;  Stainbank 
to  punish  ajpartjr  illegally  for  contempt,  v,  Bradshaw,  note  to  French  r.  Trask, 
People  V,  Carrmgton,  5  Utah  531.  10  East  349:    Roberts  v.  Hum  by,  3  H. 

8.  Pope    V,    Colbert,    95    Ga.    791;  &  W.   120;    Evans  v,  Gwyn,  5  Q.  B. 

Bellevue    Water    Co.   v.  Stockslager,  844,  48  E.  C.  L.  844;    London  r.  Coz» 

(Idaho  1895)  43  Pac.  Rep.  568;  State  v.  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  339. 

Judges,  48   La.   Ann.   1166;    State  v,  "It  was   suggested,  however,   that 

Potts,     50    La.     Ann.     109;      Dayton  as  the  court  had  passed  sentence,  and 

V,    Paine,    13   Minn.  493;    Brooks  9.  the  sentence  was  in  part  executed,  the 

Warren,  5  Utah  89;  Clifford  v,  Parker,  prohibition  could  not  issue,  for  there 

13  Wash.  518;  Dobson  v,  Westheimer,  was  nothing  to  prohibit.    This  woald 

5  Wyoming  34:  In  re  Roe  Chung,  (N.  be  a  most  unfortunate  sute  of  things, 

Mex.  1897)49  Pac.  Rep.  952;  U.  S.  v.  for  in  most  cases  these  inferior  tribn> 

Hoffman,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  158;  Denton  v,  nals  proceed  with  such  expedition  that 

Marshall,  i   H.  &  C.  654,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  it  is  impossible  to  stay  their  progress 

337;  Matter  of  Poe,  5  B.  &  Ad.  681,  27  before  they  give  judgment  and  pro- 

E.  C.  L.  153;  Chabot  v.  Morpeth.  19  L.  nounce  sentence."    Ex p,  Richardson, 

J.  Q.  B.  377.  Harp.  L.  (S.  Car.)  308. 

Instate   v,  Stackhouse,  14  S.  Car.  Court Xntlnly \^tliont  Jnxiidiodoa. — 

417,    the    court    said    that    the    writ  It  was  held  in  Bodley  v.  Archibald,  35 

"  comes  too  late  after  the  mischief,  if  W.  Va.  229,  that  if  the  lower  court  is 

any,  has  been  done.     While  the  hand  entirely   without    jurisdiction   of    any 

is  uplifted,  it  can  arrest  and  prevent  part  of  the  case,  and  the  defendant  has 

the  blow,  but  the  blow  once  received,  made    no    appearance    in    the    lower 

this  writ  is  powerless  to  redress."  court,  the  writ  may  be  issued  even 
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Then  Is  Vo  lBfl«ziU«  Bult  with  respect  to  the  stage  of  the  proceed* 
ings  in  the  inferior  court  at  which  the  application  for  the  writ 
must  be  made,  and  the  courts  have  liberally  used  their  discretion 
in  the  use  of  the  writ  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each 
case,  where  there  was  anything  to  be  done  in  a  proceeding  clearly 
in  excess  of  jurisdiction.* 

6.  When  Vo  Act  in  Ezoen  of  Jnritdietion  It  Threatened.  —  It  is 
necessary  that  the  inferior  court  should  act  or  manifest  some 
intention  of  acting  in  excess  of  its  powers  before  prohibition  will 
be  granted,  and  the  mere  fear  or  apprehension  that  it  may  so  act 
is  insufficient  to  warrant  issuance  of  the  writ.* 

6.  When  Vo  Iqnry  Can  Aesnlt  —  The  writ  will  be  refused  if  it 
appears  that  no  injury  can  result  to  the  party  from  the  proceeding 
complained  of,  or  if  his  rights  and  interests  are  sufficiently  pro- 
tected under  it,  although  the  court  is  transcending  its  jurisdic- 
tion.* 

after  sentence  when  the  want  of  juris-  matter  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdic- 

diction  is  not  apparent  upon  the  face  tion.     It  will  not  issue  when  the  facts 

of  the  proceedings,  but  depends  upon  do  not  affirmatively  make  the  [want  of] 

matter  dehors  the  record.  jurisdiction  clear  and  distinct.     It  can 

Sabjeet-matter  Partly  Within  Jnrisdio-  only  operate  upon  a  pending  suit  or 

tion.  —  Where  the  subject-matter  of  the  proceeding,  and  cannot  be  used  to  pre- 

suit  is  partly  but  not  wholly  within  the  vent  the  institution   of  an  action  or 

jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  must  be  proceeding."     Haldeman  v.  Davis,  28 

presumed,  unless  the  contrary  appears,  W.  Va.  324. 

chat  the  court  proceeded  upon   such  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  court 

matters  only  as  were  within  it&  cogni-  will  not  exceed  the  limitations  of  its 

zance,  when  the  writ  is  applied  for  after  jurisdiction,  though  it  has  no  jurisdic- 

sentence.     Hart  v.  Marsh,  5  Ad.  &  El.  tion  to  grant  part  of  the  relief  asked 

591,  31  E.  C.  L.  399.  for.    State  v.  District  Ct.,  (Mont.  1899) 

1.  State  V,  Rombauer,  105  Mo.  103;  56  Pac.  Rep.  219. 

State  V,  Elkin,  130  Mo.  90;   Gray  t/.  It  Will  Hot  Be  PresnnMd  that  a  court 

Magistrates,  etc.,  Ct.,  3  McCord  L.  (S.  will  wrongfully   assume   jurisdiction. 

Car.)  175;    People  v.  House,  4  Utah  and    consequently    the   fact  that    the 

369;   Hutson  V,  Lowry,  2  Va.  Cas.  42;  plaintiff's  counsel  is  about  to  bring  be- 

French  v.  Noel,  22   uratt.  (Va.)  454;  fore   it  a  matter  of  which  it  has  no 

IngersoU  v,  Buchanan,  i  W.  Va.  181;  jurisdiction  affords  no  ground  for  the 

Hein  v.  Smith,  13  W.  Va.  358;  Wilkin-  writ.     Prignitz  ».  Fischer,  4  Minn.  366. 

son  V,  Hoke,  39  W.  Va.  403;  Matter  of  The  BefoiMl  to  Set  Aside  a  Yoid  Jnd^f- 

York,  2  Q.  B.  i,  42  E.  C.  L.  543.  ment  justifies  the  assumption  that  it  is 

Order  Merely  Preliminary.  —  That  an  intended  to  proceed  in  the  enforcement 

order  in  excess  of  jurisdiction  which  is  of  it.    State  tr.  Langhorne,   8   Wash, 

merely  preliminary  to  further  proceed-  447. 

ings  has  been  entered,  is  no  reason  Xotion  for  Beoond  Yoid  Order.  —  Where 

against    granting    the    writ.      Fayer-  an  order  in  excess  of  jurisdiction  had 

weather  v,  Monson,  61  Conn.  431.  been  made  and  a  motion  for  another 

2.  Exp,  Greene,  29  Ala.  52;  Mealing  similar  order  was  pending,  and  the 
V,  Augusta,  Dudley  (Ga.)  221;  State  v.  court  had  said  that  under  the  same  cir- 
Cassidy,  7  La.  Ann.  273;  State  ».  Mon-  cumstances  it  would  make  another 
roe,  33  La.  Ann.  923;  State  v.  Judge,  such  order,  the  writ  was  granted. 
33  La.  Ann.  1284;  State  v,  Rightor,  40  State  v.  Superior  Ct.,  13  Wash.  638. 
La.  Ann.  837;  State  v.  Ellis,  40  La.  S.  Haile  v.  Superior  Cl,  78  Cal.  418; 
Ann.  818;  Harris  v.  Brooker,  8  Wash.  Beckham  v,  Howard,  83  Ga.  89;  State 
138.  V.  Superior  Ct.,  3  Wash.  702;  Buttcr- 

"  In  order  to  authorize  the  writ,  the  worth  v.  Walker,  3  Burr.  1689.  ^^^ 
petition  must  clearly  show  that  the  in-  also  State  v.  District  Ct.,  (Mont.  1899) 
ferior  tribunal  is  about  to  proceed  in  a    56  Pac.  Rep.  219.  '* '    ^. 
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7.  CompUanoe  Ad  IntariBL  —  The  writ  will  be  denied  when  the 
object  for  which  it  is  sought  is  accomplished  by  the  act  of 
the  inferior  court  or  of  the  opposite  party  before  the  return  of  the 
rule  to  show  cause  or  of  the  preliminary  writ.^ 

Vn.  Pabtixs  —  1.  Tlie  Applioaati  —  Im  flfwu  «f  SMa.  —  Applica- 
tions for  the  writ  of  prohibition  are  usually  made  in  the  name  of 
the  state,*  but  it  seems  that  the  failure  to  submit  the  suggestion 
in  the  name  of  the  state  is  a  mere  irregularity,  even  under  prac- 
tice borrowed  from  the  common  law,'  and  the  tendency  is  to 
treat  the  proceeding  as  a  private  action.^ 

Sithtt  Party  to  Suit.  —  The  writ  may  be  granted  at  the  instance  of 
either  party  to  the  suit  in  the  inferior  court.* 

•iraafw.  —  Although  the  writ   is  generally   issued    upon  the 

I&TBlld  OfdMT  fat  flato  «f  Praportj.  —  bition.    French  v.  Noel,  22  Gimtu  (Va.) 

Where  the  court  in  one  case  ordered  454. 

the  sale  of  properly  involved  in  another  S.  Connecticut     River     R.     Co.    p. 

suit,  it  was  held  that  the  petitioner  for  Franklin  County,  127  Mass.  50. 

the  writ  could  not  be  injured  by  the  S.  Baldwin  r.  Cooley,  z  S.  Car.  256. 

sale,  because  the  order  of  sale  was  in-  4.  Havemeyer    v.  Superior    Cc.  84 

valid  on  its  face,  and  the  purchaser  Cal.  327. 

would    take    no    title,    but   could    be  ApplinatJon  «f  ladlYidualB.  —  The  writ 

treated  as  a  trespasser.    Woodward  v.  will  be  granted  in  proper  cases  upon 

Superior  Ct.,  95  Cal.  272.  application  of  individuals  in  their  owo 

XasslTSot     OorporaHtMU  —  Where     an  behalf,  without  making  the  c«Miiplaint 

order  restraining  the  sale  of  the  prop-  run  in  the  name  of  the  state,  althongli 

erty  of  an  insolvent  corporation  under  the  proceeding  may  be  in  its  name, 

execution  levy  and  directing  the  prop-  State  v.  Seay,  23  Mo.  App.  623. 

erty  to  be  transferred  to  a  receiver  fully  The   lutato   In   nasooxi  regulating 

protects  the  right  of  the  judgment  cred-  proceedings    in    prohibition    contem- 

itor  and  he  is  a  partjr  to  the  suit,  the  plates  a  simple  form  of  action  between 

writ  will  be  denied.    State  9.  Superior  the  actual  parties  concerned  as  plain- 

Ct.,  II  Wash.  63.  tiffs  and  defendants.    State  r.  iiinel. 

Bassivtr  Takftag  PSMWsion  of  Praportj.  137  Mo.  435. 

—  But  in  Stuparich  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Supe-  ft.  Thomas  v.  Mead,  36  Mo.  232. 

rior  Ct.,  (Cal.  1899)  55  Pac.  Rep.  985,  a  Ths  PlaiatUf  may  obtain  it  against 

prohibition    was    granted    where    the  his    own    suit.     Reese  9.   Lawless,  4 

lower  court  directed  a  receiver  to  take  Bibb  (Ky.)  394;    Paxton  f.  Knight,  i 

possession  of  property  claimed  by  a  Burr.  314. 

third  person  who  was  not  a  party  to  Beth  Plaintiff  and  Dstodaat. — In  State 

the  suit.  V.  Withrow,  133  Mo.  500,  the  writ  was 

1,  Blade  v,  Superior  Ct.,  60  Cal.  290;  issued  upon  the  applicaticn  of  both 

Pezuela  v,  Superior  Ct.,   83   Cal.   49;  plaintiff  and  defendauL 

People  V.   District  Ct.,   7    Colo.  462:  Tht  Prosaeatiiig  Attoraij  of  a  Gouty  is 

State   V,    Perrault,   48   La.   Ann.   474;  the  proper  relator  in  an  application  for 

State  :;.  Superior  Ct.,   16  Wash.  347*  the  writ  to  prevent  a  court  f torn  unlaw- 

U.   S.   r.    Hoffman,    4   Wall.   (U.    S.)  fully  enforcing  a  charge  for  stenog- 

158.  rapher's  fees  in  a  civil  suit  against  the 

Whoa  tho  Plaintiff  Xloots  to  Abandon  county.      State    v.    Superior    Ct.,   4 

so  much  of  the  case  as  is  beyond  the  Wash.  30. 

jurisdiction  of  the  court,  before  the  de-  Oonntj    AttQni«y.  —  But    where    the 

cision  on  the  rule,  the  rule  will  be  dis-  county  commissioners,  under  a  statute, 

charged.     Ellis  v.   Fleming,   i  C.   P.  represent  the  county,  the  county  atior- 

Div.  237.  ney,  acting  in  his  official  capacity  and 

A  Boioaso  of  Costs  where  the  whole  not  as  an  individual,  is  not  a  proper 

judgment  was  rendered  in  excess  of  plaintiff,  although  the  writ  might  issue 

jurisdiction,  and  the  party  was  entitled  upon  the  suggestion  of  either  plaintiff 

to  have    it  declared   null    and    void,  or   defendant    or    a    mere    stranger, 

will   not  preclude  the  right  to  prohi-  Walton  v.  Greenwood,  60  Me.  356. 

1134  Volume  XVI. 


Proeedturt,  PROHIBITION.  At  Common  Law. 

application  of  the  party  aggrieved,  it  may  be  granted  at  the 
instance  of  a  stranger  to  the  suit.^ 

2.  The  Bespondenti.  —  The  judge  or  judges  of  the  inferior  court 
in  which  the  suit  is  pending  are  necessary  parties  respondent,* 
and  the  better  practice  requires  the  other  parties  to  the  suit  to 
be  joined  as  respondents.' 

VnL  Pbocesitse  —  1.  At  Common  Law — ProMBtiiic  Snggwtion. — 
At  common  law,  the  proceeding  in  prohibition  was  commenced  by 
filing  in  the  superior  court  a  suggestion,  stating  the  nature  of 
the  case  and  the  proceedings  in  the  lower  court,  and  concluding 
with  a  prayer  for  the  writ  of  prohibition.* 

1.  Trainer    v.   Porter,  45    Mo.  336;  the  opposite  party  and  the  court,  al- 

Mayo  V,  James,   la    Gratt.   (Va.)  17;  though  the  court  very  rarely  shows 

Worthington  v,  Jeffries,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  cause  against  the  rule. 

379;  Chambers  v.  Green,  L.  R.  90  Eq.  In  Smith  v,  Whitney,  116  U.  S.  167, 

552.  the  court  said:    *'  When  the  suit  com- 

In  State  v,  Burrkhartt,  87  Mo.  533;  plained  of  is  brought  by  a  private  per- 

Thomson  v,  Tracy,  60  N.  Y.  31,  and  son,  he  may  be  joined  as  a  defendant. 

State  V.  Superior  Ct.,  7  Wash.  77,  the  But  when  it  is  a  suit  or  prosecution  on 

relators  were  strangers  to  the  proceed-  behalf  of  the  government,  the  writ  of 

ings  sought  to  be  prohibited.  prohibition  can  go  to  the  court  only." 

In  Foister  v,  Foister,  4  B.  &  S.  187,  In    Connecticut     River    R.    Co.    r. 

116  £.  C.  L.  187,  a  co-respondent  in  a  Franklin  County,  127  Mass.  50,  it  was 

divorce  suit  was  held  to  be  a  stranger  held  to  make  no  difference    that  an 

to  the  suit,  although  he  had  been  taxed  agent  of  the  commonwealth  was  an 

with  the  costs  of  the  proceedings.  adverse  party  in  the  suit  complained 

In  Baker  v,  Clark,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  121,  of. 

the  application  was  first  made  in  the  Under  th«  Bole  of  th«  Baprsme  Court  of 

name  of  the  defendant,  and  refused  be-  Califomiai  the  petition  for  prohibition 

cause  he  had  not  objected  to  the  juris-  must  disclose  the  names  of  the  real 

diction  of  the  lower  court  as  required  parties  in  interest,  and  a  copy  of  the 

by  statute;   but  was  granted  when  re-  petition  and  writ  must  be  served  on 

newed  in  the  name  of  a  stranger.  them,  but  they  are  not  necessary  de- 

Both  Purtios  Conientiiiff.  —  When  both  fendants.     Havemeyer  v,  Superior  Ct., 

parties  to  the  action  wish  the  inferior  84  Cal.  327. 

court  to  decide  it,  a  stranger  should  Tho  Oiif^nal  Parties  to  the  Suit  are  not 
not,  as  a  matter  of  course,  prevent  it.  necessary  parties  to  the  writ.  Lincoln- 
Chambers  V.  Green,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  552.  Lucky,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  District  Ct.,  7 

Interest  of  Petition«r.  —  It  seems  that  N.  Mex.  486. 

in  West  Virginia  the  petitioner  for  the  Beoeiver.  —  In  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co. 

writ  is  required  to  have  some  interest  v.  Wear,   135  Mo.  230,  attorneys'  fees 

in  the  suit  complained  of.     Fleming  t*.  were  refused  to  a  receiver  appointed  in 

Guthrie,  32  W.  Va.  i.  excess  of  the  lower  court's  powers,  on 

8.  Sherlock  v.  Jacksonville,   17  Fla.  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a  proper 

Q3;  State  r.  Mix,  33  La.  Ann.  794.  party  to  the  proceeding  in  prohibition. 

Xere    Xemorial.  —  A    court    has    no  4.  Croncher  v,  Collins,  i  Saund.  136, 

jurisdiction  to  determine  the  right  to  a  note;  Blaxton  v,  Honore,  12  Mod.  435; 

prohibition  upon  a  mere  memorial,  the  Bishop  v.  Corbett,  i  Lev.  253;  Ex  p, 

proceeding  bting  ex  parte  and  without  Williams,  4  Ark.  537. 

service    on    any    defendant.      Ex  p.  In   England^   under  statute   i   Wm. 

Davis,  41  Me.  39.  IV.,  c.  21,  §  i,  it  is  no  longer  neces- 

S.  Ex  p,  Peterson,  33  Ala.  74;  State  sar^  to  file  a  suggestion,  but  the  appli- 

V,  Mix,  33  La.  Ann.  794;    Walton  v,  cation  for  the  writ  is  made  on  affidavit 

Greenwood,  60  Me.  356;  Armstrong  v,  only.     Worthington  z\  Jeffries,  L.  R. 

County  Ci.,  15  W.  Va.  190.  10  C.  P.  379. 

In  London  v.  Cox,  L,  R.  2  H.  L.  239,  Tho  Suggeitiott  Was  Aoeompeiiied  by 
it  was  said  that  the  application  for  pro-  the  Beoord  of  the  proceedings  in  the  in- 
hibition is  made  in  form  against  both  ferior  court,  and  an  affidavit  of  the 
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BnU  to  Show  OftvM.  —  Upon  the  presentation  of  the  suggestion, 
a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  should  not  be  issued  as  prayed 
for  was  granted  and  served  on  the  opposite  party  and  the  inferior 
court,  staying  all  further  proceedings  until  the  return  of  the  rule.* 

Vpoa  tlM  Bttiin  of  tho  Bnlo,  it  was  made  absolute  or  discharged, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court.* 

Ordtrliig  Plaintiff  to  Booluo.  —  If  the  rule  was  made  absolute,  or 
the  case  was  doubtful,  or  the  defendant  insisted  upon  it,  the 
court  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  declare.'  When  it  was  apparent 
that  no  prohibition  could  be  granted,  the  plaintiff  had  no  right 
to  declare,^  but  where  his  right  to  the  writ  was  clear,  he  vras  not 
required  to  declare,  even  though  the  defendant  insisted  upon  it* 
The  purpose  of  the  declaration  was  to  inform  the  conscience  of 
the  court  upon  the  point  in  issue,*  and  only  nominal  damages 

truth  of  all  matters  not  apparent  on  the  S.  Croucher  v.  Collins,  z  Sannd.  136 

face  of  the  record  was  necessary.    In  note;  Jarado  v,  Gregory,  Lev.  267;  SL 

re  Magor,  x  T.  &  R.  314;    Buggin  9.  John's  College  v.  Todin^on,  i  Bnrr. 

Bennett,  4  Burr.  2035;   Caton  v.  Bur-  ig8;    Worthington  v.  Jeffries,  L.  R.  10 

ton,  I  Cowp.  330;    Burdett  t*.  Newell,  C.  P.  379;  Gare  v.  Gapper.  3  East  472; 

3  Ld.   Raym.   laii;    Selby    v,   York,  White  v.   Steel,   31  L.  J.  C.   P.  265; 

Lee  /.  Hardw.  392;  State  v.  Allen,  a  Remington  v.  Dolby,  9  Q.  B.  176,  5S 

Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  183;  In  re  Baiz,  135  E.  C.  L.  176;    Mossop  v.  Great  Nortli- 

U.  S.  403.  em  R.  Co.,  16  C.  B.  580,  81  E.  C.  L 

AAdaTiti  flbimld  Be  Xntitlsd  as  in  the  580;  Johnson  v.  Boon,  i  Spears  L.  (S. 

court  merely,  and  not  in  any  cause.  Car.)  268;  Culpeper  County  r.  Gorreil 

Gwynne   v,   Evans,   7  Jur.    281.     But  20  Gratt.  (Va.)  484;  In  re  Baiz,  135  U. 

after  a  rule  nisi  they  may  be  entitled  S.  403. 

as  in  the  original  cause.     Breedon  v,  4.  Lindo    v.  Rodney,   2    Dong.  613 

Capp,  9  Jur.  781.  note  i;    St.  John's  CoUeg^e  r.  Toding- 

1.  Croucher  v,  Collins,  i  Saund.  136  ton,  i  Burr.  158. 

note;  In  re  Bateman,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  660;  5.  Worthington  v.  Jeffries,  L    R.  10 

Ex p,  Williams,  4  Ark.  537.  C.   P.  379;    Matter  of  Oxford  Unirer- 

Bule  Visi.  —  It  seems  that  originally  sity,  i  Q.  B.  952,  41  E.  C.  L.  854. 

the  first  rule  was  to  show  cause  why  a  The  Plaintiff  Did  Vot  Pray  for  tihs  Witt 

prohibition  should  not  go,  and  then  a  in  His  Deolaration,  but  it   was   based 

rule  nisi  was  entered  before  the  rule  upon  I  he  fiction,  not  traversable,  that 

was    made    absolute    or    discharged,  a  writ  had  already  been  issued,  aad 

I  Kcb.  281.  that  the  defendant  was  in  contempt  for 

The  Bnle  Bhirald   Be  Served   on   the  proceeding  in  violation  of  the  writ,  and 

party  himself,  and  not  on  his  attorney,  the  prayer  was  for  damages  for  disre- 

In  re  Bloomsbury  County  Ct.,  3  Jur.  garding  the  writ  assumed  to  have  bceo 

N.  S.  1108.  issued.    Croucher  &.  Collins,  z  Sanod. 

The  Biile  to  Show  Oanse  Wss  BeAued  136  note;   Exp,  Williams,  4  Ark.  $37: 

where  it  appeared  that  the  court  had  Burch  v,  Hardwicke,  23  Gratt.  (Va.) 

jurisdiction.    Symes  v.  Symes,  2  Burr.  51;    Withers  v.  Claremont  County,  3 

813.  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  83. 

S.  Croucher  v,  Collins,  i  Saund.  136  By  i  Wm.  IV.,  c.  21,  §  i,  the  neces- 

note;    Ex  p.   Williams,  4    Ark.    537;  sity  of  alleging  the  contempt  was  abol- 

Mayo  V.  James,  12  Gratt.  (Va.)  17;  In  ished.    Worthington  v,  Jeffries,  L.  R. 

re  Baiz,  135  U.  S.  403.  10  C.  P.  379. 

If  the  Defendant  Babmitted,  the  court  6.  Statford  9,   Neale,   i    Stra.   48s; 

would,   on   his  application,   stay    the  Glover  v,  Simmons,  4  McCord  L.  ^. 

proceedings  without  costs.    Croucher  Car.)  67;  Withers  7.  Claremont  Omotj. 

V.  Collins,  I  Saund.  136  note;    Gegge  3  Brev.  (S.  Car.)  83;  In  re  Baiz,  135  U, 

V.  Tones,  2  Stra.  114Q;  Ex  p,  Williams,  S.  403. 

4  Ark.  537.  Yarianee.  —  A  variance  between  tl» 
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could  be  given.  ^  If  the  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issue 
joined  upon  the  declaration,  or  if  the  court  was  of  opinion  that 
the  writ  should  go,  a  prohibition  was  granted  directing  the  court 
below  not  to  hold  and  the  party  not  to  follow  the  plea.*  But  if 
the  court  was  of  opinion  upon  demurrer  that  the  case  was  not  a 
proper  one  for  the  writ,  or  if  the  verdict  was  for  the  defendant, 
a  writ  of  consultation  was  ordered,  by  which  the  cause  was 
remanded  to  its  original  jurisdiction,  to  be  there  proceeded  with 
and  determined.'  If  the  defendant  did  not  demur  or  plead  in 
due  time,  the  writ  was  granted  on  a  nildicit.^ 

TlM  Denial  of  tht  Writ  Wm  Hot  Co&dntiTo  on  the  plaintiff,  but  he 
might  apply  again  to  any  other  court  in  Westminster.* 

2.  Hodem  Praotioe.  —  tim  Proeodur*  of  tho  Oommoii  law  is  followed 
in  the  United  States  in  the  absence  of  statutes  regulating  the 
proceeding,*  but  it  has  been  much  simplified  both  by  statutes 
and  the  modern  practice  and  adapted  to  courts  not  possessing 
original  general  jurisdiction.^ 

Vadnr  tho  TrMont  Praetioo,  the  application  is  generally  made  by 
presenting  to  the  superior  court  a  petition  or  suggestion  for  the 
writ,  verined  by  affidavit  and  accompanied  by  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  inferior  court,  upon  which,  unless  there  is  no 
merit  shown,  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  should  not  issue, 
or  a  preliminary  or  alternative  writ,  is  issued ;  upon  the  return  of 
the  rule,  whether  by  demurrer,  answer,  or  motion  to  quash,  the 
right  to  the  writ  is  determined  and  the  rule  made  absolute,  and 
the  final,  absolute,  or  peremptory  writ,  as  it  is  variously  desig- 
nated, is  granted,  or  the  rule  is  dbcharged  and  the  writ  denied, 
as  the  court  thinks  proper.* 

declaration  and    the  suggestion    was  hibition  was  res  adjndicata  upon  the 

fatal.    Harrow's   Case,  7    Mod.    1x3.  ground  stated. 

But  advantage  of  a  variance  could  be  6.  ^xp'  WDUams,  4  Ark.  537*.  Dob- 
taken  only  by  plea  in  abatement,  and  son  v.  Westheimer,  5  Wyoming  34. 
not  by  demurrer.    Warwick  v.  Mayo,  7.  Piigniu  v,  Fischer,  4  Minn.  366; 
15  Gratt.  (Va.)  528.  Burch  v.  Hardwicke,  23  Gratt.  (Va.)  51. 

1,  Croucher  v,  Collins,  i  Saund.  136;  •.  Alabama,  — £z/.  Mobile,  etc.,  R. 

Glover  v.  Simmons,  4  McCord  L.  (S.  Co.,  63  Ala.  349;  Exp.  Boothe,  64  Ala. 

Car.)  67.  31a. 

S.  Croucher  v,  Collins,  i  Saund.  136  Ca/(/<;nffa.  — Havemeyer  v.  Superior 

note;  £jr/.  Wilhams,4Ark.  537;  Mayo  Ct.,  84  Cal.  327;  Fischer  v.  Superior 

».  Tames,  12  Gratt.  (Va.)  17.  Ct.,  no  Cal.  129;   Cosby  v,  Superior 

3.  Croucher  v.  Co!lins,  i  Saund.  136  Ct,  no  Cal.  45;  Whiter.  Superior  Ct., 
note;  Stratford  v.  Neale,  8  Mod.  i;  Ex  no  Cal.  54;  Anderson  v,  Superior  Ct., 
/.  Williams,  4  Ark.  537.  122  Cal.  216. 

People  V,  General  Sess.,  3  Barb.  (N.  Colorado,  —  People  v.  District  Ct.,  23 

Y.)  144,  seems  to  be  the  only  case  in  Colo.  466. 

the  United  States  where  the  writ  of  Connecticut,  -^  Fayerweather  v,  Mon- 

consultation  was  issued.      After  the  son,  61  Conn.  431;  Sherwood  v.  New 

discharge  of  the  rule,  no  further  au-  England  Knitting  Co.,  68  Conn.  543. 

thority  to  proceed  is  necessary.  Florida,  —  Sherlock  v,  Jacksonville, 

4.  Turton  v,  Reiner,  12  Mod.  447.  17  Fla.  93. 

5.  St.  John's  College  v,  Todington,  i  Louisiana,  —State  v.  Judge,  4  Rob. 
Burr.  198;  Exp,  Lynch,  i  Madd.  14.  (La.)  48;  State  v.  Judge,  zo  Rob.  (La.) 

In  Coleman  t/.  Ualton,  71  Mo.  App.     169;  State  v,  Rost,  40  La.  Ann.  1451. 
14,  it  was  held  that  a  judgment  in  pro-        Massachusetts,  —  Whately  v,  Franklin 

16  Encyc.  PL  &  Pr.  —  72  1187  Volume  XVI. 


FmtdiM  PROHIBITION.  SoffiMtim « Mista. 

Li  th«  tafrMM  Otut  «f  fha  v^ttd  iut«,  the  practice  is  to  move  for 
leave  to  file  a  petition  and  suggestion  for  the  writ,^  or  to  file  the 
petition  for  the  writ  and  move  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  or  for  an 
alternative  writ,*  whereupon,  unless  it  is  clear  that  the  petitioner 
is  not  entitled  to  the  writ,*  a  rule  to  show  cause  is  granted, 
returnable  at  such  a  time  as  will  allow  reasonable  time  for  service 
and  return.^  Upon  the  return  of  the  rule,  on  motion  for  the 
writ,  it  is  granted  or  denied  according  to  the  merits  of  the  case.* 

S.  Suggwtion  tr  Petition  mad  Afidavit  —  The  suggestion  or 
petition  for  prohibition  should  set  forth  fully  the  facts  that 
entitle  the  relator  to  the  relief  sought,  and  should  be  accom- 
panied by  an  exemplified  copy  of  the  record  of  the  suit  in  the 
mferior  court.* 

County,  I  Met.  (Mass.)  336;  Gilbert  v.  S.  Exp.  Gordon,  x  Black  (U.  S.)  503: 

Hebard,  8  Met.  (Mass.)  I2g;  Connec-  In  re  Aliz,  166  U.  S.  136. 

ticut  River  R.  Co.  v.  Franklin  County,  %^  Exp,  Gordon,  i  Black  (U.  S.)  503: 

127  Mass.  50.  In  re  Engles,  146  U.  S.  357. 

Michigan,  —  Hudson    v,    Judffe,    48  4.  In  re  Cooper,  138  U.  S.  404;  In  re 

Mich.  239;  Maclean  v,  Wayne  Circuit  Fassect,  142  U.  S.  470;  Ex  p,  Graham, 

Judge,  52  Mich.  257;  Speed  v.  Deuoit,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  541;  U.  S.  v.  Hdffman. 

98  Mich.  360.  4  Wail.  (U.  S.)  158. 

Minnesota,  —  Dayton  v.    Paine,    13  5.  U.  S.  v.  Hoffman,  4  WalL  (U.  S.) 

Minn.  493;  State  v,  Wilcox,  24  Minn.  158;  Ex  /.  Graham,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

143;  State  V,  Municipal  Ct.,  26  Minn.  541;  In  re  Cooper,   143  U.  S.  47s;  In 

162;  State  V,  District  Ct.,  26  Minn.  233;  re  New  York,  etc.,  Steamship  Co.,  IS5 

State  V,  McMartin,  4a  Minn.  30.  U.  S.  $33;  /•  re  Alix,  166  U.  S.  136. 

Missouri.  —  Thomas  r.  Mead,  36  Mo.  Xatttrs  Dehors  ths  Baoord  cannot  be 

232;  State  V.  Murphy,  132  Mo.  382.  considered  on  applications  for  prohibi- 

Nevada,  -—  Low  v.  Crown  Point  Min.  tlon.    Ex  p,  Christy,  3  How.  (U.  S.) 

Co.,  a  Nev.  75;  Walcott  v.  Wells,  21  294;  Exp,  Easton,  95  U.  S.  68. 

Nev.  47.  If  tht  ApplloatisB  Is  Made  Befert  Juiif- 

New  York,  —  Appo  r.  People,  20  N.  ment,  the  court  may  examine  not  only 

Y.  531;  People  V.  Mayer,  71  Hun  (N.  the  pleadini^  and  process  technically 

Y.)  182.  of  record,  but  also  the  facts  in  evidence 

South  Carolina,  — -  Hunter  v,  Moore,  in  the  court  below  upon  which  acUon 

39  S.  Car.  394;  State  v.  Kirkland,  41  is  being  taken.     In  re  Cooper,  143  U. 

S.  Car.  29.  S.  472. 

Utah,  —  People  v.   House,  4    Utah  6.  State  v.  Judge,  32  La.  Ann.  814; 

382;  People  V,  Spiers,  4  Utah  385.  Barnes  v,  Goctschalk,  3  Mo.  App.  222. 

Virginia,  —  Ex  p,  EUyson,  20  Gratt.  Th*  FttitlMi  ShouU  Wbmm  Ikflts  to  snp- 

(Va.)  10;  Bedford  v.Wingfield,  27  Gratt.  port  the   statement  that  there   is  no 

(Va.)  329;    Shell   v.  Cousins,   77   Va.  other  remedy  except  the  writ,  and  that 

328.  objection  has  been  made  to  the  jurisdxc- 

Washington,  -^  State  v,  Superior  Ct.,  tion  of  the  lower  court.     Ex  p.  Little 

17  Wash.  12;  State  v,  Ayer,  17  Wash.  Rock,  26  Ark.  5a;  State  v,  Ellis.  47  La. 

127;  State  V,  Board  of  Education,    19  Ann.  i6oa. 

Wash.  8.  Showing  Pisa  0?«tralad.  —  It  is  not 

^iTj/ ^fV^wiM.*— Fleming  V.Guthrie,  necessary  to  aver  that  a  plea  to  the 

32  W.  Va.  i;  Bodley  v,  Archibald,  33  jurisdiction  has  been  overmled  where 

W.  Va.  299;  County  Ct.  v  Armstrong,  the  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  on  the 

34  W.  Va.  326;  County  Cl  v,  Boreman,  face  of  the  record.    Arnold  v.  Shields, 

34  W.  Va.  362;  Wilkinson  v,  Hoke,  39  5  Dana  (Ky.)  18. 

W.  Va.  403.  A  certified  copy  of  the  record  is  not 

Wisconsin,  —  State     v,     Braun,     31  always  necessary.     Howard  v.  Pierce, 

Wis.  600;  Sute  V,  Gary,  33  Wis.  93.  38  Mo.  296. 

1.  In  re  Cooper,  138  U.  S.  404;  In  re  ApfUioation  Vst  Well  IWaisd  U  Tirt 

Rice,  155  U.  S.  396;  In  re  New  York,  — Where  a  party  applies  for  a  prohibi- 

eic.  Steamship  Co.,  155  U.  S.  523.  tion  and  asks  more  than  he  ought  to 
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It  flkonld  B«  Vtriilid  by  affidavit  as  to  all  matter  not  apparent 
upon  the  face  of  the  record,  ^  but  need  not  be  sworn  to  where  all 
the  facts  stated  appear  from  the  record.* 

4.  Bnle  to  Show  Cause  or  Preliminary  Writ  —  Vpon  tho  Filing  of  the 
Snggottion  or  petition,  the  relator  is  granted  a  rule  to  show  cause 
or  a  preliminary  or  alternative  writ,  directed  to  the  judge  of  the 
inferior  court  and  the  opposite  party  in  the  action  complained 
of,'  unless  the  petition  fails  to  state  a  sufficient  ground  for  the 
writ,*  / 

Oeimot  Bo  Diiponsod  With.  —  A  rule  to  show  cause  or  preliminary 
writ,  or  notice  of  the  application  under  statutes  regulating  the 
procedure  in  prohibition,  cannot  be  dispensed  with.* 

Sffoot  of  Bnlo  or  ProUminary  Writ  —  The  service  of  the  rule  to 
show  cause  or  of  the  preliminary  writ  suspends  proceedings  in 
the  inferior  court  and  preserves  matters  in  statu  quo  until  the 

ask  for,  if  part  of  the  request  is  well  granted  if  no  ground  for  the  prohibition 

founded  the  court  ought  to  mould  the  appears.    Exp,  Tucker,  25  Ark.  567; 

prohibition  and  limit  it  to  so  much  of  Exp.  Little  Rock,  26  Ark.  52;  People 

the  request  as  is  proper  to  be  granted.  x\  Circuit  Ct.,   169  111.   201;    Jelly   v. 

State  V,  White,  (Fla.  1898)  24  So.  Rep.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267. 
160.  5.  Exp,  Tucker,  25  Ark.  567;  Matter 

1.  State  V,  Allen,  2  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  of  Cameron,  5  Hun  (N.  Y.)  2qo: 
183;  Bodley  v,  Archibald,  33  W.  Va.  Withers  v,  Claremont  County,  3  Brev. 
229;  In  re  Baiz,  135  U.  S.  403.  (S.  Car.)  83;  Mayo  v,  James,  12  Gratt. 

Afldavit  by  Attorn^.  —  Code  Civ.  (Va.)  17. 
Pro.  Cal.,  §  Z103,  provides  that  prohi-  Under  Ssad.  AH.  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.  (1894), 
bition  "  is  issued  upou  affidavit,  on  the  §§  4245,  4246,  4803,  after  the  filing  of 
application  of  the  person  beneficially  the  petition,  ten  days'  notice  of  the  mo- 
interested.*'  An  affidavit  by  the  peti-  tion  for  the  writ  must  be  given  to  the 
tioner's   attorney,  made  upon  belief,  opposite  party. 

without    the    statement  that    he    has  Under  Code  Olv.  Fro.  Oal.,  §  1088,  the 

knowledge  or  information  concerning  writ  must  be  alternative  if  the  applica- 

the  facts,  is   insufficient.     Cariaga  v,  tion  is  made  without  notice,  but  may 

Dryden,  30  Cal.  244.  be  peremptory  if  made  upon  at  least 

Where  the  facts  are  within  the  knowl-  ten  days'  notice, 

edge  of  the  applicant's  attorney,  but  A  Bule  Nisi  is  not  necessary  where 

not    within  his  own  knowledge,   the  the  parties  have  had  reasonable  notice 

affidavit  of  the  attorney  is  sufficient,  of  the  time  and  place  of  making  the  ap- 

State  V,  Superior  Ct.,  17  Wash.  54.  plication.     Exp,  Lyon,  60  Ala.  650. 

2.  Berthaud  v.  Police  Jury,  7  Rob.  The  Length  or  Time  Before  the  Betom 
(La.)  550;  State  v.  Judge,  19  La.  174;  of  the  preliminary  writ  is  a  matter  for 
State  V,  Hudnal,  2'Nott  &  Nl.  (S.  Car.)  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
419.  the  objection  that  it  was  only  three  or 

S.  Exp,  Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  63  Ala.  four  days  is  insufficient.      People  v, 

349;  Exp,  Williams,  4  Ark.  537;  Haile  House,  4  Utah  382. 

V,  Superior  Ct.,  78  Cal.  418;    Fayer-  The  Parties  Kay  Waive  the  Bight  to  the 

weather    v,    Monson,  61    Conn.  431;  Preliminary  Writ  and  submit  at  once  to 

Arnold  v.  Shields,   5  Dana  (Ky.)  18;  a  final  hearing  by  filing  the  answer  im- 

State  V,  Judge,  9  Rob.  (La.)  480;  State  mediately  after  the  petition.    Coleman 

V.  Parish  Judge,  22  La.  Ann.  61;  State  v.  Dalton,  71  Mo.  App.  14. 

f.  Rost,  49  La.  Ann.   145 1;    State  v.  Both  Order   •  ShowOause  uidAltema- 

Allen,  2  Ired.  L.  (N.  Car.)  183;  State  v,  tive  Writ. —  An  order  to  show  cause 

Commissioner,   x    Mill  (S.    Car.)    55:  answers  fully  the  purpose  of  an  alterna- 

South  Carolina  Soc.  v,  Gurney,   3  S.  tive  writ,  and  both  are  not  necessary 

Car.  51.  when  a  hearing  upon  the  merits  is  had 

4,  Ho  Groimd  Appearing.  —  A  rule  will  on  the  order.     People    v,  Mayer,   71 

not  be  made  or  a  preliminary  writ  Hun  (N.  Y.)  182. 
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hearing  upon  the  merits  of  the  application.^ 

Term  TfaM  or  ViMtimL  —  The  rule  or  preliminaiy  writ  may  be 
issued  in  term  time  or  vacation  *  on  application  made  to  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  superior  court,  if  there  are  more  than  one.*  but 
must  be  made  returnable  to  the  next  term  of  the  court.^ 

6.  Betvm  of  Bnle  or  Preliminary  Writ  —  nMhamtion  bj  Baistar. — 
Where  the  application  is  made  in  a  court  of  error,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  relator  to  declare  upon  the  return  of  the  rule  to  show 
cause  or  of  the  preliminary  writ,*  but  in  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction he  may  be  required  to  file  a  declaration  if  the  case  is 
doubtful  or  the  defendant  insists  upon  it,  in  order  that  the  issue 
upon  the  declaration  may  be  tried  to  inform  the  court  upon  the 
question  involved.* 

])«mur«r,  jkiuwor,  Xotloii  to  Qiiath.  —  The  right  to  the  writ  is  usually 
determined  upon  the  demurrer  or  answer  of  the  defendant  to  the 
petition,  or  upon  motion  to  quash  the  rule  or  preliminary  writ.' 

1.  Exp,  Ray,45  Ala.  15;  Havemeyer  Lincoln-Lncky,  etc.,  Mia.  Co.  v.  Di»> 

V.  Superior  Ct,  87  Cal.  367;  Lincoln-  trict  Ct.,  7  N.  Mez.  486. 

Lucky,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  District  Ct.,  7  The  dock  of  tho  Court  cannot  issue  the 

N.  Mex.  486;  Mayo  v,  James,  I3  Gratt.  writ  either  in  term  time  or  vacation. 

(Va.)  17.  Casby  v,  Thompson,  43  Mo.  133. 

In  Henry  9.  Steele,  28  Ark.  455,  the  4.  Exp,  Ray,  45  Ala.  15;  Doughty  v. 

court  refused  to  hold  the  judge  of  the  Walker,  54  Ga.  595. 

inferior  court  In  contempt  for  proceed-  In  Brazle  v,  Fayette  County,  35  W. 

ing  after  notice  of  an  application  for  Va.  913,  it  was  held  that  the  rule  could 

the  writ,  but  remarked  that  the  pro-  be  issued  by  the  judge  of  the  Circuit 

prietv  of  proceeding  was  doubtful.  Court  and  made  returnable  in  vacation. 

Ordir  to  Suipoiid  Proooodings.  —  The  tupnmo  Court.  —  In  Day  v.  Board  of 
rule  to  show  cause  is  sometimes  accom-  Aldermen,  loa  Mass.  310,  it  was  held 
panled  by  an  order  directing  the  lower  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massackmsetu 
court  to  suspend  proceedings  until  the  may  hear  a  petition  for  prohibition  and 
hearing  upon  the  return  of  the  rule,  issue  the  writ  in  any  county,  the  writ 
J  A  p,  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312;  State  v,  being  prerogative  and  no  statute  limit- 
Judge,  4  Rob.  (La.)  48:  State  v.  Judge,  ing  the  jurisdiction  in  respect  to  it. 
10  Rob.  (La.)  160;  Sute  v,  Kirkland,  5.  Culpeper  County  9.  Gorrell,  90 
41  S.  Car.  29;  U.  S.  v,  Hoffman,  4  Gratt.  (Va.) 484. 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  158.  e.  Exp,  Williams,  4  Ark.  537:  Mayo 

8.  Doughty  V,  Walker,  54  Ga.  595;  v.  James,  12  Gratt.  (Va.)  17;  Brazier. 
State  V,  Rombauer,  104  Mo.  619;  Tapia  Fayette  County,  35  W.  Va.  213:  Jelly 
V,  Martinez,  4  N.  Mex.  165 ;  Lincoln-  v,  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267. 
Lucky,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  District  Ct.,  7  Nonsuit. —  A  nonsuit  may  be  taken 
N.  Mex.  486;  Brazier.  Fayette  County,  by  the  plaintiff  at  any  time  before  the 
25  W.  Va.  313.  publication  of  the  verdict,  and  he  can- 
Under  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal.,  gg  165,  not  be  forced  to  submit  to  a  verdict 
166,  the  judges  of  the  Superior  Courts  that  might  be  conclusive  of  his  right 
may  issue  the  preliminary  writ  at  to  the  writ.  Johnson  9.  Basquere,  i 
chambers,  but  the  judges  of  the  Spears  L.  (S.  Car.)  329. 
Supreme  Court  cannot.  In   People's    Home    Sav.    Bank    r. 

3.  In  re  Roe  Chung,  (N.   Mex.  1897)  Superior  Ct.,  104  Cal.  649.  it  was  held 

49  Pac.  Rep.  952;  Richards  v,  Clarks-  that  where,  after  an  application  for  a 

burg,  30  W.  Va.  491;  Eastham  v.  Holt,  writ  to  annul  receivership  proceedings. 

43  W.  Va.  599.  the  officers  of  a  bank  had  been  dianged 

The  preliminary,  writ  may  be  issued  by  an  election  pending  the  proceeding, 

by  one  of  the  justices  of  the  Supreme  the  bank  might,  at  its  option,  dismiss 

Court  of    New   Mexico  to  a   District  the  application. 

Court,  although  the  District  Courts  are  7.  Ex  p.  Due,  116  Ala.  491;  Siebe  r. 

held  by  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court.  Superior   Ct.,  114  Cal.  551;   State  v. 
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A  Dtmurtr  to  tlio  Petition  Admiti  the  truth  of  the  facts  suggested, 
and  if  it  is  not  well  taken  the  writ  will  be  issued  upon  its  being 
overruled.^ 

Dofnidt  of  Doftaduit.  —  The  writ  is  not  issued  upon  default  of  the 
defendant  to  answer,  but  the  application  is  heard  by  the  court 
ex  parte  and  the  writ  is  granted  or  denied  according  to  the  merits 
of  the  case.* 

Tho  DiMhargo  of  tlio  Bnle  to  show  cause  is  the  end  of  the 
proceeding.* 

6.  Abaolnte  or  Peremptory  Writ  —  Eflbet.  —  The  absolute  or  per- 
emptory writ,  which  is  directed  to  the  inferior  court  and  some- 
times to  the  opposite  party,  arrests  all  further  proceedings  in  the 
direction  prohibited.* 

GhooUng  Proooodingt  —  QvAihiag  Aetf  Alreody  Done.  —  While  it  is  not 
the  office  of  the  writ  to  annul  orders  or  judgments,*  and  it  can- 
not afford  relief  against  an  act  already  done,*  yet  if  the  action  of 
the  lower  court  is  only  partially  but  not  fully  completed,  the 
writ  checks  further  proceedings,  and,  if  necessary  to  afford  full 
relief,  quashes  what  has  already  been  done  beyond  or  in  excess 
of  jurisdiction.'^ 

Parish  Judge,  22  La.  Ann.  61;  Sute  Wliero  the Boopondont  Both  Domnn  and 

V.  Municipal  Ct.,  26  Minn.  162;  State  v.  Aanronthe  wrii  cannot  be  issued  upon 

District    Ct.,  26  Minn.  233;    State  v.  the  overruling  of  the  demurrer  on  the 

McMartin»  42  Minn.  30;  Vittz'.  Owens,  insufficiency  of  the  answer,  but  the  an- 

42  Mo.  512;   State  v.  Lubke,  29  Mo.  swer  may  be  amended  upon  motion. 

App.  555:  People  V.  Wood,  21  N.  Y.  Heilbron  v.    Campbell,  (Cfal.  1890)  23 

App.  Div.  245;  South  Carolina  Soc.  v,  Pac.  Rep.  1032. 

Gumey,  3  S.  Car.  51;  State  v.  Kyle,  8  8.  Code  Civ.  Pro.  Cal.,  §  1088;  Beck- 

W.  Va.711;  Richards  v.  Clarksburg,  30  ham  r.  Howard,  83  Ga.  89. 

W.  Va.  491 :  State  t/.  Braun,  31  Wis.  No  return  is  necessary  where  the  ap- 

600.  plication  can  be  refused  on  its  face. 

Potitloa  fiar  TUhsaTtiig.  —  In  the  Su-  Sute  v,  Rightor,  32  La.  Ann.  1182. 
preme  Court  of  California^  after  a  de-  Whero  Vo  Answer  Is  niod  the  facts 
cision  on  an  application  for  the  writ  stated  in  the  petition  are  taken  as  ad- 
has  been  rendered,  a  petition  for  a  re-  mitted.     Kirby  v,  Superior  Ct.,  68  Cal. 
hearing,  and  not  a  motion  for  a  new  604. 

trial,  is  proper.      Granger's  Bank  t/.  AfldaTiti  tubmittod  by  the  XispoBAMit 

Superior  Ct.,  loi  Cal.  x^.  cannot  be  considered  when  no  answer  is 

Bight  to  Stmor,  —  Formerijr>  demur-  filed.    State  v.  Superior  Ct,  14  Wash. 

rers  to  the  suggestion  or  peution  wete  803. 

not  allowed.    A  declaration  was  neces-  S.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Spratt,  20  Fla. 

sary  before  the  defendant  could  demur.  122;  Gibbs  v.  Louisille,  95  Ky.  471. 

Armstrong  v.  County  Ct.,  15  W.  Va.  4.  State    v,    Ross,    136    Mo.    259; 

190.  Brooks  V.  Warren,  5  Utah  89;  U.  S.  v. 

A  Xotioa  to  <|aaih  is  in  the  nature  of  a  Hoffman,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  158. 

demurrer.    State  v.  Braun,  31  Wis.  600.  5.  Clark  v,  Superior  Ct.,  55  Cal.  199. 

In  Sute  V.  Gary,  33  Wis.  93,  it  was  6.  Pope  v,  Colbert,  95  Ga.  791;  Sute 

held  that  a  motion  to  quash  could  be  v.  Burckhartt,  87  Mo.  533;   Brooks  v. 

made  after  the  return  of  the  verdict,  Warren,  5  Uuh  89;  Ex  /.  Gordon,  i 

lor  the  objection  that  the  remedy  is  in-  Black  (U.  S.)  503;  Exp.  Easton,  95  U. 

appropriate  may  be  made  at  any  time  S.  68. 

before  final  judgment.  7,  Havemeyer    r.  Superior   Ct.,   84 

1.  Gilbert  v.  Hebard,  8  Met.  (Mass.)  Cal.  327:    Cosby  z^.  Superior  Ct.,  no 

129;    Trainer  v.   Porter,   45   Mo.   336;  Cal.  45;    Fayerweather  v,  Monson,  61 

State  V.  Murphy,  132  Mo.  382;  Sute  r.  Conn.  431;  Sute  r.  Elkin,  130  Mo.  90; 

Hudnal,  2  Nott  &  M.  (S.  Car.)  419.  People  v.  House,  4  Uuh  369. 
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uanuiMvt  Ati.  —  Beyond  thb,  the  writ  can  accomplish  no 
affirjviative  act.* 

7.  Enforcement  of  Writ  —  Co&tfmpt  ProoMdiagi.  —  If  the  inferior 
court  or  the  opposite  party  proceeds  after  the  service  of  the  rule 
to  show  cause  or  of  the  preliminary  writ  of  prohibition,  or  after 
the  issuance  of  the  peremptory  writ,  the  superior  court  will, 
upon  application,  issue  an  attachment  for  contempt  and  enforce 
obedience  to  the  rule  or  writ  by  fine  and  imprisonment.* 

8.  Costs  —  puiatifl  VnitUy  Tuud.  —  When  the  writ  is  granted^  the 

Bug*  of  Xflflimier  of  Writ.  —  In  State  an  order  granting  a  change  of  Yenae 

V.  Rombauer,   X05  Mo.  103,  the  court  was  prcAibited  after  the  veooe    had 

said:    **  The  range  of  eificieacy  of  the  been  changed,  the  cause  was  ovdeved 

writ  of  prohibition  is  in  some  circum-  to  be  returned  to  aad  reinstated  on  the 

stances  (juite  broad.    Where  it    may  docket  of  the  court  from  which  it  was 

properly  issue  to  stop  unfinished  pro-  removed.     In  State  v,  Su  Louis   Ci. 

ceedings  whereof  the  court  (in  which  App.,  97  Ma  276,  a  prohibition  was 

the  cause  is  pending)  has  no  jurisdic-  directed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  re- 

tion,  it  may  sometimes  be  so  framed  strain  it  from  taking  further  cognii- 

as  to  annul  prior  as  well  as  to  stay  ance  of  a  case  in  which  the  appeal  lay 

further  action  therein,  when  the  jus-  to  the  Supreme  Court  and  not  to  it,  re- 

tice  of  the  particular  case  requires  it.  quiring  the  case  to  be  transferred  to  the 

The  writ  was  not  regarded  at  common  Supreme  Court.     In  State  r.  Superior 

law  as  a  matter  of  mere  form,  but  was  Ct.,  12  Wash.  677,  the  writ  was  issued 

considered  possessed  of  sufficient  vital-  to  prohibit   an  order  directing  a  re^ 

ity  and  power  to  meet  exigencies  of  the  ceiver  to  take  possession  of  the  rela- 

cases  requiring  its  application.     It  was  tor*s  property,  and  the  lower  court  was 

never  supposed  that  a  tribunal,  with-  required  to  issue  the  necessary  orders 

out  lawful  power  to  act  at  all,  might  to  place  the  relator  in  possession  of  the 

(upon  objection  made  to  its  jurisdic-  property  wrongfully  taken  from  it  by 

tion)  remove  the  possibility  of  all  scru-  the  receiver.    In  Howard  v.  Pierce,  3S 

tiny  of  its  actions  by  mere  celerity  in  Mo.  296,   the  Circuit  Court   awarded 

using  the  machinery  of  the  law."  to  petitioners   for  prohibition  a  writ  of 

1.  U.  S.  V,  Hoffman,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  restitution  to  restore  them  to  the  pos- 

158.  session  of  property  from  which  they 

Aflniing  Judgment.  —  The  judgment  had  been  ejected  by  the  County  Court, 

of  the  lower  court  cannot  be  affirmed  in  an  action  to  which  they   were  not 

when  a  petition  for  the   writ  is  dis-  parties.     The  Supreme  Court  affirmed 

missed.     Peters  v.  Rhine,  10  Tex.  215.  the  action  of  the  Circuit  Court,  on  the 

Stipulation  of  Counsel.  —  The  court  ex-  ground  that  substantial  justice  had  been 

hausts  its  authority  on  an  application  done,  although  holding  that  the  writ  of 

for  prohibition  in  determining  whether  restitution  was  unwarranted, 

the  set  sought  to  be  prohibited  is  in  2.  Croucher  v,  Collins,  i  Sanod.  136 

excess  of  jurisdiction  or  not,  and  can-  note;    Havemeyer  v,  Superior  Ct..  S7 

not  extend  its  inquiry  on  astipulation  Cal.  267;    Howard  v.  Pierce,  38  Mo. 

ot  counsel  that  the  merits  of  the  ques-  296;  State  v.  Elkin,  130  Mo.  90;  Jelly 

tion    raised    may    be    passed    upon.  v.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267;   State  v,  Hun- 

Powelsoa  r.  Lock  wood,  82  Cal.  613.  gerford,  8  Wis.  345. 

Snggestin   <tf   Court.*- In    State    v.  In  ^enry  v.  Steele,  28  Ark.  455,  the 

Heege,  39  Mo.  App.  49,  the  writ  was  court  refused  to  hold  the  judge  of  the 

deoied,   but  the  court    suggested,   to  Inferior  court  in  contempt  for  proceed- 

save     harassing    litigation    over    the  ing  after  notice  of  an  application  for 

question,   that    the    proceeding    com-  the  writ, 

plained  of  was  improper.  Writ  Inuod  Witiumt  Anthoiitj. —  In 

The  Bule  that  Ko  Afflxmative  Aot  Osa  State  v.  Judge,  39  La.  Ann.  97,  it  was 

Be  AoDompUihod  Hss  Hot  Boon  Bigldly  held  that  if  the  writ  was  issued  br 

Adhered  Ta  —  In  People  v.  District  Ct,  a  court  having  no  power  to  grant  ii. 

23  Colo.  466,  the  inferior  court  was  or-  the  lower  court  might  ignore  it  and 

dered  to  dismiss  the  cause.    In  State  could  not  be  punished  for  the  tnns- 

t;.  Juii^'es.  45  La.  Ann.  246,  in  which  gression. 
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plaintiff  in  the  suit  prohibited  is  usually  taxed  with  the  costs  of  . 
the  application.^ 

Tho  Jiidg«  of  th«  intekr  Oovrt,  although  the  record  party,  cannot  be 
taxed  with  the  costs.* 

Wbm  tkt  Pftitiim  k  Oimiflwd  or  tte  Bvto  MMl^rfid,  costs  are  adjudged 
against  the  applicant.' 

wiMrt  naintiff  Bdlov  AlMuidolu  or  tabadu.  —  The  jplahitiff  in  the  infe- 
rior court  is  not  taxed  with  the  costs  when  ne  voluntarily  aban- 
dons so  much  of  the  cause  as  is  beyond  its  jurisdiction  before  the 
decision  on  the  rule,*  or  if  he  does  by  order  of  court  wlmt  the 
petition  seeks  to  accomplish.^ 

8.  Appeal -**  (Mtr  OnurtiBg  Writ.  --» An  appeal  lies  from  an  order 
granting  the  writ.* 

MbiaJ  to  Oraat  Wzit.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  refusal  to  grant 
the  writ  cannot  be  reviewed  on  proceedings  in  error^  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  whether  or  not  the 

1.  Bartl«88  V,  Beaufort,  47  S.  Car.  Va.  396.    But  Id  People  v.  House,  4 

225;    People  V,  Spiers,  4    Utah    385;  Utah  369,  the  court  said:    *' We  see  no 

Burlington  v,  Burlington  Traction  Co.,  error  in  adjudging  costs  against  the 

70  Vi.  491;    State  V,  Superior  Ct.,  6  justice.     It  was  he  that  was  brought 

Wash.  112;    Hein  v.  Smith,  13  W.  Va.  into  court  on  the  writ,  and  it  was  his 

358:  Ensign  Co.  9.  Carroll,  30  W.  Va.  acts  which  are  in  question.'  It  was  not 

532;  Ex  p.  Tucker,  4  M.  &  G.  1079,  43  a  single  error;   it  was  an  intentional 

£.  C.  L.  555;  Robinson  v.  Emanuel,  L.  disregard  of  a  statute  in  assuming  an 

R.  9  C.  P.  414;   Quartly  v.  Timmins,  unauthorized  jurisdiction.*' 

L.  R.  9  C.  P.  416;    Reg.  V.  Justices,  S.  State    v.    Skinner,  32    La.    Ann. 

(1894)  I  Q.  B.  453.  1092;  State  v.  Judge,  33  La.  Ann.  927; 

In  Wallace  v,  Allen,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  State  c.  Houston,  35  La.  Ann.  1195; 

607,  it  was  held  that  the  court  might  State  v,   Rightor,  40    La.   Ann.    837; 

make  the  rule  absolute  or  discharge  it  Hudson  v.  Judge,  42  Mich.  239;  State 

with  or  without  costs.     In    England,  z'.  Scarritt,  128  Mo.  331;  Low  v.  Crown 

under  sutute  i  Wm.  IV.,  c.  21.  §  i.  Point  Min.  Co.,  2  Nev.  75;  People  v, 

costs  can  be  allowed  only  when  there  Russell,  49  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  351;  State  v. 

is  judgment  on  the   record,  and  not  Stackhouse,   14  S.   Car.  417;    Brooks 

when  there  is  a  mere  decision  on  the  v,  Warren,  5  Utah  89;  State  v,  Kyle,  8 

rule  without  pleadings.    Ex  p.  Over-  W.  Va.  711. 

seers  of  Everton  Tp.,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  245;  Order  Conoeming  Costs.  —  If  the  peti- 

Rex  V.  Kealing,   i  Dowl.  P.  C.  440.  tion  is  dismissed  without  an  order  con- 

This  statute  does  not  extend  to  costs  in  cerning  costs,  they  cannot  be  adjudged 

the  lower  court,  however.     Tcssimond  against  the  relator.     Beaufort  v.  Dan- 

V,  Yardley,  5  B.  &  Ad.  458,  27  E.  C.  L.  ner,  i  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.)  176;  State  v. 

105.  Jervey,  4  Strobh.  L.  (S.  Car.)  304. 

Costs   of  Suit  Prohibited.  —  It  seems  4.  Ellis  v.   Fleming,   i   C.   P.   Div. 

that  at  common  law  the  plaintiff  in  237. 

the  suit  prohibited  escaped  the  costs  of  At  common  law,   if  the  defendant 

his  suit.      The  inferior  court,   being  submitted,  proceedings  in  the  inferior 

prohibited    from    further    proceeding,  court     were     stayed    without    costs, 

could  not  adjudge  the  costs  or  issue  Croucher  v.  Collins,  i  Saund.  136  note: 

execution  to  collect  them.     Paxton  v.  Gegge  v.  Jones,  2  Stra.  1149;  Ex  /. 

Knight,  I  Burr.  314.  Williams,  4  Ark.  537. 

SoToral  Suits  Prohibited.  —  In  State  t/.  5.  Pezuela  v.  Superior  Ct.,  83  Cal. 

Newman,  49  La.  Ann.  52.  where  seven-  49;  State  v,  Perrault,  48  La.  Ann.  474. 

teen   suits   were   prohibited,  all  costs  Contra,  State  v,  Superior  Ct.,  16  Wash, 

were  taxed  against  the  respondent  in  347. 

solido,  6.  People  v.  Justices,  81  N.  Y.  500. 

8.  State   V.   Superior  Ct.,    5    Wash.  In  California  Furniture  Co.  r.  Hal- 

518;   County  Ct.  v,  Armstrong,  34  W.  sey,  54  Cal.  315,  an  order  granting  the 
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writ  shall  be  granted ;  ^  but  the  better  rule,  and  the  one  generally 
followed,  is  that  where  all  the  proceedings  appear  of  record  the 
refusal  of  the  writ  may  be  reviewed  on  error.* 

Bftot  of  AfpmL  —  An  appeal  from  an  order  refusing  the  writ  has 
been  held  not  to  keep  in  force  the  rule  or  preliminary  writ.' 

writ  was  held  to  be  in  excess  of  the        In  State  v.  Board  of  Health,  90  Ma 

jurisdictioQ  of   the  lower  court,  and  169,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  on  the 

was  annulled  on  application  for  certio-  ground  that  the  Supreme  Court  had 

ran.  no  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  matter 

1*  State  V.  Levens,  33  Mo.  App.  sao;  involved    in  the  application    for   the 

State  V,  Bowerman,  40  Mo.  App.  576;  writ. 

People  V.  Court  of  C.  PL,  43  Barb.  (N.        S.  Gibbs  v.  Louisville,  05  Ky.  471. 
Y.)  278;  People  V,  Westbrook,  89  N.  Y.        In  Sute  v.  Board  of  Education,  19. 

152.    These  cases  foUow  St.  David's  v.  Wash.  8,  it  was  held  that  the  Supreme. 

Lucy,  I  Ld.  Raym.  545,  in  which  the  Court   could    issue  a  supersedeas  to. 

House  of  Lords  refused  to  allow  a  writ  preserve  the  status  fuo  of  the  parties, 

of  error  to  the  denial  of  the  writ.  '  until  the  determinauon  of  the  appeal 

t.  Smith  tr.  Whitney,  116  U*  S.  167.  upon  iu  merits. 
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ABANDONMENT. 

Patents,  defense  in  infringement  suits,  ii6« 
ABATEMENT. 

Penal  action,  death  of  defendant,  30i« 
death  of  informer,  301. 
remedial  statutes,  301. 
Pleading  matters  in  bar  or  abatement,  554. 
Prematurity  of  suit,  plea  in  abatement,  879. 

Privileged  person  arrested  or  served  with  process,  plea  in  abatement,  979. 
Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  abatement  by  death  or  transfer  of  Interest^ 
1028. 

ABSQUE  HOC. 

Special  traverse,  547. 

ACCIDENTS. 

See  article  Personal  Injuries,  371. 
Patents,  repeal  or  cancellation  of,  30. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 
See  article  Payment,  164. 
Evidence  under  plea  of  payment,  axx. 

ACCOUNTING. 

Decree  for  accounting  in  suit  for  infringement  of  patent,  X4X. 
Patents,  bill  for  naked  account  of  profits  and  damages,  39. 
Pledgor,  right  to  accounting,  646. 
Principal  and  agent,  accounting  between,  919. 

ACTIONS. 

Abatement  of  penal  action,  301. 

OmUst  of  wilh^  suits  for.    See  Probate  and  Contest  op  Wills. 

Cumulative  remedies,  suits  to  recover  penalties,  239« 

Guarantor,  action  by,  against  principal,  957. 

Guarantyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  939. 

Joinder  of  causes  of  action  for  personal  injuries,  374. 

Joinder  of  causes  of  action  to  recover  penalties,  381. 

Joining  or  splitting  causes  of  action  in  patent  cases,  80. 

Malpractice  by  physician  or  surgeon,  action  for,  537. 

Patent  commissioner,  action  against,  for  refusing  copies,  24. 

Patent  contracts,  actions  or  suits  growing  out  of,  155. 

Patents,  actions  at  law  for  infringement,  79. 

Ptnal  actions.    See  article  Penalties  and  Penal  Actions,  339. 

Penalty  for  violation  of  patent  laws,  action  to  recover,  33. 
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ACTIONS  —  QmHnmed. 

PersoHol  injuries^  acHmu  for.    See  article  PERSONAL  Injurhs,  371. 

Pleas  to  the  action.  541. 

Pledge  action  to  enforce  pledgee's  and  pledgor's  rights,  650.  648. 

Poor  debtor  bond,  action  on,  741. 

Poor  districts,  action  by  one  against  another,  658. 

action  by  individual  agilnst,  66a 
Popular  actions,  233. 

Postmaster,  action  against  for  negligence,  misooodnct,  etc ,  767. 
Pnecipe,  nature  of  action  to  be  stated,  77a. 
Prayer  for  relief  as  determining  nature  of,  776. 
Premature  suits  and  actions,  873. 

Principal  and  agent,  actions  by  and  against  third  persons  aad  ortrr  jr,  ttl 
Privilege  from  arrest  on  service  of  procew,  actloss  lor  breach  of,  983. 
Qm  tarn  actions,  233. 

Rejected  wills,  statutory  suits  to  establish,  1065. 
Surety,  action  by,  against  coaurety,  958. 

actions  by,  against  principal,  951, 
Suretyship,  action  to  enfocce  ooatract  of  988 

ADDRESS. 

Petition,  title  and  address  of,  515. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Poor  debtor  acts,  adjournment  of  proceedings.  793. 
Preliminary  examination,  83a. 

ADMINISTRATORS. 

See  Administrators  and  Exicutors. 

ADMIRALTY. 

Decree  condemning  property  as  forfeited,  appeal,  306. 

ADMISSION. 

By  failure  to  deny,  567. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Leave  to  sue  as  poor  person,  686. 
Petition,  hearing  of,  521. 

AFFIDAVIT  OF  DEFENSE. 
Principal  and  agent,  906. 

AFFIRMATIVE  RELIEF. 

Patent  interference  suits,  98. 

AGENCY. 

See  article  Principal  and  Agent,  888. 

AGGRAVATION. 

Justification  of  matters  in  aggravation,  566 

AIDER. 

Plea,  aider  by,  580. 

AIDER  BY  VERDICT. 

See  Verdict. 

ALIAS  WRIT. 

Writ  of  possession,  758. 
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ALTERNATIVE  RELIEF. 
Prayen  for  relief,  787. 

AMBASSADORS. 

Privilege  of,  from  arrett  and  tenrlec  of  procett,  968. 

AMENDMENTS. 

Affidavit  by  poor  tiiitor,  688. 

Agent  suing,  substitvting  principal  by  amendment,  894. 

Answer  in  suit  for  infringement  of  patent,  117. 

Contest  of  wills,  contesunt's  pleading,  1025. 

Delay  in  aslting  amendment,  290. 

Notice  to  creditor  under  poor  debtor  act,  708. 

Order  for  removal  of  pauper,  668. 

Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  103. 

Payneot,  ameodiag  plea  of,  189. 

Penal  actions,  what  amendments  parmlMihkt  oS^ 

Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  406. 

Petition,  amendments  of,  517. 

costs,  522. 

for  leave  to  amend  bill  in  equity,  508. 
Pleas  in  equity,  627. 

Pleas  in  equity  after  amendment  of  bill,  596. 
Praecipe  may  be  amended,  773. 
Prayers  for  relief,  790. 

Premature  suit,  plaintiff's  demand  maturing  before  objection  raised,  874. 
Record  of  proceedings  under  poor  debtor  acts,  731. 

AMOUNT  IN  CONTROVERSY. 

Proliibition  to  prevent  court  of  limited  jurisdiction  from  proceeding,  11 19. 

ANOMALOUS  PLEA. 

Pleas  in  equity,  592,  612. 

ANOTHER  SUIT  PENDING. 
Plea  in  bar  in  equity,  600. 

ANSWER. 

See  Plea  or  Answer. 

ANTICIPATING  DEFENSE. 

Plea  to  bill  in  equity,  anomalous  pleas,  61a. 

ANTICIPATION. 

Patents,  defense  in  infringement  suits,  114. 

APPEALS. 

Forma  pauperis^  affidavit  or  oath,  695. 

appeals  in,  693. 

criminal  appeals,  696. 
Patents,  appeal  from  decision  of  commissioner,  9. 

appeal  and  error  in  suits  on  or  concerning,  158. 

judgment  of  appellate  court,  163. 
Pauper,  proceedings  to  compel  kindred  to  support,  663. 
Penal  actions,  appeals  in,  304. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  pcooeedings  in  nature  of  appeal,  870. 
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APPEALS  —  ConHnuid. 

Privilege  from  arrest  or  teryice  of  process,  raising  question  on  appeal,  988. 
Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  appellate  procedure,  1060. 
Prohibition,  appeal  from  order  granting  or  refusing  writ*  1x43. 

jurisdiction  of  appellate  courts  to  issue  writ,  1098. 

use  of  writ  where  court  has  lost  jurisdiction  by  appeal  taken,  XI16. 

use  of  writ  where  jurisdiction  has  not  been  acquired  for  want  of  appeal, 
1114. 
Removal  of  pauper  proceedings,  670. 
Trial  tie  tunfo  in  penal  action,  307. 
Who  may  appeal  in  penal  action,  307. 

APPEARANCE. 

Penal  action,  voluntary  appearance,  288. 

Privilege  from  arrest  or  service  of  process,  effect  of  appearance,  987. 

Setting  plea  in  equity  down  for  argument,  6x8. 

ARGUMENTATIVENESS. 
Pleas  at  law,  564. 

ARREST. 

Principal  and  agent  arrest  of  agents,  915. 
Privilege  of  person  exempt  from  arrest,  968. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Patents,  assignees  as  parties  to  suit,  65. 

averment  of  title  founded  on  assignment,  83. 
quieting  title  to  compel  assignment,  X59. 
Payment  to  assignor,  evidence  admissible  under  plea,  tia 
Payment  to  assignor,  plea  of,  196. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  939. 

Payment,  showing  of  under  nonassumpsit,  170. 

Plea  of  payment  as  dispensing  with  proof  of  cause  of  action,  x68» 

Pledge,  action  to  enforce  pledgee's  rights,  641. 

Poor  district,  action  by,  658. 

Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  960. 

actions  by,  against  principal,  953. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  928. 

ATTACHMENT. 

Pledged  property,  attachment  of,  636. 
Prscipe  to  secure  issuance  of  writ,  770. 

ATTEMPTS. 

Subornation  of  perjury,  3x9. 

ATTORNEYS 

Admitting  person  to  sue  \n  forma  pauperis^  assignment  of  counsel,  690* 
Counsel  fee  in  probate  cases,  105 1. 

Leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis,  certificate  of  counsel,  688. 
Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  representation  by  counsel,  846. 
Signature  of  counsel  to  pleas  In  equity,  595. 
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BAIL. 

PrelimiQary  examination,  holding  to  bail,  858. 
Privileged  person  arrested,  discharge  on  bail,  975. 

BALANCE. 

Action  for  existing  balance  showing  payment  under  general  issue,  x8x. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Fraudulent  transfer  or  payment,  penal  character  of  action,  251. 
Poor  debtors  acts,  discharge  under,  698. 

BAR. 

Pleas  in  bar  in  equity,  598. 
Plea  in  bar,  nature  of,  541. 

BILL  IN  EQUITY. 

See  Pjlaysrs  for  Rbuxf. 

Patent  refused  on  application,  remedy  by  bill  in  equity,  19. 

Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  94,  97. 

interference  by,  25. 

repeal  or  cancellation  of,  requisites  of  bill,  32. 
Perpetuation  of  testimony,  bills  for,  353. 
Petition  as  substitute  for  bill,  511. 
Plea  to  HIL     See  article  Pleas  in  Equity,  583. 

and  answer  to  different  parts  of  bill,  609. 

and  answer  to  same  parts  of  bill,  609. 

direction  of,  to  specific  part  of  bill,  593. 

to  whole  or  part  of  bill,  606. 
Pledged  property,  bill  redeemed,  647. 
Principal  and  agent,  accounting  in  equity,  920. 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS. 

Personal  injuries,  requiring  plaintiff  to  give,  404. 

BILL  OF  REVIEW. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  X059. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

See  Nbgotiablb  Instrumbnts. 

BILLS  TO  PERPETUATE  TESTIMONY. 
See  Pbrpetuation  op  Testimony,  352. 

BONDS. 

See  article  Principal  and  Surety  or  Guarantor. 

Plea  of  payment  in  action  on  bonds,  201. 

Poor  debtor  proceedings,  bond  or  recognizance,  736. 

BREACH. 

Guaranty,  allegation  of  breach  of,  949. 

CANCELLATION. 
Letters  patent,  29. 

CAPACITY  TO  SUE. 

Plea  of  payment  as  admission  of,  169. 

CAUSES  OF  ACTION. 

Antecedent  causes  of  action  essential  to  recovery,  873. 
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CERTAINTY. 

See  Dbfimitbnxss  and  CBXTAnmr. 

CHANCERY. 

See  Equity;  Mastsr  in  Crancb&y. 

CHANGE  OF  VENUE. 
Penal  actions,  357. 
Prelimiaary  ejutmiaadoii  of  pencil  accused  of  crime,  84a 

CHILDREN. 
See  Infants. 

CIVIL  ACTION. 

Penal  actions,  334. 

CODE  OF  PROCEDURE. 

Prayers  for  relief  under  codes.    See  article  PRATBR  FOR  RXUEP,  774. 

COLLATERAL  ATTACK. 

Judgment  allowing  or  rejecting  will,  1018,  1061. 
Probate  of  wills,  want  of  notice,  1004. 

COLLATERAL  SECURITY. 

Action  upon  principal  debt  while  in  possession  of  collateral,  631. 

COMMENCEMENT. 

Effect  of  improper  prayer  or  comflaencement,  556. 
Pleas  at  law,  commencement  of,  $53* 
Pleas  in  equity,  593. 

COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS. 

Action  against  for  refusing  copies,  S4. 
Appeal  from  decision  of,  9. 

COMMISSIONS. 

Agent  suing  principal  for,  916. 

COMMITMENT. 

Commitment  by  one  magistrate  and  examination  by  another,  839i 

COMPLAINT. 

See  Declaration  or  Complaint. 

COMPLAINT  IN  CRIMINAL  CASES. 

See  Indictments,  Informations,  and  Complaints. 

COMPOUNDING  OFFENSES. 
Penal  actions,  247. 

COMPROMISE. 

Petition  to  enforce  agreement,  507. 

CONCLUSION. 

Plea  of  payment,  198. 
Pleas  in  equity,  593. 

CONCLUSIONS  OF  LAW. 
See  Legal  Conclusions. 

CONDITIONS  PRECEDENT. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  945. 
Prematurity  of  suit,  demurrer  for,  881. 
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CONFESSION  AND  AVOIDANCE. 

Plea  of  confession  and  avoidance,  543. 

Special  pleading,  548. 

Traverse  or  confession  and  avoidance,  56Z. 

CONFISCATION. 

Petition  for  proceeds  of  confiscated  property,  509. 

CONSIDERATION. 

Guaranty  ship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  944. 
Plea  of  payment,  evidence  under,  212. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  933. 

CONSISTENCY. 

Prayers  for  relief,  809,  812. 

Right  to  file  double  pleadings,  570. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  ACTIONS. 
Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  376. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  PLEADINGS. 
Plea  of  payment,  169. 
Prayers  for  relief,  784. 

CONTEMPT. 

Privileged  person  arrested,  contempt  proceedings,  983* 
Prohibition,  use  of  writ  in  contempt  proceedings,  izia. 

CONTEST  OF  WILLS. 

See  article  Probate  and  Contest  of  Wills,  991. 

CONTINUANCE. 

Application  to  probate  will,  zoo6. 
Preliminary  examination,  832. 

CONTRACTS. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  939. 

Patent  contracts,  actions  or  suits  growing  out  of,  155. 

Patent  rights,  suit  upon,  jurisdiction  at  law  and  in  equity,  42. 

Payment  after  breach,  plea  of,  197. 

Payment  in  discharge  of  contract,  pleading,  180. 

Payment  in  manner  other  than  as  provided  for  pleading,  193. 

Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  nature  of,  373. 

Principal  and  agent  as  parties  to  actions  with  third  persons,  890. 

Principal  and  agent,  pleading  and  proof,  899. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  928. 

determination  of  question  of,  963. 
Unauthorized  contract  by  agent,  form  of  action,  906. 

CONTRIBUTION. 

Pledged  property,  bill  in  equity  for  contributions,  647. 

CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLIGENCE. 

Malpractice  by  physkian  or  surgeoo,  530. 

CONTROL  OF  SUIT. 

Informer,  action  by,  for  penalty,  246. 

COPY. 

Petition  filed  by  copy,  519. 
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CORONER'S  INQUEST. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accased*  necessity  of,  824. 

CORPORATIONS. 

Infringement  of  patents,  parties,  75. 
Penalties,  parties  to  suits  to  recover,  360. 

COSTS. 

Account  between  principal  and  agent,  923. 

Appearance  by  party  having  no  interest,  5SS. 

Costs  accruing  before  order  granting  leave  to  sue  as  poor  penon,  691. 

Disclaimer  in  patent  cases  entered  after  suit,  63, 

Discretionary  costs  where  payment  is  made,  224. 

Interlocutory  costs,  admitting  to  sue  \n  forma pamperu^  691. 

Limited  costs  where  recovery  is  less  than  certain  sum,  225. 

Patents,  suit  for  infringement,  153. 

Pauper  suits,  691. 

Payment  into  court,  costs  accruing  before  payment,  226. 

Payment  in  court,  costs  subsequently  accruing,  228. 

Payment  in  court,  setting  up  by  plea,  228. 

Payment  of  debt  after  suit  brought,  221. 

Penal  actions,  common-law  rule,  307. 

Penal  actions,  statutory  rule,  308. 

Perpetuation  of  testimony,  364. 

Petition,  costs  of,  521. 

Petitioner  not  appearing,  522. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  1049. 

Proceedings  to  compel  kindred  to  support  paupers,  653. 

Prohibition,  costs  where  writ  is  granted  or  refused,  1142. 

Puis  darrein  continuance,  22 z. 

Reduction  by  payment  below  jurisdictional  limit,  222. 

Removal  of  pauper,  672. 

Security  for  costs  in  penal  action,  308. 

COUNTS. 

Joinder  of  causes  of  action  in  suits  for  penalties,  281. 

Plea  to  part  of  cause  or  count,  574. 

Prayers  for  relief  where  there  are  several  counts  or  causes,  782. 

Separate  counts  in  suits  for  penalties,  282. 

Several  counts,  one  plea,  579. 

COURT  OF  CLAIMS. 

Jurisdiction  in  patent  cases,  54. 

COURTS. 

Petitions  to  courts,  500. 

Privileged  persons,  protection  accorded  by  courts,  968. 

Prohibition,  jurisdiction  to  issue  writ,  1096. 

Prohibition  to  restrain  courts  within  limits  of  authority,  1093. 

Protection  and  control  of  officers  of  the  court  by  petition,  507. 

COURTS  MARTIAL. 

Prohibition  to  restrain,  1108. 

CRAVING  OYER. 

See  Profrrt  and  Oybb.. 
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CRIMINAL  PROCEDURE. 

r  •    •  • 

Criminal  actions,  232. 

Malpractice  by  physician  or  surgeon,  527. 

Penal  action  in  alternative,  criminal  prosecutipnf,  241. 

Penal  actions,  whether  civil  or  criminal,  234. 

Penalties,  criminal  prosecution  allowed  by  implication^  24^.  • 

Perjury,  prosecutions  for,  314. 

Piracy,  537.  / 

Pointing  firearms,  653  .^ 

Polygamy,  655. 

Poor  officers,  665. 

Postal  regulations,  o£fenses  against,  759. 

Practicing  medicine  without  a  license,  525. 

Praecipe  to  secure  issuance  of  warrant,  771. 

Preliminary  examination  of  person  accused  of  crime.     Sec  article  PUCLIMX- 

NARY  Examination,  820. 
Prize  fighting,  990. 
Proceedings  in  forma  pauperis^  684. 
Profane  swearing,  1079. 
CROSS-BILLS. 

Patent  interference  suits,  affirmative  relief,  28. 

Patents,  cross-bill  in  suit  for  infringement,  104. 

Pleas  to  cross-bills,  602. 

Principal  suing  agent,  cross-bill  by  agent.  9224  ,•      . 

CROSS-EXAMINATION.  . 

Right  of  accused  to  cross-examine  on  prelimiiiary  inquiry,  8491 

CUMULATIVE  REMEDIES. 

Penalties,  actions  to  recover,  239. 

••    .         .  ■  ■        • 

DAMAGES.  :,    • 

Age  and  life  expectancy,  personal  injury,  459.  ,^      i  ..  .. 

Aggravation  of  former  impaired  condition,  personal^i/iJMrlcff^  439.  . 
Annuity  and  mortality  tables,  instructions  as  to,  461.S   ,.    4.    .   .  < 
Authorizing  conjecture  or  speculation,  4x3.-  >i.     .:    n 

Authorizing  double  recovery,  419.  •     .1  »i 

Condition  in  life  of  person  injured,  461.  >  :ii  :  : 

Double  damages,  counting  on  the  statute,  273.,:  .  |:i  ,. 

penal  action  for,  245.  ,j.. ,,    i , 

Double  or  treble  damages,  assessing  penal  sum,. ,297*,  ;  u  .  .1  .  ..:.  . . 
Elements  of  damage  not  pleaded  or  proven,  charging  j,|ir]^ji0jto«- 424. 
Expenditure  of  money  in  cure  of  injury,  444.  (,,  . 

Future  and  permanent  effects  of  injury,  449,         ...  .   t.  ,1    ,,.: 
Injury  unconnected  with  accident,  433.  ...    ,     ,,  , 

Limit  of  recovery,  instructions  as  to,  424.       .  ,  .  ,.i  ,     .):•,., 
Loss  of  earnings  or  profits  by  injured  person^  44p„457.,;f   ,.,, 
Measure  of  damages  in  personal  injury  cases,  char^ngijuxy  jts.tow  418. 

Medicines  and  attendance  for  injured  person,  446.  ...      . , 

Pain  and  suffering,  compensation  for,  453.,  .  ,.•.•'.>     1 

Pain  and  suffering,  instructions  as  to,  430.-,     ,  :.,!..    ,.  ' 

Patents,  action  for  damages,  remedy  at  Uw^  35.     .     .  .,        .  ,  .,     ,  . 
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DAMAGES  —  OmHnmed. 

Pateou,  bill  for  infringement,  allegations,  I08. 
Patents,  infringement  sniu,  ^ 

Patents,  suit  for  infringement,  decree  for  accounting  and  damiget,  141. 
Payment,  evidence  of,  admissibility  in  mitigation,  183. 
Penal  actions,  when  court  may  increase  damages,  298. 
Becsonal  injuries,  action  for,  pleading  and  proof,  376. 
.  xliitrging  jury  as  to  damages  in  actions  for,  410. 
joinder  of  causes  of  action,  374. 
Fla^^f  damages,  566 
Self-aggravation  of  injury  inflicted,  430. 
Separate  items  of  damage  for  personal  injuries,  490. 
Suggesting  mode  of  computing  damages,  410. 

DEATH. 

Penal  actions,  abatement  of,  301. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  abatement  by  death  or  transfer  of  interest, 

X038. 

DEATH  BY  WRONGFUL  ACT. 

Injury  to  person  and  cause  of  action  for  death,  joinder  of,  375* 

DEBT. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  940. 
Penal  sum,  action  of  debt  to  recover,  238. 

DECLARATION  OR  COMPLAINT. 
Aider  by  plea,  580. 

Guarantor,  actions  by,  against  principal,  958. 
Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  943. 
Malpractice  by  physician  or  surgeon,  action  for,  538. 
Nonpayment,  materiality  of  averment  of,  176. 
Patents,  infringement  of,  80, 

penalty  for  violating  law,  34. 
Pauper,  compelling  Isindred  to  support*  668. 

removal  of,  666. 
Penal  actions,  allegations  in  pleadings,  868. 

allegations  of  amount,  379. 

allegations  of  substance,  374. 
J  alleging  nonpayment  and  damage,  368. 

averments  in  language  of  statute.  378. 

counting  on  statute,  370. 

declaring  qm  tam^  868. 

negativing  exceptions  and  provisos,  378. 

pleading  in  inferior  courts,  380. 

statutory  forms,  380. 
Personal  injuries,  pleading  and  proof  in  actions  for,  376, 
Pledge,  action  to  enforce  pledgee's  rights,  633. 

action  to  enforce  pledgor's  rights,  650. 
Pledged  note,  action  on.  640. 
Poor  debtor  bond,  action  on.  748. 
Poor  district,  action  by  individual  against,  660. 
Poor  district  suing  for  expenses  for  relief  of  pauper,  659. 
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DECLARATION  OR  COMPLAINT—  ConHnmd. 
Poor  laws,  violation  of,  644. 

Postmaster,  action  against  for  negligence,  mlscondnet,  etc.,  767. 
Prayer  for  relief  as  determining  sufficiency  of,  779.  • 

Principal  and  agent,  actions  by  and  against  third  persons  and  inter  se^  888, 
Profert  and  oyer,  1082. 
Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  961. 

actions  by,  against  principal,  956. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  93a. 
Wills,  contestant's  pleading,  1019. 

DECREE. 

See  also  Judgments. 

Final  decree  in  equity  suit  for  infringement  of  Datents,  147* 

Further  direction  reserved,  application  by  petition,  506. 

Interlocutory  decree  in  patent  infringement  suit,  139. 

Opening  or  vacating  decree  in  suit  for  infringement  of  pateatv  X5I« 

Patent  interference  suit  in  equity,  28. 

Patent  refused,  bill  in  equity  after,  23. 

Patents,  repeal  or  cancellation  of,  32. 

Petition  to  determine  scope,  509. 

Petition  to  enforce  decree,  509. 

Plea  to  bills  to  enforce  decrees,  601. 

Plea  to  bills  to  impeach  decrees,  601. 

Probate  of  wills,  bill  to  set  aside  judgment  or  decree,  xo64« 

Vacating  judgment  or  decree  probating  will,  1054. 

Will  contests,  1043. 

DEED. 

Profert  of  deeds,  1082. 

DEFAULT. 

Relief  grantable  where  defendant  makes  default,  815. 

DEFENSES. 

See  Plea  or  Answer. 

Complete  defense,  pleas  at  law,  561. 

Infringement  of  patents,  defenses  under  general  istue,  84* 

Malpractice  by  physician  or  surgeon,  531. 

Patent  infringements,  statutory  defenses,  89. 

Patents,  special  defenses  allowed  by  statute,  106. 

Patents,  setting  up  defenses  in  infringement  suits,  105, 

Payment  as  affirmative  defense,  167. 

Plea  in  equity  overruled,  defense  set  up  in  answer,  627. 

Plea  in  equity,  requisites  and  sufficiency,  602. 

Plea  in  equity,  statement  of  perfect  defense,  603. 

Pledge,  conversion  of  by  pledgee,  632. 

Statutory  defences,  plea  of,  568. 

Summary  proceedings  by  surety  against  principal  or  cottnrety,  966, 

DEFINITENESS  AND  CERTAINTY. 
Itemized  personal  injuries,  380. 
Part  payment,  plea  of,  203. 
Payment,  objection  for  want  of  certainty  in  plea  of,  188. 
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DEFINITENESS  AND  CERTAINTY  —  OmHnuid, 
Payment,  plea  of.  i86. 

Personal  injury,  action  for,  pleading  and  proof,  405. 
Personal  injury,  allegations  of  pleading,  378. 
Pleas  in  equity.  603. 

DEMAND. 

Oyer,  demanding,  10A9. 

Pauper,  demand  ihac  kindred  support,  663. 

Principal  suing  agent.  914. 

Surety,  action  by  against  cosurety,  960. 

actions  by,  against  principal, •953. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  933 

DEMURRERS. 

Equity  plea  and  demurrer,  589. 

Infringement  of  patents,  demarrer  to  declaration,  91. 

Objection  that  plea  amounts  to  general  issue,  552. 

Patents,  demurrers  in  equity  suits  for  infringement,  117. 

Plea  in  equity,  setting  down  for  argument,  619. 

Pleas  at  law,  demurrer  or  motion  to  strike,  58a. 

Plea  too  broad,  specific  direction  to  part  covered,  577. 

Prayers  for  relief,  reaching  defects  in,  793. 

Premature  suit,  raising  objection,  878. 

Prematurity  of  suit,  demurrer  for,  881. 

Sustaining  or  oiremiHng  demsfner  in  infringeutnt  suit,  rao. 

DENIALS. 

See  also  Traverse. 

Admission  by  failure  to  deny,  567. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

Depositions  Iff /^^r/flMi»,  364. 

Penal  actions,  use  of  depositions,  237. 

Perpetuation  of  testimony.     See  that  title. 

application  for,  366. 

averments  of  petition.  366. 

granting  of  petition,  368. 

manner  of  taking  deposition,  369. 

notice,  369. 

order  of  examination,  369. 

purpose,  365. 

recording,  370. 

verification  of  petition,  368. 

when  proper,  365. 

whose  depositions  Aay  be  taken,  365. 

DESCRIPTION. 

Patents,  allegations  in  bill  for  infringement,  99. 
Patents,  description  or  designation  of,  83. 
Possession,  writ  of  —  describing  premises,  746. 

DETINUE. 

Pledge,  detinue  by  pledgee,  643. 
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DIRECTING  VERDICT. 
Will  contests,  1040. 

DISCLAIMER. 

Costs  where  disclaimer  entered  after  patent  suit,  63. 
Patents,  disclaimer  on  invalid  part,  61. 
Patents,  suit  in  equity  for  infringement,  151. 
Prayers  for  relief.  805. 

DISCOVERY. 

Interrogatories  in  penal  actions,  292. 

Penal  action  barred  by  statute  of  limitations,  294. 

Penal  action  for  double  or  treble  damages,  293. 

Penal  actions,  discovery  against  defendant,  292. 

Plea  to  bill  for  relief  and  discovery,  601. 

Plea  to  pure  bill  for  discovery,  601. 

Plea  to  relief  and  discovery,  605. 

Plea  to  relief  good  for  discovery,  605. 

Produciion  of  books  and  papers  in  penal  action,  293. 

DISCRETION. 

Permitting  person  to  sue  as  poor  person,  678. 
Physical  examination,  discretion  of  court  to  order,  483. 
Petition  as  substitute  for  bill  in  equity,  511. 
Prohibition,  issuance  of  writ  discretionary,  1109. 

DISMISSAL. 

Bill  in  equity  when  patent  interferes,  28. 

Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  final  decree  dismissing  bill,  147. 

Premature  suit,  dismissal  without  prejudice,  875. 

Privileged  person  served  with  writ,  dismissal  of  suit,  978. 

Plea  of  payment,  evidence  under,  213. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  1028. 

DISPAUPERING. 

Proceedings  on,  697. 

DOCTORS. 

See  Physicians  and  Surgbons,  524, 

DOUBLE  PLEADING. 
Consistency,  570. 
Discretion  in  permitting,  571. 
Pleas  in  equity,  607. 
Right  to  file,  569. 

DOWER. 

Prffcipe^  necessity  for,  770. 

DUPLICITY. 

Double  pleading,  pleas  in  equity,  607. 

EARNING  CAPACITY. 

Action  for  personal  injuries,  pleading  and  proof,  393. 

ELECTION  OF  REMEDIES. 

Surety,  actions  by,  against  principal,  953 
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EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

Pnecipe  for  sammons  to  owners  of  property,  770, 

EQUITABLE  DEFENSES. 

Plea  of  payment,  evidence  under,  315. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  933. 

EQUITY. 

See  Master  in  Chancxry. 

Legal  and  equitable  relief  prayed  for,  797. 

Patent  refused  on  application,  remedy  by  bill  in  equity.  19. 

general  jurisdiction  of  suits  on  or  concerning,  35. 

interference  by,  25. 

repeal  or  cancellation  of,  29. 

suits  in  equity  for  infringements,  94. 
Petition  as  substitute  for  bill  in  equity,  511. 
Pleas  in  equity.    See  article  Pleas  in  Equity,  585. 
Pledge,  suit  to  enforce  pledgor's  rights,  645. 
Prayers  for  relief,  774. 

Principal  and  agent,  accounting  in  equity,  920. 
Probate  of  wills,  bill  to  set  aside  judgment  or  decree,  1064. 
Surety,  suit  by,  against  cosurety,  958. 
Surety,  suits  by  against  principal,  951. 

ERROR,  WRIT  OF. 

Patents,  writ  of  error  in  suits  concerning,  158,  159. 
PrsDcipe,  necessity  for  filing,  770. 

EVIDENCE. 

PerpetuaHan  of  testimony.     See  article  PERPETUATION  OF  Testimony,  35s. 
Plea  of  payment,  evidence  admissible  under,  205. 

EXAMINATION. 

See  Preliminary  Examination,  820. 

EXAMINATION  BEFORE  TRIAL. 

Physical  examination  in  actions  for  personal  Injuries,  483. 

EXAMINATION  OF  WITNESSES. 
Perpetuation  of  testimony,  363. 
Preliminary  examination  of  one  accused  of  crime,  847. 

EXAMINING  MAGISTRATE. 
See  Preliminary  Examination. 

EXCEPTIONS  AND  OBJECTIONS. 

Instructions  in  personal  injury  suits,  461. 

Plea  in  equity,  liberty  to  except,  625. 

Pleas  at  law,  objections  to,  582. 

Prayers  for  relief,  792. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  omissions  and  irregalarities,  866. 

Prematurity  of  suit,  waiver  of  objections,  883. 

EX  CONTRACTU. 
See  Contracts. 

EX  DELICTO. 
See  Torts. 
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EXECUTION. 

Possession,  writ  of,  744. 

Prascipe  to  obtain  writ,  770. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  939. 

Writ  of  possession,  how  execution  effected,  751. 

time  of  executing,  751. 

what  it  effects,  753. 

whom  it  affects,  753. 

EXECUTION  OF  INSTRUMENT. 

Plea  of  payment  as  admission  of,  168. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 
See  Probate  and  Contest  of  Wills. 
Costs  in  probate  and  contest  proceedings,  1053. 
Patent  infringement  suit,  proper  and  necessary  parties,  73* 
Penalties  against  executors,  265. 
Petitions  in  administration  proceedings,  511. 
Suing  \vi  forma  pauperis^  681. 

EXPECTANCY  OF  LIFE. 

Action  for  personal  injury,  pleading  and  proof,  404,  459* 

EXTRA-JUDICIAL  OATHS. 
Prosecutions  for  perjury,  333. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

Preliminary  examination,  unreasonable  delay  in  holding,  833. 
Privilege  from  arrest  on  service  of  process,  actions  for  breach  of,  984. 

FALSE  SWEARING. 
See  Perjury. 

FILING. 

Petitions,  filing  of,  519. 
Pleas  in  equity,  595. 

FINE. 

Penal  actions,  334. 

FORECLOSURE. 

Pledge,  suit  to  foreclose,  636. 
Prayers  for  relief,  808. 

FOREIGN  WILLS. 

Probate  or  admission  of  to  record,  1066. 

FORFEITURES. 

See  Penalties  and  Penal  Actions. 

FORMA  PAUPERIS. 

Proceedings  in.     See  Poor  PERSONS. 

FORMER  ADJUDICATION. 
Plea  at  bar  in  equity,  600. 

FORMER  JEOPARDY. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  871. 

FRAUD. 

Contest  of  wills,  contestant's  pleading,  loaa. 
Fraudulent  pension  claims,  310. 
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TKAVD ^  Gmtinued, 

Patent  contracts,  actions  for  fraud  in  sale,  156. 
Patents,  defense  in  infringement  suits,  116. 
Patents,  repeal  or  cancellation  of,  30. 
Poor  debtor  proceedings,  charges  of  fraud,  733. 
Statute  of,  plea  in  equity  to  statutes,  600. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  936. 
Using  mails  to  defraud,  indictment  for,  759. 
Will,  probate  of,  fraud  as  to  part  of  will,  1046. 

FRIVOLOUS  PLEADING. 

See  Sham  and  Frivolous  Pleading. 

FUGITIVE  FROM  JUSTICE. 

Preliminary  examination,  necessity  of,  823. 

FUNDS  IN  COURT. 

Costs  affected  by  payment  into  court.  226. 
Petitions,  use  of  to  affect  fund,  504,  516. 

GARNISHMENT. 

Plea  of  payment  as  garnishee,  196. 
Plea  of  payment,  evidence  under,  213. 

GENERAL  ISSUE. 

Debt  for  penalty,  290. 

Form  and  nature  of,  in  particular  actions,  54a. 

General  traverse  or  general  issue,  542. 

Matters  in  mitigation,  552. 

Nature  of,  542. 

Nil  debet,  545. 

Non  assumpsit,  544. 

Non  cepit,  544. 

AVif  detinet.  544. 

Non  est  factum,  545. 

Not  guilty,  544. 

Nul  tiel  record,  545. 

Objection  that  plea  amounts  to  general  issue,  manner  of  raising,  552. 

Overruling  special  plea  when  general  issue  is  filed,  551. 

Patent  infringement,  defenses  under  general  issue,  84* 

Patent  infringement,  statutory  defenses,  89. 

Payment,  evidence  of,  under,  171. 

Payment  not  a  general  issue  plea,  168. 

Proof  of  performance  under,  312. 

Special  plea  amounting  to  general  issue,  549. 

Suit  prematurely  brought,  raising  under  general  iwue,  876. 

GENERAL  PRAYER. 

See  Prayers  for  Relief. 

GUARANTY. 

See  article  Principal  and  Surety  or  Guarantor,  925. 

GUARDIAN. 

Petition  of  infant,  costs,  522. 

Probate  of  will,  appointment  of  guardian  ad  litem,  1028. 
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HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Preliminary  examination,  sufficiency  of  evidence  to  hold  accused,  859. 
Privileged  person  arrested,  release  on  habeas  corpus,  981. 

HABITS. 

Action  for  personal  injuries,  pleading  and  proof,  404«  .» 

HEARING. 

Appeal  from  decision  of  patent  commissioner,  17. 

Bill  to  perpetuate  testimony,  362. 

Eflfect  of  saving  plea  to  the  hearing,  622. 

Order  of  hearing  petitions,  521. 

Patent  infringement  suit,  136. 

Petitions,  practice  on  hearing,  520. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  hearing  of,  1005. 

Probate  of  foreign  wills,  1071. 

Proceedings  upon  plea  in  equity,  618. 

HEIRS  AND  DEVISEES. 

Parties  to  contest  of  wills.  loio. 

HOMICIDE. 

Piratical  murder,  indictment  for,  538. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Married  Women. 

Injuries  to  husband  and  wife,  joinder  of  causes,  375. 
Personal  injuries,  recovery  by  one  of  damages  belonging  to  other,  478. 
Personal  injuries  to  married  woman,  473. 

INDEMNITY. 

Agent  suing  principal  for,  916. 

INDICTMENTS,  INFORMATIONS,  AND  COMPLAINTS. 
Criminal  malpractice,  531. 

Defective  complaints,  preliminary  examination  of  accused,  843. 
Penalties,  recovery  by  Indictment,  242. 
Perjury.  314. 
Piracy,  537. 
Pointing  firearms,  653. 
Polygamy,  655. 

Postal  regulations,  offense  against,  759. 
Practicing  medicine  without  a  license,  525. 

Preliminary  examinations,  complaint  necessary  to  give  jurisdictions,  842. 
Preliminary  examination,  indictment  founded  on,  826. 
Preliminary  examination,  leave  to  file  information,  827. 
Preliminary  examination  pending,  effect  of  indictment  found  while,  826. 
Preliminary  examination  when  indictment  has  been  found,  825. 
Prize  fighting,  990. 

Procuring  registration  of  physician  wrongfully,  535. 
Profane  swearing,  1079. 
State  suing  to  recover  penalty,  258. 

INFANTS. 

Penal  actions  against,  263. 

Personal  injuries  to  minors,  action  by  minor,  468. 
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INFANTS  —  QmHnmd. 

Personal  injuries  to  minors,  actions  for,  4)66, 

Petitions  by,  518. 

Petitions  by,  as  substitute  for  bill  in  equity.  511. 

Probate  of  will,  appointment  of  guardian  ad  Uttm,  IO88. 

Probate  of  wills,  partial  probate,  1046. 

Right  to  sue  in /^rma  pauperis,  679. 

INFORMATIONS. 

See  Indictmbnts,  Inform ations  and  Complaints. 
Forfeiture  of  goods,  informations  for,  277. 
Penal  actions,  requisite  allegations  in  pleading,  368.    \ 
Penalties,  informations  for,  239. 

INFORMATION  AND  BELIEF. 
Plea  of  payment,  192. 

INFORMER. 

Action  for  share  of  penalty,  jurisdiction,  251. 
Control  of  suit  for  penalty,  246. 
Declaring  ^m  tarn  in  penal  actions,  268. 
Parties  to  suit  to  recover  penalties,  259. 
Suing  in /orma  pauperis,  684. 

INFRINGEMENT  OF  PATENTS. 
Action  at  law  for  infringement,  79. 
Allegation  of  infringement  in  bill,  xox. 
Answer  or  plea,  requisites  of,  1x2. 
Averment  of,  In  declaration,  84. 
Defenses,  setting  up  in  suit  in  equity,  105. 
Defenses  under  general  issue,  84. 
Demurrers  in  equity  infringement  suits,  XX7. 
Denial  of  infringement,  108. 

General  principles  relative  to  actions  and  suits  for  infringement,  59. 
Jurisdiction  of  state  and  federal  courts,  45. 
Noninfringement,  raising  issue,  IX2. 
Parties  to  actions  or  suits  for,  64. 
Special  statutory  defenses,  85. 
Suits  in  equity  for,  94. 

INJUNCTIONS. 

Dissolution,  modification,  and  reinstatement  in  suits  for  infringements  of 

patents,  128. 
Imposing  terms  or  granting  injunction  in  patent  cases,  X28. 
Patents,  injunction  to  prevent  violation  of  rights,  yb. 
Patents,  injunctions  to  restrain  infringements,  X22. 
Penal  actions,  relief  by  injunction,  245. 
Prayers  for  relief,  808. 

Preliminary  injunctions  in  patent  cases,  122. 
Security  instead  of  injunction  in  patent  cases,  126. 
Violation  of  injunction  restraining  infringement  of  patent,  X3X. 

INJURIES. 

See  Personal  Injuries. 
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IN  REM. 

See  Progebdinos  ik  Rem. 

INSANE  PERSONS. 

Action  for  wrongfully  certifjing  that  defendant  is  insane,  535* 
Petitions  of,  518. 

INSOLVENCY. 

Poor  debtors  acts,  proceedings  under,  698. 

INSTRUCTIONS. 

Argumentative  instructions,  41a 

Assumption  of  facts  in  charging  jury,  41  x. 

Authorizing  conjecture  or  speculation,  413. 

Comments  on  evidence,  417. 

Contest  of  wills,  char/^ing  the  jury,  1038. 

Cure  of  erroneous  instructions,  463. 

Failure  to  request  instructions,  463. 

Leaving  matters  discretionary  with  jury,  431. 

Malpractice  by  physician  or  surgeon,  charging  jury,  533* 

Matter?  testified  to  without  objection,  428. 

Measure  of  damages  in  personal  Injury  cases,  418. 

Misleading  and  obscUre  instructions,  415. 

Objections  and  exceptions  to,  461. 

Penal  actions,  charging  jury,  295. 

Perjury,  charging  jury  on  trial  for,  349. 

Personal  injuries,  charging  jury  in  actions  for,  41a 

Personal  injuries  to  minors,  charging  jury,  469. 

Prematurity  of  suit,  defense  of,  886. 

Reference  to  pleadings  to  derermine  issue,  416. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  warrant  instruction,  437. 

Verbal  inaccuracies,  414 

INTENT. 

Perjury,  indictment  for,  335. 

INTERFERENCE  CASES. 

Appeal  from  decision  of  commissioner  of  patents,  13. 
Bill  in  equity  when  patent  interferes,  35 

INTERLOCUTORY  DECREE. 
Patent,  infringement  suit,  139. 

INTERVENTION. 

Contest  of  wills,  intervention  by  interested  party,  1017. 

Patent  infringement,  75. 

Petition  by  stranger,  518. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  937. 

INVENTIONS. 

Patents  for  injunctions,  x. 

ISSUE. 

See  also  General  Issue. 

Prayers  for  relief,  effect  of  joinder  of  issue,  810. 

Relief  within  issue,  814. 

Tender  of  issue,  conclusion  to  country  or  with  verification,  556. 
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ISSUES  TO  JURY. 

Contest  of  wills  awarding  issue,  1033. 
Patent  cases,  suits  in  equity,  38. 
Patent  inlriogemcnt  suit,  136. 

JOINDER  OF  CAUSES. 

Bill  in  equity  when  patent  interferes,  37. 

Construction  of  statutes,  penal  laws,  283. 

Effect  on  jurisdiction,  283. 

Infringement  of  patents,  joining  or  splitting  causes  of  action,  80. 

Injuries  to  husband  and  wife,  375. 

Injury  to  person  and  cause  of  action  for  death,  375. 

Injury  to  person  and  property,  374. 

Legal  and  equitable  causes,  3761 

Limitation  upon  joinder  and  suits  for  penalties,  282. 

Patents,  suits  in  equity  for  infringement,  ^. 

Penal  actions,  2S1. 

Personal  injuries,  joinder  of  causes  of  action  for,  374. 

Prayers  for  relief,  782. 

Separate  counts,  282. 

Statutory  and  common-law  causes,  281. 

JOINDER  OF  PARTIES. 

Defect  of  parties  in  patent  infringement  suit,  how  objection  made,  78. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  942. 

Patent  infringement  suit,  joinder  of  assignee  and  assignor,  67. 

Patent  infringement  suit,  joint  infringers,  74. 

Patent  infringement  suit,  next  of  kin  and  heirs,  72. 

Penal  actions,  266. 

Principal  and  agent,  895,  898. 

Surety,  action  by  against  cosurety,  961. 

Surety,  actions  by  against  principal,  055. 

JOINDER  OF  PLEAS. 

Payment  joined  with  other  pleas,  200. 

JOINDER  OF  PRAYERS. 
Practice  on,  785. 

JOINT  PLEAS. 

Several  defendants,  pleading  by,  579. 

JUDGE. 

Prohibition  for  disqualification  of  judge,  1124. 

JUDGMENTS. 

See  also  Decrees. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contracts  of,  951. 

Patent,  infringement  suit,  94. 

judgment  of  appellate  court,  163. 
Penal  action,  judgment  in,  299. 

Probate  of  wills,  bill  to  set  aside  judgment  or  decree,  1064. 
Summary  proceedings  by  surety  against  principal  or  cosurety,  966. 
Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  963. 
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JUDGMENTS  —  ConHnued, 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  938. 
Vacating  judgment  or  decree  probating  will,  I054« 
Will  contest,  1043. 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 

Demurrer  in  suit  for  infringement  of  patent,  X19. 
Patent  infringement  suit,  136. 

JURISDICTION. 

Concurrent  jurisdiction  of  magistrate  with  court  to  bind  over  otle  accused 
of  crime,  869. 

Patent  cases,  jurisdiction  of  state  and  federal  courts,  44. 

Patent  refused,  bill  in  equity,  20. 

Patents,  general  jurisdiction  of  suits  on  or  cottcertiing;  55. 

Pauper,  removal  of,  665. 

Penal  statutes,  extraterritorial  juri«dicrioii,  348. 

Penalties  and  forfeitures,  jurisdiction  of  psrticolAr  cnurts  over  suits  to 
enforce,  252. 

Penalties  for  violation  of  patent  laws,  33. 

Perjury,  indictment  for,  315. 

Pleas  in  equity  to  the  person,  597. 

Pledge,  suit  to  foreclose,  637. 

Poor  debtor  acts,  proceedings  in,  698. 

Poor  district,  action  by,  658. 

Postmaster,  action  against  for  negligence,  misconduct,  etc.,  767. 

Preliminary  examination  of  person  accused  of  crime,  835. 

Prohibition,  jurisdiction  to  issue  writ,  1096. 

Prohibition  to  confine  courts  within  limits  of  authority.  See  article  Prohi- 
bition. 

Summary  proceedings  by  surety  against  principal  or  co^nrety,  965. 

Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  958. 

Surety,  actions  by,  against  principal,  951. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  928. 

JURY. 

Contest  of  wills,  awarding  issues,  1032. 
right  to  jury  trial,  1030. 
trial  of  issues  by  jury,  1037. 
Penal  actions,  trial  by  jury,  245. 

JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE. 

Criminal  warrant,  to  whom  returned,  838. 
Decision  of  magistrate  on  preliminary  examination,  857. 
Penal  actions,  amendment  of  pleadings,  290. 
Perjury  charged  to  have  been  committed  before,  328. 
Poor  debtors  acts,  selection  of  justices  under,  700. 
Preliminary  examination  of  person  accused  of  crime,  836. 
before  whom  held.  836. 
right  to  call  in  another  magistrate,  839. 

LACHES. 

Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  102. 
Prohibition,  when  application  is  too  late,  1133. 
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LARCENY. 

Breaking  into  pott^ofice,  indictment  for,  767. 
Mails,  indictment  for  theft  from  mail,  763. 

LEAVE  OF  COURT. 

Several  pleat  by  leave  of  court,  6o8. 

LEGACIES. 

See  Pkobatb  and  Contest  or  Wills, 

LEGAL  CONCLUSIONS. 

Necessity  of  pleading  facts,  564. 
Plea  of  payment,  190. 

LEGISLATURE. 

Privilege  of  members,  968. 

LETTERS. 

Illegal  carriage  of  letters,  indictment  for,  766. 
Obstructing  correspondence,  indictment  for,  763. 

LETTERS  PATENT. 
See  Patknts. 

LIBEL  AND  SLANDER. 

Will,  libel  and  slander  in,  1048. 

LICENSE. 

Patent  infringement  suit,  licensee  as  party,  70. 
Patent  used  under  license,  jurisdiction  at  law  and  In  equity,  43. 
Practicing  medicine  without  a  license,  criminal  prosecution,  535. 
Proceedings  te  revoke  license  of  physician,  535. 

LIENS. 

Petition  to  determine  priority,  510. 

LIFE  EXPECTANCY. 

Action  for  personal  injury,  pleading  and  proof,  404. 
Personal  Injuries,  age  and  life  expectancy,  459. 

LIMITATIONS. 

Agent  pleading  statute  of,  932. 

Plea  in  equity  to  statute,  600. 

Plea  of  payment,  evidence  under,  913. 

LOCAL  AND  TRANSITORY  ACTIONS. 
See  Venue. 

LOST  WILLS. 

Probate  of,  106$. 

LUNATICS. 

See  Insane  Pbesons. 

MAGISTRATES. 

Preliminary  examination  of  person  accused  of  crime,  836. 

MAIL. 

Postal  regulations,  offenses  against,  759. 

MALPRACTICE. 

See  Physicians  and  Surgeons. 
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MANDAMUS. 

Patent  commissioner,  mandamas  to,  84« 
Penal  action,  relief  by  mandamus,  245. 
Preliminary  examination,  mandamas  to  compel,  833. 
Writ  of  possession,  mandamas  to  compel  issuance,  748, 

MARRIAGE. 

Loss  of  prospect  of,  pleading,  384. 

Penalty  for  issuing  marriage  license,  pleading,  277. 

Prospects  of  marriage,  charging  jury  as  to,  in  personal  injury  cases,  4J7. 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 

Personal  injuries  to,  action  by  husband,  476. 

injuries  to,  action  by  husband  and  wife,  473. 

injuries  to,  action  by  wife,  474. 
Petitions  by,  518. 
Probate  of  wills,  1046. 
Suing  in  forma  pauperis^  68z. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Participators  in  penal  act,  parties,  364. 

MASTER  IN  CHANCERY. 

Costs  of  reference  in  patent  suit,  154. 

Exceptions  to  master's  report,  145. 

Patents,  reference  to  master  in  suit  for  infringement,  144. 

Recommitment  to  master  in  patent  cases,  146. 

Report,  accepting  or  rejecting  in  patent  cases,  146. 

final  decree  after  in  suit  for  infringement  of  patent,  148. 

MATERIALITY. 
Pleas  at  law,  565. 

MEASURE  OF  RELIEF. 
See  Prayers  for  Rblibf. 

MEDICAL  ATTENDANCE. 

Action  for  personal  injuries,  pleading  and  proof,  39X« 

MENTAL  SUFFERING. 
See  Pain  and  Supfbrino. 

Action  for  personal  injuries,  pleading  and  proof,  388. 
Prohibition  to  prevent  performance  of,  iios. 

MINORS. 

See  Infants. 

MISTAKE. 

Patents,  repeal  or  cancellation  of,  3a 
Plea  of  payment,  evidence  under,  ai3. 

MITIGATION  OF  DAMAGES. 

Evidence  under  general  Issue,  552. 

MORTALITY  TABLES. 

Charging  jury  as  to  annuity  and  mortality  tables,  461. 

MOTION. 

Form  of  motion  to  discharge  privileged  person  from  arrest,  972. 
Petitions  and  motions  distinguished,  503. 
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MOTION  —  Continued, 

Prayers  for  relief,  motion  directed  to  infirmity  in,  yqa. 
Privileged  person  arrested,  motion  to  court  for  discharge.  970. 
Surety,  summary  proceedings  by,  against  principal  or  cosurety,  965* 
Writ  of  possession,  motion  for,  74.8 

MOTION  TO  STRIKE. 

Objections  to  pleas  at  law,  583. 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 

Patents,  suit  in  equity  for  infringement,  94* 

MURDER. 

See  Homicide. 

NEGATIVE  PLEA. 

Pleas  in  equity,  591,  604,  6ll. 

NEGATIVE  PREGNANT. 
Nature  of,  567. 
Plea  or  answer,  191. 

NEGATIVING  FACTS. 

Defendant  pleading  matter  which  should  come  from  plain ti£F,  566. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

Malpractice  by  physician  or  surgeon,  529. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS. 

Negotiable  paper  held  in  pledge,  630. 

Plea  of  payment,  admission  of  amount  due,  169. 

Pledged  note,  action  on,  639. 

Pledgee  of  promissory  note  refusing  to  sue,  646. 

NEW  EVIDENCE. 

Opening  decree  in  patent  infringement  suit,  15a. 

NEW  MATTER. 

Payment  to  be  specially  pleaded,  174. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Penal  actions,  302. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  870. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  X059. 

NIL  DEBET. 

General  issue  in  debt,  545. 

NON  ASSUMPSIT. 

General  issue  in  assumpsit,  544. 

NON  CEPIT. 

General  issue  in  replevin,  544, 

NON  DETINET. 

General  issue  in  detinue,  544. 

NON  EST  FACTUM. 

General  issue  in  debt,  545. 

NONRESIDENTS. 

Suing  in  forma  pauperis^  68a. 
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NONSUIT. 

Penal  actions,  237. 

Prematurity  of  suit,  dismissal  for,  878. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  1038. 

NOT  GUILTY. 

Plea  of,  general  issue,  544. 

NOTICE. 

Application  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis^  681. 

Patents,  allegation  of  notice  of  patent,  los. 

Pauper,  notice  to  kindred  to  support,  663. 

Pauper,  removal  of,  666. 

Petitions,  notice  of,  519. 

Poor  debtors  acts,  proceedings  under,  citation  to  creditor,  706. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  notice  of  proceedings,  1003. 

Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  960. 

Surety,  action  by,  against  principal^  953. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  933. 

NOTICE  OF  DEFENSE. 

Infringement  of  patent,  special  statutory  delenses,  85. 

Manner  and  time  of  giving  notice,  86. 

Necessity  of  notice  in  answer  in  patent  cases,  107 

Necessity  of  notice  in  patent  cases,  86. 

Notice  for  each  separate  defense,  107. 

Patents,  special  defenses  allowed,  106. 

Requisites  of  notice  in  patent  cases,  87. 

NOVELTY. 

Averment  of,  in  patent  suit,  83. 

NUISANCE. 

Profane  swearing,  1080. 

NUL  TIEL  RECORD. 

General  issue  in  debt,  545. 

NUNCUPATIVE  WILLS. 
Probate  of,  1065. 

OATHS. 

See  Perjury. 

Jurisdiction  and  authority  to  administer,  325. 

Manner  of  taking  oath,  331. 

Perjury,  general  allegations  as  to  oaths,  329. 

Poor  debtors  acts,  proceedings  under,  727. 

OBJECTIONS. 

See  Exceptions  and  Objections. 

OFFICERS. 

See  Public  Officers. 

Poor  officers,  indictment  of,  665. 

Privilege  from  arrest  and  service  of  process,  968. 

OFFICERS  AND  AGENTS  OF  CORPORATIONS. 
Infringement  of  patent,  parties,  75. 
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OPEN  AND  CLOSE. 

Payment  pleaded,  effect  on  right,  170. 

OPENING  AND  VACATING  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES. 
Patents,  suit  lor  infringement,  151. 

ORDER. 

Physical  examination,  order  for,  493. 

ORDER  OF  PROOF. 

Principal  and  agent,  904. 

ORDINANCES. 

.Penal  actions,  coanting  on  the  ordinance,  37a 
Penalties,  ordinances  inflicting,  penal  action,  344. 

ORIGINALITY. 

Patents,  allegaticMis  in  bill  for  inf ringeoient,  loou 

OYER. 

See  PaoPBKT  and  Oybr. 

PAIN  AND  SUFFERING. 

Charging  jury  as  10  damages  for,  436. 
Compensation  for,  instructions,  455- 
Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  pleading,  387. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

Personal  injuries  to  minors,  action  by  parent,  466. 

PARTIAL  PAYMENT. 

Evidence  under  plea  of  payment,  313. 

PARTICULARS. 

See  Bill  or  Particulars. 

PARTIES. 

Bill  in  equity  when  patent  is  refused,  si. 

Contest  of  wills,  parties  to,  1008. 

Defect  of  parties  in  patent  infringement  suit,  how  objections  made,  78. 

Executors  and  administrators;  patent  infringement  snit,  7a. 

Guarantor,  actions  by,  against  principal,  957. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contract  of,  940. 

Informer,  suing  to  recover  penalty,  259. 

Joinder  of  assignee  and  assignor  In  patent  infringement  suit,  67. 

of  parties  in  penal  actions,  266. 
Licensees  as  parties  in  patent  infringement  suits,  70. 
Patents,  parties  to  suits  for  infringement,  64. 
Patents,  repeal  or  cancellation  of,  32. 
Penal  actions,  against  whom  to  be  brought,  36a. 
Penal  actions,  amendment  as  to  parties,  290. 
Penalties,  right  to  sue  for,  258. 
Penalty  for  violation  of  patent  laws,  33. 
Perpetuation  of  testimony,  who  may  maintain  bill,  357. 
Personal  injuries  to  married  women,  actions  for,  473. 
Persons  injured  or  aggrieved,  suits  to  recover  penalties,  960. 
Petitions,  parties  to,  518. 
Plea  to  bill  in  equity  on  ground  of  defective  parties,  597. 
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PARTI  ES  —  Continued. 

Pledge,  action  to  enforce  pledgee's  rights,  644. 

Pledge,  actions  to  enforce  pledgor's  rights,  650. 

Pledged  note,  action  on,  640. 

Poor  district,  action  by,  658. 

Pratcipe^  names  of  parties  in,  773. 

Principal  and  agent  as  parties  to  actions  with  third  persons,  890. 

Prohibition,  parties  to  application  for  writ,  1134. 

State  suing  for  penalty,  258. 

Summary  proceedings  by  surety  against  principal  or  cosurety,  96$. 

Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  960. 

Surety,  actions  by,  against  principal,  954. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  999.    ' 

Trustees  in  patent  infringemeot  suiu,  73. 

PART  PAYMENT. 
Plea  of,  aoi. 

PATENTS. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  I. 

PAUPERS. 

See  cross-reference,  164. 

PAYMENT. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  164. 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 
Costs  affected  by,  226. 

PENALTIES  AND  PENAL  ACTIONS, 
For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  229. 
Patent  laws,  violation  of,  33. 

PENDING  SUIT. 

See  cross-reference,  309. 

PENSIONS. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  309. 

PERFORMANCE. 

See  cross-references,  312. 
Conclusion  to  plea  of  performance,  313. 
General  averment  of,  not  sufficient,  313. 
Proof  of  performance  under  general  issue,  313 

PERJURY. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  314. 

PERPETUATION  OF  TESTIMONY. 
For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  352. 

PERSONAL  INJURIES. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  371. 

PETITIONS. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  500. 
Probate  of  wills,  petition  for,  1003. 
Probate  of  wills,  petition  to  set  aside,  1058 
Prohibition,  petition  for,  1138. 
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PHYSICAL  EXAMINATION. 
Application  for,  488. 
Enforcement  of  order  for,  495. 
Examination,  498. 
Examiners,  497. 
Order  for,  493. 
Power  and  discretion  of  court,  483. 

PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS. 

For  contents  of  article  see  cross-reference^  5S4« 
Physical  examination  of  persons  injured,  493. 

PIRACY. 

Criminal  prosecution  for,  537. 
Piratical  murder,  indictment  for,  536. 

PLACE  OF  TRIAL. 

See  cross-references,  539. 

PLEADING  AND  PROOF. 
See  Variance. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  937. 

PLEAS  AND  ANSWERS. 
See  Notice  op  Defenses. 
Admission  by  failure  to  deny,  567. 

Amendment  of  answer  in  suit  for  infringement  of  patent,  117. 
Anomalous  plea  in  equity,  592. 
Conclusion  of  plea  of  payment,  198. 

Contest  of  wills,  defendant's  pleading  and  replication  thereto,  I096. 
Equity  pleading  and  answer  compared,  588. 
Equivalent  of  answer,  815. 
Filing  pleas  in  equity,  595. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contracts  of,  949. 
Joinder  of  payment^with  othe^^leas,  aoo. 
Joint  and  several  pl^a^,  579. 
Negative  plea  in  equity,  591. 
Negative  pregnant,  plea  of  payment,  191. 
New  matter,  payment  as.  174. 

Objections  to  answer  in  patent  infringement  suit,  1 16. 
Patent  infringement  suit,  115. 

affirmative  relief,  28. 

manner  of  raising  issue  in  infringement  suits,  III. 

pleading  want  of  patentability,  90. 

requisites  of  plea  or  answer,  90,  112. 

special  plea  or  answer,  89. 

statutory  defenses,  89. 
Pauper,  bringing  illegally  into  town,  plea  of  not  guilty,  664. 
Payment,  plea  of.     See  article  Payment,  164. 
Penal  actions,  answers  under  code,  291. 

pleas  in  bar,  290. 
Perpetuation  of  testimony,  bill  for,  360, 
Personal  injuries,  defendant's  pleading,  409. 
Petition,  right  to  answer,  521. 
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PLEAS  AND  ANSWERS—  a?i»/i««^i/. 
Plea  ordered  to  stand  for  answer,  624. 
PUas  at  law.    See  article  Pleas  at  Law,  539. 
Pleas  in  equity.    See  article  Pleas  in  Equity,  585. 
Pleas  supporting  or  accompanying  answers  in  equity,  609. 
Pleas  to  distinct  parts  of  declaration,  574. 
Poor  debtor's  bond,  action  on,  742. 
Premature  suit,  how  defendant  must  raise  objection,  876. 
Prematurity  of  suit,  plea  in  bar  or  in  abatement,  879. 
Principal  and  agent,  actions  with  third  persons,  908. 
Privileged  person  arrested  or  served  with  process,  plea  in  abatementi  979. 
Proceedings  upon  plea  in  equity,  618. 

Relief  where  answer  has  been  or  has  not  been  interposed,  810. 
Requisites  and  sufficiency  of  pleas  at  law,  561. 
Requisites  and  sufficiency  of  pleas  in  equity,  602. 
Requisites  of  plea  of  payment,  183. 
Shon  pleas,  559. 

Special  pleas  and  answers  in  actions  for  penalties,  29i« 
Supporting  answers,  609. 
Surety,  actions  by,  against  principal,  957. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  933. 
Use  of  pleas  in  equity  in  particular  cases,  597. 
Withdrawal  of  pleas  in  equity,  597. 

PLEAS  AT  LAW. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  539. 

PLEAS  IN  EQUITY. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  585. 

PLEDGES. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis ^  629. 

PLENE  ADMINISTRAVIT. 
Sec  cross-reference,  653. 

POINTING  FIREARMS. 

Conviction  of  lesser  offense,  654. 
Indictment  for,  653. 

POINT  RESERVED. 

See  cross-reference,  655. 
POINTS. 

See  cross-reference,  655. 

POLICY. 

See  cross-reference,  655. 

POLLING  JURY. 

See  cross-reference,  655. 

POLYGAMY. 

Indictment  for,  65s. 

POOR  AND  POOR  LAWS. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  656. 

POOR  DEBTOR  ACTS. 

Adjournment  of  proceedings,  722. 
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POOR  DEBTOR  ACTS— CV^mAmm^i/. 
Application  for  discharge,  705. 
Attendance  of  parties  and  magistrates,  718. 
Bond  on  recognizance,  736. 
Examination  and  disclosure,  723. 
Fraud,  charges  of.  732. 
Jurisdiction,  698. 
Oath  administered  to  debtor,  727. 
Record,  certificate  of  discharge,  729. 
Selection  of  justices,  700. 
Who  may  apply  for  their  discharge,  703. 

POOR  PERSONS. 

For  (ontfntt  of  articU  see  analysis,  673. 
Proceedings  xn  forma  pauperis^  675. 
Proceedings  under  poor  debtor  acts,  698. 

POPULAR  ACTIONS. 
Qui  tarn  actions,  233. 

POSSESSION. 

See  cross-reference,  744. 

POSSESSION,  WRIT  OK. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis ^  744. 

POST  OFFICES. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  759. 

POSTPONEMENT. 

See  cross-reference,  769. 

PRAECIPE. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  769. 

PRAYERS  FOR  RELIEF. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  774. 

Patents,  bill  for  infringement;  prayer  for  process,  108. 
\       Contest  of  wills,  1025. 

Perpetuation  of  testimony.  360. 

PREFERRED  CAUSES. 

See  cross-references,  8rt$. 

PRELIMINARY  EXAMINATION. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  8l8. 

PRELIMINARY  INJUNCTIONS. 
See  cross-reference,  873. 

PREMATURE  SUITS. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis,  873, 

PRESCRIPTION. 

See  cross-reference,  888. 

PRESENTMENT. 

See  cross-reference,  888 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

See  cross-reference,  888. 
Plea  of  payment,  192. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  888. 

Infringement  of  patent,  parties,  75. 

Participators  in  penal  act,  parties,  264. 

Payment  to  agent,  evidence  admiss'ble  under  plea,  SIOw 

Payment  to  agent,  plea  of,  196. 

Pension  agent,  309. 

Unlawful  retention  of  money  by  pension  agent,  310W 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  also  Pledges. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY  OF  GUARANTOR. 
For  contents  of  article  see  analysis ^  925. 

PRIOR  ADJUDICATION. 
See  Res  Adjudicata. 

PRIORITY. 

Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  100 

PRISON  BREACH. 

See  cross-reference,  968. 

PRIVILEGE. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  968. 

PRIZE  FIGHTING. 
Indictment  for,  990. 

PRIZES. 

See  cross-reference,  990. 

PROBATE  AND  ADMINISTRATION. 
See  cross-reference,  991. 

PROBATE  AND  CONTEST  OF  WILLS. 
For  contents  of  article  see  analysis y  991. 

PROCEDENDO. 

See'  cross-reference,  1079. 

PROCEEDINGS  IN  REM. 

Actions  against  property  in  federal  courts,  production  of  books  and  papen* 

294. 
Forfeiture  of  goods,  owner  as  party  to  proceeding,  263. 

PROCESS. 

See  cross-reference,  1079. 

PROCHEIN  AML 

See  cro5s-reference,  1079. 

PRO  CONFESSO. 

See  cross-reference,  1079. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 
See  cross-reference,  1079. 
Petition  to  order  production,  507. 

PROFANE  SWEARING. 
Definition,  1079. 
Indictment,  1079. 
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PROFERT  AND  OYER. 

For  contents  of  articU  see  analysis^  I089. 
Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  99. 

PROHIBITION. 

For  contents  of  article  see  analysis^  1093* 

PROMISSORY  NOTES. 
See  Bills  and  Notes. 

PROSECUTING  ATTORNEYS. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  846. 
Private  counsel  employed  by  prosecution,  846. 

PROTECTION. 

Writ  of  privilege  or  protection,  969. 

PROTESTATION. 
Nature  of,  568. 
Pleas  in  equity,  593. 

PROVINCE  OF  COURT  AND  JURY. 
Action  for  penalty,  296. , 
Contest  of  wills,  trial  of  issue  by  jury,  1038. 
Guarantysbip,  actions  to  enforce  contracts  of,  95a 
Malpractice  by  physicians  and  surgeons,  532. 
Pauper,  illegally  bringing  into  town  664. 
Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  479. 
Prematurity  of  suit,  886. 

PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATOR. 
Contest  of  wills  by,  1014. 

PUBLICATION. 

Perpetuation  of  testimony,  364. 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 

Penalties,  suit  for,  266. 

Poor  officers,  procedure  against,  665. 

Prohibition  to  restrain  boards,  commissioners,  couodU,  etc.,  IX06. 

Prohibition  to  restrain  legislative  and  executive  officers,  1x08. 

Protection  and  control  .of  officers  of  court  by  petition,  507. 

PUBLIC  USE. 

Averment  of,  in  patent  suit,  83. 
Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  100. 

PUIS  DARREIN  CONTINUANCE. 
Costs  where  payment  is  made,  22t. 
Payment  after  act|<^tt  brought,  198. 

QUIETING  TITLE., 

Patents,  quieting:  title  to  compel  assignment,  1S% 

QUI  TAM  ACTIONS. 

Definition  and  nature  of,  233. 

Informer  bringing  qw  tarn  action  itk  forma  pau^eris^  684* 

QUO  WARRANTO. 

Prohibition,  use  of,  as  writ  of  quo  warranto,  1106. 
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RAILROADS. 

Obstructing  passage  of  mail,  indictment  for,  765. 

RATIFICATION. 

Pleading  ratification  of  agent's  authority,  904. 

REAL  ESTATE  AGENTS. 

Agent  suing  principal  for  commission,  916. 

REAL  PROPERTY. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills  devising  real  property.     See  PROBATE  AND  CONTBST* 
OF  Wills. 

RECEIVERS. 

Funds  in  hands  of,  petition  to  reach,  505. 
Penalties,  suits  against  receivers  for,  263. 
Prohibition  to  prevent  appointment,  11 12. 

RECORD. 

Matter  of  record,  plea  at  law,  565. 
Penal  actions  in  inferior  courts,  303. 
Penal  actions,  what  record  must  show,  303. 
Pleading  records,  making  profert,  1086. 
Poor  debtor  act,  proceedings  under,  729. 

REDEMPTION. 

Pledge,  bill  in  equity  to  redeem,  646. 
Pledge,  right  to  redeem,  645. 

REFERENCE. 

See  Master  in  Chancery. 

Costs  of  reference  in  patent  suit,  151. 

Patents,  reference  to  master  in  suit  for  infringement,  144 
REHEARING. 

Patents,  suit  in  equity  for  infringement,  149. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  870. 

RELEASE. 

Surety,  release  of,  pleading,  936. 

RELIEF. 

See  article  Prayers  for  Relief,  774. 

REMEDY  AT  LAW. 

Patent  contracts  or  licenses,  43. 

Patents,  jurisdiction  of  suits  on  or  concerniog,  35. 

Pledge,  recovery  of,  645. 

REMITTITUR. 

Penal  action,  excessive  judgment,  30X. 

REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

Prohibition,  use  of  writ  where  cotrt  has  lost  jurisdiction,  txx8. 
REMOVAL  OF  PAUPER. 

Proceedings  for,  665. 

RENT. 

Petition  for  payment  of  rent,  510 

REPEAL. 

Letters  patent,  39. 
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REPLEVIN. 

By  pledgee,  642. 

Suing  Kii  forma  pauperis y  684. 

REPLICATION  OR  REPLY. 

CoQf  traction  of  plea  of  payment  with  reference  to  necessity  for,  320. 

Contest  of  wills,  defendant's  pleading  and  replication  thereto,  1026. 

Infringement  of  patent,  92. 

Patents,  replication  in  infringement  suit,  121. 

Plea  in  equity,  628. 

proceedings  upon,  618. 
Plea  of  payment,  replication  by  way  of  new  assignment,  221. 
Plea  of  payment,  replication  to,  218. 

REPUGNANCY. 

Pleas  at  law,  564. 

RES  ADJUDICATA. 

Patents,  infringement  of,  effect  of  prior  adjudication,  133. 
Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  operation  as  res  adjudicata^  871. 

RETURNS. 

Poor  debtor  acts,  officer's  return  after  serving  creditor,  714. 
Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  return  by  magistrate  to  court,  862. 

REVIVOR. 

Plea  to  bill  of  revivor,  602. 

ROBBERY. 

Mails,  indictment  for  robbing,  762 

ROYALTIES. 

Patent  contracts  and  licenses,  jurisdiction,  43. 

RULE  TO  ANSWER. 

Filing  pleas  in  equity,  595. 

RULE  TO  SHOW  CAUSE. 

Prohibition,  proceedings  on  application  for,  I139. 

SCANDAL  AND  IMPERTINENCE. 
Petition  containing,  516. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

Writ  of  possession,  effect  of  issuance  without  scire  facias,  747. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
Penal  actions,  308. 

SERVICE  OF  PROCESS. 

Indorsement  on  summons  in  penal  action,  285. 

Patent  commissioners,  bill  in  equity,  21. 

Penal  statute,  285. 

Privilege  of  persons  exempt  from,  968. 

Prohibition,  use  of  writ  when  court  has  never  acquired  jorisdiction  by,  1113. 

Setting  aside  service  on  privileged  person,  971. 

Order  for  removal  of  pauper,  668. 

Poor  debtor  proceedings,  notice  to  creditors,  710. 

SERVICES. 

Malpractice  as  defense  to  action  for  services  by  physician,  534. 

1178  '  Volume  XVL 


INDEX. 

SET-OFF  AND  COUNTERCLAIM. 

Penalcy,  not  to  be  recovered  by  way  of,  240. 
Plea  of  payment  evidence  under*  212. 
Pledge,  conversion  of.  rights  of  pledgee  to  set-off,  648. 
damages  for  conversion  of  pledged  property,  633. 

SETTING  DOWN  FOR  ARGUMENT. 
Pleas  in  equity,  618. 

SHAM  AND  FRIVOLOUS  PLEADING. 
Objections  to  pleas  at  law,  583. 

SHERIFFS. 

Seizure  of  property  in  possession  of  pledgee,  action  for,  643. 

SHORT  PLEAS. 
Nature  of,  559. 
Propriety.  560. 

SIGNATURE. 

Petition,  signature  of,  516. 
Pleas  in  equity,  595. 

SIMILITER. 

Plea  of  payment,  replication,  220. 

SPECIAL  FINDINGS  OF  JURY. 

Personal  injuries,  form  of  verdict  in  action  for,  481. 

SPECIAL  PLEADING. 

See  Confession  and  Avoidance. 

General  issue,  special  plea  amounting  to,  549. 

Guarantyship,  actions  to  enforce  contracts  of,  950. 

Necessity  for  special  plea,  540. 

Payment,  necessity  of  pleading,  172. 

Surety,  summary  proceedings  by,  against  principal  or  cotarcty,  96$. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of.  936. 

SPECIAL  PRAYER. 

See  Prayers  for  Relief. 

SPECIFICATION. 

Patents,  defense  in  infringement  suits,  xi6. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

Petition  bringing  up  facts  occurring  subsequent  to  institution  of  suit,  510. 
Pledged  stock,  enforcing  return  of,  647. 

STATE. 

Penal  action  by  state,  248. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 
See  Limitations. 

STATUTES. 

Averments  in  language  of  statute,  278. 
General  reference  to  statute  in  pleading,  271. 
Joinder  of  statutory  and  common-law  causes,  281. 
Negativing  exceptions  and  provisos,  278,  527. 
Penal  actions,  counting  on  the  statute,  270. 
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STATUTES—  ConHHUid. 
Penal  statutes,  231. 
Statutory  defenses,  plea  of,  568. 
Statutory  forms  in  suits  for  peaaltlet ,  a8o. 

STAY  OF  PROCEEOmGS. 

See  Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Peocbbdinos. 

STRANGERS. 

Decrees  and  orders  affecting  strangers,  petition  as  substitute  for  bill,  51^ 
Payment  by  stranger,  plea  of,  196. 
Petitions,  parties  to,  si8* 

SUBORNATION  OF  PERJtyRY. 
Indictment  fo%  318. 
Pledgee  converting  securities  to  his  own  use,  647. 

SUGGESTION. 

Prohibition,  proceedings  not  commenced  by,  1135. 

SUITORS. 

Privilege  from  arrest  and  service  of  process,  968. 

SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

Surety,  summary  proceedings  by,  against  principal  or  cosurety,  965* 

SUMMONS  AND  PROCESS. 

Indorsement  on  summons  Iki  penal  action,  285. 
Penal  action,  arrest  of  defendant,  385. 

civil  or  criminal  process,  284. 

date  when  process  issaed»  287. 

United  Sutes  coucss,  98S. 
Petition,  filing  of,  where  process  is  essemlftl,  500. 
Pradpe,  necessity  for,  770 
Prayer  for  process  afr4  petilieft,  540. 
Prayer  for  process  in  bill  for  infliageiiient  of  iMtent,  108. 
Privilege  of  persons  exempt  from,  968. 
Voluntary  appearance  in  penal  action,  388. 

SUPERSEDEAS  AND  STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 
Petition  to  stay  proceedings,.  509. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  PLEADINGS. 
Matter  arising  after  bill  filed  601. 
Patent  interference  suits,  27. 
Patents,  supplemental  bill  for  infringements,  X04. 
Payment  after  action  brought,  X98. 
Petitions.  518. 
Plea  to  supplemental  bill,  6o3. 

SUPPORTING  ANSWER. 

Nature  of  answer  in  support  of  plea,  61$. 
Plea  overruled  by,  6x5. 
Pleas  in  equity,  6x0. 

SURETYSHIP. 

See  article  Peiiccipal  and  8t7t«rT  OE  GUAEAirrOE,  93$ 
Determination  of  question  of,  963. 
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SURGEONS. 

See  Physicians  and  Susgioks,  534. 

SURPLUSAGE. 

Penal  actioos,  declaring  qm  iam^  -369. 
Pleas  ai  ki«.  565. 
Pleas  In  equity,  608 

TENDER. 

Pledge,  action  to  recover,  tendering  payffieat  of  debt,  649. 

TENDER  OF  ISSUE. 

Conclusion  of  pleas  at  law,  556. 

TESTIMONY. 

Perpetuation  of  testimony,  352. 

TIME  TO  PLEAD. 

Plea  of  payment,  200. 

TITLE. 

Patent  infringements,  averment  of  title,  81. 
Patents,  allegations  in  bill  for  infringement,  98. 
Petition,  title  and  address  of,  515. 
Pleas  in  equity,  593. 

TORTS. 

Malpractice  by  physician  and  surgeon,  527. 
Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  nature  of,  373. 
Principal  and  agent  as  parties  to  actions  ex  tUHcto^  892. 
Waiver  of  tort  of  agent,  913. 

TRAVERSE. 

Admission  by  failure  to  deny,  567. 

General  traverse  or  general  issue,  $42. 

Nature  of  traverse,  543. 

Plea  to  the  merits,  542. 

Scope  of  traverse,  566. 

Special  traverse,  absque  hoc^  547. 

Specific  traverse,  542. 

TRESPASS. 

Personal  injuries,  form  of  action,  374. 

Privilege  from  arrest  on  service  of  process,  actions  for  breach  of,  983. 

TRESPASS  ON  THE  CASE. 

Infringement  of  patent,  action  at  law,  79. 

Personal  injuries,  form  of  action,  374. 

Pledge,  action  to  enforce  pledgee's  rights,  641, 

Privilege  from  arrest  on  service  of  process,  actions  for  breach  of,  985. 

TRIAL. 

See  also  Venub. 

Contest  of  wills,  right  to  jury  trial,  1030. 
trial  by  court.  1043. 
trial  of  issues  by  jury,  1037. 
Exclusion  and  separation  of  witnesses,  848. 
Infringement  of  patent,  93. 
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TRIAL—  ConHnmed. 

Pertonal  injuries,  actions  for,  place  of  trial,  373. 
province  of  court  and  jury  in  actions  for,  479. 
Physical  examination  of  person  injured,  4S3. 
Preliminary  txaminoH^n  of  9tu  accused  of  crime.    See  article  PRBLmnUKT 

Examination,  818. 
Right  of  accused  to  be  present  at  preliminary  examination,  845. 
Right  of  accused  to  public  ezaminatioo,  845. 
Summary  proceedings  by  surety  against  principal  or  oosorety,  966. 
Surety,  action  by,  against  cosurety,  963. 
Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  937. 
Suretyship,  determination  of  questions  of,  964. 

TROVER. 

Pledge,  action  to  enforce,  648. 

action  to  enforce  pledgor's  rights,  648. 

TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

Patent  infringement  suit,  trustees  as  parties,  73. 
Penalties  against  trustees,  865. 

Petition  as  substitute  for  bill  in  trust  proceedings,  513. 
Petitions  concerning  administration  of  trusts,  506b 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 

Contest  of  wills,  contestant's  pleading,  xosa. 

UNITED  STATES  COURTS. 
Patent  practice,  x. 
Penal  actions,  process,  388. 
Penalties  and  forfeitures,  jurisdiction  of  suits  to  enforce,  255. 

jurisdiction  over  suits  for,  250. 
Penalty  for  violation  of  patent  laws,  33. 
Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  conduct  of,  844* 
Privileged  persons,  setting  aside  service  on,  974. 
Prohibition,  power  to  Issue  writ,  lioi. 

UTILITY. 

Averment  of,  in  patent  suit,  83. 

VARIANCE. 

Oyer  of  instrument,  allegations  of  declaration,  zo88. 

Penal  actions,  variance  between  writ  and  declaration,  870. 

Personal  injuries^  pleading  and  proof  in  actions  for.    See  article  PgRSOlAL 

Injuries,  371. 
Principal  and  agent,  pleading  and  proof,  899. 
Waiver  and  cure  of,  in  actions  for  personal  injuries,  407. 

VENUE. 

See  also  Change  of  Venue. 

Penal  actions,  256. 

Personal  injuries,  actions  for,  place  of  trial,  373. 

Poor  district,  action  by,  658. 

Preliminary  examination  of  person  accused  of  crime,  835. 

Surety,  action  by  against  cosurety,  960. 

Suretyship,  action  to  enforce  contract  of,  938. 
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VERDICT. 

Aider  by,  of  erroneous  instructioas,  465. 

Aider  by,  in  patent  caies,  93. 

Form  of  verdict  in  action  for  personal  injuries,  4BX. 

Malpractice  by  physicians  and  surgeons,  534. 

Patents,  infringement  suits,  93. 

Penal  action,  verdict  in,  S98. 

Perjury,  requisites  of  verdict,  350. 

Personal  injuries,  verdict  in  actions  for,  4Ba 

Plea  of  payment,  general  verdict,  221. 

Separate  or  special  finding,  481. 

Will  contesu,  1040 

VERIFICATION. 

Conclusion  to  country  or  with  verification,  556 
Contest  of  wills,  contesunt's  pleading,  1025. 
Patents,  bill  for  infringement,  X03. 
Petition,  oath  to,  517. 
Pleas  in  equity,  594. 

VOLUNTARY  STATEMENT. 

Preliminary  examination  of  one  accused  of  crime,  854. 

WAIVER. 

Pnecipe,  waiver  of,  771. 

Preliminary  examination  of  accused,  waiver  of  right,  828. 

Prematurity  of  suit,  waiver  of  objection,  8S3. 

Privilege  from  arrest  or  service  of  process,  waiver  of,  986. 

Variance,  waiver  and  cure  of,  407. 

Voluntary  statement  by  person  accused  of  crime,  854. 

WARRANT. 

Effect  of  failure  to  charge  proper  offense,  844. 
Necessity  for,  preliminary  examination  of  accused,  843. 
Removal  of  pauper,  669. 
Return  of  warrant  to  whom,  preliminary  examination,  838. 

WILLS. 

Probate  and  contest  of  wills,  991. 

WITHDRAWAL. 

Pleas  in  equity,  597. 

WITNESSES. 

Binding  over  witnesses  on  preliminary  examination,  868. 

Examination  of  witnesses  on  preliminary  examination  of  one  accnied  of 

crime,  847. 
Power  to  exclude  and  separate  witnesses,  848. 
Privilege  from  arrest  and  service  of  process,  968. 
Reading  testimony  to  witnesses  on  preliminary  examination,  851. 
Signature  to  testimony  on  preliminary  examination,  853. 

WRIT. 

See  also  Summons  and  Procbss. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 
See  Error,  Writ  or. 
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-WRIT  OF  POSSESSION. 
Practice  on,  744. 

WRIT  OF  PRIVILEGE. 
Practice  on,  968. 

WRIT  OF  PROHIBITION. 
See  Prohibition. 

WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS. 
Perjury  assigned  upon,  334. 
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